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ABSTRACT

The project National Identity in the Era of Globalisation is a research on the
nature of national identity and its potentials in the era of globalisation. National
identity is approached by psychoanalysis and by political analysis. Psychoanalysis
offers us some insight on identity and the process of identification, a process that
shapes the individual personality —and identities— since birth. Identification is
essential for understanding how people identify themselves and how they are
mobilised by other people, groups etc. It also reveals the role of the others
(outgroups, foreigners, etc), who are also important to the extent that they act as
reference points of identification, including negative identification; to a large extent
their presence is essential for the coherence of the national group as the nation’s
aggressiveness is directed outwards, acting as a stabiliser for the cohesion of the
group.

National identity occurs out of identification with the national group, so its
peculiar characteristics are defined by the nation. Nationalism inevitably comes to
the fore, not only as the force that has forged the nation-state, but also as a mass
mobilising ideology that determines the aspirations of the ‘nationals’. As it will be
argued in this thesis, nationalism changes national identities to ‘nationalistic
identities’, and signifies the nation with new characteristics. Most significantly,
nationalism appeals strongly to the human unconscious, and accounts for the
seemingly ‘irrational’ characteristics of national identity. Thus, national identity

partly derives its strength, prevalence and ferocity from nationalism.

What are the prospects, then, of national identity in the era of globalisation? In
order to answer this, we must define globalisation and examine the position and
strength of the national state in the current globalising era. Also, the prevalence of
nationalism as a political force and ideology that signifies the nation and national
identity to a large extent must be explored in the era of globalisation. As
globalisation seems to provoke national awakenings and enhance existing
nationalisms, the potentials for national identities to be strengthened or rendered

obsolete will be examined.
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INTRODUCTION

1
The object of this thesis is national identity. The aim of this thesis is the deep

comprehension of the nature of national identity, its mechanisms, its potency and
potentials. While this object may seem general, it is quite precise: my object is
national identity as such, and not a particular —in time and place- national identity. |
That is because, while the particular offers a deep insight on a case and an
interpretation of its distinctive characteristic elements, my attempt is to identify the
fundamentals of national identity, to grasp its common denominator in each
particular case. So, I am not preoccupied with the elements that comprise a specific
nation’s national identity, be it religion, language or other, but my main concern is to
identify the mechanisms that lead a person and a group to national identification. The
methodology I use to approach my object is defined by the object itself. National
identity is comprised by the national and the identity component, each of these
elements have to be analysed separately before they can be explained in conjunction.

Hence the need for a multidimensional approach.

Initially I turned to social psychology, as the science that defines as its object
of analysis the ‘frontier” where the social and individual meet. The relation between
self and society appears to be a central one from the standpoint of social psychology,
which focuses on their interaction, but it mbstly stands at their borderline and does
not touch analytically each component separately. The main standpoint of the
classics of social psychology (Mead, Cooley, Jenkins and others) is that identity must
be seen as the outcome of a continuous interaction between society and the self,
which is a process rather than a stable, solid outcome. Yet, the details of this process
are not explained, although some of its characteristics are identified'. So, a deep
insight into the issue of national identity requires the analysis and understanding of
this process, the process of identification. Also, in order to understand better the
interaction of the individual and societal components we must first have a clear
insight of each of the components on their own account. Thus, I turned to the

discipline that deals with the individual and the process of identification:

! Such as reciprocity of meaning, response to familiar attitudes and symbols, the distinction between ‘self” and
‘T’, or the subjective and reflective self (Mead), the construction of identity through language and communicative
life (Cooley), or the construction of identity through similarity and difference (Jenkins).



psychoanalysis. In the sequel, I placed the individual in its wider social, historical
and political environment in order to explain the nature and potentials of national

identification.

Psychoanalysis focuses on the process of identification and explains the
attribution of identities in detail. In addition, it offers a full account of the inner self,
the unconscious mechanisms and drives that dictate one’s actions. However,
psychoanalysis does not analyse the self in isolation to its social environment, be it
the family or a larger group, it deals with individuals inside a group and their
determinative relationship with the others too. Thus, psychoanalysis is an extremely
useful tool in the socio-political analysis of national identity. National identity is a
particular form of social identity that is acquired through interaction with other
people (family, teachers, friends etc.) within a given social environment —the nation.
Nevertheless national identity has become so pervasive and so powerful in
mobilising people that it renders a necessity to search for the reasons of this
pervasiveness. In this aim, psychoanalysis is an essential complementary approach to
social and political analyses. National identity is a political identity too, as it is
influenced by the political ideology of nationalism. As Schopflin remarks,

_nationalism persists even though dismissed as ‘irrational’; so, it must “operate by
rules of its own, rules that are rational in its own context” (1995:55). Those rules and
that context are to be explained by psychoanalysis, which renders national identity
and the phenomenon of nationalism much more comprehensible to the scholars in the
field: it offers a deep insight into the forces and mechanisms operating within the
self, those that provoke reactions and phenomena that appear to be irrational, but are
clearly explainable and reasonable (thus “rational” in Schopflin terms) if analysed
within their own context. It also offers a deep insight into the ways that the ‘internal’
and ‘external’ interact. Psychoanalysis tries to explain human behaviour and is, thus,

a preferable tool in this analysis.

The applicability of Freud’s theory to social and political phenomena is
stressed by several scientists. Talcott Parsons, for example, in an article titled ‘Social
Structure and the Development of Personality: Freud’s Contribution to the
Integration of Psychology and Sociology’ (1970) tried to show the relation of
pgychoanalysis and sociology. However, Freud himself has argued that, “what

characterises psychoanalysis as a science is not the material which it handles but the



technique with which it works. It can be applied to the history of civilisation, to the
science of religion... What it aims and achieves at is...what is unconscious in mental
life” (1917¢:436), individual or social. While in a group, the individual acts in a
much more instinctual and unconscious way; for that reason, psychoanalysis, the
science that introduced the unconscious and analysed its mechanisms, can be equally
used in explaining social phenomena, meaning individual behaviours within society.
So, we should see psychoanalysis as a method for explaining individual pathologies

regardless of the context. Freud stressed this explicitly:

It is true that, individual psychology is concemed with the individual man and
explores the paths by which he seeks to find satisfaction for his instinctual
impulses; but only rarely and under certain exceptional conditions is individual
psychology in a position to disregard the relations of this individual to others. In
the individual’s mental life someone else is invariably involved; and so from the
very first individual psychology, in this extended but entirely justifiable sense of
the words, is at the same time social psychology as well (1921:95).

Although psychoanalysis is appropriate to understand the internal mechanisms
and the process of identification, by illuminating the interaction of the ‘internal’ and
the ‘external’, it is not adequate to grasp the complexity of social and political
phenomena. Those phenomena require political analysis, as many of the issues under
consideration are political phenomena and ideologies that determine social activity
and political structures. By political analysis I mean the critical study, explanation
and evaluation of issues that are political, meaning that they involve the individual
and its society but also the institutional constitution and regulation of society. In
addition, the object of national identity involves an analysis of politics, of political
ideologies and of the process of ‘ideologisation’ of certain political variables that
determine social and political life. Multidisciplinarity is still significant, though,
because of the complexity of the issue. Thus, political analysis necessarily requires
the contribution of history and historical sociology. Historical sociology is
particularly indispensable in regard to nationalism, the national state and national
identity, because these are cultural and historical phenomena, and their course and
development through history must be the basis of analysis: it is those and their
history that we try to understand and can further illuminate our object, national

identity.



Some scholars that have used psychoanalysis to approach political phenomena
have used a specific name for their approach. Ross (1995) for example uses the term
\‘psychocultura] interpretation’, and Volkan (1995, 1998) and Lipowatz (1990) the
term ‘political psychology’, by which they refer to the psychoanalytic explanation of
society. Without considering these terms inappropriate, I will not use any of them
because my attempt is not at explaining society psychoanalytically. Rather, my
attempt is to explain social and political phenomena from the widest perspective
possible. PsychoanalySis is one of the tools chosen for that, though a basic one; yet, it
is not adequate alone to explain such complex sociopolitical phenomena. So, my
attempt is not to psychoanalytically explain national identity, but rather to explain
national identity in general, that is, to explain it through those approaches that can
best and in conjunction provide the fullest analysis possible. To the extent that I
emphasise on psychoanalysis during my study that is not due to a belief that it is the
most important perspective compared to others; it is rather due to the fact that,
although it is essential and indispensable for a complete analysis of (national)
identity, it is neglected or underestimated as irrelevant by many scholars in the field.

In overall, this is a multidisciplinary analysis.

This research on national identity has followed three main paths, three thematic
units that have been considered as significant in the understanding of national
identity. These are the three parts that this thesis is divided in and concern
Identification, Nationalism, and Globalisation —the three components of the research
on National Identity in the era of Globalisation, as the title itself indicates. The first
part comprises the basis for the subsequent analysis, for it provides the basic
understandings of the individual unconscious mental life, which is the prerequisite
for the political analysis that will follow. Chapter 1 is basically introductory to
psychoanalysis. As I am addressing an issue of the social and political sciences, I
cannot but assume a lack of familiarity with psychoanalysis. So, the first chapter is
an introduction to the basic concepts of psychoanalytic theory —such as the
unconscious, the drives, the pleasure and the reality principles, as well as the process
of identification, mainly first identification— and a short description of the Freudian
tradition, the different schools and the criticisms to psychoanalytic theory. The
second chapter is concerned mostly with secondary identifications and, in particular,

group identifications and the mechanisms by which the same (national) identity is



attributed to a group of people. Here, psychoanalysis provides an explanation to
group psychology and its pathologies as they relate to group identification in general
and national identity in particular. Such pathologies are the ‘need’ to have enemies
and its relation to aggression drive, or the construction of a group through similarity

and difference.

These two psychoanalytic .chapters provide the basic understandings on
identity and the process of identification that is required in order to proceed in
specifying the social and political characteristics of national identity. Thereafter,
psychoanalysis leaves the foreground as the basic or sole approach to political
analysis and historical sociology, but it nevertheless remains the complementary
approach, as its explanations of the unconscious mental life will serve as our basic
understanding of individual behaviour within a group. For example, it is this
understanding that offers an explanation for the appeal of nationalism to individuals,
or the potentials for political manipulation of the human drives. So, with these
understandings in mind we then proceed to the second part, where we are mostly
concerned with nationalism, and the national state, and the influence of nationalism
on national identity. The second part/thematic unit on nationalism take up an equal
space in the thesis as the unit on Globalisation, and for that reason its title could also
be ‘National Identity in the Era of Nationalism and Globalisation’. Yet, that title was
not preferred in order to avoid the near-tautology of ‘national identity and
nationalism’, as a theoretical analysis of national identity necessarily involves an

analysis of nationalism.

In chapter 3 I address the question, why is national, among all other social
identities, so prevalent and appealing within modernity. The answer to this relies on
the signification of national identity by the political ideology of nationalism, which
renders it both a national and a ‘nationalistic’ identity. This chapter begins by
defining nationalism and explaining its significance as an ideology, and analysing the
attribution of a particular value and quality to the national state by it. It proceeds with
the distinction between nationalism and patriotism and an evaluation of different
types of nationalism and their common denominator. In the context of nationalism,
(national) identity acquires peculiar characteristics, which I try to define towards the
end of the chapter. Yet, my main concern is with the imaginary character of

nationalism and the specific reasons for its strong psychological appeal. In chapter 4,



I am trying to locate this psychological appeal within time and identify the particular
circumstances that facilitate the generation and spread of nationalistic feelings —be
they political, social, historical and/or economic. Thus, since psychological
predispositions are not confined in place and time, the following questions arise and
search for an answer in chapter 4: is nationalism new and, also, why and when did it
emerge? Is the national state an exclusively modern phenomenon? What is the
relation between national and ethnic identities? What are the specific reasons that
account for the emergence of exclusionary and actively aggressive forms of

nationalism?

The first two parts on Identification and Nationalism provide a clear idea about
national identity, its nature, its distinctive characteristics, and the circumstances
under which it becomes stronger or remains latent. Thus, having acquired a deep
knowledge on national identity I proceed to the third and last part on globalisation
and its impact on national identity. The study of national identity in the era of
globalisation is not only a study of national identity in a particular context but, also,
its study in the contemporary environment. Globalisation is, in a sense, the
contemporary era, the period that we currently live in. So, having analysed national
identity as such, although keeping modernity as the particular reference, the next step
is to examine its prospects in the light of most recent developments —in late-

modernity, to use Beck’s term.

Globalisation is said to produce new forms of social and political change both
within and between nations, to produce new sources and forms of conflict as well,
and to raise new issues about identity and culture, issues that can be interpreted and
evaluated anew. Initially, we must examine the accuracy and extend of these claims.
For example, on one hand, it is argued that economic globalisation, which weakens
the nation-state, is backed up by a globalisation of culture, while the continuity of
generations has begun to fray and teenagers are influenced by their counterparts in
other societies. On the other hand, it is counterargued that, the more people
communicate with each other, the more they find out what is peculiar about
themselves and may tend to evaluate it as a distinctive barrier. So, globalisation and
the debate about it raise questions about national identity, about its contemporary and
future prospects. A number of questions arise: What are the prospects of national

identity as —and if- the world becomes a ‘small village’? Where are individual and



national identities rooted as local, regional and global cultures interact, and how are
they re-shaped by increasing geographical and cultural mobility? A few more issues
are raised regarding nationalism. The most important concern national awakenings,
conflicts etc.: are they an outcome otl globalisation, or rather of nationalism? Why
have they become so apparent in the age of globalisation? What is the future of

nationalism in the era of globalisation?

These are all important and inter-related questions, and they will be answered
in chapters 5, 6 and 7. In chapter 5 I first provide a brief introduction to the debate
and a working definition on globalisation; in that sense, chapter 5 is the introduction
to our discussion on globalisation. Then, in chapter 6 we refer in detail to the
arguments and counterarguments as to whether the national state is going to be
rendered obsolete by the process of globalisation. As the national state is comprised
by the state and the national component, this chapter will address the issue of the
changes of states in the era of globalisation, and then it will examine whether
globalisation has generated any changes thus far regarding the
construction/ascription/acquisition of national identity. Thus, in chapter 6 we shall
examine whether the state has been significantly undermined in the era of
globalisation, and whether the mechanisms that operate within it and produce
identification with it have undergone any alteration. My main concern is to identify
the prevalent tendency as far as the direction of changes is concerned, and to give a
reasonable estimation for the prospects of national identity in the context that
globalisation delineates. This is also my main concern in the next and last chapter:
chapter 7 will be preoccupied with the prospects of national-as-collective
identification within globalisation. That is, the prospects of identification will not be
analysed in sole reference to the national state and its changes (which is the aim of
chapter 6), but in relation to globalisation in general. In that sense, we shall examine
the perceptions and images of globalisation for individuals and groups, so as to
identify possible trends in the development of collective identification in that

context.

