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INTRODUCTION

Among numerous typologies of nationalism few have won as
widespread an acceptance as the division into Western and Eastern
varieties. This dichotomy is based on a distinction between political
and cultural nations introduced by Friedrich Meinecke at the begin-
ning of this century (Krejœí and Velimský 1981: 22). It was further
elaborated by Hans Kohn and Emerich Francis, whose “demotic”
and “ethnic” nations fit the same paradigm.

Francis defined the ethnic (or “cultural”) nation as an “ethnic
society which is politically organized in a nation-state and is exclu-
sively identified with it” (1976: 387). This type of nation is based on
jus sanguinis. His demotic (or “political”) nation was a demotic so-
ciety coextensive with a sovereign state. (He defined demotic society
as a “complex and ethnically heterogeneous society that is politically
organized in such a way that all its members are, through special
institutions, linked directly and without the mediation of subsocietal
units to the central authority” [1976: 383]). The integration of such
society is based on democratic government and cultural homogene-
ity (1976: 387); its identity is derived from jus soli.

The division has the advantage of simplicity and even a certain
elegance (see Figure 1), but although basically sound, it has signifi-
cant drawbacks. First, it reflects almost exclusively the European
situation, virtually ignoring nationalisms elsewhere. The non-Euro-
pean nationalisms are usually assigned to the “Eastern” subdivision
without much regard for the vast differences between a quasi-racial
Japanese nationalism and the integrative nationalisms of Latin
America. Even in Europe proper one finds “Eastern” nationalisms
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and, as will be demonstrated in this paper, “Western” nationalisms
in the East.

Another drawback is that, in Anthony Smith’s words, it “as-
sumes a necessary correlation between types of social structure and
philosophical distinctions” (1971: 197). In other words, the social
composition of a given society acquires a predictive role in the sense
that certain social strata will supposedly generate a certain type of
nationalism. Actually, such interrelationships are extremely complex
and cannot be considered fully deterministic. Also, some national-
isms, such as Russian, Turkish, or Tanzanian, combine voluntaris-
tic/subjectivist elements of the Western variety with the organic/ob-
jectivist elements of the Eastern kind. Finally, the two categories are
called upon “to do too many jobs . . . cover too many levels of devel-
opment, types of structure and cultural situations” (ibid.). They end
up being cumbersome.

We believe that a reevaluation of the traditional classification
of nationalisms is called for. Specifically, we think that the West-
ern/Eastern dichotomy does not sufficiently emphasize the more
fundamental issues: the interaction between ethny and state and the
individual’s relationship to both, especially the mode of his/her in-
corporation. Our paper will build upon the foundations laid by R.
D. Grillo in his work on the interrelationship between “nation” and
“state” and by Pierre van den Berghe on the mode of incorporation
as it relates to ethnic exclusivity/inclusivity.

In Grillo’s scheme the distinct varieties of nationalism are the
natural outcome of two complicated processes which he calls (1) the
“ethnicization of the polity” (the “demotic” type in Francis’s termi-
nology or the “statist” model in Anthony Smith’s), where a state
“constructs” a nation from often heterogeneous elements, and (2) the
“politicization of ethnicity” (the “ethnic” model in both terminolo-

Figure 1

Western nationalisms Eastern nationalisms

Political nations Ethnocultural nations
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gies), where an ethnic group strives for and achieves statehood
(Grillo, ed. 1980: 7). We will also incorporate van den Berghe’s ideas
concerning the correlation of ethnic monopolization of power (eth-
nically exclusive/inclusive) with the mode of incorporation (indi-
vidual or collective) (see Figure 2, based on Schema I in van den
Berghe 1981: 79). But we will redefine his postulates somewhat since
individual incorporation, which typifies demotic nations, is inher-
ently inclusive because it strives to assimilate all citizens of a given
polity to the “official” culture. By contrast, collective or corporate
conceptualization of ethnicity is by definition exclusive since it in-
sists on descent as the criterion of admissibility.

This paper will continue both lines of research. Specifically, we
discard the inadequate division of nationalisms into Western and
Eastern varieties. Instead we will endeavor to show that virtually all
types of nationalism can be found in Western as well as Eastern
Europe—that it is the presence or absence of the state and the mode
of incorporation which determine the nature of a particular nation-
alism. Our task, therefore, is to offer a new typology which takes into
account both sets of variables.

Figure 2
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We are fully aware of the fact that our paper entails a categori-
zation in addition to an analysis. As such, all concepts developed in
it are by their very nature static. But in an exercise of classification
and comparative delineation stasis is not only acceptable, but it is in
fact desirable. An inherent aspect of any classificatory scheme is that
all concepts described therein are by necessity “ideal types” in the
Weberian sense, meaning that none of them exist in their purity in
the real world. But for heuristic purposes such ideal types are very
useful in delineating complex realities. Such will be the case with all
our categories in this paper.

We will start with definitions and categorization, continue with
the traditional representation of both types of nationalism, present
empirical examples of our own typology in Western and Eastern
Europe, and offer our conclusions as to the validity of both typolo-
gies as well as the ongoing transformation of nationalisms which is
now occurring in Western Europe. (Nationalisms of Eastern Europe
are not affected by a similar transformation; they are developing
within traditional parameters of the “Eastern” model.)

TYPOLOGY/CATEGORIZATION OF NATIONALISMS

There are several variables determining the type of nationalism.
First, the role of the state. Nationalisms enunciated and promoted
by existing states will be designated as statist. These nationalisms
define a nation as a territorial-political unit. Where the state is ab-
sent, the nationalism is nonstatist by definition. Proponents of the
nonstatist variety see the nation as a politicized ethnic group bound
together by common culture or, as anthropologists would put it,
delimited by “cultural markers.” These nationalisms usually start as
cultural movements.

Second, the mode of incorporation. It can be based on either the
individual or the corporate entity. Here we have several subvari-
ables. We will call nationalisms which stress individual freedoms
and responsibilities of political citizenship Lockean since Locke was
among the earliest proponents of individual freedom and of the le-
gitimacy of political rule emanating from the consent of the gov-
erned.1 As has been stated earlier, a Lockean nationalism promotes
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the incorporation of each citizen on an individual basis—i.e., it opens
the doors to advancement and promotion to any member of a given
polity as long as s/he learns the state language and adopts the state
culture. In that sense it is inherently inclusive because it accepts all
citizens regardless of their origin.

Conversely, we will call Herderian those nationalisms which re-
strict full membership to persons of a particular origin, language,
and cultural diacritica, thereby excluding outsiders.2 They are inher-
ently exclusive. Although individuals can and do cross ethnic
boundaries into Herderian entities (e.g., through marriage), in prin-
ciple incorporation is based on descent and is therefore collective or
corporate in character. In fact, instead of calling it “Herderian incor-
poration,” it would be better to refer to it as “ethnic eligibility.”

To avoid cumbersome designations we will divide nationalisms
into statist and nonstatist, depending on the role of the state, and
Lockean-inclusive or Herderian-exclusive to indicate the mode of
incorporation and ethnic inclusivity/exclusivity. Figure 3 offers a
graphic representation of our typology. We retained the basic geo-
graphical division into Western and Central/Eastern Europe. How-
ever, we attempted to find all four varieties—statist/nonstatist and
Lockean-inclusive/Herderian-exclusive—in both areas. The statist
Lockean-inclusive variety in the West will be represented by Eng-
land and France. Catalonia will provide an example of the Lockean-
inclusive nonstatist type in the same area. In the East, Hungary fits
the Lockean-inclusive statist kind while Belorussia will supply an
example of the Lockean nonstatist variety.

With Herderian nationalisms we will have to start in the East
since it is this part of Europe that has been traditionally considered
their birthplace. Also, the statist/nonstatist order we followed in
examining Western Europe will be reversed since the Herderian type
develops among ethnies which do not possess a sovereign state of
their own. Thus Herderian nationalisms of the nonstatist kind in the
East will be represented by German and Slovak nationalisms, and
Russian will provide an example of the Herderian statist variety. In
the West, Basque nationalism corresponds to the Herderian nonsta-
tist type, while the “integral nationalism” of Charles Maurras in
France fits, with some allowances, the mold of the Herderian statist
kind. But first we must turn to brief overviews of Lockean and Her-
derian nationalisms.
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THE TRADITIONAL REPRESENTATION OF LOCKEAN NATIONALISM

In Western Europe nationalism focused on the individual and
saw the state as a commonwealth based on the freely given consent
of the governed. As Locke wrote in his second “Treatise on Civil
Government,” “Nothing can make any man [a member of a common-
wealth] but his actually entering into it by positive engagement, and
express promise and compact” (cited in Greenfeld 1992: 400). Thus
in Hans Kohn’s words, “The individual, his liberty, dignity, and hap-
piness [became] the basic element of all national life [while] the
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Government of a nation was a moral trust dependent upon the free
consent of the governed” (Kohn 1965: 18).

Historically this was a highly unusual line of reasoning. The
emphasis on the individual, at the expense of the state as a collective
institution, could develop only because in the West the modern state
emerged as a consequence of a struggle between the crown and the
landed aristocracy. The aristocracy, entrenched in provincial assem-
blies, claimed to champion “national liberties” and “national rights,”
which, in the context of the time, meant aristocratic privileges since
the concept of “nation” did not include the lower classes.

The crown, forced to look for allies, found them in the well-to-
do strata of the Third Estate. When it won, the crown proceeded to
build a centralized absolutist state which required a code of commu-
nication accessible to all. In other words, the state needed a language
which could be learned or imposed only through standardized edu-
cation, as well as a streamlined bureaucracy and administration. The
introduction of German as the language of government administra-
tion by Joseph II (Kann 1950: 53) in relatively backward Austria
shows that this constituted a development which was not limited to
Western Europe. As Latin lost its preeminence—in France as early as
1539 (the decree of Villers-Cotterê

ts)—and printing spread, it facilitated the development of ver-
nacular literatures, which consolidated closely related dialects into
closed fields of communication (in the Deutschian sense) inaccessi-
ble to outsiders.3 This development was further enhanced by the
“hardening” of borders, another consequence of the centralized
state, within which a sense of commonality could better develop.
(Before, frontiers were porous and permeable, not at all the linear
barriers we know today; see Braudel 1986: 298).

Finally, the concept of time changed as well. In medieval
Europe,

Time, calendar, and history were reckoned by the Christian
scheme. . . . Current events were recorded in relation to religious
holidays and saints’ days. . . . Hours of the day were named for
the hours of prayer (Tuchman 1978: 54).

In other words, time was repetitive, circular, and suffused with
Christian symbolism. With the Reformation this was lost. Instead, a
person turned into a “sociological organism moving calendrically
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through homogeneous time” (Anderson 1983: 31). Thus the “script
language, monarchy, temporality in which cosmology and history
were indistinguishable” (Anderson 1983: 40) all changed. Anderson
sees the origins of national consciousness in the interplay of decreas-
ing linguistic diversity, technology (book printing), and capitalism,
which created monoglot mass readership.4

Politically the absolutist state hinged on the king’s divine right.
But it was undermined by the Reformation almost as soon as the
tendency toward absolutism appeared. Already Ulrich Zwingli and
Jean Calvin insisted that the government had to conform to the laws
of God. Zwingli’s successor, Henrich Bullinger, openly asserted the
right to resist bad government and revolt against tyranny (Kohn
1944: 137). Once kingship was stripped of the divine right, the person
of the king lost its sacred character and became a mere mortal who
could be removed or even executed. This would eventually lead to
the beheading of Charles I and then Louis XVI.

