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Abstract

The dichotomy of civic and ethnic identity is contextualized by the State and social
multiculturalism, respectively. Consequently the nationalism associated with the State is
counterpoised to the national identity associated with ethnicity, in the social context. The
incorporation of ethnic national identity with the State gives rise to the “exclusive
nationalism” that is integral to the antinomy. At its origin the Hegelian concept of the
Nation-State presented national identity as the State rather than in its social Form of
multiculturalism. The evident contradiction of the two concepts of national-identity and
The State is found in the mutual demands for self-determination for a common territory,
as is the case in Israel/Palestine.

In multiculturalism the proposition for national-cultural autonomy is oftentimes associated
with a territory or province within the context of a State. The initiative of Otto Bauer for
national-cultural autonomy within the Austro-Hungarian Empire concluded with its failure
to reconcile national-identity with the State, as occurred with the U.S.S.R. as well. In
these instances national-identity was associated with territorial units as if the one
substituted for the other. By origin the concept of national-cultural autonomy was
formulated by the Yidisher Arbeter Bund of eastern Europe which identified a national
consciousness beyond the bounds of any of the territories where it was found.

While the contradiction of the nature of national-cultural autonomy with respect to the
State leads us out of the context of the State, the alternative remains unresolved. In
default of which the tendency of the 20" Century had been to seek ever more numerous
numbers of States which separate the various ethnic identities on a territorial basis with
the accompanying series of ethnic cleansing operations. Ultimately the separation of
ethnicities is recognized as an impossibility, or a war crime against human rights.

The foundation of co-existence is to be sought in the constitutional assembly which brings
together, in direct democracy, all social formations concerned to formulate and codify the
means of social existence based upon their mutual actuality and not the temporal
superstructure that represents one particular interest or set of particular interests.

Based upon the doctoral Thesis
Nation, Society and The State:
the reconciliation of Palestinian and Jewish Nationhood, 2005.



The primordial forms of religion are the means by which a nation or community formulates
a code or doctrine to perpetuate itself in eternity by means of consciousness. This eternity
is considered a divine attribute, when in fact it has the purpose of forming a national
collectivity or enduring community. ' These forms of collectivity provide for those essential
interests which cannot be achieved by other means. This striving for the eternity of
identity cannot be achieved by a less coherent social formation or the individual entity
itself. Identity is the focus of attention since such an historical memory contains the
elements of human consciousness itself, in addition to the sense of self-defence
necessary for its survival. The religious conception of the Nation considers ‘Le Moi’ as
the image of the Nation that can accomplish that which it cannot itself, as in a Divine
figure. The absolutist conception of the self in a religious framework creates the
Monarchy with its ideology, among its adherents. The resulting monarchist conception of
self-determination is Statism in its material elaboration. Such a national entity seeks to
derive some exclusive privilege in competition with any other such social entity, and so

there arises its need for a State, to define the privileges of a property.

While the Statist ideology conceives of survival as a competitive striving for scarce
resources -- as if it represents a private interest in property -- the Nation has traditionally
conceived of survival as simply a matter of life. The eternity of the Nation is concerned
with sustaining life in its children, not in the power centres of the State. Power as a
phenomenon seeks to justify its own existence for no other reason than by definition, a
vicious tautology. The State is a concept created for the accumulation of power in a
competitive methodology rather than in any creative praxis, that is, a corporate entity
seeking to expand itself as if in a self-proclaimed principle of self-determination. This is
reminiscent of the masculine cultural attribute in which survival means victory over animal
food sources, or human competitors, as opposed to the feminine trait of food cultivation or

conciliation. The Nation is more associated with the feminine cultural attributes. As in the



HAUDENOSAUNEE Native Confederacy, it is the women who maintain the chief.2

1.0 In Relation to Political Theory of Nationalism

The original distinction made between the intertwined ‘exclusive nationalism’ and
‘inclusive nationalism’, as in the treatment of nationalism by Hans Kohn, undergoes a
transformation as significant as the differentiation between Nation and State. Thus,
‘exclusive nationalism’ becomes simply ‘nationalism’, that is, the nationalist ideology of
the State, and ‘inclusive-pluralist nationalism’ (cosmopolitanism) becomes ‘national-
identity’; as in the sense of a social formation. As such, the Hegelian Nation-State
conception is negated by a federated Civil Society with multiple Nations, each with its

particular civil society, all united in the Republic by its Civil Constitution.