As indicated at the beginning, my attempt during this research has been to
achieve the greatest comprehension possible on national identity. This attempt has
led me to examine it within different contexts and to raise quite a few questions,

questions that may initially seem distracting and diverting. However, the issues



involved and the questions raised have been to a large degree interrelated (ie,
nationalism and globalisation), while they have been drawn in direct reference to the
issue of national identity. Each of these different contexts (Psychoanalysis,
Nationalism, Globalisation) constitute large debates on their own, with many sub-
debates as well; so, each of these three thematic units can be separated in areas of
specialised study. At the same time, though, each of them includes as an area of
study the issue of national identity. So, the study of national identity through these
diverse and yet interrelated thematic units would offer the opporfunity of its most
complete comprehension. Certainly, one runs the risk of losing sight of the objective
of research, or getting lost in a vast and unending literature. Indeed, this was a major
challenge during my research. Each of the thematic units opened up unending
possibilities of research, aspects that I found equally interesting and stimulating. But,
had I followed any of these specialised areas of research, I would have limited my
research on a particular case of national identity, on a specific aspect of it. Not that
this would be any less interesting, but it would divert me from my original aim,
which is to understand national identity and to answer a common question posed by
many scholars who specialise on issues of nationalism and nationality: why is it so
prevalent among identities today, why does it, occasionally, show the ferocity that it
shows, and what are its prospects in the contemporary ‘globalised’ era? Hence, 1
followed multidisciplinarity as it is the key for understanding a large number of

complex social and political phenomena.

Thus, comprehension of national identity required its analysis through the
examination of individual identification, the development of nationalism, and the
current prospects and reactions that the current era of globalisation poses. In order to
handle the vast literature I focused on the “classics’, meaning that I concentrated my
study of literature to the books and articles that are widely considered as
indispensable readings, and I used particularised researches only when published in a
reputable edition or journal. Fortunately, my background helped a lot, as my master’s
specialisation was on issues of nationalism and identity, while I had some moderate
familiarisation with the way psychoanalysis can be connected to political and social
phenomena. It was this initial knowledge and specialisation that I wished to broaden
and make concrete with my doctorate research, which I anticipate to make a useful

contribution to the debate on national identity. In a similar way, it is this further



doctorate specialisation that has already become the initiative for some additional
research in the future. For the moment, I hope that I have succeeded in my present
task: to elaborate a research that will answer the questions of nature, strength and

potentials of national identity.



PART ONE

Identification, and the Tool of Psychoanalysis

In the first two chapters of this thesis our main attempt will be to understand
individual psychology and the process by which individuals acquire their identities.
For that reason, our methodological tool will be psychoanalysis. The first chapter
will be an introduction to psychoanalysis, to the main psychoanalytic concepts as
initiated by Freud and further developed by the Freudian school (mainly the orthodox
Freudians), along with a brief reference to the development of the Freudian tradition.
Particular attention will be paid on the analytical concept of identification, as it is the
process by which individuals form their personal and collective identities. In chapter
2 we shall analyse collective identifications and group psychology, so as to
understand the mechanisms that operate in the process of group formation and group
identification. The nation will be the major example used as far as groups are
concerned in this chapter, so that particular reference will be made to national

identification.



CHAPTER 1: PSYCHOANALYSIS AND
IDENTIFICATION

This chapter is an introduction to the basic concepts of psychoanalysis, with a
particular focus on the process of identification. This analysis is based on the
classical psychoanalytic tradition as it is founded by Freud. The Freudian theory
entails the foundational elements of psychoanalysis and offers the tools for
understanding the human psyche, or at least the mechanisms that determine the
mental and sentimental life, tools and mechanisms that have initially been discovered
through Freud’s clinical research. Although there are certain points and concepts that
he did not elaborate in detail, the ‘father’ of psychoanalysis has provided the
explanatory tools for the approach of unconscious mental life. The interests of
Freud’s research, for example, were determined by the fact that he was at the
beginning of new discoveries and, more significantly, his activities were determined
by the period he lived in. So, his clinical research was initiated from and focused on
hysteria, while today the interest of psychoanalysis has moved towards other issues,
such as depression and psychosis. It is, thus, of great importance to apprehend the
mechanisms and possess the tools for understanding the fundamentals of human
behaviour; such knowledge can then be applied to the particular issues of our

interest.

We shall first proceed with the analysis of the basic psychoanalytic concepts
that will also gives us an insight of the terminology that will be used in the sequel.
Identification will be separately explained in more detail, while some psychoanalytic
concepts will be analysed in direct reference to it. At the end of this chapter I will
make a brief reference to the Freudian tradition and some basic criticisms that have
been advanced against his theory; this reference is, I believe, essential to an
introductory presentation of the theory that will be an essential explanatory tool for

the rest of this thesis.
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BASIC PSYCHOANALYTIC CONCEPTS

In the Freudian tradition, the term usually employed is identification instead of
identity. The use of this word has a particular meaning: that is to emphasise the
continuity of the process that is going on throughout someone’s life, particularly until
late-adolescence. Identity has a more static connotation and, thus, it is not preferred.
Identification is the mechanism, the whole process through which an identity is
acquired, and offers us a clear idea of the very basis, the ‘solid core’ upon which

every identity is formulated.

Before we proceed to an analysis of identification, it is necessary to explain
some basic psychoanalytic terms. Not all of what is important in psychoanalysis can
be explained at this point, because that would need much more than a chapter (more
than a thesis indeed);, a reference will be made solely to those concepts that are
essential in psychoanalytic theory and, also, those that are necessary for the
understanding of identification. So, some of these concepts will be analysed
independently at first, while some will be further explained in direct reference to
identification. Thus, this section will be divided in two parts: the first will be an
description of some basic psychoanalytic ideas, and the second will deal with the

concept of identification.

Basic Concepts

The central psychoanalytic concept is that of the unconscious. The unconscious
is Freud’s most important and innovative discovery —discovery in the sense of the
first concrete elaboration and presentation of the unconscious as an analytical
concept, and not just as a broad idea or speculation, as it was referred to until that
time, particularly in philosophical circles. Hierarchically, therefore, it should be our
point of departure. Nevertheless, it would be extremely confusing to refer to the

unconscious without first having an insight into the drives or instincts’, for it is —

' The German word translated in English as ‘instinct’ is “Trieb’, which means ‘drive’. The word ‘Instinkt’
(‘instinct’ in English) is used by Freud only referring to animals: “...the instincts of animals”, on Moses and
Monotheism, p.346 (see also footnote 1 in Moses and Monotheism, p.346). Let us quote here an editorial
footnote about the passage word ‘Trieb’ from the New Introductory Lectures on Psychoanalysis. “Literary
‘drive’. The German word is often so translated, but, for reasons of style and grammar and to avoid anachronistic
misrepresentation of Freud’s ideas, ‘instinct’ has been used throughout the Standard Edition” (1933b, footnote 1,
p-129). Nevertheless, this mistranslation of the term is not without importance, because the two terms have
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partly— through the drives, and their repression, that we come to know about the

unconscious®. So, for the sake of clarity, let us begin with the drives.

The drives are “the representatives of all the forces originating in the interior of
the body and transmitted to the mental apparatus” (Freud, 1920:306)*. The use of the
term, as introduced by Freud, has no relevant connotations to the traditionally used
“animal instinct”. It is rather the psychical representative that originates from the
organism, and, thus, stands at the borderline of the mental and the physical. The aim
of the drives is satisfaction; they seek for pleasure in every instance, even when
different paths to this aim may show intermediate aims. In reality, the drives serve
the pleasure principle, meaning that they strive for pleasure/satisfaction (the pleasure
principle shall be referred to in detail later on). Their objects are those things, and
persons, through which they can achieve their aims, things that act as mediators in a
sense. This act of selection of a person, object etc. as love-object is described by the
term object-cathexis or object-choice. In certain cases there is a particularly close
attachment to the object; when this happens, the object becomes more like an aim
itself than a mediator. These cases are pathological, and the term fixation is used to

describe this close attachment or obsession with an object.

Freud, in his later writings, classified the drives in two large categories: the life
drives and the death drives, Eros and Thanatos or Death®. The death drives, or drives
of destruction, or aggressive drives, seek to destroy and kill; they are “striving to
bring men to ruin and reduce life to its original condition of inanimate matter””: as

inanimate things existed before living ones, to strive to return to that condition is to

different connotations. The drive is more an impulse, an urge to do something. The instinct is unavoidable in any
case and cannot become the object of mental elaboration. It has a purely biological connotation, and it applies
more appropriately when referring to the ‘instinct for nutrition’. The instincts cannot be social mediated, which
is a significant characteristic of the drives and accounts for their sublimation. Here I shall use the accurate term
‘drive’ in general, except from quotations from original texts or references to authors who use this term, but
always put in inverted commas, and when I refer to the ‘animal instinct’.

2 The other way through which we know about the unconscious is through the study of the dreams.

* In my quotations and references to Freud’s books, I will use the original date of publication of the book or
article in question. 1 will do so exceptionally for Freud’s quotations for the sake of convenience in directly
identifying his works, and because I want to keep the temporal development of his thinking in mind. Yet, in the
Bibliography 1 mention the details of the publication I am using.

* Here, I refer to his later categorisations, made in Beyond the Pleasure Principle (1920). In his earlier works he
talked of two groups of primal drives: the ego or self-preservative drives and the sexual drives (in Instincts and
their Vicissitudes, 1915, p.121). These two groups still hold in Freud’s theory, but in 1920 they became part of a
broader categorisation, that of Eros. This may be connected, to some extend, with the fact that, in his earlier
works, he laid much more emphasis on the sexual drive than he did later on.

> Freud (1933) Why War?, p.357. The concept of the “compulsion to repeat” was first introduced in Beyond the
Pleasure Principle, and is described as a general tendency of the unconscious, usually observed in hysterics, and
not explicitly related to the Death drive.
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strive for death. When it is directed outwards, to the external world, it seeks to
destroy everything surrounding the individual, and is manifested with aggressiveness
and hostility towards other people; when directed inwards, it leads to self-
destruction. In his correspondence with Einstein®, Freud placed this drive at the core
of his pessimistic view about a future without wars and conflicts, for he believed it
was impossible for humans to get rid of their aggressive drives. He stressed,
however, that this aggressiveness could be diverted, by civilisation and science, to
such extend as to avoid wars (the process through which a drive can be diverted is

called sublimation and we shall refer to it later on).

Most analysts, however, avoid referring to Thanatos or Death, even though
they do not reject it as such. In reality, most psychoanalysts accept the aggression
drives as basic within psychoanalytic theories. It is rather the concept of death
directed aggression that has raised strong protest even among orthodox supporters.
These protests, however, are mostly based on moral disapproval. The most
reasonable criticism, as quoted by Brown, is Ferenzi’s, who argued that “Freud had
confused two entirely separate concepts: the first, that aggression is innate in man
and its dynamics are as described, based as they are on clinical findings; the second,
that because all men die and all behavipur is striving, they must also be striving for
death”(Brown, 1961:28), which is a metapsychological view. In general, due to the
moral oppositions and to absence of adequate clinical data connecting aggressiveness
with death-striving behaviour, the dual schema of Life and Death is rarely referred
to; however, their components —aggression, sexual, etc. drives— remain at the core of
psychoanalytic theory. Freud himself, without rejecting it, did not elaborate it any
further, and he did not even use it again; in his New Introductory Lectures of
Psychoanalysis, he categorised the drives into sexual, or Eros (that is, the life drives),
and aggressive ones (still aiming at destruction, either directed outwards or inwards)
(Freud, 1933b:136). A characteristic of the drives that he did maintain, though, is the
“compulsion to repeat” (Freud, 1933b:139-140), expressing a conservative nature of

the drives, which reveals an effort to restore an earlier state of things and satisfy the

¢ See Why War?, 1933.
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pleasure principle’. In the present analysis we shall keep this analytically valid and

broadly accepted categorisation into life and aggression drives.

The life drives —Eros— are those that bind people and bring them together in
common living. The most significant among them are the ego, or self-preservation’
drives, and the sexual drives. The self-preservation drives are associated with bodily
functions necessary for the individual’s living (hunger is a usual example of those).
These drives also provoke social attachments: since human beings are not
independent and autonomous when they are born, they need a protective surrounding
for their self preservation —the smallest being the family. These drives, however, are
much more egoistic in nature than the others’. The sexual drives, on the other hand,
are those aiming for the satisfaction of a bodily organ —‘organ pleasure’. But, they
are more than that: they also include whatever comprises under the word “love”, as
for example love relationships, emotional ties etc. It is the love drive, which has
sexual love at its nucleus, that stands at the core of any group-formation. In love
relationships between two people the sexual drive has a directly sexual aim; in
groups, however, the drive is diverted (inhibited would be the Freudian term) in its
aim, and the libidinal'® ties between people maintain their original energy, which
creates a group attachment instead of a sexual relationship. The internal need for
communication, that Cooley (1902) has identified, exists in people indeed, and its

energy is derived by the love or sexual drive.

In the beginning, Freud used the word “sex” in its everyday use, but later on he
gave it the “much wider connotation to apply to any pleasurabie sensation relating to
the body functions, and also, through the concept of sublimation [a process by which
the aim of a drive is diverted to another one], to such feelings as tenderness, pleasure
in work, and friendship. In other words, he used the word to refer to what would

23

originally be described as ‘desire’” (Brown, 1961:20). Desire is a very significant

concept that stands at the core of every drive; it is the wish that requires its

7 The pleasure principle is one of the two governing principles of mental functioning (the other being the reality
principle), and it strives at obtaining pleasure and satisfaction. We shall refer to the two principles in more detail
in the sequel.

% In Beyond the Pleasure Principle, Freud interrogated whether the self-preservation drives actually belong to
the death or life drives, but he abandoned this question as a mere speculation, having no clinical support.

° We can also speculate that it is because of the drives that aim at self-preservation that the aggression drives are
usually directed outwards than inwards.

1% Libido is the name of the force by which a drive manifests itself, the energy behind a drive (see Freud,
1917¢:355). It is usually associated with the sexual drive. The notion of libido, though a basic one, is quite
perplexing and complicated; for that reason, it is better not to include it in the current analysis.



16

fulfillment, the initiative for the drives to strive for their satisfaction. This is also why
drives can be socially mediated; because, desire can be both constructed and
mediated by the surrounding social environment. “According to Freud, unconscious
desire is the organising principle of all human thought, action, and social relations”,

Elliot argues (1999:15).