The delegitimation of the divine right left a void in the concep-
tualization of the body politic. It was eventually filled by the notion
of “the people,” which was redefined as a nation by Jean-Jacques
Rousseau. His nation was based on the sovereignty of the people (the
“general will,” in his parlance) and full rights for each member, at
least in theory. In such a nation, nationalism was the expression of
the free individual’s free will. This concept was inherently anti-mon-
archical, anti-feudal and anti-aristocratic. It could fully develop only
in the relatively open, rapidly developing societies of Western
Europe and North America whose elites believed in the Enlighten-
ment and Reason, at least in principle, and proclaimed liberty, equal-
ity, and fraternity, at least in theory. In short, it was possible only in
societies which were built on constitutionalism, parliamentarism,
participatory democracy, and what we would nowadays call plural-
ism.

Since the bourgeoisie was the rising element in these socie-
ties—economically, socially, and politically—bourgeois values—in-
dividualism, liberalism, tolerance—permeated Western nationalism.
Politically and socially these attitudes were translated into the idea
of a social contract, the legal concept of citizenship, the principle of
individual rights and legal equality. Moreover, since nationalism in
the West developed within well-established states, it was subjected
to all the constraints which West European political order imposed
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on the state itself (Fishman 1973: 24–25). And since it was based on
political citizenship which could be acquired, it was inherently in-
clusive. Historically it integrated ever wider masses of people into
the politically defined nation, usually led by the middle classes, who
sought allies in their struggle against aristocratic privilege. First
with the crown against the aristocracy, then with the masses against
the absolutist monarchy, the bourgeoisie mobilized the peasantry,
the artisans, and the nascent industrial proletariat, transforming
them into a new, integrated community which eventually coalesced
into the nation.

THE TRADITIONAL REPRESENTATION OF
HERDERIAN NATIONALISM

If certain characteristics of Lockean thought can be harnessed
to depict an ideal type of Western nationalism, then a parallel con-
struct using Herder’s ideas might be useful in delineating what has
come to be known as Eastern nationalism. Unlike Locke, who had
merely enunciated certain principles which were incorporated into
the foundations of West European nationalisms, Herder was a theo-
retician of a new brand of nationalism. This is not to say that he was
a nationalist in the modern sense. To him nationality was not a po-
litical or biological but a spiritual and moral concept (Kohn 1965: 31)
(which is not to say that he disregarded the role of the state alto-
gether: in his conception the national state was the means through
which national characteristics were developed [Ergang 1966: 255]).

Yet Herder was the first to develop a comprehensive philoso-
phy of nationalism. At a time when nationalities were regarded as
obstacles on the road to a universal, rational society, Herder believed
that nationality was an indispensable building block and “an essen-
tial factor in the development of humanity” (Ergang 1966: 248). He
saw the ethnic group as an organic unity whose growth was regu-
lated by natural law. The nature of nationality and national character
was religious, deterministic, divine. Laws of nature were “thoughts
of the Creator,” and each nationality was part of the divine plan in
history (Ergang 1966: 250). In Herder’s view, ethnos was an organic
growth and at the same time a self-revelation of the Divine. He be-
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lieved that human civilization lived in its national and peculiar
manifestations, not in the Universal. People were first and foremost
members of their national communities; only as such could they be
truly creative (Kohn 1965: 31). In a curious premonition of the an-
thropomorphic analogies made popular by vulgar Darwinism a cen-
tury later Herder thought that after a period of growth each national
organism matures and then sinks into senility, making way for others
which pass through the same cycle. It was also implied that each
national organism had its own national soul (Ergang 1966: 85).

Herder’s cultural polycentrism emphasized folklore, ritual,
customs, myth, folk songs, and language—i.e., clues to a people’s
collective personality and identity (Smith 1971: 182). Polycentrism is
a giveaway of Herderian nationalism: two hundred years later most
Russian nationalists are equally polycentric. Thus Ilya Glazunov, a
well-known painter and nationalist: “I believe that world culture has
nothing to do with Esperanto but is a bouquet of different national
cultures” (interview in Vol’noie slovo 33 [1979]; cited in Conquest, ed.
1986: 271).

Herder believed that as the group became a single unit, a being,
it acquired a unique personality which found expression in its his-
tory, language, literature, religion, customs, art, science, and law.
Culture, then, was a product of the group mind (Ergang 1966: 87).
Herder was not a racist in any sense. “Notwithstanding the varieties
of the human form,” he wrote, “there is but one and the same species
of man throughout the whole earth” (cited in Ergang 1966: 88). “Men
are formed only by education, instruction and permanent example”
(cited in Ergang 1966: 91).

While Rousseau believed that legislation and common will can
turn people into a community, Herder subscribed to the view that
nature was “the great architect” of human society (cited in Ergang
1966: 95). His bitterness and invective were directed against
“soulless cosmopolitanism,” which is somewhat reminiscent of our
modern dread of anomie.5 Herder, however, equated this pernicious
cosmopolitanism with French influence, especially French educa-
tion, a rather prevalent attitude in the Germany of his time. In de-
nouncing the French, Herder overstepped the line which separates
patriotism from nationalism or even chauvinism.

In many respects Herder was the spiritual founder and the in-
tellectual cornerstone of German nationalism. His view of language
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as an outstanding mark of nationality, a reflection of its thought-life
(Ergang 1966: 105); his belief that each nationality has a mission to
develop its national characteristics and cultivate its national indi-
viduality (Ergang 1966: 112); his opinion that culture must be na-
tional in form and content (Ergang 1966: 251) (later reworked by
Stalin to become “national in form, socialist in content”)—all testify
to the extremely important role played by Herder in the rise of Ger-
man and subsequent Herderian nationalisms. In this and in many
other respects he was the precursor of Johann Gottlieb Fichte, Gi-
useppe Mazzini, František Palacký, Lajos Kossuth, Jan Kollár,
Dositej ObradoviŒ, and countless other East European nationalists.

Virtually all Herderian nationalisms go through several easily
discernible stages. At first, a few intellectuals redefine ethnicity as a
category of classification; then they have to spread their ideas among
the general population and mobilize it in order to confront the state
apparatus controlled by the dominant ethny; finally, after a period
of struggle, their ethny either gains complete independence or settles
for a limited sovereignty in a federal or consociated system.

The first stage, the redefinition of ethnicity, requires an intelli-
gentsia. That is not to say that peasants or artisans were unaware of
ethnic or religious differences. Anti-Jewish violence in medieval
Europe and interdenominational massacres in France and Germany
during wars of religion prove otherwise. Nor should we assume that
peasants could not organize themselves: peasant wars in England,
France, and Germany (and later Russia) show they could. However,
only the intelligentsia with its intellectual expertise and the ability
to conceptualize could make ethnic differences a major category of
classification and then mobilize various interest groups in defense
of an “imaginary community.”

Societies where the upper classes preferred an alien language
and culture facilitated the spread of Herderian nationalism. Such
preferences reduced the reading public, relegated ethnic intellectu-
als to a secondary position, and sent thousands of ambitious ethnic
intellectuals into an alien cultural milieu. In this situation language
became a matter of paramount importance. And if the country was
militarily weak and disunited, as was the case in the Germanies and
Italies, or subject to ethnically alien rulers, as was the case every-
where else in Eastern Europe, or even if it simply suffered from a
complex of cultural inferiority, as was the case in Russia, all these
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factors provided a strong stimulus to worshipping strength and
unity.

Since even the most rabid ethnic nationalists could not simply
deny the superiority of the civilization which they rejected, they
could only fall back on the innate goodness of their ethny. Thus the
wholesomeness, the manly virtues of their own people had to be
contrasted with the degenerate character of the “western” neighbor.
And westerners in general had to be represented as false, effeminate,
and phony—in short, contemptible. Or as an old Flemish saying
goes, “Wat wals is, vals is” (Whatever is Walloon is false). Ironically
these accusations, first hurled against the French by the Germans,
were later used by Slavs against Germans as the bacilli of Herderian-
type nationalism penetrated further east.

Once the differences had been recognized, proto-nationalist in-
tellectuals had to indoctrinate the people and look for allies. Al-
though these intellectuals often found themselves close to the centers
of power—as teachers of rulers’ offspring, for example—they were
powerless themselves and could not effect fundamental changes on
their own. Thus their indoctrination efforts were inevitably bifur-
cated, directed at the ruling elite on the one hand, at the lower classes
on the other.

In the feudal and semifeudal absolutist states of the eighteenth
and early nineteenth centuries, where the bourgeoisie was numeri-
cally weak and politically even weaker, the nascent nationalistic in-
telligentsia sided with whatever allies it could find: the local gentry
(as in Poland and Hungary) or even the peasantry (as in Slovenia,
Bulgaria, and Serbia). While in the West nationalism developed as a
political expression of the rising middle classes within the estab-
lished states, in the East it developed as a cultural movement in
societies which had not for the most part experienced Renaissance,
Reformation, or Enlightenment.

Familiar only with authoritarian political structures, Herderian
nationalism developed a strong authoritarian bent, just as Lockean-
type nationalism bore the imprint of Western liberal tradition. In the
West individualism suffused nationalism. In the East nationalism
promoted communalism. More often than not, such communal na-
tionalism found a natural ally in forces of reaction. This was particu-
larly true of “satisfied” ethnic nationalism—i.e., nationalism which
had achieved statehood, like Hungarian nationalism after the Com-
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promise of 1867. Others—Croatian nationalism, for example—could
flip-flop, siding with reactionary Vienna against revolutionary Hun-
gary or with Hungary against Vienna, depending on the situation.
This shows that much in nationalism’s behavior and configuration
was circumstantial and not the result of some intrinsic reactionary
essence.

Intellectuals espousing Herderian-type nationalism tried to
overcome their strong complex of inferiority by instilling a sense of
mission and messianism. This was facilitated by the fact that many
contemporary (nineteenth- and early twentieth-century) East Euro-
pean cultures were still suffused with religious messianism and
Christian universalism, an inheritance of the Middle Ages. As Niko-
lai Berdyaev wrote in his comments on the Russian Revolution,

The Russian people are passing from one medieval period into
another. . . . The workman is not at all inclined to pass from Chris-
tian faith to enlightened rationalism and skepticism; he is more
inclined to go over to a new faith and a new idol-worship”
(Berdyaev 1960: 39).

Most Russian “workmen” passed from Christianity to “prophetic”
Marxism to nationalism. This explains much of the fanaticism and
the dogma of early Soviet communism and Stalinism and the spread
of extreme nationalism in post-Communist Russia, which surprised
many observers. In much of Eastern Europe, where nationalism had
made earlier inroads and where (Soviet) communism was “im-
ported” and imposed, a large proportion of the proletariat bypassed
Marxism altogether. In these countries nationalism proved to be a
potent antidote to Marxism, and when the Soviet domination col-
lapsed (or was withdrawn), nationalism reappeared as a major po-
litical force.