In such a multi-national social environment there are indefinite numbers of identities
ranging from the individual to one or more national-identities; whether or not they happen
to be associated with an existing State. The concept of National-Identity tends to dissolve
the effort made to unite the Nation with the State. Karl Renner referred to; ‘state and
nation are antitheses of the same order as those of state and society’ (Gechtman
2005:8). Likewise, the attempts to fuse the State to Civil Society fail, in light of the
‘National-ldentity’ concept -- Renner’s ‘personality principle’. The independence of Civil
Society is only guaranteed by its auto-sufficiency in operation with an economy that is
community-oriented operating as a social-collective. The nature of the collective social
economy is methodologically similar to its civil society, as determined by the nature of the
federative pluralist social relations, rather than having a civil society suffocated by the

dominance of the private sector or, by State monopolization of the economic institutions.

The need for the operative distinction between national-identity and nationalism is



apparent from a critique of the political theories of nationalism. Shafer delimits
nationalism to the modern era,

Nationalism, historically, is one of many group loyalties, a special and more or less
unique form that first began to manifest itself rather late in human history, probably —
though the question is debatable — during the late Middle Ages in western Europe and
England. Not until the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries did it begin to assume
something like this modern form and then again, chiefly, in western Europe and England
(Shafer 1972:8).

even while recognizing that ‘Nations, however, may not have an autonomous or

independent government or state’ (Shafer 1972:16), in effect dissociating nationalism

from studies of the Nation.

Within the framework of the liberal idealisation of the individual seeking an egalitarian
universalism of either bourgeois or Marxist inspiration, there is a lack of comprehension of
what Gellner calls ‘romantic nationalism’ (Gellner 1995:2). The Modern notion of identity
was presumed to have surpassed the “mere enculturation of the daily activities of a local
group” (Gellner 1995:3). It has become evident more recently that this is not the case.
Gellner explains this deficiency in liberal theory as an aspect of uneven development that
leaves some localities in a relative disadvantage leading to the perpetuation of an
idealized defence mechanism which manifests itself as ‘nationalism’, situated amongst
what he chooses to call, ‘cultural pools’(Gellner. 1995:4). This approach coincides with
that of Benedict Anderson who also refers explicitly to ‘imagined community’ (Gellner.
1995:4). The ‘primordialist’ position, as it is considered, nonetheless sustains its identity

with the ‘nation’ in spite of its premature burial by liberalism.

The territorial association with ‘nationalism’ is proposed as an inherent propensity of
national identity by way of the defined characteristics of a State. This Statist conception of
the nation is derived from the presumption of national identity rooted in an organic rural

element rather than in civil society. Gellner's ‘populist nationalism’ is characteristically



Gemeinschaft, inward looking and exclusivist, even though ‘national-identity’ succeeds in
forming a collective consciousness that surpasses the atomized units of the State that is
characteristic of the Gesellschaft, Gellner himself recognises:

The nationalist vision and the social reality which engenders it, cut across the
Platonic/Kantian dichotomy. Nationalism borrows its imagery and verbiage from the
organic option, but is based largely on the social reality of anonymous atomized society
(Gellner 1995:2).

The dichotomy between Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft is parallel to the classic
distinction made between ‘le moi’ et ‘le non-moi’ extrapolated into collective identities i.e.
between the individual and the social context that one finds oneself in, one social context
found within another, and so forth. The ideological hedge comes into play when the
individual is identified solely with the self and its manifestation in the State, as if all the
citizens shared in a monarchical power. The State effaces such identities in the campaign
for homogenization, called democracy or, Majoritarianism. The Gemeinschaft is
exemplary of the ‘self’, although it is also interpreted as ‘identity’. As such ‘le non-moi’,

extrapolated into /e autrie / les autries, may take on a collective sense as in Gesellschafft.