According to Elliott, moreover, desire arises out of the relation with an other —
usually the mother. In the beginning, it emerges out of the biological need for
nutrition: the infant’s sucking at its mother’s breast for nutrition provokes the desire
for pleasure derived from sucking. The striving to obtain pleasure independently of
nourishment is to be termed ‘sexual’. Sexuality is thus born as a new libidinal
relation with the other arises. This is how the unconscious desire is born. It is
Lacan’s contribution to psychoanalysis that “desire begins to take shape in the
margin in which demand becomes separated from need” (Elliot, 1999:119). The
presence of the other, as well as of speech, is essential for the expression of desire
(language functions as a vehicle for desire). Desire goes beyond the objects that
satisfy it; it stands at the core of every drive and is never ending. What is particularly
interesting about desire is that, as Szpilka (1999) argues, it is directed primarily “not
towards a given positive object, but towards another wish”, as for example the wish
to be loved and acknowledged; in that sense, “human history is thus ultimately the

history of wished-for wishes” (p.1176).

The drives are sometimes difficult to be discerned because they often undergo
certain vicissitudes. The vicissitudes a drive may undergo are: a) reversal into the
opposite, b) turning around upon the subjects own self, c) repression’’, and d)
sublimation. Reversal into the opposite may be a change from activity to passivity
(i.e. sadism and masochism), or reversal of its content (love-hate). The meaning of
turning around the subject’s own self is that there is a change of object, while the aim
remains the same. Repression and sublimation are very important concepts for
psychoanalysis and, therefbre, will be explained in more detail. Repression is the
operation that “attempts to repel, or confine, to the unconscious representations
(thoughts, images, memories) which are bound to a drive. Repression occurs when

the satisfaction of a drive —though likely to be pleasurable in itself- would incur the

" The English word ‘repression’ has a double meaning: it means coercion, oppression on the one hand, and
suppression, inhibition, exclusion from conscious awareness, on the other hand. The term is used in
psychoanalysis with its second meaning.
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risk of provoking unpleasure because of other requirements” (Laplanche and
Pontalis, 1973:390), such as social. Repression is a defense mechanism, which denies
certain psychical representatives of the drives' to access consciousness. When a
drive is repressed, it usually remains attached to the representative in question
(fixation). The force that institutes and maintains repression is resistance, which
emanates from the ego". When the repressed tries to come to the conscious and
manages to overcome resistance somehow, it has to pass through the censorship of
the lattef; if it ménages to come to the fore, it is usually distorted. So, where there is
unsuccessful repression, distortion takes place and transforms the repressed
representations into symptoms, so as to make them unidentifiable. Dreams, slips of
the tongue, jokes etc. are everyday examples of repressed drives that come to
consciousness distorted; their true meaning can only be found through
psychoanalytic treatment. Also, “the amount of repression that human beings are able
to sustain depends on many factors, such as the subject’s inner world, psychic
creativity and...their place within the structure of social and economic relationships”
(Elliot, 1999:19). This means that some people are more vulnerable to repressions,
and are most likely to become frustrated or even psychically ill than others who are

able to sustain a larger amount of psychical pressure.

Sublimation is the process by which the aim or the object of a drive is diverted
to another one. Let us stress an example: if a youngster is prohibited from having
sexual relationships, a large amount of libidinal energy would stay trapped inside
him, seeking to be set free. In order to avoid frustration, among other possible
symptoms, his libido can be directed towards other activities, such as sports, studying
etc. In such case, we say that the sexual drive is inhibited in its aim, though it still
holds its libidinal energy. So, sublimation helps the subject to divert his libido in
such way as to avoid frustration and anxiety, and, more significantly at this point, to
avoid socially destructive impulses. Freud believed that sublimation could be mostly
achieved, for the sake of civilisation, through the arts, literature and science. The
process of sublimation is extremely important for the maintenance of social order

and peaceful coexistence. As will be shown in the following chapters, it is important

12 The drives cannot become conscious as such, but only through certain representative ideas, as for example the
instinct for nutrition reveals itself to the conscious through the sentiment of hunger. They also come to the fore
through representative words.

3 This is, perhaps, where the other meaning of the English word ‘repression, that is coercion, can be seen as
applicable.
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for the conflict resolution process for it has the potentials to direct the drives for

aggression to non-socially destructive aims.

Having examined the drives, we can now proceed to the analysis of the
unconscious'®. But, why was not that possible before? The reason is that, as Freud
tells us, “we obtain our concept of the unconscious from the theory of
repression...The repressed is the prototype of the unconscious for us” (Freud,
1923:353). So, before having an insight on the drives (repression is, as we have seen,
a vicissitude of them), we would not be able to understand the contents of the
unconscious. Everything repressed is unconscious, but the unconscious is more than
that. The unconscious comprises of Jatent acts and repressed ones. The drives are
always unconscious, and can have access to the conscious through representative
ideas. Freud made another classification, that of the preconscious, which is the
system that contains whatever is “capable of becoming conscious” (Freud,
1915d:175). This, however, applies only to the representative ideas, because, as it has
already been mentioned, the drives themselves are always unconscious. The
preconscious representations are unconscious, for they have not reached
consciousness yet (and they may never do), but are the only ones that could or might
become conscious: they are in a state of latency. We must not get confused, however,
as Rieff warns, by Freud’s imprecise use of the term ‘unconscious’ as both noun and
adjective, for “the word properly denotes a quality of, not a place inside the mind”
(Rieff, 1960:22).

While a psychical act passes through the systems it has to pass a kind of
testing, a censorship, so that what finally becomes conscious may be strongly
distorted. In fact, most of the mental activity is unconscious, and only certain
portions are conscious. The popular hypothesis that the latent, unconscious ideas are
weak, and become stronger as they grow conscious is not correct. Clinical research
and experience has proved that, not only unconscious ideas are stronger, but, also,
they occupy a much greater space of our mental activity. This is perfectly illustrated.
in the shape of the pyramid. In a schematic representation, we can imagine the
mental apparatus as a pyramid, whose basis is the unconscious, further up there is the

preconscious, and on the top there is the, relatively smallest part, of the conscious.

1 Unconscious is the appropriate Freudian term, and not the usually uttered ‘subconscious’. The latter implies
that there is some mental activity lying ‘under’ consciousness, occupying lesser space and significance, while the
former shows the existence of a2 mental activity that is not conscious.
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The unconscious is not a wastebasket of unimportant memories and ideas, but a vivid
pot containing all the energy and motivation for what appears as a conscious action.

It is indicative that, even the ego is partly unconscious (Freud, 1923:355-6).
i

The unconscious has certain particular characteristics that channel the way
people act. Hence, in order to understand human behaviour, it is important to identify
and comprehend these characteristics. A first characteristic of the unconscious is
negation and exemption from mutual contradiction. For example, the unconscious
denies death, cannot separate falsehood from truth, and it accommodates ambivalent
feelings at the same time (typical example is the coexistence of love and hate for the
same object). The myths of the living dead (the ‘zombies’ for example), the
characterisation of certain —dead— heroes as immortal originates here. Another basic
trait of the unconscious, closely connected to that of negation, is the replacement of
external by psychical reality. The unconscious may deny external reality, either
social or natural, if it is unpleasant, and it is solely oriented towards pleasure and
enjoyment. As a consequence, it does not acknowledge any lack, but lives in an
illusion of wholeness and completeness. ZTimelessness is another characteristic of the
unconscious: it does have its own history, but it does not acknowledge any temporal,
or even logical, order in it. An important consequence of that is regression, that is the
return of the psychical apparatus to an earlier point of its development. A usual
example is the pathological regression to a libidinal fixation, or the regression to
infantile identifications. In addition, the unconscious is characterised by a continuous

mobility and mutability of the drives".

The above characteristic introduces us to the important distinction between the
pleasure principle and the reality principle, the two principles that govern the whole
of mental functioning'®. As it was indicated earlier, the pleasure principle is the
governing purpose of the unconscious, the aim of the drives, and it represents the
internal, psychical ‘reality’ that strive towards obtaining pleasure and/or avoiding
unpleasure. The reality principle, on the other hand, is the representative of the
external, social and natural reality, of what is real and usually not agreeable. The
pleasure principle is more prevalent and more often satisfied until the end of infantile

period, that is, until the child achieves complete physical detachment from his

15 These characteristics are described in Freud, 1915d, p.191-192; see also Lipowatz, 1990:59-60
16 See on the matter Freud’s Formulations on the Two Principles of the Mental Functi oning (1911), and Beyond
the Pleasure Principle (1920); also, Lipowatz, 1990:154-156.
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parents. Then, when the child starts its own social contacts away from the parenting

persons, the reality principle mediates individuals’ activities to a larger extent.

The two principles are not isolated from each other; on the contrary, they
communicate, while being completely autonomous. It is the reality principle, though,
that, while striving for what is useful, acts also as a safeguard of the pleasure
principle. A momentous pleasure, for instance, may be given up for an assured later
one. According to Freud, this is the basis of the religious doctrine of reward in the
after-life, which makes every-day sacrifices worthwhile. In any case, the individual
is always divided between the two, and the transition from one to the other is always
problematic. Repression, for instance, is the flight from something that produces
unpleasure. The ‘surrender’ of the pleasure to the reality principle, however, is a kind
of decoy: individual desires remain always in a search for fulfilment as repressed
wishes will always strive to come to consciousness (and they usually manage to do

so through distorted ‘messages’, dreams, etc).

The statement made a few paragraphs above -that the ego is partly
unconscious'’— needs some clarification. Freud discerned three regions of the mental
apparatus: the ego, the super-ego, and the id. The id is the “inaccessible part of the
personality” (Freud, 1933b:105), the one containing all the drives and libidinal
energy; it strives to bring satisfaction to the drives under the surveillance of the
pleasure principle, and is wholly unconscious. The ego is the portion of the id that
has been modified by the proximity of the external world: it has been separated from
the id by taking on the task to represent to it the external world. “The ego stands for
reason and good sense while the id stands for the untamed passions” (Freud,
1933b:109). A large part of the ego is unconscious as well, as for example are ego’s
defence mechanisms. Last, the super-ego, which is mostly unconscious, emerges out
of separation from the ego. Its task is to observe the ego so as to conform to the
demands of external reality, and resist the demands of the id. So, the ego, driven by
the id and confined by the super-ego, tries to bring about harmony among the forces

working in and upon it'%.

Thus far, we have examined the three more important concepts in

- psychoanalysis, the unconscious —Freud’s most influential discovery—, the drives,

17 Gee below, p.11.
'8 See on the ego, superego and the id, Freud, 1933b:110-111.
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and the reality and pleasure principle. Some more will emerge while analysing the
concept of identification, and will be dealt with when they emerge and in direct
connection to identification. We should now proceed to the core psychoanalytic

concept relating to this thesis, namely identification.

Identification

As it was indicated above, in groups we are concerned with love drives that
have been diverted from their original, sexual aim. Other mechanisms, apart from
object-cathexis, that create emotional ties are identifications. Identification is “a
psychological process whereby the subject assimilates an aspect, property or attitude
of the other and is transformed, wholly or partially, after the model the other
provides. It is by means of a series of identifications that the personality is
constituted and specified” (Laplanch and Pontalis, 1973:205). Also, as Elliot argues,
a unified ego is not present at birth, but is only developed through the process of
identification (1999:113). The most important feature we should keep from this
definition is the word ‘process’, for identification is exactly that: a process that
constantly enriches one’s identity. In addition, all identifications in a subject’s life
correspond to the model of the first identifications of the infant' and so it is

important to focus on first identifications.

First Identifications

It is most common in psychoanalytic literature to begin with the Oedipus
complex when referring to identification. The Oedipus complex involves the
expression of hostile and affectionate feelings towards one’s parents, and it is usually
evolved between the ages of three to five years. It is described as follows — for the
sake of the argument, we can use here the example of a little boy. The boy’s sexual
drive during the Oedipal phase is oriented towards his mother, whom he loves and
sees as his sexual object. He realises, though, that his father stands in his way with
his mother and, so, the boy expresses hostility towards him. But, at the same time, he

loves his father and admires him for all the qualities he has that make the mother

19 By first identifications I refer to identifications that occur in the first 4-5 years of life.
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love him. That provokes ambivalence in his feelings. The boy’s internal conflict due
to this ambivalence is overcome by identification: he identifies with the father, that
is, he identifies with what he would like to be. In that way, he overcomes his hostility
towards the father that is provoked by his wish to keep his mother as a sexual object.
Nevertheless, at the same time the mother is usually given up as a sexual object and
the boy finds other substitutes for her. A similar process applies in inverse proportion

to the girl.

This, however, is a simplistic presentation of the Oedipus dilemmas. The case
is not as easy as that, for if it were, then we might be able to develop a ‘rule’ in
psychoanalysis saying that, the boy identifies with the father and the girl with the
mother. Such a rule, for better or worse, does not exist, and the issue of first
identifications is much more complicated. Firstly, the process described above is the
simplest form, but not the only one. The boy (keeping the same example) could
express a feminine attitude and take up the father as the sexual object and identify
with the mother. That would not be strange or abnormal because infants are not in a
position to understand sex differences yet and, also, they do not acknowledge any
difference or contradiction, as they are still dominated by the pleasure principle
(unconscious). As a result, they often express homosexual attachments. Secondly,
identification, according to Freud, may be of another kind, meaning with what he
would like to have (Freud, 1921:134). In that case, the child identifies with the love-
object, and the boy with his mother.

In connection to this second kind of identification (identification with what he
would like to have) is the following. The Oedipus phase is generally placed between
three and five years, but the process of identification has already occurred during the
course of the child’s three years life. These identifications basically involve the
mother (the symbolic mother, the mothering person), as the first person that
generates satisfaction to the infant. The mother becomes the first love-object and the
earliest identification occurs because of the emotional ties developed with that
object. So, at the very beginning (oral phase), identification and object-cathexis (or
object-choice) are indistinguishable from each other. It is often the case that, a sexual
object is ‘given up’ by identifying with it, as if this introjection —meaning,
u;lconscious incorporation— of the object into the ego makes it easier to be given up.

Yet, one acquires/internalises a number of characteristics of the object of
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identification. It should be remarked that introjection and identification are often
mixed up and even equated. Freud has occasionally used the terms interchangeably,
and Melanie Klein has defined identification as “a sequel to introjection™ (1988:141).
To be more accurate, though, we should view introjection as a process through which

identification occurs.

Klein’s influential research has shown that, during the earliest months of life,
the child makes no distinction between the self and the surrounding world: it
experiences the external world (mainly the mother) as part of itself. At the same
time, at this stage of primary narcissism, the child is unable to bear tension —with a
small change of situation it converts a pleasant stimulus to an unpleasant one. “As
the young child experiences the frustrating reality of the external world’s less than
perfect response to his needs, he begins to differentiate himself from it” (Post,
1986:678), meaning that it begins to separate the ‘me’ from the ‘not me’. Because a
child attributes the emotional responses called out by external objects to the objects
themselves and experiences those objects as part of itself, it feels surrounded with
‘good’ and ‘bad’ objects. It solves this problem with the defence mechanism of
splitting. Thus, it integrates all the good aspects and externalises all the bad ones, and
maintains in this way its ideal narcissistic self. Furthermore, its loved objects —
mainly the mother— are cathected, that is infused, with narcissistic libido/energy and
internalised through identification. The processes of taking in and giving out, that is

introjection and projection, are of dominant importance here.