Romantic historicism played a major role in this turnaround.
As a rule, Herderian-type nationalisms idealized the past and turned
it into a cornerstone of national regeneration. The idea of nationhood
centered around the folk community imagined as a healthy, manly
peasant society free of degenerate Townsman and Foreigner (often
equated since in many areas towns were populated by people of
different ethnic origin—e.g., Germans and Jews). Xenophobic and
chiliastic, Herderian nationalisms sought to recreate the imagined
past in the future.
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Until 1848 Herderian nationalism stressed collaboration of peo-
ples against monarchs and saw its mission in the fight for freedom
and constitutionalism (Kohn 1955: 39), which made it run on a track
parallel to that of the Lockean-type nationalism. However, after 1848
it turned increasingly to the glorification of the martial spirit, wor-
ship of national heroes and their deeds in war. In a sense, this is the
year when Herderian nationalism came of age: from here the pedi-
gree becomes unmistakably “Eastern,” and the line of development
points increasingly in one direction: that of political intolerance and
authoritarianism.

Above we delineated the position that Lockean-type national-
ism is based on political citizenship in a preexisting state which
promotes individual rather than communal incorporation and deter-
mines the inclusive character of Lockean nationalism. To test these
assumptions we will now look for (a) statist Lockean and (b) nonstatist
Lockean nationalisms in the West, as well as (c) statist Lockean and
(d) nonstatist Lockean nationalisms in the East. England and France
will serve as examples for case (a).

ENGLISH NATIONALISM

United under one government since at least 1017, in possession
of a common literary language and venerable historical traditions,
England is considered a classical representative of Lockean-type na-
tionalism. Of particular importance is the fact that its Parliament
developed as a territorial, not a tribal, assembly (Snyder 1976:
73–74).

However, as one looks closer, one discovers features which are
unexpected in a Lockean nationalism. First, English nationalism
arose out of a religious matrix (Kohn 1965: 16–17), which is a Her-
derian trait. It was the break with Rome in 1534 that laid the Protes-
tant foundations of English nationalism. These were reinforced by
the persecution of Protestants in Queen Mary’s reign; in Liah Green-
feld’s words, “Religion and national sentiment became identified”
(1992: 66). Then, under Puritan influence, the three main tenets of
Hebrew nationhood were revived: the idea of a chosen people (this
goes back to Milton), the Covenant, and the messianic expectancy.
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Another Herderianism is only a partial acceptance of the people
of the Celtic fringe. According to Geoffrey Gorer, within the internal
English context, people of the Celtic fringe are regarded as un-Eng-
lish, almost as foreigners (cited in DeVos and Romanucci-Ross 1975:
156–72). Here there is a clearly maintained difference between being
British (no one denies that the Welsh are British) and English (which
they are not).

Given the presence of clearly Herderian traits in a quintessen-
tially Lockean nationalism, what, we may ask, separates it from
purely Herderian nationalisms? The important difference, according
to Hans Kohn (1965: 18), is that the individual, his liberty, dignity,
and happiness were the basic elements of national life. This presup-
poses a voluntary accession to the political community. Indeed as it
gradually expanded its political franchise in the nineteenth century,
English nationhood incorporated broad masses within an existing
state into a cohesive whole. But, we may ask, is voluntary incorpo-
ration indispensable? Is Lockeanism possible where coercion is ap-
plied? Such indeed was often the case in France.

FRENCH NATIONALISM

Like its English counterpart, French nationalism is an uneasy
melange of Lockean and Herderian traits. The cultural heritage of
French national identity, its literary language, the continuity of his-
tory and statehood go back to at least the twelfth century.

French nationalism is unique in that we can pinpoint the begin-
ning of Lockeanization with precision: 1254. This was the year when
the king’s title was changed from rex Francorum to rex Franciae
(Greenfeld 1992: 92), and the definition of Frenchness from jus san-
guinis to jus soli. From that moment French identity was defined by
an increasingly powerful and centralized state. The contents of iden-
tity could change drastically. In fact it metamorphosed from being a
religious community, the eldest daughter of the Church, ruled by the
“most Christian king” (Greenfeld 1992: 93), to a political community
which owed its allegiance to the “people,” which was redefined to
include the whole population of France. The state and the people of
France fused into a new notion of the “nation” (imported from Eng-
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land, according to Greenfeld 1992: 155). The new entity was increas-
ingly perceived in opposition to the king and, eventually, the aris-
tocracy, which did not enter into the new Covenant, to the extent that
it came to be seen as an alien race which had descended “from the
forests of Franconia” (Abbé Sieyès; cited in Greenfeld 1992: 172).

Through all these metamorphoses “Frenchness” was solidly an-
chored within the structures of the state. This does not mean that
France was a homogeneous entity. Its unity was imposed from above
and concealed deep fissures in French society. In 1790 Abbé Grégoire
found that while three-quarters of the population knew French, only
about one-tenth could speak it (Johnson in Teich and Porter, eds.
1993: 52). In the south (langue d’oc) most people did not even under-
stand the language (Braudel 1986: 81). And Eugen Weber showed
that the French peasantry, especially in the south, did not join the
major currents of national life until this century’s interwar period
(Weber 1976).

But at least the framework of the state was already in place
when French nationalism was born. Only one thing was left to do:
turn all the inhabitants of the state into Frenchmen. This was the task
of universal public education and the army, which spread the state
language and implanted feelings of patriotism in the hearts of the
citizens and their children.

The imposition of French was often implemented by oppressive
methods, especially among ethnic minorities. Liberty, dignity, and
happiness of the individual may be the cornerstones of Lockean-type
nationalism, but methods used in French schools in Brittany, for
example, were highly coercive. Schoolchildren caught using Breton
at school were often made to wear a worn out old shoe around their
necks, and the only way to get rid of it was to catch a playmate
speaking Breton (Reece 1977: 31); at St. Yves School in Quimper
teachers put a little ball in pupils’ mouths which passed from pupil
to pupil (Reece 1977: 32). But Bretons fully conversant in French
encountered no obstacles to advancement or prominence. And even
unassimilated Bretons could count on equality before the law and
that the law would be equitably applied to all citizens regardless of
their origin.

Both the English and the French examples show that suppos-
edly Lockean nationalisms are full of Herderian traits. Yet religious
messianism and coercive incorporation do not necessarily lead to
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Herderianism. In fact incorporation can be quite brutal, but as long
as it does not exclude citizens, it serves the purposes of inclusivity and
thus Lockeanization.

In England and France we have strong, old, well-established
states. But is the state framework absolutely indispensable for the
formation of Lockean identity and nationalism? If we could find an
example of a “stateless” ethnic entity—perhaps a province in an
existing state or a federal unit—which fully conforms to the Lockean
mode, we would be able to prove that Lockeanism without a state is
also possible. In our opinion, we can find this kind of entity in Cata-
lonia.

CATALAN NATIONALISM

The Statutes of 1932 and 1979 accepted as Catalan any Spanish
citizen with administrative residence in any municipality of Catalo-
nia (Woolard 1989: 37). In the 1979 referendum on the Statute of
Autonomy the key slogan during the campaign was “All those who
live and work in Catalonia are Catalan” (Woolard 1989: 36). This is
a quintessentially Lockean attitude based on jus soli and a politi-
cal/territorial allegiance. Such an attitude was inevitable in a prov-
ince where up to one-half of the population (estimates differ) is of
non-Catalan origin. Catalonia simply could not afford to alienate
one-half of its inhabitants and achieve autonomy. The support of
immigrants to Catalonia, especially those from Andalusia and other
parts of Spain’s southern regions, and their children was absolutely
vital to create a politically meaningful Catalan identity. But no stat-
ute can make new members of a polity feel that they belong or share
in the ethnic symbolism of their new home. Nor does it make them
fully acceptable to the autochthons.

In the popular mind of both Catalonians and the immigrants
four criteria determine one’s Catalanita: birthplace, descent, senti-
ment/behavior, and language—all Herderian parameters. This al-
lows for highly varied, often unpredictable results. According to one
survey, 55 percent of Andalusians permanently resident in Catalonia
felt Catalan, but only 20 percent spoke the language (Strubell i
Trueta; cited in Woolard 1989: 40). Castilian-speaking teenagers, chil-
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dren of immigrants, use birthplace as the main criterion. This may
lead to a somewhat unusual situation where self-ascription is
switched along the generational divide (“My husband and I are An-
dalusian, but our children are Catalan”; cited in Woolard 1989: 38).

On the other side the attitudes are no less ambiguous. Native
Catalans who are culturally and linguistically Catalan do not fully
accept even children of immigrants, unless they have been fully
Catalanized. In common perception, a Catalan is a person who
speaks Catalan like a native, particularly at home, as a first and
habitual language (Woolard 1989: 39)—again a perfectly Herderian
notion.

The picture is further complicated by the fact that group affili-
ation among immigrants and their children can be regional: Murcian,
Andalusian, Aragonese, etc. Also, all Castilian-speaking immi-
grants, especially those of low socioeconomic status, can be called
Murcians or Andalusians, a “generic” designation going back to two
major waves of immigration which reached Catalonia after World
Wars I and II respectively. The main division runs between Catalans
and Castilians, who represent the centralized, and in the Francoist
past, a highly repressive state.

Upon closer investigation, one finds that the label “Catalan”
may cover a number of subdesignations: “Catalans of origin,” “old
Catalans,” “Catalans of always” vs. “Catalans of immigration,”
“new Catalans,” “Catalans by adoption,” “recent Catalans,” “new-
comer Catalans,” and a number of others—but all Catalans never-
theless (Woolard 1989: 44). The non-Catalan also consists of a
number of overlapping identities such as Spanish (i.e., neutral, non-
Catalan), Castilian (i.e., centralist, repressive, and thus particularly
abhorrent to nationally minded Catalans), or pseudo-regional,
which covers all immigrants of low socioeconomic status. However,
if the immigrant and especially his or her children learn to speak
flawless Catalan and adopt Catalan mores and mentality, they are
reassigned into the class of full-fledged Catalans. This, incidentally,
points to the importance of language, supposedly a Herderian crite-
rion, in the Lockean model, as does the French example. But in this
case the language is a highway to full integration, unlike in the
Herderian self-conceptualization (a Jew who speaks flawless Ger-
man is a Jew; a Jew who speaks flawless French is almost French
under “normal” circumstances).
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The Catalan example shows that the official stance may not
completely reflect popular attitudes. In fact there are significant Her-
derian elements in Catalan identity, just as there are in the English
identity and nationalism. To a large extent Catalonia was forced into
the Lockean mode by the political realities of a large immigrant
population. However, we should not overstate the case either: under
similar circumstances the Russian minorities in the more Herderian
Latvia and Estonia are not accepted as full-fledged Latvians or Es-
tonians, although citizenship will be extended if the Russians learn
the local languages.