The coordination of these parallels is found in the necessary reciprocity of identity. In
these terms the State is overruled as a substitute for personal and collective identity/ies.
Gellner's confondement of Society with the State in his references to community and
society is presented as the dichotomy between the ‘organic’ and ‘citizenship’ criteria. The
lack of distinction between the participants in a society and the citizenship of a State
leads to a definition of the Nation that is a State-defined National status. Thus territory is
considered a fundamental imperative to Nation; ‘Roots are indeed rural: the imaginary
community invoked by the new ethos is territorial and has intimate links to the land.
(Gellner 1995:4). That ‘populist nationalism’ thus excludes of the Jewish People per se
who are considered déraciné and so by consequence and according to such

methodology, logically subject to ‘antisemitism’. On the other hand he nonetheless



conceives of a Jewish Nation when, ‘Zionism created not merely a fine military instrument
which saved Israel in 1948 ... it also restored, with a vengeance, the imbalance in ‘roots’’
(Gellner 1995:5) by the creation of an ‘artificial peasant’ in the kibbutz. This fixation with
the land and its State ignores the majority of the Jewish Nation, which abstains from
adopting the identity provided by the ‘Land of Israel’ as the State. Such a view also
requires one to ignore the urban concentration of the Israeli Jewish residents, 78% of
whom still occupy only 14% of the land surface of the pre-1967 Zionist State, 60 years
after the establishment of this ‘Nation-State’. This political construction becomes the
rationale in recognising the Nation simply by virtue of it being a State called The Land of
Israel, ‘Eretz Israel’. On the other hand, the Palestinian fellaheen peasant roots do not
appear in the methodology of the ‘roots’ of this ‘populist nationalism’. Gellner’s criteria for
a Nation falls into a self-contradictory formality, incapable of recognizing a peasant-based
National entity because it lacked a State, even though a peasant class is considered

essential to a Nation according to Gellner.

As such, Gellner's approach is absent a criterion by which one may discern the
emergence of a ‘virulent’ nationalism, as he concludes, ‘all this does not mean that
nationalism may not once again re-emerge in its virulent form. ... It may do so. The
question is open, and must obviously be our main concern.’(Gellner 1995:7). The concern
with the re-emergence of a “virulent nationalism” is an expectation that is not misplaced
even while its root cause is not taken into consideration. Gellner maintains that, © ...
nationalism is not the awakening of nations to self-consciousness; it invents nations
where they do not exist.” * (Periwal, ed. 1995:11) so asserting his Statist hypothesis, as if
a nation does not have an existence prior to forming a State. Since the State is essential
to the theory of nationalism, he is thus blinded to the effect of the State upon the Nation.
This is why the root cause of virulence in nationalism is obscured as the State instills an

ideology of nationalism fostering an exclusive Monist identity .



Although Benedict Anderson differs with Gellner over the lack of appreciation for the prior
existence of the Nation, Anderson as well leaves the Nation as an imaginary entity which
is created in the Form of the State. And so he makes reference to the “essential

correctness of Gellner’s point” (Hall 1995:11).

Michael Mann, in his A Political Theory of Nationalism and its Excesses (1995), sets up
the nut of the problem to be defined. On his way to the identity of the State and the Nation
he forgives ‘state militarism’, in the name of the Nation, rather than the State, but only by
the assumption of the dual identity made of the Nation-State.

But the clarity of focus on the nation as conterminous with the state cries out
for a predominantly political explanation. Self-conscious nations emerged from the
struggle for representative government, initially born of the pressures of state militarism.
Whatever atrocities were later committed in the name of the nation, its emergence lay
with those democratic ideals of this period that we most value today (Mann 1995:48) . °

Nonetheless, this phenomenon is distinct from the process of national democratization

and auto-determination.

The original class and social struggles in their particular national contexts, were and are
tendencies in the process of democratization that has swept the continents and the
centuries as illustrated by Michael Mann (1995:48) ¢, now including gender and national
identities (otherwise known as ethnic/cultural minorities). The consequence has been
significant for the various struggles that have developed as a result of the combined
character of the joint class and national dynamic. This combined nation-class is named
an ‘Order’ in classical theory and is elaborated by Maxime Rodinson as a ‘People-class’.
This aspect of permanent revolution arrives with the confluence of the various national
formations in society, each of which seek the status of an equal person, and as such
national identity, by consequence. The process itself continues in spite of the absence of

a State to claim the Form of the emergent Nation.