Klein and object relations theory distinguish between introjective and
projective identification. The former is a process whereby an external object captures
over the subject’s ego and enriches it with its properties. The latter describes
identification with other people because one has attributed/projected qualities or
attitudes of his own to them. Moreover, projection is particularly significant, because
it is through projection that the child gets rid of the ‘bad’ —self and object— images.
This process describes negative identification, where it is our ‘bad’ properties and
wishes that we project on to the other. So, initially, identification occurs as a defence
mechanism in the service of narcissism: it emerges as a means for the child to
maintain the ideal image of itself. Idealisation of the parent, as part of the self, occurs
sﬁptomatically, but proves to be of particular importance in latter life and future

identifications.
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First identification, thus, arises as a defense in connection to narcissism.
Nevertheless, it is also a defense mechanism that facilitates the subject to deal with
the external world and the frustration that it may provoke. The child usually develops
aggressiveness and hostile feelings against the authority that prevents it from having
its first satisfactions. Then, by means of identification, it takes the unattackable
authority into itself and enters into possession of all the aggressiveness that it would
like to exercise against this external authority (Freud, 1930:322). Thus, for instance,
the little boy comes into possession of his hostility against the father by identifying
with him and manages to control and tolerate it. We can see identification as a
defense in many more instances, the two subsequent examples are usually stressed.
First, usually children are afraid of the dentist and try to avoid any visit to him. This,
however, is above their power, since they have to do what their parents tell them to.
A common way they use in order to control their fear of the dentist is the play: they
play the dentist between them. So, by (temporarily) identifying with him, they
possess his qualities in a symbolic way that helps them deal with their fear. A second
example is that of those primitive tribes who, being afraid of the ‘bad spirits’, dress

up like them in certain rituals, as a way of exorcising them.

The function of identification as a defense mechanism and its close connection
to narcissism is a primary source of identification. As Freud argued in Totem and
Taboo, the initial “narcissistic organisation is never wholly abandoned. A human
being remains to some extend narcissistic, even after he has found external objects
for his libido” (Freud, 1913:147). In that sense, ‘Oedipus’ modelled early love-
cathexes and defence identifications are substantially connected to and derived from

narcissism. This will be further explained.

Identification and Narcissism

Freud defines narcissism as “the attitude of a person who treats his own body
in the same way in which the body of a sexual object is ordinarily treated” (Freud,
1914:65); in other words, it is “love directed towards the image of oneself’
(Laplanche & Pontalis, 1973:255). In narcissism, libido withdraws from the external
world and directs towards the ego. “Narcissism is our first erotic disposition”, argues

Rieff, as “libido is directed originally toward the self”; so, in a way, “satisfaction
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from an object is but a devious means of self-love” (Rieff, 1960:157-8). Narcissistic
identifications, however, are not merely identifications made according to the ego-
model, but more than that. In infanf:y and early childhood the subject lives in
‘narcissistic perfection’, meaning a state where the narcissistically perfect image of
one’s own self prevails. The admonitions of others and the awakening of his critical
judgement destroy this perfection. In order to retain perfection, the subject identifies
with those others, or uses as his ideal a substitute, on which he projects his

narcissistic ideal. It is also in that context that Klein’s introjective and projective |

identifications function as a defence of the perfectly narcissistic image of the self.

In the early years of life, the object of identification is usually the love-object.
Regarding the object-choice, Freud distinguished between two types: the ‘anaclitic’
or attachment type, and the narcissistic type of object-choice®®. According to the first
type, a person may love either the person who feeds him (i.e. the mother), or the
person who protects him (i.e. the father). According to the second type, a person may
love: first, what he himself is, second, what he himself was, third, what he would like
to be, and fourth, what was once part of himself. We can see, however, that even the
anaclitic object-choice can fall under the narcissistic one. Let us examine that

closely.

Identification with the person that feeds the infant, to begin with, is usually the
mother’', who happens to be the first love-object in most cases. According to H.
Hart, “one of the first acts of identification would seem to be the sucking of the
thumb following breast feeding”, an act observed in almost every infant. What is
revealed by this act is the “unwillingness of the infantile self to accept a need for
something or someone outside of the self” (Hart, 1947:275), and thus supply it by
itself. The infant’s narcissistic perfection is hurt by the idea that it is dependent on
the mother and misses her breasts after she stops providing them for feeding; so, he
masters those feelings by identifying her (her breasts) with the thumb. In that way it
retains the illusion of self-sufficiency, for she becomes a part of its own self and it is

no longer dependent upon her.

In the same manner, by identifying with the person who protects it, the infant

retains the perfection of its own self. As Balint argues, children usually wish to do

% On these two types, see Freud, 1914, p. 84.
21 By ‘mother” we should also understand any ‘mothering person’.
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the opposite from what they are told to; that is because their narcissism is incapable
of tolerating a command. So, by identifying with the adults, they become prepared o
will, rather than obey, what their parents require them to do. By internalising
commands and prohibitions, making them part of themselves, “obedience takes place
not through understanding but through identification” (Balint, 1945:329). If
identification would not take place frustration might emerge, thus provoking
aggression. We can say that, identification as a defense mechanism is in reality a
defense of narcissism. In Balint’s words, “identification always operates in the

interest of narcissism and does what it can to defend narcissism...” (1945:332)%.

Thus, we can see that, while the ‘anaclitic’ type of object-choice of
identification is derived by the love drives and attachment felt towards the parenting
persons, it is also largely related to narcissism and the narcissistic type of object-
choice. The two are not in contradiction anyway; on the contrary, they are both
related to the first two types of identification that Freud defined, which is
identification with what one would like to be and identification with what one would
like to have. In Group Psychology and the Analysis of the Ego (1921) Freud clarified
further these two types of identification and added a third one. He argued that: “first,
identification is the original and earliest form of emotional tie with an object;
secondly, in a regressive way it becomes substitute for a libidinal object-tie...; and
thirdly, it may arise with a new perception of a common quality shared with some

other person who is not the object of the sexual instinct” (1921:137).

The third type of identification that Freud referred to arises with a new
perception of common quality shared with some other person who is not a sexual
object, and it is “based upon an important emotional common quality” (Freud,
1921:137); identification with the leader, and also with members of a group (with
people that have something in common), comes under this type. We can see that this
third type of identification is closely connected to the narcissistic type of object
choice too, for it is identification with someone ‘similar’ to the self or with someone
ideal to the self. But, it also serves another need: the sense of belonging. We should

regard the sense of belonging as, firstly, a direct derivative of the love-drive in its

22 The same applies, more or less, to the Oedipus complex. Identification emerges as a protective mechanism
against the aggression that the child feels against the parent who stands in its way, against the ambivalent
feelings it has for this parent, and against frustration and sadness it may feel because of his prohibited sexual
object.
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inhibited form, which is responsible for the communal ties of people, and secondly, a
need to be protected by familiar faces, images etc., against an unfamiliar and, thus,
frightening reality. Within that context, the sense of belonging serves the need to
avoid unpleasure and protect the self from unfamiliarity (thus it serves the pleasure
principle). So, I would suggest that this third type of identification is a process that
serves the sense of belonging. Family and group identifications fall under this type.
According to Bar-Tal, the sense of belonging is the basis upon which social identity
is constructed, and identification with a social groi)p serves this as well. As he
argues, “identification with a social group is a psychological state very different from
merely being designated as falling into one social category or another”; for example,
“patriotic beliefs do not only strengthen the sense of belonging, but also support the
definition of an individual’s social identity” (1993:55).

It is important to remark at this point the close connection of identification with
the concept of familiarity. As Balint explains, a small child can only identify with
what it is familiar with. She interpreted this finding by stating that, familiarity as a
prerequisite to discover the unknown, the external world, means that the latter has to
be akin to the ego: “in the last resort, a child wishes to meet only his beloved self”
(Balint, 1945:320). This finding clearly supports the close connection of narcissism
and identification. Moreover, she argues that “identificatory thinking is employed for
the purpose of avoiding what is unpleasurable and obtaining what is pleasurable, and
it aims at transforming a strange and consequently frightening external world into
one that is familiar and enjoyable” (1945:318). Indeed, children love their parents,
for example, because they bring them pleasure and gratification, and they identify

with them as being the powerful representatives of the frustrating external world®.

Several authors have distinguished between two types of identification, without
proposing the same distinction, though. Moscovicei (1985) distinguishes between
restricted and general identification®®. Restricted refers to first identifications that
occur within the family, in the model of what one would like to be or what one would
like to have, to which we have already referred. General identification, he argues, is
free of all ties to the libido and “instinctual drives” (p.256), and is expressed in the

act of imitating and the feeling of attachment. A feeling of attachment, however,

2 We can infer that, identification is regulated by the pleasure principle.
24 See his reference to types of identification in Moscovici, 1985:257-265
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cannot be separated from the ‘instinctual drive’ behind it*. His idea about general
identifications is close to that of social identifications that we make later on in our
lives, which are nevertheless modeled according to first identifications that he calls
restricted. Scheidlinger talks of primary and secondary identification, a distinction
made quite often (Scheidlinger, 1971:19-23). The former refers to the unconscious
desire to be like another person, which we have already mentioned. The latter refers
to the replacement of a discarded object-cathexis with another object, which is set up
within the ego. But, since libidinal impulses are characterised by mobility, certain
transformations of the libidinal cathexis occur in any case. Moreover, in the case that
secondary identifications occur as a way for the ego to deal with a loss of an object,
or regression from an unsatisfactory object-tie, as Scheidlinger describes, then
identification comes as a defense mechanism. Last, but not least, Winnicott (1971,
particularly chapter 10) and Klein (1988) have, among others, distinguished between
projective and introjective identification, as referred above. The identificatory
mechanisms they describe, however, are based on the defence mechanisms of the
unconscious and the preservation of ‘narcissistic perfection’. In general, we should
keep in mind that the unconscious mechanisms are directed by the pleasure principle,

which dominates mental life during the process of first identifications®.

The Super-Ego

We should lastly refer to the super-ego, which is another basic concept and
particularly significant for the understanding of group identifications. The super-ego
is in a sense an outcome of the identification process. It is one of the agencies of the
personality (the other two being the ego and the id), it is separated from the ego and
it acts as an internal ‘judge’ or censor for the ego. Among its functions are
conscience, self-observation and formation of ideals (Laplanche and Pontalis,

1973:435).

It is most likely that, Moscovici connected libidinal ties with sexual-objects, and remised the fact that the -
sexual drive can also be inhibited in its aim.

%6 Whatever.the partial classifications may be, we must not forget that, as Elliott argues, Freud had, throughout
his life, “isolated the mechanisms of narcissism and identification as fundamental to ego formation” (1999:28).
This is very important in understanding later identifications and group formation. Although the reality principle
moderates the predominance of the pleasure principle soon after the infancy, first identifications remain the
model of every identification in later life.



29

According to the classical Freudian conception, the super-ego arises out of the
child’s first identifications; Freud considered it as the heir of the Oedipus complex.
As soon as the child realises that its Oedipal wishes cannot be fulfilled, it identifies
with the parent(s). That means that it also internalises their prohibitions, morals,
values, commands, etc. All these compose the super-ego, which is now an infernal
agent controlling and mastering the ego. The super-ego is, in reality, the part of the
ego that has been introjected with these properties and then detached from it. One
part of the ego is thus set against the other, producing a conflict. This conflict is,
also, the origin of the sense of guilt, which arises out of the tension between the
demands of conscience and the desires of the id. The super-ego is, in this sense, the

most severe agent, because it is internal and the ego cannot hide from it.

It is not yet agreed at which stage the super-ego was first introduced. The
Kleinians, for example, place its first formulation at the first introjections of ‘good’
and ‘bad’ objects, during the early oral stage (first two years of life). Nevertheless, as
Laplanche and Pontalis argue, “if we consider the different forms of identification, it
is difficult to decide which specific ones play the most part in the formation of the
super-ego...” (1973:437). Since it is clearly formulated through identification,
though, its formation starts during the first years of life, perhaps even before the
Oedipus phase®’. We should mention that, the ego ideal is often used interchangeably
with the super-ego. Freud argued that the super-ego is “the vehicle of the ego
ideal...whose demand for greater perfection it strives to fulfil” (1933b:96), thus
almost identifying the two. However, some authors refer to the ego ideal as the more
conscious, better-integrated aspect of the super-ego, usually placed after adolescence.
Some other distinguish between ego ideal/super-ego, the punitive and demanding
agency, and ideal ego, which is the ideal in the subject’s aspirations and desires for
narcissistic perfection®®. At present, we shall use the terms as synonymous, following
Loewald’s argument that, the ideal ego, ego ideal, and super-ego are “successive
stages in the development toward super-ego structure” (1962:265), which is also
consistent with the way Freud developed the concept. Behind the origin of the ego
ideal, argues Freud, lies the most important identification, that with the father, and so

71 As Hart argues, “a considerable part of our early and unconscious identification forms the super-ego and ego-
ideal”, 1947:287.

% See also on this matter the three articles under the same title “The Super Ego and the Ego Ideal’, By
Rosenfeld, Loewald, and Weigert, in International Journal of Psychoanalysis, Vol.43, 1962.
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it serves as the idealised image of the parents (1923:370). Before that, in On
Narcissism (1914), Freud related it to a substitution of our lost narcissism in which

we were our own ideal.

The formation of the super-ego comes from the first introduction of the child
into the social order. The role of the father (the symbolic father, which can be any
person that plays the role of the father) is very important as intervening in the child-
mother dyad. His intervention severs the child from the imaginary plenitude of the
maternal body, as his presence is “this parental prohibition...which at one stroke
constitutes repressed desire and the social order” (Elliott, 1999:34). The symbolic
father, thus, introduces the Law (the concept of a prohibiting and regulating rule), as
the child, because of fear of punishment, represses its desire®; the Law is founded on
the repressed desire and the realisation on behalf of the child that there are things it is
not allowed to do, things prohibited. This is the moment when all subjects become
socialised. This is, according to Elliott, the founding moment of psychical
differentiation and individuation. Nevertheless, we should not confuse the super-ego
with some kind of moral agent. As Jones points out, “the superego is not moral, for it
may dictate an act of murder. It is an ‘oughtness’, a categorical imperative, not
morally dictated in its earlier stages” (1948:43). Morality is guarded by conscience,
which is only a part of the super-ego.

The super-ego is not static and unchangeable, but it is enriched throughout life,
along with the continuous identifications. “As the child grows up, the role of the
father is carried on by teachers and others in authority; their instructions and
prohibitions remain powerful in the ego ideal and continue, in the form of
conscience, to exercise the moral censorship” (Freud, 1923:376). This is a crucial
linkage between ego ideal and group psychology, because of its social side; the ego

ideal is “also the common ideal of a family, a class, or a nation” (Freud, 1914:96).