Does the Catalan example invalidate the crucial role of the state
in the formation of Lockean nationalisms? We believe that it does,
but only to a certain extent since Catalan identity was formed within
a powerful and prosperous state which flourished in the thirteenth
to fifteenth centuries and left a lasting imprint on Catalans. With the
union of Aragon and Castile (in 1479) Catalonia lost its statehood
(although not its parliament), but its identity, now demoted to the
regional level, persists until today.

There is a long-standing and well-entrenched assumption that
Lockean nationalisms are not to be found in Eastern Europe. We
believe this is not the case and offer Hungary as an example of a
largely Lockean mode in East-Central Europe.

HUNGARIAN NATIONALISM

As in Western Europe, natio Hungarica initially included only
members of the dominant class, mostly gentry, who lived within the
limits of the Kingdom of Hungary. Being Hungarian thus had no
ethnic connotation. All landowners, be they Magyar, German, Slo-
vak, Romanian, Serbian, or whatever, whether they spoke Hungar-
ian or not, were regarded as members of the Hungarian nation
(Islamov 1992: 166). The State Assembly of 1764 refused a request by
the Serbian Church Council for special privileges precisely because
“we believe they [Hungarian Serbs] are all Hungarians” (ibid.).

Although the Hungarian language knew only one designation
for the country, Magyarorszag—i.e., the land of the Magyars (Is-
lamov 1992: 167)—historical Hungary was a political and territorial
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entity along Lockean lines. When, as a result of the Compromise of
1867, Hungary achieved the status of an autonomous unit within the
Hapsburg Empire, less than half of its population was of Hungarian
ethnic stock. It thus faced a problem similar to that of France at the
end of the eighteenth century or that of Catalonia in the twentieth,
although Hungary’s problem was much more severe. It is therefore
hardly surprising that Hungary embarked on a policy of Magyari-
zation, similar to France’s Francophonization seventy-five years be-
fore. Hungarian became the state language, and minority languages
were gradually suppressed, despite a fairly liberal Nationalities Law
of 1868 (Rusinow 1992: 252). Transylvania lost its local autonomy,
and Croatia’s was severely limited. Successive governments encour-
aged rapid assimilation of ethnic minorities. All together, about two
million non-Hungarians were Magyarized between 1850 and 1910
(Rusinow 1992: 253), an enormous figure given the Magyar popula-
tion in 1853 of only 5.4 million (taken from Hain; cited in Seton-Wat-
son 1972: 434). The reason for this success lies in the fact that any
minority member could become Magyar with all the social mobility,
career advancement, and advantages of citizenship as long as s/he
learned Hungarian and assimilated.

Thus in its main outline Hungarian nationalism adhered to the
French model. This nationalism succeeded fairly well, at least to the
extent that the Magyar proportion of the total population exceeded
50 percent (51.4 percent to be precise, without Croatia) by 1900 (Hain;
cited in Seton-Watson 1972: 434). That it turned away from the Lock-
ean mode after the dismemberment of historical Hungary in 1919
merely shows that the choice of model is largely situational. The
country lost huge minority populations it had tried to assimilate.
Defeat and the harshness of the peace treaty led to resentment and
rejection of non-Hungarians. As a result, Hungarian identity was
redefined in ethno-racial terms.

So far we have demonstrated that Lockean nationalism is not
confined to Western Europe but is encountered in Eastern Europe as
well. We have also shown that the statist framework, although im-
portant, is not indispensable for the appearance of Lockean nation-
alism. An old statist identity demoted to the level of regional identity
may suffice, at least in Western Europe, to produce Lockean nation-
alism. Thus we are left with the proposition that Lockean national-
ism is largely a function of individual incorporation based on jus
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soli. This kind of incorporation promotes inclusivity. Moreover, it
does not matter if it is promoted by coercive methods, as in France
or Hungary, or is purely voluntary, as in Catalonia. Nor does the
presence of occasional Herderianisms, such as messianism and a
religious matrix, invalidate the Lockean character of inclusive na-
tionalisms.

We have only one more type of nationalism to find in order to
complete the matrix: a Lockean-inclusive nationalism of the nonsta-
tist kind in Eastern Europe. We believe that Belorussian (or Be-
larusan, in the latest terminology) nationalism is a good example.

BELORUSSIAN NATIONALISM

Originally a part of the Kievan Rus’, the Belorussian lands were
gradually incorporated into the Grand Duchy of Lithuania. Already
at the end of the twelfth century some Krivichan lands (Krivichi is
one of the three tribes from which the Belorussian ethny later devel-
oped) passed under Lithuanian rule (Wasilewski 1920: 264–65). By
the time Lithuania captured Kiev (in 1362) virtually all Belorussian
lands had become part of the Grand Duchy. The incorporation was
gradual and proceeded through marriage or agreement when west-
ern Russian principalities sought Lithuanian protection against hos-
tile neighbors (Vakar 1956: 43).

The Grand Duchy itself was Lockean: all inhabitants, whatever
their ethnic stock, considered themselves Lithuanian. Lithuanian
Slavs were no exception; they called themselves licviny or li-
toucy—i.e., Lithuanians (Zaprudnik 1993: 4). Since the Slav popula-
tion of the duchy was more advanced culturally and economically,
Old Russian was accepted as the language of state. Repeated inter-
marriage of the leading Lithuanian families with Russian princesses
(sixteen toward the end of the fifteenth century; four consecutive
generations of the grand dukes had Russian mothers and Russian
wives [Vakar 1956: 51]) brought strong Russian influence to the
Lithuanian court. The Old (Belo)russian language and culture had
prestige, and gradually much of the Lithuanian upper strata were
Russianized. At the time, the language of religious writings was
uniform among all Eastern Slavs, but the vernacular was already
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beginning to diverge from other Russian dialects, largely through
local developments and borrowings from Polish.

History set Belorussians apart from other Eastern Slavs. After
the first union of Lithuania and Poland in 1385, the proto-Belorus-
sian population was subjected to strong Western (largely Polish) in-
fluence. And the Reformation rendered it multiconfessional,
especially among the aristocracy, with the Orthodox, Catholics, and
Protestants forming part of a whole. Typically Belorussia did not
know large-scale ethnic or religious strife, either during the Refor-
mation or later. The only massacres were perpetrated by Muscovite
troops, who often killed Catholics and Jews in towns they captured.
Compared to most of their neighbors, Belorussians have been re-
markably tolerant. Westernization was further strengthened by the
organization of city life along German models (the Magdeburg law)
in the fourteenth through sixteenth centuries.

As the pressure from Muscovy increased after 1550, the Lithu-
anian lands, including Belorussia, drew closer to Poland. For its part,
the Polish crown met them half way: the anti-Catholic provisions of
the Horodlo Union of 1415 were struck down (in 1562), and the
country was reorganized along federal lines in 1569 (Zaprudnik
1993: 29). (The extent and degree of federalization have been hotly
disputed ever since.)

The retreat of the Reformation and the imposition of the Union
of Brest (by which the Orthodox acknowledged papal authority and
Catholic dogma in return for a compromise on the Eastern rite, serv-
ices in Slavonic, and priest celibacy [Vakar 1956: 56]) put Belorussia
under increasing Polish influence. Eventually this began to affect the
status of the Belorussian language. The Statutes of the Grand Duchy
(codes of law) in 1529, 1566, and 1588 were all written in Belorussian.
It was still the language of the ducal chancellery, the courts, the
chronicles, and diplomacy (Zaprudnik 1993: 37). Until the seven-
teenth century, when many noble families in Lithuania and Belorus-
sia started switching to Polish, Belorussian played the same role in
the Grand Duchy that Latin had played in most European countries
in the Middle Ages.

With the loss of large sections of Ukraine to Muscovy in 1654,
the weight of the Eastern Slav element in the Polish Commonwealth
decreased while that of Poland expanded. In 1696 Polish was made
the official language (Zaprudnik 1993: 39). Catholic (i.e., Polish)
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monasteries and religious establishments proliferated; conversion to
Catholicism became an initiation into a higher form of civilization
and a mark of distinction (Vakar 1956: 57). In Catholic homes first,
in others later, Polish began to replace Russian, much like earlier Old
Russian had replaced Lithuanian. Between 1596 (the Union of Brest)
and 1795 (the Third Partition) most of the Belorussian nobility, gen-
try, and burghers were thoroughly Polonized (Zaprudnik 1993: 45).
The process did not proceed without resistance. The Chamberlain of
Smolensk called Polish culture “a dog’s flesh clothing our Russian
bones” (Vakar 1956: 61) (so much for the absence of nationalist senti-
ments before the eighteenth century); Orthodox fraternities were
organized in towns and uprisings erupted in the countryside. In
vain, Polonization continued to spread, although as late as the last
decade of the eighteenth century there were still old-fashioned lords
who liked to talk Belorussian among themselves (Czeczot; cited in
Wasilewski 1920: 269).

The Polish partitions were justified by Russia as the in-gather-
ing of all Rus’—i.e., regaining of the Kievan Russian patrimony. After
the Second Partition a commemorative medal was minted in St. Pe-
tersburg with an inscription, “What had been torn away I returned”
(Ottorzhennaia vozvratikh [Vakar 1956: 66]). Ironically the Russian
governments under Paul and Alexander I were not aware of the fact
that the greater part of the Belorussian Slav population were not
Polish, mostly because the gentry and the other educated sections of
the population with which they dealt were Polish. Catholics pre-
served all former privileges; local administration and education
were left in Polish hands, and Polonization continued unabated. It
was only after the insurrections of 1830–31 and 1863, in the context
of general anti-Polish repressions, that St. Petersburg “discovered”
the non-Polish character of the Belorussian peasantry. Both insurrec-
tions were widely supported in Belorussia. In 1863, for example, 18
percent of the insurgents were (non-Polish) peasants, although most
insurgents—about 70 percent—originated among the heavily
Polonized gentry (Zaprudnik 1993: 57). To counter Polish “subver-
sion,” the Russian government purged Poles from local administra-
tion and banned the Polish language from schools and
administration. (Ironically the use of Belorussian was also prohib-
ited on the mistaken assumption that it was a Polish dialect [Vakar
1956: 69].) However, some leading Russian figures such as Aksakov
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and Katkov finally woke up to the fact that Belorussians were not
Polish.

Depolonization gained momentum in 1839, when the Uniate
hierarchs renounced the Union of Brest and returned to the Ortho-
dox fold. This was the final blow to the Uniate Church: after the First
Partition about 1.5 million Uniates had converted to the Orthodox
faith (Vakar 1956: 68). Now the remaining 1.5 million were regis-
tered, often against their will, as Orthodox (Vakar 1956: 69). In 1840
even the names Belarus and Litva were banned; instead Belorussia
became known as the Northwestern Province (Zaprudnik 1993: 50).

The insurrections precipitated a radical transformation of Be-
lorussia. At the beginning of the nineteenth century, before the ap-
pearance of nationalism, one’s identity was still defined by one’s
religious affiliation. Catholicism was synonymous with Polishness,
while Orthodoxy meant Russianness. When over 30,000 nobles and
gentry switched from Catholicism to the Orthodox faith in 1865–66,
they were passing, in their minds, from being Polish to being Rus-
sian. Like Polish earlier, Russian now became a mark of cultural and
social distinction, especially when the best families chose (re)conver-
sion.