The criterion for an emergent Nation is recognized as being dependent upon the
proliferation of institutions of self-expression forming a civil society serving to distinguish a
People as a Nation ”. A further analysis by John Keane based upon the Yugoslav crisis
sums up the advances made in this respect;
The Badinter report ‘de-politicizes’ and de-territorializes’ national identity. It
recaptures something of the eighteenth-century view, championed by thinkers
like Burke and Herder, that nationality is best understood as a cultural entity;
that is, as an identity belonging to civil society, not the state. It sees national
identity as a civil entitlement of citizens, the squeezing or attempted abolition of
which, even when ostensibly pursued by states in the name either of higher
forms of human solidarity or of protecting the ‘core national identity’ (Isaiah
Berlin), serves only to trigger off resentment, hatred and violence among
national groupings (Keane 1995:201).
With the obligation to differentiate such social movements from the exercise of State-
sponsored nationalism, Mann found it convenient to refer to ‘state-subverting
nationalism’, a self-contradictory formulation, but appropriate. Mann also makes the
association between the ‘state-subverting nationalism’ and the nature of civil society that
is named federalism.
Since regionalists deeply opposed the former [Habsburg centralists], they
increasingly sought to expand the latter, first into genuine federalism involving
regional autonomies, then (when the empire would not concede this) into state-
subverting nationalism (Mann. 1995:49).
This use of the term ‘state-subverting nationalism’ is the indication of a consciousness
that is not essentially nationalist, in the Statist sense. This necessitates its own
conceptual term which is associated with the Nation even though it is not tied to the State;
this is national-identity. As Keane acknowledges, ‘The distinction between national
identity and nationalism — overlooked by many commentaries on the subject, including
Eric Hobsbawm’s Nations and Nationalism since 1780 - is fundamental in this context.’
(Keane.19:191). This distinction is related to his fundamental distinction that, ‘democracy

requires the institutional division between a certain form of state and civil society’

(Keane.1995:187), a Civil Society in the sense of res publica.



The recognition and resolution of national-identity is to be found in federalism, although
Mann and the theories of nationalism fail to resolve the co-existence of national-identity in
the State, concluding pessimistically;

Mild nationalism - whether state-reinforcing or state-subverting - is democracy
achieved, aggressive nationalism is democracy perverted. The solution is therefore, to
achieve democracy — especially federal, inter-regional democracy. Unfortunately, this is
easier said than done (Mann 1995:62).

While having drawn the distinction between State-driven nationalism and the
consciousness of state-subverting nations, Mann does not apply the differentiation
necessary between Nation and State to postulate a form of federalism that is other than a
self-contradictory mirage of a civil society that is supposedly independent of the State.
Democracy remains imprisoned in Liberal theory by its subordination to the State taken

as the Form of the Nation.

Theories of federalism nonetheless make some advances in terms of the treatment of
consociationalism ® and Max Weber follows such prescriptions for a ‘federation of
nationalities under a supranational state’ (Periwal, ed. 1995:96) much along the lines
that were later expressed by the humanist-Zionist tendency associated with Martin Buber,
who proposed a ‘multi-national state, based upon parity among the various nationalities’
(Buber 1946:46). Such proposals have not been fulfiled and remained idealist
conceptions only due to the failure to distinguish the Nation from the State and national-
identity from nationalism. Keane recognizes the problem and makes reference to Karl

Deutsch as symptomatic of this problematic impasse.

‘State’ and “nation’ came to be used interchangeably ... Such expressions reinforce the
assumption traceable to the eighteenth century, that there is no other way of defining
the word ‘nation’ than as a territorial aggregate whose various parts recognize the
authority of the same state, an assumption captured in Karl Deutsch’s famous definition
of a nation as ‘a people who have hold of a state’ (7) (Keane 1995:19). °

The theorist Elie Kedourie recognizes this failure of federalism in the Statist context,



The national state claims to treat all citizens as equal members of the nation, but this fair-
sounding principle only serves to disguise the tyranny of one group over another (Kedourie
1996:127).

This pessimism is only a consequence of the ideological exclusivity of Statism and its
ideology of nationalism which Kedourie describes as follows,

In nationalist doctrine, language, race, culture, and sometimes even religion,
constitute different aspects of the same primordial entity, the nation. The theory
admits here on no great precision, and it is misplaced ingenuity to try and classify
nationalisms according to the particular aspect which they choose to emphasize.
What is beyond doubt is that the doctrine divides humanity into separate and distinct
nations, claims that such nations must constitute sovereign states, and asserts that
the members of a nation reach freedom and fulfilment by cultivating the peculiar
identity of their own nation and by sinking their own persons in the greater whole of
the nation (Kedourie 1996:73).