Later Identifications —Identity Formation

Thus far we have been preoccupied with first identifications, their nature and

derivatives. It is particularly important to fully understand this process, for the simple

% This, in boys, is expressed as a ‘fear of castration’.



31

reason that it constitutes the model after which later identifications occur. The
meaning of this is twofold. First, that the mechanism is the same: every
identification, first or later ones, occur after the same mechanism that operates
internally. Second, and even more important, the first identifications themselves (not
as a process) constitute the model for the later ones. Parental identifications, as the
basis of the metamorphosis of the parental relations into the super-ego, are the first
ones, and are long lasting, in the sense that they remain the prototype for the later
ones. In that sense, internalisation of a good or bad object, or identification with a
despotic father, and so on, will have a direct and lasting impact on the person’s
choices as a grown up and on his or her identifications with other people, groups, etc.
The effects of childhood identifications are general and lasting and affect the
attitudes and personality of the adults (Freud, 1923:370). For instance, in a survey
made by Brunswik and Sanford (1947) on ‘anti-Semitic personality’ it was found
that girls who were highly influenced by anti-Semitic ideas showed an uncritical
devotion to their parents. At the same time, devotion and obedience was not only
manifested toward parents, but toward authority in general (Brunswik and Sanford,
1947:249-254).

Later identifications include social contacts with larger groups than the family,
like peer-groups, classes, nations etc. A person’s group identity becomes more
crystallised in adolescence, after spending his/her childhood in a given culture and
acquiring its ways and attitudes. Volkan argues that “the concrete character that
develops when the child passes through early and mid-adolescence is not the sum
total of childhood character traits but the end result of the amalgamation of modified,
weakened, or strengthened traits to which new traits have been added as a result of
new identifications of important others in this phase of life” (1988:37). Identity is the
outcome of multiple group identifications and it is very important, not only because
it answers the individual’s interrogation ‘Who am I?°, but also regulates the
individual’s social relations and satisfies his/her belonging to a group while
answering the question “Where do I belong to?’. So, identity formation is in a way
the consequence of the setting of an agency within the self, like a controlling super-
ego: as in earlier identifications, so in later ones, the subject takes into his/her super-
ego the values, prohibitions etc. of the group(s). These are the roots of conformity;

people behave in the ‘proper’ way, as the social environment demands, so as to
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secure their belonging to a group, and because these are now their own ‘demands’

too.

Not every group identification becomes important, or equally important, in
someone’s life: the less important it is, the less traits it will leave in someone’s
character and identity formation. In addition, we must bear in mind that, new
identifications occur constantly in adults’ life, for this is an endless process.
However, their significance depends on the duration and intensity of the presence in
a group and identification with it. So, by ‘crystallisation’ of identity we do not mean
one stable and solid identity, but only an identity that its most solid and important
parts have been introduced, although the process continues. According to Erikson
(1968), identity is achieved in late adolescence as a result of exploration and
experimentation, which leads to a decision. Alternatively, he argues, they absorb
ethnic, religious and other attitudes from their parents. Indeed, this is the period
when such explorations are made, but we should not overestimate the capacity of the
adolescents to make such decisions. The individuals are not fabula rasa at this time
of their lives and, even though they seek for their own identity, the previous,
unconscious registrations cannot be deleted. Ethnic or religious identities, for
example, are more a matter of long standing internalisations than choice: these are
groups that people (learn to) participate to since their infancy. Erikson also
developed an ‘identity-health’®® model, in the sense that identity was considered as
essential for a healthy personality. This is rejected by psychoanalysis, for identity is a
prerequisite for any personality: everybody has an identity, but identity does not

provide with inner stability by definition, for identifications vary significantly.

Freud made very few references to adolescence. He rather focused on the
relationship with parents which, as the first social integration tie, provides the first
sense of identity. Nevertheless, as Leao argues, the central task of adolescence is “the
search for identity, which corresponds to the search for cohesion, integration and
continuity of the self” (1986:67). In her article ‘Identification and its Vicissitudes as
Observed in Adolescence’, Leao summarises the essential contributions in the theory
of adolescence as follows. Adolescence, with the reactivation of the Oedipus
complex, is a recapitulation of the vicissitudes of childhood development and its

disturbances; there is a prevalence of action over verbalisation; an increase of

3 A term Sharon Macdonald uses (1993:7).
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narcissistic libido; detachment of the libido from the parents and cathexis to new
objects; “peer group formation is of outmost importance during this libidinal
detachment and re-cathexis of objects” (1986:70), reorganisation of personality,
involving detachment of archaic object ties and old identifications in favor of new
identifications with new objects or ideals; an increase of narcissism and its

vicissitudes. These appear, according to Leao, to be the central tasks of adolescence.

There would be a lot more to say about the issue of later identifications, which
interests us more as it involves social and group identifications. Nevertheless, we
shall leave this discussion for the next chapter, where it will be explained and
analysed in particular reference to the issue of ethnic and national identifications. In
the meantime, it will be helpful to take a brief look on the elaborations and
deviations from Freud’s theory, not only to acquire an insight on the psychoanalytic
perspective, but, also, to identify those psychoanalytic concepts that are most broadly

articulated.

THE FREUDIAN TRADITION

The first secessions from Freud’s circle took place in the early 1910’s, with A.
Adler and C.G. Jung. The former found that factors other than sexual can also lead to
internal conflict, such as aggression, and tried to explain human behaviour in terms -
of a struggle for power in order to overcome feelings of inferiority. Jung was also
opposed to Freud’s emphasis on sex, and elaborated a different aspect of the
unconscious, based more on philosophy and metapsychology. Neither of the two
maintained a broad influence after their death. What is very interesting to know,
however, is that Freud had already started to pay attention to the ego and to non-
sexual factors at that time, which led him to re-elaborate his theory after new
investigation and clinical research. During the 1920;3 some more disciples broke
away or just disagreed, including O. Rank and S. Ferenczi, who both implemented a
psychbtherapeutic treatment that was shorter and more affectionate towards the
patient. Freud disapproved of this ‘showing affection to the patient’ attitude, which
proved to be less successful in the end. In addition, Rank broke up with Freud
because of the ‘birth trauma’ (the separation of the baby from the mother at birth and
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the anxiety it produces) and the importance he attributed to it. Ironically enough,
Freud was himself ready to acknowledge the importance of it at the time, as similarly
happened with Adler and Jung and their controversy with Freud over the importance

of sexual drives.

After Freud’s death, and after the Second World War, the centres of
psychoanalysis moved from Vienna, Budapest and Berlin, and were divided between
Britain and the United States. Two main schools were formed, respectively: the

Orthodox Freudians and the Neo-Freudians. This is not to say, however, that there
were not any disagreements within these schools; within the Orthodox there were
different points of interest, while, for example, there were a number of analysts in
Britain who utilised Freudian concepts, but did not accept the theory as a whole
(known as ‘the eclectics’, including the famous psychoanalyst L.D. Suttie).
Nevertheless, those two schools were the two main ones formed at the time. In
general, “in post-Freudian psychoanalytic emphasis was shifted from conflicts within
a fully formed self to disruptions in the very development of the self — from...Oedipal
conflicts... to attachment, separation, and individuation with mothers...(earliest
months and years)” (Caspary, 1993:417). This major theoretical revision opened up
significant new possibilities for explaining ‘irrational’ causes of conflict and war, as

Caspary has pointed out.

The Orthodox Freudians (E. Jones, W. Stekel, Anna Freud, and M. Klein being
the most prominent among them) followed the core of Freud’s theory and accepted
the majority of his findings. Nevertheless, or exactly because of this ‘loyalty’, some
of them have offered to psychoanalysis very stimulating and broadly accepted
theories. Anna Freud, for example, focused her analysis on the ego (instead of the
‘id” that was her father’s focus), and she stressed the need for attaching relatively
greater significance to the ego and its defense mechanisms; one of those defense
mechanisms, identification with the aggressor, has been equally influential with other
Freudian concepts. On the top of the orthodox Freudians, though, one would not
hesitate to put Melanie Klein —perhaps the most important psychoanalyst after
Freud— and object relations theory. In general, she thought aggressive drives as more
important than sexual ones, she examined very young children (i.e., through play),

and attached more significance to biological than environmental factors. She traced
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the super-ego back to the earliest months of life, and put introjection and projection

at the core of her theory.

The Neo-Freudian school developed in the US, mainly by analysts who
emigrated there after the Second World War, and had at their ranks scholars such as
A. Kardiner, K. Homey, E. Fromm, and H.S. Sullivan. Though differing in detail,
they generally believed in the following: that sociocultural, rather than biological,
factors are basic; that the drive, libido and Oedipus theories are not universal, and are
modified by cultural factors; that interpersonal relationships form the character,
anxieties and neurosis; and that charactér determines sexual behaviour and not the
other way round. These issues certainly provoke a long and stimulating debate that is
not relevant at the moment. However, in relation to the two aforementioned schools
Brown remarks that, “by far the greatest number of analysts in the US remain more
or less orthodox Freudians” (1961:201), while the impact of the Neo-Freudians in

Europe is nil.

A third school of thought that became very influential after the 1960s in France
(initially and mainly) was the Lacanians. Lacan has been a famous and very
controversial scholar. His initiative was to elaborate Freud’s writings further and
another school of thought emerged out of his effort. In Lacan’s triadic thinking we
find the Imaginary, the Symbolic, and the Real, which were not mental forces but
orders that serve to position the individual into a continuity; the unconscious does not
exist before language (the unconscious is structured like language, is his famous
postulate) and the instantiation of the symbolic order. Two of his most valuable
contributions to psychoanalysis are his concepts about desire as constituting element
of the self, as well as his concepts about the importance of language as the vehicle of
desire that facilitates the mediation of the imaginary through the symbolic. Also, his
triadic thinking provided the ground for further elaborations on the Imaginary and
the Symbolic.

There are much more stilted approaches, mainly rising out of the merging of
psychoanalysis with other disciplines, such as anthropology, biology, genetics and
others. My psychoanalytic approach follows Freud’s writings and the orthodox
school, and is based on the basic psychoanalytic concepts as described above.

However, the contribution of other theorists will be taken under consideration,
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particularly when they advance points of interest relevant to this research and can

contribute to our understanding of national identity.

Criticisms by Freudians

Much of the criticism directed against the Freudian theory is concerned with
the ‘self’ as opposed to society, an issue addressed by other related disciplines (i.e.
social psychology). In this matter, it has been largely an opposition of the neo-
Freudians and the orthodox Freudian school. The main point of view of the Neo-
Freudians is that personality is structured by society. The modern Neo-Freudian
schools, although acknowledging the fact that neurotic and normal human behaviour
differ in degree rather than kind, they raise the question of cultural influences in
determining what is to be regarded as normal or abnormal, arguing that the sources
of internal conflict are not necessarily universal. They argue that cultural and
environmental factors largely determine biological phenomena, and that different
ways of living in each society tend to produce different personality types. One way
by which they sustain this view is by the use of anthropological findings that
demonstrate the flexibility of human nature when observed in different cultural

backgrounds.

In addition, the conclusion that personality appears to change throughout life
has led Neo-Freudians to disagreement with the two Freudian postulates of biological
orientation and libido theory. They tend to deny the biological basis of the drives and

their crucial determining the development of personality for the first five years of

life. They rather argue that personality is a cultural product which, although uses

biological energy, is not determined by it. They more intensely oppose the biological
foundation of aggression, mostly because of the pessimism it implies. On this, they
diverge a lot from Freudian theory. J.F. Brown criticises Freud and his use of
“biological instincts theory...since there are no basic instincts in man which lead to
definite behaviour independent of the existing environment. Most psychologists
today...are quite prepared to accept the facts of erotic and aggressive behaviour, but
they attribute these behaviours to a combination of biological and cultural

differences. This is a matter of some importance for, if aggression is innate, war is
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presumably inevitable, and if it is not innate but due rather to the frustration of

constructive impulses, then there is still hope™".

Freud had been severely criticised initially on the grounds of a deliberate
abstention from moral judgments when he first introduced the sexual drive and
talked about infantile sexuality. Equally based on moral grounds is the criticism
against the aggressive drive. Nevertheless, these findings cannot be rejected based on
‘moral’ criteria. Unwillingness to accept an unpleasant fact or moral objections
cannot constitute an argument; let alone that such an argument would classify those
who adhere to psychoanalysis as pro-warfare personalities. The wish to see a world
without wars and conflicts may be present and widespread, but self-delusion is not
the way. Rieff, in his book on Freud and psychoanalysis after him, has argued,
referring to the Neo-Freudian school, that “the liberal revisers of Freud, in their
efforts to avoid the pessimistic implications of his genetic reasoning, tend to let the
idea of the individual be absorbed into the social, or at best to permit it a vague and
harried existence” (1960:33). It is true that Freud himself had reservations at first to
confirm the existence of such a destructive impulse within humans. It was only after
his clinical findings verified his first hypotheses that he incorporated it into his
theory. It was these findings, moreover, that made him the pessimist he was in his

latter years of life.

Anthropological findings have been important in the examination of human
behaviour. Melford Spiro (1990), for example, has published in his article ‘Culture
and Human Nature’ the findings of two fieldworks related to the issue of
aggressiveness. The first one was conducted in Ifaluk, Micronesia, where Spiro
found no manifest incidence of aggression. Since Ifaluk had —among other things— a
cooperative system and an ethos stressing the value of non-aggression, it seemed to
follow that, aggression is culturally determined and not an attribute of human nature.
Nevertheless, further observations indicated that, the absence of aggression (a
behavioral, observable variable) did not infer absence of hostility (motivation and
affective variables, such as anger, rage, etc.). Spiro noticed that, every morning
custom required that babies being bathed in the chilly waters of a lagoon. After that,
h? directed his research to children, and he found out that they had indeed other

frustrating, even traumatic experiences. But, hostile feelings were not manifested in

' Quoted in Brown (1961), p.175.
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observable social aggression. So, why was hostility not expressed in aggressiveness?
Spiro made two hypotheses providing for an answer. First, the Ifaluk religion
believed in a class of spirits who were purely evil and their sole aim was to produce
human suffering; these spirits were “isomorphic with those of the parents of their
childhood” (p.27). So, he inferred that, hostility of the Ifaluk was both projected and
displaced on these spirits. Moreover, since they had rituals to drive away the evil
spirits, their hostility was discharged through these aggressive rituals. So, through
this projective system, “Ifaluk seemed to afford one avenue for the expression of
hostility” (1990:27). The second hypothesis is related to the institution of hereditary
chieftainship. In Ifaluk, the chiefs were moral mentors who exhorted people to
behave well, in accordance to the ethos of non-aggression, and periodically
monitored their behaviour. They were called the ‘fathers’ of the people, and they
were “in the people’s eyes, benevolent parental figures, whose approval was of vital
importance for their self-esteem and positive self-image. Desire for the approval of
chiefs, and fear of their disapproval, seemed to be the most important social

determinant of the Ifaluk adherence to the ethos of non-aggression” (1990:28).