The renunciation of the Union of Brest (the Uniate denomina-
tion itself had plebeian connotations) eliminated a middle category,
a no-man’s land between Orthodoxy and Catholicism, and split Be-
lorussian Christians between Orthodox/Russian (81 percent in 1897)
and Catholic/Polish camps (18.5 percent, according to Zaprudnik
1993: 63). The situation was further complicated by the fact that the
vast majority of the educated and the affluent were culturally alien:
as late as 1917, 97.4 percent of urban dwellers were non-Belorussian
(Zaprudnik 1993: 67). In Minsk in 1897, 51.2 percent of the entire
population was Jewish and 25.5 percent Russian; only 9.3 percent
was Belorussian (Wasilewski 1920: 93). This is hardly surprising: the
ruin of the Polish gentry after the abolition of serfdom in 1861 and
the confiscations of 1863 eliminated the economic and social powers
of a major Polish-leaning stratum of the population. This propelled
a large section of the Jewish intelligentsia and, to a smaller extent,
the business class toward Russian culture. And this introduced the
Russian language into the Catholic parts of the former Grand Duchy
(Wasilewski 1920: 76). Earlier, even among peasants perhaps 10 per-
cent could read Polish while only 1 percent could read Russian
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(Zaprudnik 1993: 55). After 1863 Russian began to gain ground. Even
Lithuanian nationalists preferred to communicate with Poles in Rus-
sian since it did not threaten the existence of the Lithuanian ethny.

By the end of the nineteenth century, when nationalism
“switched” the major boundary marker from religious denomina-
tion to language, the whole structure of ascriptive categories was
radically transformed. Inevitably the fluidity of linguistic and de-
nominational boundaries led to extremes of ascriptive confusion. As
Wasilewski wrote,

In Lithuania and Belorussia we have people who speak the lan-
guage of one people but who ascribe themselves to another. We
have Lithuanians who cannot speak a word of Lithuanian, Poles
who are very much attached to the Polish people, yet who speak
(i.e., whose mother tongue is) Lithuanian, Belorussian or Latvian.
We have ”locals" who speak “vernacular” who define their na-
tionality by denomination. We have families where siblings be-
long to two different nationalities. We have such wonders as the
representative from Pinsk in the First Duma who was Polish by
language and culture, came from a Lithuanian family, and con-
sidered himself Belorussian even though he grew up in Ukrainian
(ethnic) territory and was closely connected with it (1920: 85).

On the other hand, such fluidity allowed the inclusion in one’s
ethny of people who spoke another language and came from a dif-
ferent ethnic stock. This was particularly important in disputed bor-
der areas with mixed population. Here, paradoxically, acceptance
and tolerance became instruments of expansion. This was particu-
larly true in the Vilna region. Vilna had special significance for many
Belorussians. Not a few still considered the city as their capital, and
during the revolution of 1905 it was the first choice for convening
the Belorussian Constituent Assembly (Vakar 1956: 86). The city and
the vicinity were mixed in the extreme. In 1897 in the city proper 40
percent of the population was Jewish, 31 percent Polish, and 20 per-
cent Russian. Belorussians amounted to only 4 percent and Lithuani-
ans to barely 2 percent. In the surrounding countryside the popula-
tion was even more fragmented: 26.4 percent Belorussian, 21.7
percent Jewish, 21.4 percent Lithuanian, 20.6 percent Polish, and 10.7
percent Russian (Vakar 1956: 10). The census of 1897 was conducted
by Russian authorities who had an anti-Polish and anti-Jewish bias
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and probably listed many Belorussians as Russians. The German
census of 1916 (during German occupation), which presumably was
not similarly biased, found 70 percent Poles, 23.9 percent Jews, 3.5
percent Belorussians, and 2.8 percent Lithuanians (Vakar 1956: 11)
(after a mass evacuation of Russians and a large-scale expulsion of
Jews by the Russian authorities). Clearly the percentage of Poles in
this census was greatly inflated by adding Polish-speaking Belorus-
sians, Jews, and Lithuanians.

This trend was continued in independent Poland. As in the
times of the Commonwealth, the Belorussian was considered gente
Russus, natione Polonus and was called bialopolski, (White Polish).
This way the total number of Belorussians in the first Polish census
of 1921 was brought down from about 3.5 million (Zaprudnik 1993:
83) to 1.03 million. In other words, only Orthodox Belorussians were
counted as Belorussians. Among the Roman Catholics only 60,000
registered or were allowed to register as Belorussians, the rest being
added to the Polish numbers. It is interesting that in Polesie at this
late date, 62.5 percent of the entire population still considered itself
“local” or “undecided” (Vakar 1956: 13).

From Belorussian history, it becomes clear how Belorussian na-
tional identity managed to develop Lockean inclusivity without a
statist structure. It evolved in a state based on jus soli. It belonged
to the large majority of the population (as high as 80 percent in the
Grand Duchy in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries). Being on a
higher level of civilization, the Belorussian culture initially attracted
and absorbed the upper strata of politically dominant Lithuanians.
When the Belorussian-Lithuanian elites chose Polonization, the Be-
lorussian peasantry was still nationally undecided, with religion still
being the main marker of collective identity. Thus Orthodox Belorus-
sians could be counted as Russian, while the Catholic ones could be
included among Poles. By the same token, a religious conversion led
to a switch in ethnic affiliation—to the extent that siblings from the
same family could end up in different nationalities. Whatever their
nominal nationality, they were not excluded from the Belorussian
“family.” Thus the jus soli foundations of collective identity in the
Grand Duchy, a long tradition of assimilation and acceptance of alien
elites, confusion of denomination with ethnic affiliation, a large pro-
portion of ethnically undecided people (the “locals”), and the desire
to retain areas with mixed populations have all contributed to the
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creation of a nonstatist Lockean-inclusive Belorussian identity and
nationalism.

In describing Lockean nationalisms, we started with classical
statist models of English and French nationalisms. When we turn to
Herderian nationalisms, the order should be reversed because ethnic
nationalisms in Central and Eastern Europe originated and devel-
oped without the benefit of the state. In contemplating the peculiari-
ties of Herderian nationalisms, we will start with Germany since this
was Herder’s homeland and the basis for his concept of nationalism.
Germany furnished the original Herderian model, which other East
European nationalities were to emulate.

GERMAN NATIONALISM

It is often stated that until 1806 Germany knew no unified state.
Strictly speaking, this is not true since the Holy Roman Empire pro-
vided the framework for pan-German unity. However, the empire
was fragmented into about three hundred states and statelets which
pursued their own interests, often at loggerheads with each other.
But disunity did not prevent the emergence of broad cultural move-
ments which developed across the whole of German cultural space.
German nationalism was one of these movements. Its rise is inextri-
cably linked with Romanticism.

Like their Western counterparts, German Romantics started as
extreme individualists. But unlike the Western Romantics, Germans
ended as collectivists. The transformation resulted from their long-
ing for a true harmonious community, much like Rousseau’s. But
where the Swiss philosopher sought an integrated political commu-
nity, German Romantics dreamed of an organic folk community.
They looked back to the imagined glories of the past, the days of
order and security, the happy time when the Holy Roman Empire
was the most powerful entity in Europe. German Romantics did not
want French universalism and Weltburgertum; rather they hoped for
a new Germany of valiant, truthful, pure, courageous men, a clear
proof of Teutonic superiority, which the sense of cultural inferiority
demanded in compensation. German Romantic nationalism was
anti-French, anti-aristocratic, anti-cosmopolitan, anti-effete, anti-in-
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tellectual. As such, it appealed to virtually all social strata (Snyder
1976: 89).

The German version formulated by Herder and then elaborated
by Johann Fichte, Johann Schlegel, Ernst Arndt, Friedrich Jahn, and
Christoph Müller was an “organic” version. It postulated that the
nation, unique, natural, and objective, was the true subject of history,
propelled by the self-moving national spirit as it gradually unfolded
through history. This idea emanated from the writings of Immanuel
Kant. The organic vision was based on several premises: (1) cultural
diversity of humankind (Herder’s idea); (2) national self-realization
achievable only through political struggle (introduced by Fichte);
and (3) the subordination and dissolution of an individual and his
will in the will of the organic state (also elaborated by Fichte) (Smith
1971: 17).

From there German nationalism developed a philosophy built
on (a) collective self-determination for each people; (b) a free expres-
sion of national character and individuality; and (c) a “vertical” (i.e.,
nonhierarchical) division of the world into equal nations, each living
according to the dictates of its genius (Smith 1971: 23). When applied
to an individual, it meant that s/he could not change his/her nation-
ality at will, as is possible when it is based on political citizenship.
Rudolf Hess formulates the Herderian concept of nationality with
clarity and precision:

The German cannot and may not choose whether or not he will
be German, but that he was sent into this world by God as a
German. . . . The German everywhere is German—whether he
lives in the Reich, or in Japan or in France or in China or anywhere
else in the world (cited in Kamenka, ed. 1977: 11).

But the laws governing the acquisition of German citizenship
were formulated long before Hess and the rise of Nazism. They
derive from the Reichs- and Staatsburgergesetz of 23 July 1913,
which specify that citizenship is passed by descent from parent to
child, another consequence of Herder ’s organic vision of ethnos
(Klusmeyer 1993: 84). Thus the acquisition of German citizenship is
based on jus sanguinis; in theory it excludes anyone who is biologi-
cally non-German. In that sense German, and by implication all Her-
derian nationalisms, are highly exclusive.
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As for the role of the state, the German situation was somewhat
different from that of most Central and East European ethnies since
the German nation was not politically or culturally oppressed by
alien masters. Furthermore, precisely because it was fragmented into
numerous states, it had a multiple political expression denied to
virtually every other ethny in the area. Its task therefore was unifi-
cation, not a creation of state ex nihilo. The situation was quite dif-
ferent for “ahistorical” ethnies like Slovaks, who had virtually no
upper or even middle classes to guide them through the process of
national(istic) (re)birth.

SLOVAK NATIONALISM

Like most Herderian nationalisms which appeared among
“ahistorical” people, the Slovak version developed in several stages.
First, as far back as the seventeenth century, Jesuits began printing
books in Slovak vernacular, in an effort to wean Protestants from the
heretical faith (Brock 1976: 5). However, it was not until the 1780s
that a group of Catholic intellectuals began to write in the vernacular,
while a Catholic priest wrote a Slovak grammar and a dictionary. The
net effect was a separation from the closely related Czech language
and, therefore, community. This was the first step toward the delimi-
tation of the Slovak ethnos. However, these proto-nationalists did
not dispute that the Slovak gentry belonged to natio Hungarica. As
Brock put it, “The feeling of separate ethnic identity is not . . . the
same as consciousness of separate national identity” (1976: 7). Or in
the words of Matej Bel, a Slovak intellectual of that time, an educated
Slovak was someone who was “lingua Slavus, natione Hungarus,
eruditione Germanus” (Brock 1976: 15–16).