In reference to the Austrian Social Democrates’ (Otto Bauer and Karl Renner) proposal
for national-cultural autonomy in the context of the Austro-Hungarian empire, Kedourie
concludes;

... attempts to stem the tide of nationalist discontents are seldom successful, since
nationalists consider that political and cultural matters are inseparable, and that no
culture can live if it is not endowed with a sovereign state exclusively its own
(Kedourie 1996:116-117) .

Here the reference to political and cultural matters is symptomatic of the problem in that
cultural identity is not considered ‘political’ in and of itself. The artificial dichotomy made
between culture and politics in the nationalist context is the difficulty. Culture is thus

postulated as being political only in the context of the State.

In the analysis of Power by Karl Deutsch, social cohesion is based upon the means of
communication rather than the means of production and although his theory is relatively
abstract he has chosen to put aside the ‘subjective’ definitions of nation as superficial. In
so far as his orientation to the forms of communication remains materialist '°, with its
cultural and economic consequences, his theory remains dislocated or abstract since it
does not situate culture in the organisms which transmit such consciousness, and that is

found in Civil Society. National formations are consequently debased to, ‘oppressed,
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submerged, or otherwise disadvantaged groups ... [such as] Negro fellow citizens’, when
they are subject to a lack of Power. The preconception of the Nation as a ‘People’ self-
conscious of its corporate identity based in a unity formed by the State, is tied to the

formulations of Burke (Deutsch 1966:21).

The notion of society in Deutsch is only defined in economic terms (Deutsch 1966:29)
while civil society is unmentioned and subjected to an extensive theory of social
communication related to the economy again and only referred to as ‘The inner source of
political power’ (Deutsch 1966:75), very much in the economic determinist tradition .
Consequently, the nation is only considered as such according to Deutsch by virtue of the
attribute of power which compels other such formations to recognize it as a sovereign
nation. The defining characteristic of the nation according to Deutsch is simply power, in
any other case he defines such formations as nationalities although they are otherwise
indistinguishable from nations in general (Deutsch 1966:97,101,104). Such a criterion is
simply a form of alienation by which the nation is considered from the externalized
perspective alone which presents itself to the world at large by means of its self-
governing economy thus becoming of interest to other such formations. As Deutsch puts
it in his flippant manner, ‘The nation-state, it seems, is still the chief political instrument for
getting things done’ (Deutsch 1966:2,4,75). The practice of using the term nationalities by
Deutsch and others is an effort to overcome the actualities of national formations which
are not befitted with its own State, thereby revealing the contradiction of the Nation-State

concept as in John Kautsky’s, ‘...nationalism, the identification of state and nationality’
(Kautsky 1976:32). The utility of the term nationality is only appropriate for those nations
which are situated in a number of different States, such as the Jewish, Palestinian,
Kurdish, Berber, Gitan/Roma, Basque or Kashmiri case or, on behalf of a nation

associated with a State but living also in a number of other States, such as the well

known hyphenated Canadians or other such immigrant communities or national
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minorities; British-Canadians, French-Canadians, Irish-Americans, German-Americans,

African-Americans, Jewish-Americans, or Israeli-Americans (Kly 1986:26).

The ‘National Principle’ substitutes State for Nation as if to contradict Kedourie’s
awareness of the difference between perception and objective reality which explains how

the perceived sense of a sovereign State is only an apparent manifestation of the Nation.

. the sensations which the categories of our mind transform into objective
experience we only know in space and time. Now space and time, Kant argued, are
not properties of things; they are rather something contributed by the perceiving self
to the sensations impinging on it (Kedourie 1996:33).