The second fieldwork took place in Israel, in a Kibbutz reservation (communal
farming settlement). Kibbutz children, according to Spiro, were raised in a totally
communal, cooperative, non-competitive system and socialisation techniques were
mild, loving and permissive. Nevertheless, children did not wish to share scarce
goods. As Spiro reports, they “view as rivals those with whom they are obliged to
share, and they aggress against those who frustrate their desires to monopolise (or at
least to maximise) these scarce goods...Although they learn to view aggression as
wrong, when they are frustrated they become angry, and their anger —when not

controlled— leads to overtly aggressive behaviour” (1990:30).

Other anthropological findings have presented data indicating that aggression
may not be innate in humans. Such an example are the findings of Margaret Mead®?,
whose research in the Arapesh tribe in New Guinea appear to indicate the existence
of no aggression —the Arapesh showed no aggression at all, and were particularly
gentle towards their children. This optimistic interpretation, however, is not enough,
because gentleness within a group can be sustained by diffusion of aggressiveness to

the outsiders, for example towards other neighboring tribes. So, anthropological

2 In Brown, 1961, p.121.
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fieldwork can most accurately answer the question of aggressiveness, for example,
when adequately searching for possible alternative outlets beyond the apparent

behaviour.

The Neo-Freudians tend to omit the space and time between birth and social
interaction. They thus show a misunderstanding of the drives, which are biologically
determined but socially mediated at the same time (in contrast to animal instincts).
Freud did see moving elements in character, as ‘conflict’ or their ‘dynamic’ character
implies. From the duality of drives, ambivalence, and their being convertible into the

opposite, “characters of opposite kind may arise out of the same instinct or organ

fixation” (Rieff, 1960:53). Also, the drives are influenced by social pressures under \/
—_——

the course of upbringing. So, the drives are biologically grounded and socially
mediated. This misunderstanding could also be a matter of terminological confusion.
For example, Klein and Anna Freud, both belonging to the orthodox tradition, were
in opposition because the former believed that environmental factors are less
important, while the latter believed that that they are equally important with the
drives. Nevertheless, A. Freud termed environmental factors the parents’ attitudes
toward the child and the course of upbringing; Klein was preoccupied with the
(earlier) relations of the infant to the parents, especially the mother, thus focusing on

the interrelation of infants with their mothers. In that respect, their opposition was

"™The universa ility of Freud’s findings is another peculiar matter. Certainly, |/
e T T

The universa;{ility of Freud’s findings is another peculiar matter. Certainly, (/
e TN T

there are huge differences among the diverse parts of the world, culturally, socially,
economically, etc. Nevertheless, there are certain similarities that concern all
humans, and these similarities have to do with biological determinants of the human
species, determinants that affect their upbringing to a large exten-f. The most basic
determinant is the helplessness of the newborns and their dependency on the parents,
or the parenting persons. Fenichel (an orthodox Freudian) argues in favour of the
Oedipus complex, its biological foundation and, therefore, its universgbﬁ{ity, by
saying: “the human infant is biologically more helpless than other mammalian
offspring and therefore needs prolonged care and love; ...he will always ask for love
from the nursing and protecting adults around him, and develop hate and jealousy of
pérsons who take this love away from him. If this is called Oedipus complex, ...the

Oedipus complex is undoubtedly a product of family influence. If the institution of

v
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the family were to change, the pattern of the Oedipus complex would necessarily
change t00™*. The form that the Oedipus complex takes varies from one culture to
the other, but it does not disappear; similarly, the expression of the drives will not be

the same everywhere, but they will follow the existing outlets.

It all boils down to the old problem: ‘does the hen come from the egg or the
egg from the hen?” The argument supported thus far is that biological and social
determinants are not in opposition to each other, while certainly social relationships
are very crucial. However, by social, we do not mean ‘societal’ relationships, that is
relations with(in) society. We rather mean relations where there is some interaction
with at least one person. In that sense, relationships with the parents are included in
social relationships, and they are the most determinative as well. Let us finish this
discussion with Brown’s remark: “practically speaking, there is no difference
between the proposition that hostility is innate and the proposition that it is not but
that it is a natural response to frustration... Frustration is and always will be
universal, so hostility whether innate or not is also universal, and since the individual
man only becomes a human being within society the antithesis between the two is
unreal” (1961:16).

* In Brown (1961), p.185.



CHAPTER 2: COLLECTIVE IDENTIFICATION‘
AND NATIONAL IDENTITY

As it was argued in the previous chapter, identification is not just an individual
process but involves a certain interaction with the social (and political) surroundings.
Individual psychology is at the same time social psychology, because someone else
is always involved with the individual’s mental life, whose relations to other people
(parents, loved ones, etc.) are social phenomena too, in a broad sense. In addition,
individuals, apart from forming an identity through social interaction, ‘participate’ in
certain social identities, meaning that they paniéipate in several social groups —class,
religious etc.— and identify with them.and their inembers to a larger or lesser extent,
thus acquiring particular social identities. National identity is one of those social
identities and comes out of identification with one’s national group, the nation. The
nation includes numerous other groups (from families to churches) and, to a large
extent, national identities embrace the réspccﬁvc identities ot these groups (i.e.

religious, class and other).

Identity is pervasive and ubiguiiods in politics. As Hoover argues, “‘what
formal political systems do is to institutionaiise procedures and policies that shape
and manage identities so as to serve some concept of common good” (1997:6). He
also argues that, “people create whole nation-states just to make the point about who
they are and how they are different from the people on the other side of the border™
(1997:3). 1t is quite obvious, though, that even if it is not people (the popular masses)
who ‘create’ nation-states, as he says, and if nation building is a good way of seizing
power too, the latter clearly satisfy people’s need to identify with a group and
delineate ‘us’ from ‘them’. So, we could say that; national identity is alsc a political
identity or a social one that is puliticaily manageable and usually exploited so as to

mobiiise people towards certain polirical ends.

National identity is a social identity that is collectively attributed to individuals
through organised means and procedures that will be analysed in the next chapter. At
present, we have to understand why most individuals, if not all; acquire the rational
identity attributed to them. So, we shall refer to the mechanisms of collective

identification, with particular refercnce to ihe national group. We shall begin with the



42

description of the individual when entering a group and the changes of his/her
behaviour. This field of interest is often referred to as group psychology, for it refers
to the psychology of a group, or rather to psychology wiihin a group as it is the
individual that can have a psychology, although somewhat altered when forming and
participating in a group. That is because, while individual psychology is concerned
with an individual and its pathology, group psychology is still con T

individual, though this time as a member of a social group, nation wieud,
1921:95-98). It is not the psychology of a ‘group mind’, because such a thing do”
not exist. It is rather the psychology of the individual mind when entering 13
and the explanations of the alterations that their behaviour undergo , hen entering a
group. In that sense, that individual psychology is not different from group or social

psychology.

3

Before proceeding in this analysis we should explain the statement that ‘a
group mind does not exist’. Masses are not a mere collection of individuals, for
individuals behave in a somewhat different way when isolated, than in a group. In
the later case, their attitudes are more uniform and even predictable, wmle reason and
logic seems to withdraw. “Individuals have to be convinced, masses have to be
swayed” argues Moscovici (1985:33), who believes that their sharing a high belief
and identity, turns a collection of individuals into a collective individual.
Nevertheless, we should not confuse this collective individual with any perception of
collective mind. The phrase ‘collective individual’ should be perceived as a
metaphor indicating the uniformity and identification of individuals when in a group,
which results in their acting as one individual. It also makes clear that, a deep

knowledge ofthe group psychology cannot start but from the individual itself.

To be accurate, Freud has used the term ‘collective unconscious’. This term
refers to traces of archaic heritage and important past events that may survive and
influence people today. The collective unconscious is apparent in fixed symbolism,
mythology, fairy tails, religion, history etc. Freud’s belief, as Brown argues, is that
“during the course of development of civilisation it became necessary to repress
primitive drives and wishes which nevertheless continued to press upwards towards
satisfaction and fulfilment. These wishes -aggressive, sexual, and incestuous- had to
be disguised according to the degree of civilisation attained at any particular period,

and in their disguised form are to be f nd in mythology” (Brown, 1961:114).
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and in their disguised form are to be found in mythology” (Brown, 1961:114).
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Freud’s collective unconscious is different from a perception of a ‘group mind’ in
that it is a historically determined concept, and it lacks any meta-psychological
connotations. Freud’s idea was that a group, like individuals, may retain “an
impression of the past in unconscious memory traces”;, in addition, he defined
tradition as the “prototypal content of the mass unconscious™. So, the ‘collective
unconscious’ of a nation contains elements of its traditions, its history etc., elements
that may be selectively ‘chosen’ and attributed to each person through the process of
social upbringing (which includes a continuous transmition of iniages through rituals,
myths, education, etc); it contains elements of the history and development of the
collectivity in question, elements that each person learns and internalises. So, the
term ‘collective unconscious’ should not be taken literally, connoting one collective
mind®.

We shall begin this analysis with the description of the changes that individual
behaviour undergo when entering a group. That will serve two purposes: first, it will
specify the unconscious dynamics that operate while in a group, and second, it will
throw light on the problem of nationalism —which is not the object of this chapter,
but certain aspects of it will be indirectly illuminated now, and will be directly
explained in the following chapter. Then, we will provide the explanations for these

.changes in individual behaviour, and in the sequel we will refer to the role of
enemies in group’s cohesion and the perceived difference with them as opposed to
the perceived sameness with the members of the group. These are essential for the
understanding of group, and particularly national, identification, but also for the

explanation of inter-group aggressiveness and intra-group discrimination.

! In Rieff , 1960:200.
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THE |INDIVIDUAL WITHIN A GROUP - GROUP
PSYCHOLOGY

It is of great importance to understand the changes that individuals undergo
when entering a group. This will provide a more clear understanding of their
identification with a nation and, also, of the unconscious mechanisms that are in
operation when someone (re)acts in reference to his/her own nation or ethnic group.
The most influential contribution to group psychology was probably made by Gustav
Le Bon and his Psychologie des Foules (originally published in 1895); also, very
important is Mc Dougall’s The Group Mind (1920). The presentation that will follow
in this section will be based on Freud (1921), Moscovici (1985), and Lipowatz
(1990), their readings on the aforementioned writers, and their further elaborations

on group psychology.

To begin with, we should specify our working definition of the word ‘group’.
Group is a number of people held together by something in common. This, however,
is a necessary and constituent but not sufficient condition, because whoever has
something in common (i.e. professional groups) would be considered a group, which
is not the case. Groups must also have a degree of organisation, which offers the
group a certain degree of stability; a random gathering of individuals cannot be
called ‘group’. The members of a group must not be indifferent to each other. There
must be something that unites them, something in common that is also sustained by
collective will and/or organisation, and some preconditions of continuity for a group
to be formed. The common thing is the reference point that makes individuals have a
mutual influence, an interaction, but also a sentimental attachment. The reference
point in groups that Freud was concerned about is usually the leader, but it can also
be a leading idea as a point of rallying; more emphasis is given, though, on the
existence of a leader. Lipowatz explains this by arguing that it is important that there
is one (or more) leading person(s), apart from an idea, because an identity cannot be
formulated but only by idealisation and identification with another person (1990:84).
Groups also offer their members a sense of belonging and a sense of identity.
Individuals become sentimentally attached to their groups, as the latter are essential

reference points for their personal identity. So, groups must have a consistency and

* We shall return to this issue in chapter 3.
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continuity as well. In addition, the larger the group, the more intense its
characteristics and manifestations are. For that reason, the description and analysis of
group psychology made by Freud has taken as prior examples the Army and the
Church: that is, groups with a large degree of organisation, coherency and continuity,
and a leader and/or leading idea’. It is to such groups that the subsequent analysis
will mostly apply, as it is those that interest us in this research (on national groups),

but also accumulate most of the characteristics that group psychology specifies.

When individuals are placed within their group they start acting in a somewhat
different way. They often express certain ideas and feelings that would not express
alone —with actions— but only when in a group. Freud describes some basic
characteristics of the groups as follows. “A group is extraordinarily credulous and
open to influence, it has no critical faculty, and the improbable does not exist for it”
(Freud, 1921:104). The notion of impossibility does not exist for the individuals in a
group, who feel omnipotent, and have no doubt or uncertainty. Their feelings are
very simple and exaggerated, and can go directly towards the extremes. So, a simple
rumour can be instantly changed into an unquestioned certainty, and sympathy or

antipathy can be transformed into love or hatred.

If someone wanted to influence a group, they should produce an excessive
stimulus, appeal to the sentiments and morals of individuals, exaggerate and repeat
again and again. Groups can easily lose their critical faculty, for they are highly
suggestible; simple words/messages and visions can be projected to them. According
to Le Bon, they are “subject to the truly magical power of words...Reason and
arguments are incapable of combating certain words and formulas™. As Moscovici
argues, masses are better awakened by memories than by reason. We can notice here
that these are also the methods of propaganda, while nationalistic discourse uses the
same tools too: nations are mobilised through simple words that become slogans by
repetition, by visual symbols (the flag being at the top of the list), by simplified

images, like monasteries, statues etc., and by collective memories, shared myths etc.

Groups do not necessarily strive for the truth and often prefer illusions, group

psychology postulates. They perceive these illusions, however, as the truth, for they

3 Such groups are usually quite numerous; perhaps it is for that reason that organisation, continuity and, most
importantly, a leadership is indispensable for their existence.

* Freud, 1921:107, quoting from the English translation of Le Bon, G. (1920): The Crowd: a Study of the
Popular Mind, London, p.117.
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are more pleasant and reassuring for the group’s integrity. Freud argues that, the
“predominance of the life of fantasy and of the illusion born out of an unfulfilled
wish is the ruling factor in the psycholf)gy of neurosis™ (1921:107). In that way, he
draws the parallels between this group characteristic and the behaviour of neurotic
patients. This could shed some light on the use of myths and tales that are often part
of the nationalistic rhetoric. Their origin and liability is never questioned; they are
perceived as solid parts of national identity. Groups accept what they perceive to be

true, and not necessarily what is true.

According to Moscovici, there are three basic traits of the groups: indifference
to their own contradictions, vividness, and repetitiveness (1985:97-101). The first
point, that groups do not understand their own contradictions has as a consequence
the coexistence of contradictory ideas without provoking any logical conflict, as for
example in the rhetoric coexistence of socialism and nationalism or of ethnic
cleansing and democracy. Second, vividness, or liveliness makes it possible to select
the decisive idea among a mass of possible ones that calls up familiar memories and
creates enthusiasm. This idea is, thirdly, changed by repetition into an ideational
image and is reduced to a simplistic formula that captures imagination and provokes
mobilisation. We should bear in mind that, following the Freudian theory, all three

traits are fundamental characteristics of the unconscious’.