In the second stage, members of the Protestant (and pro-Czech)
intelligentsia influenced by German linguistic nationalism began to
assert Slovak cultural and linguistic separateness, but still within the
political framework of the Hungarian state. The leader of this circle,
Jan Kollár, was profoundly influenced by Herder; it was from his
studies at the University of Jena that he brought notions of cultural
and linguistic nationalism (Brock 1976: 21). It is interesting that
Kollár started as a pan-Slavist and regarded his people as members
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of a Slav nation. In this, he totally divorced nation and state, leaving
language as the main determinant of nationality. Potentially his
teaching could be used to advocate pan-Slavic unity, much like the
idea of German unity was beginning to take hold across the German
cultural continuum.

It was these early proto-Czechoslovak nationalists who extri-
cated the Slovak ethnos from natio Hungarica because in their view
only a common language created a nation (Brock 1976: 36). Then in
the mid-1840s another group of Protestants, led by Stur, rejected the
“Czechophiles” and advocated a Slovak language and nationality.
This was probably a reaction to the introduction of Magyar as the
national language in 1844 (Brock 1976: 39) (it replaced Latin) and the
rise of Magyar assimilationist pressures, although theoretically they
should have sought salvation in a closer cooperation with Czechs.
Like Herder and Glazunov, Stur was an adherent of ethnic polycen-
trism. He even coined a special term for it, kmenovitost’ (Brock 1976:
48), from kmen’, tribe, by which he meant the (praiseworthy) ability
of the Slav nation to subdivide into tribes, of which Slovaks were
one.

With their Romanian and Serbian counterparts, early Slovak
nationalists used language to separate (or save) the Slovak ethnos
from Magyarization. They helped explode the unity of the historic
Hungarian state and then preserved Slovak distinctiveness in an-
other, less oppressive, but potentially even more dangerous union
with the Czechs. From the struggle against Magyarization, the Slo-
vak path led to the incorporation into Czechoslovakia as a nominal
state nation (already in 1837 Slovaks, Czechs, and Moravians were
grouped together under the heading “Czechoslovak section” in Sa-
farik’s work on Slav antiquities [Brock 1976: 27]), nominal inde-
pendence under Hitler, federal status in 1968, and finally full
independence on 1 January 1993. With some modifications this was
the path taken by other Herderian nationalisms.

So far we have been dealing with classically Herderian, nonsta-
tist nationalisms of Central and Eastern Europe. If we could find a
statist Herderian nationalism in the same area, we would have one
more example, from the other side of the Lockean/Herderian divide,
that the state’s involvement, framework, and structure are important
determinants of the type of nationalism. To explore this possibility
let us turn to Russia/the Soviet Union.
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RUSSIAN NATIONALISM

From its beginnings in the eighteenth century the Russian na-
tional idea defined the nation as (1) a collective individual
(2) formed by ethnic, primordial factors such as blood, soil, and lan-
guage, and (3) characterized by the enigmatic soul or spirit (Green-
feld 1992: 261). In this, Russian national identity, as conceptualized
by the Russian elite, was no different from its German, Slovak, or
other Herderian counterparts, although the importance attached to
a specific component might have differed from nationalism to na-
tionalism and from epoch to epoch. As in many other aspects, the
former Soviet Union retained and continued, through all the ideo-
logical permutations, the Russian national idea.

The USSR was unique among (semi)-European countries in that
it had an official ethnic nationality inscribed in one’s internal pass-
port, along with citizenship, which was of course Soviet. At age 16,
when the Soviet citizen acquired an internal passport, s/he had to
choose his/her nationality. S/he had no choice if both parents were
of the same nationality but could choose either parent’s nationality
if they came from different ethnic backgrounds. Thus a person of full
Armenian ancestry was a Soviet citizen of Armenian nationality. If
one of his/her parents was Russian, s/he could choose to become
Russian. In practice it often led to an absurd, in Herderian terms,
situation, where “real” nationality did not correspond to the official
one inscribed in the passport. For example, an Armenian with a
Russian grandmother could be officially Russian if his/her Rus-
sian/Armenian parent chose the Russian nationality. In large cities
or any multiethnic areas one could often encounter people whose
official ethnic nationality was inherited from one grandparent, or
even a great-grandparent, rather than the immediate parent. Occa-
sionally different siblings within the same family of mixed ethnic
origin chose different nationalities so that a brother could be Russian
while his sister chose to be Armenian (a reminder of the Belorussian
situation, but there the context was entirely different).

The official recognition of ethnic nationality and a division of
ethnic and state nationality puts the Soviet Union at the extreme end
of Herderian nationalisms. Presumably Russian nationalism should
be classified accordingly. And yet there are some features which
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militate against it. First, as Milovan Djilas noted, “Muscovy (the
state) came first—the Russian sense of nationhood came later” (cited
in Diuk and Karatnycky 1990: 195). The precedence of statehood
points to the Lockean model.

Another Lockean trend, the tendency toward ethnicization,
known in Russia as Russification, has also been present throughout
recent Russian and Soviet history. Already in 1870, the minister of
education, Dmitriy Tolstoy, wrote that “the final objective of educa-
tion to be provided . . . to the non-natives . . . is undoubtedly their
Russification” (cited in Carrère d’Encausse 1992: 6). But then a simi-
lar situation existed in France, Germany (in regard to Posen Poles),
and Hungary—in fact in any multiethnic state with large ethnic mi-
norities.

What rendered Russian and later Soviet nationalisms decidedly
Herderian was their nonacceptance, officially and on the popular
level, of non-Russians. Before 1919, a non-Hungarian who adopted
the Hungarian language and culture was accepted as Hungarian. A
non-Russian who adopted the Russian language and mentality re-
mained, according to his internal passport, non-Russian. This, we
think, goes a long way toward explaining the rigidity and enmity in
interethnic relations in the Soviet Union. The whole elaborate federal
structure of the former Soviet Union was Herderian in character. It
(a) gave collective self-determination to each people, (b) offered an
institutionalized expression of ethnic character and individuality,
and (c) allowed vertical (i.e., nonhierarchical) form to an intrinsically
hierarchical relationship between various ethnies within the empire.

The sources of Russian Herderianism should be sought in the
religious foundations of Russian identity. “The Russian people in
their spiritual makeup are an Eastern people,” wrote Nikolai
Berdyaev (1960: 7). Its culture was “the culture of the Christianized
Tartar Empire. . . . (Its) soul was molded by the Orthodox Church—it
was shaped in a purely religious mold” (1960: 8). This is hardly
surprising. Russia for several centuries was the only independent
Orthodox polity on earth. It had a mission, a messianic vocation, to
lead the Orthodox people and to protect the faith. One could not be
Russian and non-Orthodox, any more than one could be Soviet and
anti-Communist. Moscow the Third Rome was replaced by Moscow
the Capital of the World Proletariat. Forms changed; messianism
remained.

178  Andrew V. Bell-Fialkoff and Andrei S. Markovits



But, as mentioned above, religion molded the earliest French
identity, and messianism was no less pronounced in the Lockean
English nationalism. Perhaps we should seek the explanation in the
Russian emphasis on commonality—i.e., communal spirit (sobor-
nost’) or, in Leo Tolstoy’s word, roievost’ (beehiveness). In practice
these concepts implied that the individual’s will had to be absorbed
or lost in that of the community, the village mir, which was later
enlarged and redefined as a religious community of the organic state.
That is, incidentally, a major factor in making the Russian people
receptive to totalitarian ideologies of all stripes. From the village
commune and on to the Communist collective, a Russian and a So-
viet person was supposed to be a member of the community. Such
community could be easily redefined in völkisch terms, as the na-
tional community, the collective of collectives. Endowed with a sense
of mission, such a community could easily develop an intolerant and
highly ideological Herderian nationalism.

It is no accident that the controversy about the Russian mission
molded the emerging Russian nationalism. The question of national
mission was raised by Schelling and Hegel, who asked what each
major country had contributed to the advance of civilization. Com-
pared to the West, at least until the early nineteenth century, Russia
had contributed very little; hence the feelings of cultural inferiority
which marked Russian (indeed all) Herderian nationalisms. The con-
troversy which ensued split the Russian intelligentsia into two
camps—the Slavophiles, some of whom later drifted into ethnic ex-
clusivity and rabid nationalism (often with a pan-Slavic bend), and
the Westernizers, who looked toward Europe.

The West, according to Slavophiles, was poisoned with ration-
alism. Russia drew its strength from sobornost’. In the West the foun-
dations of organized life were individualistic and legalistic.
Russians, thanks to Orthodoxy, managed to retain “integral” person-
alities. A Westerner is “alienated.” In Russia every individual is sub-
merged in the community (Pipes 1974: 267). Slavophiles were
“organicists”—i.e., they admired organic development, which, ironi-
cally, made them profess great admiration for what they believed
was the English organic development, as opposed to the “artificial”
French and German varieties.

Narodnost’, national outlook, was introduced as early as 1832,
virtually simultaneously with the appearance of Slavophilism, by
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the minister of education, Count Uvarov, who enunciated the “truly”
Russian . . . principles of Autocracy, Orthodoxy and “Narodnost’”
(Seton-Watson in Conquest, ed. 1986: 20). But both Nicolas I and
Alexander II resisted narodnost’ because of its populist implications.
Only under Alexander III, under the onslaught of recently imported
socialism, did nationalism finally get the stamp of official approval.
However, Russian nationalism of the time was intermingled with
imperialism, and here Russian was on a par with other imperial
nationalisms—English, French, even American. The trend continued
in the Soviet Union. And although individual non-Russians did
achieve the highest levels of power—Stalin, for example—the party
apparatus and the army remained predominantly an ethnic Russian
preserve, with a minor addition of other Eastern Slavs.

Nothing betrays the Herderian character of Russian national-
ism better than the campaign against bezrodnyie kosmopolity, “foot-
loose cosmopolitans,” in the late 1940s and early 1950s. It was
directed mostly against Jews, who—in the eyes of the national-
ists—stood for everything negative, unnatural, un-Russian: rootless,
international in outlook, pro-Western. At the same time, in a bizarre
twist of Orwellian doublespeak, the concept of “internationalism”
came to imply, in certain contexts, the willingness of non-Russians
to live with the Russian Big Brother (in “fraternal agreement”), even-
tually leading to voluntary Russification.

As one surveys the last three centuries of Russian and Soviet
history, one is struck by the multiplicity of Russian nationalisms: the
Slavophile nationalism based on Orthodoxy, the “racial” chauvinism
of the Black Hundreds, the official Soviet and unofficial Russian
Soviet nationalisms. But they all extolled the organic commonality,
the link with the sacred Russian soil, and the power and expanse of
the enigmatic Russian soul, which puny, rational, individualistic
Westerners cannot hope to fathom. And virtually all varieties of Rus-
sian nationalism were—and still are—heavily anti-Semitic. From the
Black Hundreds of the 1880s to Pamiat’ of our time, the Jew has
always been the symbol of everything un-Russian: urban, mobile,
skeptical, international in outlook, and ultimately dangerous.