In theories of nationalism the Nation is perceived as a State and so assume the necessity
of the latter, although Kedourie himself reveals in various instances how the Nation is
historically independent of the State. His failing to maintain the differentiation of Nation
and State into their derivatives, of national-identity and nationalism, leads to the collapse

of this analysis and nationalist theories in general, as he admits;

The invention [nationalism] has prevailed, and the best that can be said for it is that it

is an attempt to establish once and for all the reign of justice in a corrupt world, and

to repair, for ever, the injuries of time. But this best is bad enough, since to repair

such injuries other injuries must in turn be inflicted, and no balance is ever struck in

the grisly account of cruelty and violence. ... It is a question which, in the nature of

the case, admits of no final and conclusive answer (Kedourie 1996:139). '
This is not to say that all theories of the Nation have been tainted with Statism. One may seek
theoretical treatments of the Nation that do not limit themselves to State forms of appearance. The
problem is rooted in the Eurocentric definition of State which is found in the Treaty of Westphalia
Article VI, ‘... States (therein comprehending the Nobility, which depend immediately on the Empire)
... (1648). The economism at the core of the problematic is exposed by Bauer when the ‘non-
historic Nation’ was taken into consideration in spite of the attributes of a lack of economic
development and partially formed class structure, together with no defined territory. As such the
ideal conceived by Bauer, as inspired by the Bundist Vladimir Medem, was for the recognition of

such nationalities as a means to avert their eventual separation into a State of their own. Medem’s

conception of such autonomy was more so based on the cultural attributes of national identity
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rather than an economic criterion. Such a cultural criterion in terms of language allowed for the
identity of the eastern European Jewish Nation in spite of a lack of a common territory. The lack of
recognition for such a national-cultural autonomy in their respective contexts was a consequence of
the myopia of the State which remained centred in the dominant nation by means of the national
bourgeois hegemony in the State. Subsequently such formations fragmented into various States as
the national bourgeoisie of the nationalities became sufficiently endowed to proclaim its economic

independence as a State.

The colleague of Martin Buber's, the Jewish-German political philosopher Gustav

Landauer, went beyond the confines of the State to declare that,

The state, with its police and all its laws and its contrivances for property rights,
exists for the people as a miserable replacement for Geist [Nation] and for
organisations with specific purposes; and now the people are supposed to exist for
the sake of the state, which pretends to be some sort of ideal structure and a
purpose in itself, to be Geist. ... Earlier there were corporate groups, clans, gilds,
fraternities, communities, and they all interrelated to form society. Today there is
coercion, the letter of the law, the state (Maurer 1971:93).

As in Kedourie, Michael Mann chooses to differentiate between Nation and State without
drawing the corollary of the distinction between national-identity and nationalism. By
identifying the State with the self-realization of the Nation as an independent self-
sufficient and sustainable entity, there is a general lack of correspondence of national
entities and a given State since organic diversity cannot correspond to the formal
limitations of the State. As a result, the theories of nationalism treat national conflict as

inevitable.

The danger rests that having distinguished between Nation and State, the ‘National
Doctrine’, in defining the State as an essential attribute giving precedence to the
existence of the State rather than the Nation turns against itself in principle. The
rationalization of the Hegelian State continues in the name of the Nation but not as the

Nation, only as ‘nationalism’.
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Landauer’s rejection of the State allows him to have remained aloof from the Zionist
movement, unlike Buber. He remarks, ‘Strong emphasis on one’s own nationality, even
when it does not lead to chauvinism, is weakness ’ (Maurer 1971:81). His subsequent
rejection of a Zionist State was indicative of such analysis. The prospect he projects of a
Gesellschaft von Gesellschaften (a society of societies) is reminiscent of the Proudhon

formulation in his Federal Principle; ‘a federation of federations’.

One is thus obligated to move outside the parameters and paradigms of the political
theory of nationalism if there is to be a resolution of the incompatibilities presented by the
Statist model. Trevor Purvis also concludes that, ‘as a hegemonic project, the unity of the
people-nation constituted by the modern state has always been open to contestation. In
turn this has implied an open character to the nation, one that belies its mythological

closure in the discourses of nationalism’ (Purvis 1996:51).