As far as the morals of the group are concerned, they are characterised by
extremes too. On the one hand, individual inhibitions tend to fall away, and brutal
and destructive instincts are stirred up. In that respect, individuals in a group are
capable of the most disdainful and condemning actions, actions that they would not
perform alone. But, on the other hand, groups are also capable of high achievements
under suggestion. While the usual motive for individual action is personal interest,
this is rarely the case with groups that are unselfish and easily devote to an ideal.
When the ideal is a ‘good’ one only acts of merit will occur; if not, they can provoke
disaster. Groups are in either case devoted to their ideal, and intend to serve it with
all their means because they always perceive it as good. Of course, when we talk
about nations, politics are involved: then a ‘good’ or ‘bad’ ideal can be a matter of

time, space and other circumstances. For example, when in 1821 the Greeks revolted

5> These unconscious’ characteristics are, exemption from mutual contradiction, mobility and mutability, and
timelessness (Freud, 1915d:191-2), along with the compulsion to repeat that characterises the drives (Freud,
1933b:139-140). These have been described in chapter 1, pp.13-14, 19.
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against the Ottoman Empire and claimed for their own state, that was a good ideal,
the ideal of self-determination, which was also the norm in Western Europe at the
time which supported them. A century later, however, the ideal of a ‘Great Greece’,
seeking to expand ‘Hellenism’ towards the north and the east, was against the odds,
since the political circumstances were very different and international contingencies
did not favour the development of this idea. In either case, however, the Greeks were
equally committed to their ideal. Finally, critical judgment and evaluation can easily
wither away or fall under suggestion in a group. In Freud’s words, “whereas the
intellectual capacity of a group is always far below that of the individual, its ethical
conduct may rise as high above his as it may sink deep below it” (1921:106).

These characteristics of groups can find expression in diverse manifestations,
either peaceful and benign, or disastrous and malign. Nevertheless, someone might
interrogate whether certain group characteristics —such as groups have no critical
faculty, do not strive for the truth, are highly suggestible, etc.— account for group
manifestations such as pro-democratic manifestations in the former Soviet Union, or
peaceful protest against the Vietnam War in the US in the sixties. The answer to this
would be twofold. First, the above are not examples of groups in the sense specified
above, but rather mass-gatherings. They concern individuals who gather for a
particular reason, who have something in common, like groups have, but only for a
limited time, that is for the purpose of the manifestations. In addition, they lack any
further organisation, coherency and continuity, in many cases leadership, and also
those sentimental ties that would glue them together beyond the particular
demonstration and serve as a basis for identity and, also, self-evaluation®. Thus, since
identification does not take place in these cases, their solidarity lasts for as long as
they demonstrate for the particular cause they believe in. Certainly, a certain amount
of the analysis of group psychology can be applied to a number of mass gatherings as
well. However, not every mass gathering can be considered a group, as in that case
the term would lose its specificity and could possibly be applied to every gathering
of numerous individuals: from protesters to football fans and gig audiences. Second,
as it has been mentioned, groups are no less capable of high achievements. Group
psychology stresses the capability of individuals for the most extreme and

contradictory actions, either good or bad, and their higher potential to do so when
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their ‘fellows’ surround them. The content of their actions is socially and politically
determined. Analysis of group psychology rather explains why, to follow our
example, the anti-regime protests in the former Soviet Union occurred so massively
and in every country of the Union simultaneously, than why the content was
democratic and the manifestations peaceful. A full explanation of the particular
demonstrations would have to be done in a complementary way: it would require
political analysis of the particular circumstances in conjunction to psychoanalytic

explanations.

Le Bon, and Mc Dougall have offered significant contributions to group
psychology, in the direction of description though. We should still have in mind,
however, the historical framework of the time these works were written, a time of

\J general disappointment on ‘the masses’ and democracy, originated to a large extent
_to the French Commune’. In that context, and mostly Le Bon, interpreted this
description of the characteristics of groups in such a way as to regard groups as
largely barbaric, in opposition to individual capacities. This is not correct, to the
extent that groups are only individuals gathered together and their barbaric
propensities “derive from the literally hypnotic stimulus of the emotional
environment, with its protective anonymity, upon the uncritical/suggestible part of
each individual” (Rieff, 1960:232). So, although the description is quite accurate, it
leads to a misunderstanding and a sharp distinction of the groups and the individuals
that compose them. For that reason, the ‘how’ and ‘why’ of group behaviour, as
described above, still need an explanation; this is the contribution of Freudian
analysis. Freud tried to understand and explain the reasons for such behaviours: for
that reason, his, and subsequent, analyses (i.e. by Moscovici and Lipowatz) are clear
from moral interpretations of these findings. So, with Freudian psychoanalysis we
search for certain explanations as to why individuals can behave in the way described
when they are in a group instead of adhering to interpretations that characterise

groups as barbaric or else. As Adorno has written referring to Group Psychology and

® This is not to say that there are no feelings derived by the fact that they demonstrate for the same cause, but
that these feelings are much looser and temporal than feelings derived from identification.

7 Moscovici mentions that Le Bon’s book was addressed to politicians, in the same way that Machiavelli was
addressed to Kings and Monarchs, and had actually influenced many military circles and its principles were put
into practice by Mussolini and Hitler (1985:53-63). If that is correct, and considering the destructive influence
and suggestive power of Hitler upon the German national group, it is imperative to understand the
individual/group psychology and the reasons for this influence.
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the Analysis of the Ego, “the method of Freud’s book is that of a dynamic

interpretation of Le Bon’s description of the mass mind”®.

Psychoanalytic Interpretations

Libidinal Identifications

Group psychology is merely descriptive and, thus, raises the question ‘Why?’
This is where psychoanalysis must come to the fore. Freud’s fundamental book on
this subject is Group Psychology and the Analysis of the Ego;, the title itself indicates
that, it is through the ego, through understanding individual psychology, that we can
acquire a deeper knowledge of group psychology. The individual is still in focus. So,
psychoanalysis will offer an insight into the deeper reasons for the vicissitudes of
individuals’ behaviour and, also, will help us understand the way individuals acquire

the same identity and —occasionally— behave uniformly.

We will start with Freud’s criticisms on the explanations provided by Le Bon.
Le Bon’s view is that, individuals in a group display new characteristics due to three
factors: anonymity, contagion, and suggestibility. Firstly, the group is anonymous
and thus acquires a sense of invisible power. So, the individual feels free to yield to
instincts which, had he/she been alone, would have been restrained. Secondly, in a
group every sentiment and act is contagious to such a degree that the individual
readily sacrifices his’her personal interests to the collective ones. Thirdly, in
suggestion, like in hypnosis, the individual is no longer conscious of his acts and
obeys all the suggestions made to him. According to Freud, the above are not the
explanations for this phenomenon but only its expressions: certain conditions are met
in a group that facilitate the expression of these characteristics, conditions that “allow
him [the individual] to throw off the repression of his unconscious instinctual
impulses” (1921:101). It seems, however, that the above is not in contradiction with
the spirit of Le Bon’s writing since he has argued that what is conscious in mental
life is of small importance in comparison to the unconscious life, although he had no

concrete knowledge of the mechanisms that operate and explain such phenomena. As

# In Moscovici, 1985:57, quoting from Adorno (1972), VIII, p. 411.
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far as suggestibility is concerned, Freud believed that, not only it could not provide
an explanation, but also it needed to be explained itself. The analytical concept Freud

used to explain group psychology is libido.

Libido is “the energy, regarded as a quantitative magnitude (though not
actually measurable), of those instincts which have to do with all that may be
comprised under the word love” (Freud, 1921:119)°. The nucleus of love is sexual
love, and love drives are called sexual drives. The essence of the group, argues
Freud, is love relationships —love in its wider sense- and emotional ties. An
individual will give up his/her distinctiveness in a group because he/she wants to be
in harmony with them —for the love of them. Initially, it is emotional ties that bring a
group together; they are soon replaced by identifications, which hold them together

and maintain the coherence of the group.

This whole process of libidinal identifications was explained in detail in the
previous chapter, so we can now proceed with two illustrations of the existence of
love attachments with the examples of the Church and the Army, the two basic
examples used by Freud (1921). In both Church and Army, he argues, everything
depends on the illusion of a head (Christ, Commander-in-Chief) who loves all
members with an equal love. The head is the image of the father, who loves every
member of the family and justifies with his love his commands (prohibitions,
commands etc. help maintain the integrity of the family). Groups are modelled after
the family. In that sense, believers are like brothers, as their love for Christ unites
them. Christ’s love for them is of more importance, it may be suggested, than their
love for him: it is the greatest taboo, the biggest sin, to ever question his love, for this
would question the foundations of the Church, the very libidinal ties that glue them
together. In the same way, soldiers are comrades, who are united under love, not for
the Commander-in-Chief, as Freud thought, but for the nation (the Commander is a

mediator, who also identifies with the leading idea of the nation).

Let us examine another example, the example of panic, which best illustrates
that the essence of a group lies in the libidinal ties'®. Panic arises if a group

disintegrates or it comes under threat. When in panic, individuals act on their own

° In the previous chapter (footnote 10) we used Freud’s definition of libido as the name of the force by which
instincts manifest themselves (Freud, 1917c:355), in which Freud referred to libido as usually connected to the
sexual instinct. We can see at the definition given now that libido is defined as related to this instinct exclusively.
' On panic see Freud, 1921:125-126.
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account, without consideration for the rest. That is because the libidinal ties that
bound them together cease to exist as soon as the group disintegrates or self-
preservation becomes imperative. A senseless fear is set free because of panic, and
not the other way round. Panic is not necessarily related to danger: it can emerge
independently of the presence of a danger. If we take panic in the sense of collective
fear, argues Freud, we can establish a very interesting and far-reaching analogy. In
individuals, fear can be provoked either by increasing danger or by cessation of
emotional ties. In the latter éase, we talk about neurotic fear or anxiety. In the same
analogy, panic comes to the fore either by increase of common danger, or by
disappearance —or fear of disappearance— of the emotional ties that hold the group
together. The latter case is analogous to neurotic anxiety. But, why would the loss of
libidinal ties provoke a panic reaction? Because, as the libidinal ties are the nucleus
out of which identification with the group occurs, disintegration of the group would
provoke an identity crisis. That is to be translated to loss of security, certainty and
sense of belonging. The disintegration of the group can be experienced, in that sense,

as a bad development or even a disaster for individuals.

Following that, we can throw some light on the importance of national identity
for people, and the obsession with it that is apparent to most nationalistic and,
usually, extreme right political circles (an obsession expressed in their constant fear
that the nation is under threat). Anxiety can be provoked by the constant fear of
danger or by fear of disappearance of emotional ties, as previously mentioned. In
group psychology that would mean the fear of disintegration of the group, meaning
fear for the loss of their national identity. Nationalists always see their nation as
being in constant danger, surrounded by enemies who are all-evil and have designs
on it. Their greatest fear is the loss of territory, which equals for them to a personal
loss, to castration. This is to be traced back to the castration complex during the
Oedipal phase, a castration feared as a punishment for the erotic and aggressive
feelings the children had for each of their parents. Not every one becomes a
nationalist, though, and national identity is not of equal importance for everyone —at
least not in peaceful, tranquil periods. The above would apply more intensely to
those individuals who have not managed to reach of individuation and, also, their
first identifications paved the way for more problematic later ones. Education and

diversity make the individuals less prone to mass influences. Nevertheless, as
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Lipowatz (1990:84-87) argues, human beings are quite fragile: a period of weakness
and instability can make them regress and become subject to the nationalistic

discourse.

!

We must bear in mind that it is easier, and much more pleasurable, for an
individual to inhibit his/her judgement and follow his/her instincts than be reasonable
and contained. In that sense, there is a potential nationalist, racist etc. in every one of
us who can react in the same manner within a group, under certain circumstances.
The particular acquirements of individuals can become obliterated in a group; “the
mental infrastructure, the development of which in individuals shows such
dissimilarities, is removed, and the unconscious foundations, which are similar to
everyone, stand exposed to view” (Freud, 1921:100). This characteristic explains
how a peaceful and democratic nation can become, under certain circumstances and
for a specific time, aggressive, racists etc. The fact that individuals within a group
react towards a —perceived or real- external danger in an excessive and irrational
way has to do with the fact that, they react like children. Any excessive reaction is
absolutely normal for children, for their actions are largely dictated by the
unconscious. Someone might argue that, if the danger is real and not perceived, then
the reaction described above (a nationalist, xenophobic etc. reaction) is not an
irrational one. However, not every reaction to a threat can claim to be a rational one
on the basis of just being ‘a reaction’ of defence. Responses to threats vary
significantly, thus rendering important to distinguish between extreme and
reactionary, and mild and rationalised reactions. So, an extreme reaction can be

explained and understood, but not justified and excused.

The initial interpretation through libido led us to identifications and to a
common identity. But, we have not directly addressed the question of the formation
of a common identity, even though national identity has been briefly referred to. This

will be our concern in the next paragraphs.
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Common Identity: First and Secondary identifications"

How do people who merely have a common point of reference acquire a
common identity? First, individuals identify themselves with the leader, who “offers

an answer to their questions and gives a name to their anonymity”'

. Groups,
Moscovici argues, have a spontaneous tendency towards despotism: they need a
strong leader, who expresses no weaknesses and appears to be omnipotent. It is
indicative that charismatic leaders, who usually make an appeal to emotions rather
than to reason, gain the public support and sympathy, usually along with the vote of
the electorate. This tendency towards despotism can be explained through the model
of first identifications. Masses need a leader, like a family needs a father (a head, a
leading person). The father" is the unquestionable authority of the family, someone
whom the children love, admire and respect, but also fear and see as omnipotent. So,

too, the masses identify with the leader, who is both the model and the ideal, and

perceive a feeling of omnipotence too.

In explaining the spontaneous tendency of the groups towards despotism,
towards authority to be more accurate, we should not forget that latter identifications
are qualitatively similar to the first ones. Identification first occurs with the authority

. of the parental image. This results initially because of the child’s dependence upon
the parents, since it is born long before it can survive alone (without a caring person),
and because of its affectionate feelings towards them. Identification is the
mechanism of all implicit authority and is derived by the model submission to the
parents. Rieff argues that the foundations for individual’s tendency to fixate upon the
first relation to authority lay in “the earliest and original form of emotional tie,

preceding sexual feeling” (1960:160). Sexuality, though, arises as a mode of

"' This distinction does not relate to the distinction made in the previous chapter between first and later
identifications (which was a temporal distinction). The context here is later identifications, as it involves group
identifications that take place within a social environment. The distinction refers to first identification of each
individual with the leader or leading idea, and to secondary identification among those individuals that have
identified with the same leading object. So, secondary identifications emerge as a result of first identifications, as
it will be analytically explained in this section.