To summarize: Russian nationalism is an extremely complex
phenomenon. Although Herderian, it displays discernible Lockean
tendencies due mainly to the precedence of Russian statehood. Its
Lockean side has been obscured because of the large-scale (mis)ap-
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propriation of German nationalist vocabulary in the first half of the
nineteenth century, the Herderian excesses of the Slavophile wing,
and the relunctance of successive tsarist governments to utilize na-
tionalist concepts because of their populist (and implicitly demo-
cratic) overtones. (When the government finally did, in an attempt
to stop the spread of socialism, it was too late.) Still, despite the
presence of strong Lockean traits, virtually all types of Russian and
Soviet nationalism are thoroughly Herderian, much as English na-
tionalism and identity remain Lockean despite numerous Herderian
features. 

So far we have been able to find both statist and nonstatist
Herderian nationalisms in Eastern Europe. We must now try to do
the same in Western Europe. Of the nonstatist variety there are sev-
eral: Flemish, Ulster-Protestant, Breton. We will take Basque, in close
proximity to nonstatist Lockean Catalan nationalism, and two rigid
statist Lockean ones, French and Spanish, to illustrate our point.

BASQUE NATIONALISM

Like their East European counterparts, Basques base their iden-
tity on language and culture (Payne 1975: 9). To be Basque, one has
to have been born in the Basque country, speak Euskera, have at least
four Basque surnames to indicate four Basque grandparents—i.e.,
purity of descent—and come from the countryside, which is sup-
posed to be “purely” Basque (M. Heilberg in Grillo 1980: 46).

Basque history starts with resistance to Muslim invaders. Along
with Asturia, the Basque country was the only part of Iberia which
had successfully resisted the conquest. Although the Basques had
never formed a unified polity, Basque identity was forged in constant
warfare against the other religion, Islam.

The incorporation of various Basque principalities into the
Spanish state was a gradual process and did not generate a “nation-
alistic” Basque-against-Castilian type of reaction. Until the eight-
eenth century Basque society remained the most traditionalist on the
peninsula, in contrast to Catalonia, which had been the most ad-
vanced region since as early as the thirteenth century. Economic
development, which started in the late eighteenth century, trans-
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formed the Basque country into another most advanced area of the
kingdom. Yet socially it remained the most Catholic and conserva-
tive.

The concept of collective nobility is essential for understanding
Basque identity, for it was at the core of the Basque sense of ethnic
uniqueness. Similar to Poland and Hungary, Basque nationhood was
initially limited to the hidalguia, the gentry, defined, as in the rest of
Spain, by the limpieza de sangre, purity of blood. In the Basque coun-
try, however (and in this it is unique among European nations), no-
bility was, from 1053 on, gradually extended to lower social strata.
Ostensibly the demos deserved ennoblement by virtue of its “pure”
blood since the country had never been subjugated by the Moors or
“contaminated” by Jews. Thus “a butcher, a shoemaker, a charcoal
burner, a scribe or a soldier—rich or poor—was noble” (D. Green-
wood in Esman, ed. 1977: 87) simply by virtue of being Basque. This
in turn led to the development of a nationalism similar in character
and style to Polish or Hungarian.

With the massive industrialization at the end of the nineteenth
century and the subsequent influx of Castilian immigrants looking
for work (only 62 percent of the heads of households were born in
the Basque country in 1966 [Payne 1975: 236]), the towns were rap-
idly Castilianized, while Euskera receded into the countryside
(hence the importance of rural origins for “pure” Basques). As a
consequence, Euskera lost status, unlike Catalan, which remained
urban and thus retained high social status even during the most
repressive years of Franco’s rule.

Low status and feelings of injustice and inferiority which it
engendered were further exacerbated by Francoist repression, which
created a sense of being persecuted (53.5 percent among Basques,
compared with only 16.3 percent among Catalans, according to R.
Clark in Foster, ed. 1980: 78). The new nationalism, which began to
emerge during Franco’s last years in power, was more violent, radi-
cal, and doctrinaire—in short, Herderian—than almost any encoun-
tered west of the Rhine.

To complete our list of nationalisms we have only one more to
find: a statist Herderian nationalism in the West. This will be a dif-
ficult undertaking. However, we believe that the integral national-
ism of Charles Maurras fits the mold of an indigenous statist
Herderian variety in the West. Although Maurras himself never at-
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tained power, his followers, disciples, and sympathizers in the gov-
ernment of Pétain did. Thus to a great extent his notions determined
the development and application of pétainisme in practice. (It is un-
important for the purposes of this paper that Pétain came to power
as a result of the French defeat; what matters is that integral nation-
alism was indigenous and Herderian and many of its premises were
endorsed by the state.)

THE INTEGRAL NATIONALISM

The list of important components in Maurras’s ideological
makeup is rich and varied. It includes (1) Christian conservatism of
Joseph de Maistre and de Bonald (“Man is too wicked to be free”)
(Nolte 1966: 34); (2) critical liberalism of Auguste Comte, Le Play,
Ernest Renan, Hippolyte Taine, and Fustel de Coulanges (Nolte 1966:
37); (3) belief in the desirability of law and order (from Fichte to Hegel
to Comte to Marx, philosophers regarded the Present as (lamentable)
strife, the (ideal) Future as stability, if not stasis (Nolte 1966: 39);
(4) social paternalism of Le Play; (5) broad anti-Judaism (Renan: “To
achieve perfection, Christianity must move away from prophetic Ju-
daism”) (Nolte 1966: 43); (6) hatred of the Revolution and the Jacobins
going back to Taine (Nolte 1966: 45–46) and concomitantly a belief in
the virtues of the ancient regime (“Prussia was victorious because it
retained the ancient regime”; also implied was the equation of viril-
ity=blood=aristocracy); (7) radical conservatism of (a) de la Tour du
Pin, who advocated a return to the corporatism of the Middle Ages,
(b) Drumont, with his virulent anti-Semitism, and (c) Barrès, with his
views on race as a historical and vigorous group-unit (Nolte 1966: 53).

As one looks at the list of Maurras’s ideological antecedents, at
least three things leap to one’s attention: (i) the great diversity of his
antecedents, which makes integral nationalism an heir to virtually
the entire European civilization; (ii) the ideological proximity to to-
talitarianism and fascism of all strands; and (iii) the natural predis-
position of any Herderian nationalism to a totalitarian ideological
mode. The desirability of order and stability, which is closely linked
to the chiliastic elements in fascism and communism; conservative
social paternalism; anti-Judaism and anti-Semitism; corpora-
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tism/collectivism; race/ethny as a historical group-unit; the equa-
tion of virility and blood with positive attributes, be it the aristocracy
or a healthy worker/peasant—all of these traits testify to the Her-
derian character of French integral nationalism and also to its close
ideological proximity with fascism and communism.

Some additional characteristics should not be overlooked. First,
a combination of nationalistic and socialist/corporativist/collectiv-
ist motifs (Nolte 1966: 460). Second, fear and defensiveness—the
feeling of being besieged. It was prevalent in small ethnies every-
where in Eastern Europe; it was displayed in Nazism (fear and loath-
ing of Jews and Bolsheviks), in communism (fear of world reaction
and imperialists ready to gang up on the young socialist mother-
land), and in integral nationalism. To Maurras déesse France, the cho-
sen kingdom (clear messianism, but also a throwback to the
medieval French identity; hence the stress on heritage, the sacred
soil, etc.), was hemmed in by the more numerous and stronger An-
glo-Saxons and Germans (Nolte 1966: 103), forcing France into an
unequal alliance with the Anglo-Saxons. Unable to find solace in the
present, Maurras, like most Herderian nationalists, had to look to
past glories—in his case the achievements of Louis XIV.

The list of France’s enemies, according to Maurras (Nolte 1966:
121–22), reads much like that of Pamiat’: Jews, Freemasons, aliens of
all kinds (métèques), Protestants (Billy Graham and Pat Robertson
have been banned very recently from proselytizing in Russia under
pressure from nationalists and the Orthodox Church), Germans, and
Englishmen (in contemporary Russia, Americans). To Maurras, de-
mocracy and parliamentarism of any kind were anathema (“parlia-
mentarian tea-pot” in contemporary Russian phraseology); they
were a mortal threat to the nation’s sovereignty and integrity. Con-
versely, the Führerprinzip was very important; it was fulfilled by the
king in Maurras’s scheme of things, by the monarch among “legiti-
mist” Russian nationalists, by any strong man among most others.
In short, there are striking parallels between the integral nationalism
of Maurras and other Herderian nationalisms, especially Russian, as
well as between both and totalitarianism.

Can nationalisms of one type be transformed into the other?
What, if any, is the pattern of change?
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THE PERIODIZATION OF NATIONALISMS

The periodization of nationalisms is a controversial issue. For
one thing, the term “nationalism” often refers to three distinct con-
cepts: ethnocentrism, national/ethnic identity, and nationalism per
se—i.e., an ideological movement. While in practice it is sometimes
difficult to keep all three separate, heuristically the distinction is
truly indispensable. Let us now clarify the issue:

Ethnocentrism is the attachment to one’s ethnic group.

Ethnic identity is the sum total of one’s ethnic traits and markers
such as language, custom, religion, etc.

National identity is the sum total of one’s national characteristics
as defined by the nation-state.

Nationalism is (a) the attachment to one’s nation-state, and (b) the
(modern) doctrine of nationalism, which is an ideology rather
than mere attachment.

Unfortunately few scholars consistently make these distinctions
(with a few exceptions like Anthony D. Smith). The distinction is
very important because ethnocentrism and ethnic identity have been
known since earliest antiquity, from as far back as the Sumerian
city-states, while nationalism as a doctrine did not emerge until the
end of the eighteenth century.

The appearance of nationalism is inextricably linked with the
development of the nation-state and national identity. The problem
is that there is no agreement as to the time of its germination. While
traditionally the origin of nationalism has been placed in seven-
teenth-century England, the first nation-state (Kohn 1965: 16), some
of the more recent publications have moved the beginnings of Eng-
lish nationalism further back into the middle of the sixteenth century
(Greenfeld 1992: 30).

Whenever we agree to place the antecedents of English nation-
alism, it was the French and the American revolutions which trans-
formed nationalism into a global phenomenon. So we can designate
the whole period of 1530–1790 as the time of its emergence. From
there we can follow Louis Snyder’s historical division into four pe-
riods (1954: 114–15):
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1. Integrative nationalism (1815–71), which encompasses the uni-
fication of Italy (1860) and Germany (1870) and the abortive lib-
eration and unification of Poland;

2. Disruptive nationalism (1871–1890), which refers to the awak-
ening of small nationalities in multiethnic empires (Austria-Hun-
gary, Russia, Turkey);

3. Aggressive nationalism (1900–45), which corresponds to inte-
gral/fascist nationalisms in other classifications; and

4. Contemporary nationalism (1945–54), which can be easily ex-
tended to 1975 (the collapse of the last—Portuguese—colonial
empire) and can be designated as anti-colonial.

This classification, however, is highly problematic. First, dis-
ruptive nationalist revolts started much earlier—the one in Serbia as
early as 1804—and they have continued into our own time, contrib-
uting to the disintegration of the Soviet Union. Second, the roots of
integral nationalisms go back to at least Arthur de Gobineau’s pub-
lication of Essai sur l’inégalité des races humaines in 1853 (and on to Le
Pen in our time). Finally, the classification does not (and cannot, due
to the early date of publication) account for the revival of ethnic
nationalisms in the Western world after 1969 and, we may add, in
Eastern Europe, after the collapse of the Soviet Union. This and other
classifications (e.g., those of Carleton Hayes, Max Handman, etc.)
have limited significance in terms of the division of nationalisms into
Lockean and Herderian types. Therefore, we would suggest a differ-
ent approach.