While the works on nationalism are rich in overview and opinion, the approach that is
explored in this work seeks to meet the needs of current conflict resolution and in
particular the Palestinian-Zionist knot. It is with such a perspective in mind that one may
express the desire for the means by which such a conflict may be resolved, by meeting
the essential needs of each nation involved, leaving aside the categorical imperatives of
the State. It is precisely in this respect that the character and attributes of national-
cultural autonomy as elaborated by Otto Bauer and Karl Renner will serve the
development of those societies that have need of an alternate constitutional framework to
overcome the inherent stasis of the State in conflict with its own Society. As in the
dissociation of theocracy from the State, the de-linking of the Nation and territory allows

national-cultural autonomy to form the basis of Civil Society.
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2.0 Collective Consciousness

The ‘Common Will' of Hegel and the ‘General Will' of Rousseau are the two conceptions
which dominate the Modern Era. The Common Will pertains to the Nation while the
General Will refers to the citizenry of a State, so leading to their possible contradiction.
That is, a certain precise differentiation must be made between the Hegelian concept of
the Common Will and the Rousseauian General Will, as the former is concerned with
national-identity itself, and the latter is concerned with the Civil Society as formed by the
citizenry -- without reference to nationality. In effect the two are opposed to one another in
their nature rather than being similar, as may be implied. This national conception and the
individualist perspective share an exclusive tendency though towards one focus,
themselves. While Rousseau presents the notion of the State as being upheld for a
pluralist alternative to the uniformity introduced by the model of the Nation, it has fallen
into the homogenization induced by the dominant/majoritarian nationality. The proposition
for an alternative to this impasse is based upon both these conceptions being fused in a
pluralist civil society thus allowing for national-cultural autonomy and other collective
identities, in federation. This dynamic method of operation would be interactive between
national identities in a pluralist setting with multiple foci. Such is the natural equilibrium
found in the ellipse of the animal’s egg, or the planet’s orbit, and so also acts Civil Society

which remains in perpetual change even while the traditional is preserved.

The consideration given to the territory as a fundamental criterion often leads to the
confusion between its aspects. It may be stated that territory is one means by which a
Nation forms its societal environment, even though society itself is not subordinate to
territory. The resulting inversion between the social context and territory is the result, as
in Gellner. Actually it is rather the economy that is directly linked to a given territorial site

in most cases, especially in agricultural societies. The distinction between Nation and
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territory is based in the choice of methodology; either the materialism of economic
determinism or a multi-faceted problematic. The economism integral to Statism merely
recognizes those Nations which replicate a similar economic and structural Content as
tautology. It is necessary to bring the concept of Nation out of the hierarchical schemas in
order to reveal its real nature. That distinction made in respect to territory, provides the
basis for the conception of the Nation as a People rather than a materialist fetish. The
primordial and enduring conception of the Nation is based in the collective self-identity of
the People who form a distinct culture, having a particular historical experience, and
origin, who wish to form a civil society to maintain such an historical acquisition in

perpetuity.

This phenomenon is described by Rudolf Rocker as;

The national-suppression policy of the great states before the War developed in the
suppressed nationalities an extreme nationalism which finds expression today in the
according by the new-made states of the same treatment to their national minorities
which, as national minorities, they themselves once received -- a phenomenon
showing all too clearly that little states following the footsteps of great ones and
imitate their practices (Rocker 1978:349).

The quandary that presents itself is that the States that are presented with the fait
accompli of minority nationalities are obliged to recognize identities that contradict its own
rationale for existence as a centralized superstructure provoking territorially-based
nationalities to seek their own State apparatus in a never-ending spiral of ever smaller
Statelets, each seeking to preserve its own sovereignty with a State of its own. The
current proposition for a ‘Two-State Solution’ is indicative of this methodology which

seeks to give rise to two or three Palestinians Statelets, or Bantustans, in effect.

As in any methodological impasse, the illusory antinomies of national conflict are

subsumed by a breakthrough based in a fundamental realignment of conceptual
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identities. In such a process the Modern perspective is inverted reciprocally to reverse the
direction of the hierarchical emission of authority, to annul the monopoly of power. A
social entity is examined from within, in the context of the many parallel phenomena
externally, rather than from an external ethnocentric and therefore alienated point of view.
This extraneous void, presumably absent of any other national context, is actually a
competing national perspective, a self-perpetuating agency seeking to develop its
singular economic base to better nourish itself as a parasite on its subjects as sacrifices,
known as either slaves, citizens or soldiers. This is the game of hegemony that is played
by aggressive State entities, whether Empires or, Nation-States. Karl Deutsch puts it well
saying, ‘It leads to the loss of self-determination, nationalism at the end of its tether

becomes a force for the destruction of the nation.” (Deutsch 1966:184)

While the national concept parallels class consciousness in grandeur and profundity,
class consciousness is in any case itself posited for dissolution according to the classical
theorist in the matter, so leaving national consciousness as the determinant factor in
social development. The consequence of this conclusion is to reverse the roles of Form
and Content from Hegel’s supposition, making the Nation the Form rather than being
Content in the State.”™ The Nation emerges out of the envelope of the State so enabling

Civil Society.