Just as Grillo subdivides ethnic processes into the ethnicization
of state and the politicization of ethny, we would argue that nation-
alisms can be subdivided into (a) disruptive—i.e., those aiming at
the destruction of multiethnic states, (b) creative, whose goal is self-
determination for a single ethny and the establishment of an inde-
pendent state, and (c) defensive, which attempt to preserve the
larger (multiethnic) entity. Occasionally one nationalism can com-
bine all three features: Czech nationalism in 1848–1913 was simulta-
neously disruptive (against the Austrian Empire), creative (striving
to create a sovereign Czech entity, albeit within federalized Austria),
and defensive (against the separation of German majority areas from
the rest of Bohemia).
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It is worth noting that ethnocentrism and ethnic identity are
inherently Herderian while nationalism and national identity are
Lockean. Historically, Lockean nationalisms were first to appear. For
the sake of accuracy, let us call them statist nationalisms. They ap-
peared as a result of the transformation of the dynastic absolutist
states of Renaissance Europe into nation-states. These states were
more advanced than their feudal counterparts and were more suc-
cessful on the international arena because they could mobilize their
resources more efficiently. Before long the nation-state became the
ideal and the standard of measurement, and ethnic groups which did
not possess such a state found themselves at a disadvantage.

This was particularly the case in Germany, whose elites were
conscious of their cultural unity and had the nominal political frame-
work in the Holy Roman Empire. Hence the nation was redefined in
ethnic terms advantageous to the contemporary German situation.
Actually, the notion of the ethnic nation had existed much earlier:
the Great Constantinople Assembly of 1417 defined the nation as “a
community of people of common origin who have dissociated them-
selves from another race of people (gens), or a community differen-
tiated from another group of people by language, which shall be
regarded as the most important criterion of a nation” (Finke in Is-
lamov 1992: 160).

Once the nation was redefined in Herderian terms, the concept
was used as a force to destroy existing multiethnic empires and
simultaneously to build new monoethnic entities. The process has
continued into our time. In fact the revival of ethnic nationalisms in
Western Europe and Canada after World War II is the result of a
continued Herderianization of ethnic groups, even in the West. Even
long-established statist nations like France have been flirting with
Herderianism lately. In fact nowhere does the whole process appear
with more precision and clarity than in France. Its old ethnic identity
as the Kingdom of the Franks was gradually “detribalized” until in
1254 the king changed his title from rex Francorum to rex Franciae. This
was done within the context of a continuous struggle with the English
monarchy for the Kingdom of France. By adopting this title, the French
dynasty staked its claim to the whole territory of France—hence the
switch to jus soli. The kingdom developed into a highly centeralized
absolutist state, which was firmly Lockeanized by the French Revo-
lution. France has remained Lockean ever since, but the nationalisms
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of indigenous ethnic minorities such as the Bretons or the Corsicans
cannot be anything but Herderian. Buffeted by a massive Muslim
immigration and renascent, reawakened nationalisms, feeling threat-
ened by globalization and Americanization, France is showing an
increasing tendency toward Herderianism. And smaller ethnies which
have just won (e.g., the Latvians or the Slovenes) or are still struggling
for their independence (e.g., the Basques and the Macedonians) cannot
be anything but Herderian. They may, however, turn Lockean once
they achieve an independent monoethnic state.

SOME CONCLUSIONS

We have shown that the traditional division of nationalisms
into Western and Eastern varieties, although conceptually conven-
ient, is inadequate. Geographically both types of nationalism can be
found in Western and Eastern Europe. When one takes a closer look
at the old dichotomy, one finds that the lines are blurred. Religious
messianism, supposedly Herderian, typifies such dissimilar kinds of
nationalism as English and Russian; coercion often accompanied the
imposition of the dominant state language and culture in liberal
democratic France; and a certain tendency toward inclusivity and
integration characterized the Herderian-exclusive Russian national-
ism at the imperial level. Ultimately we were compelled to discard
the traditional dichotomy and concentrate instead on the role of the
state and the mode of incorporation.

The state has been instrumental in creating and promoting the
inclusive (they can also be called “integrative”) Lockean national-
isms such as English, French, or Hungarian, which strive toward the
ethnicization of the polity. But it is not indispensable, either in East-
ern or in Western Europe, as Belorussia and Catalonia attest. In Be-
lorussia, a strong territorial component linked to the Duchy of
Lithuania and an equation of religious with ethnic identity provided
the basis for inclusivity based on jus soli and religious denomination.
In Catalonia, the ancient statehood, reduced to the level of a strong
regional identity, proved sufficient. Breton acceptance of autoch-
thonous Francophones provides another example.
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In general, the absence of the statist framework (e.g., in the
Basque or Slovak case) or the presence of multiple states within the
ethnocultural continuum (e.g., the German-speaking area) points to-
ward a Herderian development. However, the Russian case—a
strong state, Herderian nationalism—proves that this too may not be
the primary determinant of nationalism’s character. It is the mode of
incorporation—individual in the Lockean, collective in the Her-
derian—which seals the fate or, rather, determines the direction a
nationalist development may take. If a state already exists and has
large ethnic minorities within its borders, it will be constrained by
the force of circumstances to choose individual incorporation con-
ducive to individual advancement and assimilation. This will send
it along the Lockean path.6 If the protective carapace of the state does
not exist and a (small) ethny lacks the means of enforcing its lan-
guage and culture even within its ethnic territory, it will have to fall
back on descent as the basis for incorporation and will be more likely
to develop along Herderian lines. The integral nationalism in France
shows that the Herderian variety is possible in an established state
but only in conjunction with a totalitarian ideology. In other words,
its time of appearance is strictly circumscribed by the epoch of to-
talitarianism, roughly between 1870 and 1970. Thus the mode of
incorporation plays a decisive role in determining the type of nation-
alism, while the presence or absence of the state is an important
secondary determinant.

With this in mind, it is hardly surprising that the ethnic revival
in Western Europe, which began after World War I and gained mo-
mentum in the aftermath of World War II, developed along Her-
derian lines. It could not be otherwise since indigenous ethnic
minorities in Western Europe, like their counterparts in the East, lack
the state apparatus to promote assimilation of nonindigenous ele-
ments. They are therefore constrained to base their ethnicity on de-
scent, language, and culture. Once these ethnic minorities achieve
statehood, however, they will in turn face the problem of “digesting”
their numerous (and dangerous) minorities, much like Slovakia and
various successor states of the former Yugoslavia and the Soviet
Union do now. Or if they are ethnically homogeneous, there is a good
chance of their opting for the Lockean model, as did Poland after
World War II. This can be achieved with relative ease in many areas
of Western Europe such as Wales and Brittany, where autochthonous
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Anglo- and Francophones are accepted as part of the ethnic commu-
nity as long as they were born and raised there. On the other hand,
in Corsica, where a significant proportion of Francophones are im-
migrants (mostly from Algeria and other former French possessions
in North Africa), acceptance is extended only to “indigenous” Fran-
cophones (i.e., those who are locally born); this points in the Her-
derian direction.

In Eastern Europe change of direction, from Herderian to Lock-
ean, will require a major switch in the mode of incorporation. If the
newly independent states can do that (if, for example, Latvia and
Estonia fully accept their huge Russian minorities), they will be able
to Lockeanize; if not, they will be stuck in the Herderian cul-de-sac.

The newly independent states, with their instability, “danger-
ous” minorities, and a legacy of Herderianism, are naturally predis-
posed to the Herderian mode. What is more surprising is the rapid
Herderianization of the Lockean citadels like France and Britain,
where this process is encouraged by the massive influx of immi-
grants and refugees. For some time now citizens of British domin-
ions have been allowed to immigrate only if they can prove British
ancestry (parents or grandparents). Technically it may still be based
on jus soli—e.g., someone with a Turkish grandparent who had a
British passport would be eligible for British citizenship. But in effect
it differs little from the German nationalization law.

France has also tightened its policies of admission and incorpo-
ration. Recently suggestions have been made, even by moderate
politicians like Valéry Giscard d’Estaing, to introduce jus sanguinis
as the sole prerequisite for acquiring French citizenship (Hoffman
1993: 66). If such proposals are accepted, France, which had devel-
oped as a Lockean entity since 1254, will switch to the Herderian
mode. Whether this actually happens or not, the tendency toward
Herderianization in Western Europe is unmistakable—and inher-
ently dangerous.

There can be no doubt that a Lockean-inclusive model of na-
tionalism—i.e., essentially a liberal nationalism—is preferable to its
Herderian-exclusive counterpart. The ultimate question, however,
remains by necessity an empirical one. Which form of nationalism
proves to be more humane, tolerant, and decent to its citizens and
vis-à-vis its international environment can only be ascertained by the
painstaking method of case-by-case analysis. This, to be sure, is
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anathema to the rigors of parsimony so essential to the explanatory
power of the social sciences, as well as to the classificatory scheme
forming the core of this paper. But it might in fact be the only certain
method to study the multifaceted and motley collective phenome-
non called nationalism.

NOTES

1.
“Every man being, as has been showed, naturally free, and

nothing being able to put him into subjection to any earthly power,
but only his own consent. . . . Nobody doubts that an express consent
of any man, entering into any society, makes him a perfect member
of that society, a subject of that government” (Locke 1690/1924:177;
Second “Treatise of Government,” #119).
2.

“For every nation is one people, having its own national form,
as well as its own language” (Herder and Gottfried 1968: 7).
3.

“For what counts here is not the presence or absence of any
single factor, but merely the presence of sufficient communication
facilities with enough complementarity to produce the overall result.
The Swiss may speak four different languages and still act as one
people, for each of them has enough learned habits, preferences,
symbols, memories, patterns of landholding and social stratification,
events in history, and personal associations, all of which together
permit him to communicate more effectively with other Swiss than
with the speakers of his own language who belong to other peoples”
(Deutsch 1953: 97). We would like to acknowledge Paul Lubeck’s
helpful insight as the source for our establishing the categories
“Lockean” and “Herderian.”
4.

Here, he is on shaky ground since nationalism in Poland and
Corsica predates capitalism. And Liah Greenfeld has convincingly
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placed the origins of English nationalism in the middle of the six-
teenth century.
5.

“Soulless cosmopolitanism” had a curious history. It was re-
vived in the 1920s as an accusation against unpatriotic Germans, was
then taken up by the Nazis, to be finally borrowed by Stalin, who
transformed it into “rootless” or “footloose cosmopolitanism” and
used it in his anti-Semitic campaigns of the late 1940s and early
1950s.
6.

In India incorporation can be achieved collectively, through the
incorporation of an entire tribe as a separate caste. Since this paper
concentrates exclusively on Europe, we will leave India out of the
present discussion. However, possible implications of collective in-
corporation are far-reaching.
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