The interfacing with more extensive and varied social groupings constitutes a
developmental process both internally and externally for the national entity. Naturally one
manner of ameliorating the social consciousness would be through the elaboration of
reciprocal national consciousness in the inter/intra-national/s context. The absence of an
intermediary State superstructure allows for a Reciprocal Principle whereby no one
identity takes precedence over the other by definition. The direction observed being taken

during historical development is towards ever larger networks in a harmonious interaction,
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expanding without limit, boundless, and permanent -- a continuous surpassing of

limitations in federated reciprocity.

-end-
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1‘... Renner maintained that the element of language (spoken or native) was not significant enough to represent nationality
which in his view denoted “spiritual and cultural community with a not inconsiderable body of national literature as an
expression of this cultural community.” 16 (Renner, State and Nation, 21)’ (Gechtman 2005: 6).

2Gender relations among the Mohawks of the Five Nation confederation:'Women shall be considered the progenitors of
the Nation. They shall own the land and the soil’, The Constitution of the Five Nations, 60-LX, TLL, in Parker (1916), (also
in Sanday 1987 (1981): 13)

3See Dr. Salaman Abu Sitta’s demographic studies “And End to Exile”, Al-Ahram Weekly, March 9-15, 2000 (Outlook, Vol.

41, No. 1, Jan.Feb. 2003, p. 42)

4Gellner, Thought and Change, p. 169

sThe Israeli historian Benny Morris, who has contributed to the ‘post-Zionist’ research nonetheless states;

‘the need to establish this state in this place overcame the injustice that was done to the Palestinians by uprooting them. ...
If he [Ben-Gurion] had carried out a full expulsion - rather than a partial one - he would have stabilized the State of Israel for
generations.’ http://www.haaretz.com/hasen/spages/380984.html Haaretz, January 09, 2004 Tevet 15, 5764

¢'In their demand for political citizenship for ‘the people’ and ‘the nation’ ? after prolonged social struggles, such labels
were usually restricted for much of the nineteenth century to bourgeois and petty bourgeois males drawn from dominant
religious and ethnic group, but later the peasantry, the working class, minorities and eventually women - joined people and
nation.

2 Some would argue that this process occurred rather earlier in England. Kohn (1967) and Greenfeld (1992) believe
English conceptions of nation and nationalism arose in the seventeenth-century struggle against monarchical taxation
(reinforced by a religious populism).” (Gellner 1995: 48)

7'.... virtually everywhere, nationalist movements focused on existing political units, provinces with distinct assemblies or
administrations centred on old political units.” (Mann 1995:49)

sSee Arend Lijphart, 1968. The Politics of Accommodation. Berkeley & Los Angeles: University of California Press and

George Tsebelis. 1990. Nested Games. Berkeley & Los Angeles, U. Of California Press.

o’ K. Deutsch. 1969. Nationalism and Its Alternatives. New York: p. 19. in Keane, John. ‘Nations, Nationalism and

European Citizens’, pp. 182-207 in (Periwal. ed. 1995).

10ln Stanley Ryerson'’s critique of Professor Lower’'s Canada One Hundred : 1967-1967, “The other major predisposing

factor was the extension of communication ...” p. 17, he adds in “read: capitalist industrialization”, p. 426, Unequal Union.

11

A proof is provided by Garth Stevenson in his essay ‘Federalism and the political economy of the Canadian state’, pp.
71-100 Part II: Capitalism and federalism in The Canadian State: political economy and political power edited by Leo
Panitch (University of Toronto Press), page 94, in which the Chairman of the CPR, the first cross-Canada railway argues

for Balkanization of the Canadian economy so as to flow south-north.

12Lord Action: ‘... nationality ... does not aim either at liberty or prosperity, both of which it sacrifices to the imperative
necessity of making the nation the mould and measure of the State ...’

13'Hence, in Medem’s definition national culture was the particular cultural form that shapes or modifies a content which in
itself was not particular but shared by all peoples ...” (Gechtman 2007:79)


http://www.haaretz.com/hasen/spages/380984.html
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