12 Moscovici, 1985:38. About the importance of naming, see later on this chapter.

13 1 would like to lay emphasis on an important issue, that of the father as the authority of the family. One cannot
ignore the surrounding social and political circumstances, those that determine the sociopolitical environment
within which it tries to offer an analysis. This is why I refer to the father as the parental authority. It could be any
other as head of a family, but, since the father is the general example of parental authority, we refer to him as
such. The same is applicable to politics, where we usually refer to the leaders because they are the most usual
case, even in contemporary societies of respect and equality. However, the dominance of the examples as the
‘heads’ of sociopolitical structures is not a coincidence, as it is the family model is the central and determining
one.



54

liberation from parental authority: originally, “love is authoritarian; sexuality —like
liberty— is a latter achievement, always in danger of being overwhelmed by our
deeper inclinations toward submissiveness and domination” (Rieff, 1960:159). So,
according to Rieff, order and rebelliousness are present in every culture, because the
dualistic form of the Oedipus complex carries them within it. Society, thus, has more
options than being authoritarian, but it has always a latent tendency to be so. But,
also, society can be sustained by the authority of Law and respect for it, as the

Lacanian tradition has emphasised.

In politics, the authority that mostly resembles and, to some extent, reproduces
the initial parental authority is the leader. The leader must exhibit “a precise and
commanding way of speaking, simplicity of judgment and quickness in making
decisions”, argues Moscovici (1985:132), particularly so in peculiar circumstances,
such as warfare or other threatening conditions where he has to exhibit strength as
people rely on him. Not every politician can become a successful leader, though: it is
important that he has charisma or prestige’*. If this charisma is questioned, it is no
longer charisma; this is why some dead leaders remain influential, for they keep their
charisma intact. This is not to say that leaders who are not charismatic cannot be
successful, but they are more likely to be questioned: this is what happens with
contemporary democratic leaders. But, then, why is not the world dominated by
charismatic leaderships, as one might logically conclude from the above? Also, how
can we explain the very existence of democratic leaderships, whether charismatic or
not, and the will for democracy (when it is expressed) since individuals are prone to
authority? Certainly, an authority does not necessarily need to be despotic or
totalitarian by definition; a democratic authority does not cease to be an authority
because of its democratic ruling, as it still sets the rules that must be respected in the
given democratic environment. In addition, groups’ wish to be ruled does not mean
that they want a despotic ruling, in the same way that —to keep the analogy in mind—
children want a father but not a punitive and coercing one. On the one hand,
“authority is experienced and introjected largely in unconscious ways” but, on the
other hand, “Freud’s work is [also] concerned...with the unconscious processes that

work against domination and social power” (Elliott, 1999:38,43), such as the

1" Moscovici defines charisma as “a kind of spell based on admiration and respect that paralysed the critical
faculties” (1985:129), and it is a quality that cannot be acquired (it is a gift).
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ambivalence of affect that is due to hatred against paternal authority. That is because,
to the extent that leaders resemble and reproduce parental authority, they also
reproduce certain feelings associated with the relation of children with their parents.
This extends to the ambivalence felt towards parental authority too: on the one hand,
there is affection and appeal, but on the other hand there is the wish to repudiate it, to

get rid of it.

Charismatic leaders have existed within democracies, and usually have much
higher influence towards groups. Yet, their presence in the political scene and their
success in it is also a matter of politics and contingencies. This does not imply that
un-charismatic leaderships are not successful or not inspiring. In contemporary
national states, for instance, leaders are influenced by and are committed to serve an
ideal: the national idea, and ideal. This ideal is internalised by all co-nationals,
including people and leaderships, who share the same ideal —that is to say that the
same properties have captured their super-ego. In a (national) group everybody is
identified with the same object (the nation) and, secondarily, with each other. In
Freud’s words, a group “is a number of individuals who have put one and the same
object in the place of their ego ideal and have consequently identified themselves
with one another in their ego™ (1921:147). Thus, identification with a leader in this
case resembles secondary identification as it occurs because of both the leader’s and
the individuals’ first identification with their nation. In that sense, leaders are
influencing and appealing only for as long as they (are perceived to) serve the

national interests and the common national idea(l).

Both leaders and leading ideas use a symbol which extracts intense sentimental
reactions. In nations, the leading idea is at the core of national identifications, an idea
that constitutes the ideal for every leader of the nation, who inspires individuals
under his leadership as long as he serves the nation. This is also partly why, political
leaderships often adduce serious national matters in order to rally their party and,
even, the nation. The number one symbol of a nation is its flag, the most respected
and sentimentally loaded object of attachment. The burning of a flag, for example, is
a symbolic action of enmity and/or repudiation; that happens because the flag
constitutes a symbolic object of national unity and national identity. So, a common
identity is acquired by, first individually identifying with the leader, or a leading

idea(l), and then forming secondary identifications with each other.
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A significant remark is that the more people share a symbol the more intense
the feeling is (Lipowatz, 1990:83). This is what Mc Dougall calls the ‘exaltation or
intensification of emotion’ or ‘emotional contagion’’’>, which means that mutual
interaction intensifies the affective charge of the individuals. This mutual interaction
must be related to Freud’s finding that, “the unconscious of one human being can
react upon that of another, without passing through the conscious” (Freud,
1915d:198). Emotional contagion is the impartation of emotions through direct or
indirect contact of a person or a group with someone else. It is also referred to the
infants’ reception of their parents’ feelings, even though not verbally expressed. It
usually results in similarity of feelings and/or attitudes within a group. Imitation and
ritualisation can result because of emotional contagion: they have been observed in
children as simple, even primitive, mechanisms of adaptation, through which the ego
can adapt using much less energy than defence mechanisms do (which demand much
energy to free the ego from the demands of the drives) (Parin, 1988:104). We should
not neglect, however, the role of fear and conformism in producing emotional
contagion and being produced by it, in a vicious-circle like process. Let us stress an
example that Moscovici uses in order to illustrate this argument. Usually people in a
public space look for familiar faces, same age-groups etc. That is for two reasons.
First, to protect themselves against others’ hostility, or even their own hostility
towards the others. Second, because that way they economise on effort: they can
conform much more easily to the familiar group’s attitude than any strange or new
one. This is why, he argues, foreigners (not within their group) tend to assimilate and
even exaggerate some characteristics of the group they enter —being more royalist
than the king. This attitude corresponds to a need for defence (Moscovici, 1985:258-
9).

Groups and Equality

An interesting characteristic of the groups is equality of their members —
equality that can be real or apparent. The nature of the groups is based on equality,
argues Moscovici (1985:42). Equality of the individuals within a group is originated
into the libidinal ties that brought them together in the first place. Individuals are

' In Freud, 1921:112-113, quoted form Mc Dougal (1920): The Group Mind, Cambridge, p.22.
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united through the libidinal love for the leader (leading idea), who loves them all and
favours no one. The very basis and explanation for this is to be found in family. All
individuals wish to be loved; childrer} in particular, because of their ‘narcissistic
perfection’, want to be the only ones to be loved. When a ‘rival’ arrives —a brother or
sister— they feel hostility and jealousy towards the newcomer that claims their
parents’ love as well. Since this (mutual) hostility cannot be expressed and,
moreover, damages the self, it declines and gives place to coalition and, later on, to
mutual identification. Nevertheless, this is accompanied by the claim for equal

amount of love from their parents.

This is another reason why identification occurs out of this jealousy. When
children realise that their parents love their rival, they want to become like him/her
so as to claim for an equal amount of love; for, if they are different, they may be
loved less. Children cannot realise that parents will love them anyway, but think that
they love them because of certain qualities they may have. The appropriation of the
same qualities as the ‘rival” would guarantee them an equal distribution of parental
love. So, identification occurs out of the claim for equal love. This also explains why
children address their aggressiveness to the brother or sister who is favoured by any

of the parents.

In the same way, the group spirit is partly derived by what was originally envy.
If one cannot be favoured, no one else should. This is the origin of the demand for
justice and equal treatment for all, Freud argues (1921:151-2). The demand for
equality applies only to the members and not to the leader/leadership. The leader is
the person who unites all the rest by loving them equally; it is for his love that
individuals identify with each other. In a democracy, particularly when the leader
(president) is not a charismatic person, there is an intense demand for justice for all
in front of the state and its apparatuses. The uniting bond is love for the country. All
the above, however, apply only to the members of the group, as opposed to the non-
members. The non-members, the outsiders, become the receivers of the aggression
that is ‘trapped’ in the individuals because they cannot externalise it within the
group. Freud gives a very tangible example, with religion. Religion, he says, is a
religion of love only to its members: it can be very hard and unloving to those who
do not belong to it. The strengthening of group-ties increases intolerance towards the

outsiders, wars of religion are such an example. In that sense, non-believers and
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people indifferent are much better off psychologically in the matter of cruelty and
intolerance than the believers of another religious system, in the sense that they
receive less hostility (Freud, 1921:128). This example is so tangible exactly because

religions are (supposed to be) professing the un-reciprocated love.

We will stress another example, that of national states and minorities. Most
national states declare, even in their constitution, that they strive for democracy,
equality and freedom. That should mean for all, otherwise it is pointless.
Nevertheless, the whole discussion about the minorities’ rights, their integration into
and acceptance from the majority group implies that in reality this is not the case.
Minorities are ‘different’ and, consequently, their presence is a threat for the
cohesion of the nation’s identity, an identity built on (the perceived) similarity of the
group. If minorities claim for equal love (in political terms that means equal
treatment and lack of any discrimination) while being different, then, in the eyes of
the/some members of the nation the nation runs the risk of being dissolved. We
should not forget that they are united together under the equal love of the “Mother-
Country’. This is why a nation’s identity is felt to be in danger when immigrants
enter the country: they actually enter their ‘family’. In addition, we should not
~underestimate the fact that minorities and immigrants are perceived to be so different
by definition, without even questioning whether they are really so different from the
group. That happens because, in questioning that, individuals might realise that,
either the immigrants are not so different from the others, or that the members of the
nation are not so similar after all, or both. This would put their national identity at

risk too.

There is, however, inequality even within the members of a group as well as
certain hierarchies. There are different classes, for example, within a society, and
some of them are less favoured than the others. As it will be explained right below,
their belonging to a nation compensates for that because it satisfies their narcissism;
equality itself as a characteristic of the masses is based on narcissism too. The

following section will shed some light on those issues.
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Narcissism of the Groups

Identifications and attachments that unconsciously structure a group have a
narcissistic dimension; as Ulman and Abse argue, “the group’s conscious and
unconscious images of itself often coalesce in a grandiose and exhibitionistic group
self’(1983:645). The claim for equality is, to some extend, a narcissistic one t00'®,
Individuals find unbearable the possibility of someone else been favoured instead of
them, and this is the reason that makes them ‘compromise’ with equal love. Their
identification with other people in a group is a defence mechanism derived from self-
love. Individuals within groups acquire an identity through ‘positive’ and ‘negative’
identifications. They identify with the ideal image of the leader, or an idea, by
projecting on him all their good properties or by internalising those qualities they
would like to have. In that way, he (and it) becomes an extension of their self: loving
him is a kind of self-love. At the same time, they repudiate the image of the Other,
the stranger, to whom they project their own bad properties. The presence of the
Other destroys the perfect image of the group, because he is an outsider. His
presence is absolutely necessary, though, for the cohesion of the group, because he
becomes the receiver of the individual’s aggression. In the same sense, the leader or

leading idea can be negative: hatred can be unifying too (Freud, 1921:129).

So, in narcissism the individual wants to keep his/her libido for him/herself,
and identification is a way to do so. By extension, “this exaltation of the subject of
his own ego and his own body developed into an exclusive love over a wider area,
such as that of the inhabitants of a town for their place of residence, ...that of the
citizens for their country...”, as Moscovici argues (1985:247). The fellow feelings
often expressed toward other persons of the same national group is a narcissistic
attachment for ourselves, since we have identified with them (through secondary
identifications), and love for our country is love for what is ours. “The combination
of fellow-feeling for ‘us’ and antipathy for ‘them’ had the corollary of a feeling that
‘we’ are superior”. Xenophobia, racism and nationalism are, thus, “the poisonous
fruits of narcissism” (Moscovici, 1985:247). Identification as a defence mechanism
is therefore a derivative of narcissism and can be quite pathological. The loss of an

identified object is experienced as a loss of a part of the self, as an ego loss. In the

16 Not always, though, because equality is also an Idea and an Ideal: it entails a moral Law. The claim for
equality is narcissistic when it is involved in the process of identification.
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case of national identity, where the identifying object is the nation (including its
past), both past losses and present threats upon its integrity are being experienced as
ego losses and threats upon ego integrity, respectively; this is why they provoke such

intense feelings of exaltation.

Freud’s argument about cultural groups, such as ethnic groups and nations, is
that they always strive towards an ideal, or claim to serve a superior goal or purpose;
these ideals give to the participants of the groups a satisfaction of narcissistic nature,
that is pride of what has been achieved. To complete their satisfaction, they compare
with other cultures that have aimed toward different achievements. “On the strength
of these differences every culture claims the right to look down on the rest. In this
way, cultural ideals become a source of enmity between different cultural units, as
can be seen most clearly in the case of nations” (Freud, 1927:192). The accuracy of
this can be simply noticed in nationalistic rhetoric. Most ethnic groups and nations
have the same rhetoric about cultural superiority, higher achievements etc., which is
perceived by them as an unquestionable and profound truth. They all share this same
truth because they all have a narcissistic ideal ego, which is now the target of self-
love. This way, “the subject’s narcissism makes its appearance displaced on to this

new ideal ego” (Freud, 1914:88).

The Group for Advancement of Psychiatry (GAP) in the US conducted a
research between 1972 and 1977, on the causes of the Arab-Israeli conflict in the

Middle East. The GAP report states that,

our land, nation, country, and state are part of our extended self. Damage to our
country is felt as damage to our own self. Each side feels and believes that its hurts
were caused by the other side but in reality is also mired in a conflict with its own
self. The group narcissism of each side is badly injured, and each side strives to
repair its own self image...The root cause of the conflict [must be searched for] in

the internal conflicts of each side, not in external circumstances'”.

Individuals and groups thus create the illusion of the ‘grandiose group self’, an
illusion of might and right that develops as a defence against feélings of inferiority
and helplessness. The grandiose self first emerges in the first years of life, when the
infant internalises all the good aspects of itself and the others in an attempt to

preserve for itself an ideal image of value and omnipotence. “The grandiose group

" Quoted in Falk, 1992:225.
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self and narcissism”, Falk argues, “whether personal or national, develop as defences

against deep, painful feelings of helplessness and worthlessness™ (1992:224).

The issue of inequality within a group as expressed in class differences has
been left unexplained, though. The Freudian explanation is that narcissistic
satisfaction is a force that combats successfully hostility to culture within a cultural
unit. “This satisfaction can be shared in not only by the favoured classes, which
enjoy the benefits of the culture, but also by the suppressed ones, since the right to
despise the people outside it compensates them for the wrongs they suffer within
their own unit” (Freud, 1927:192). On the other hand, the suppressed classes can be
emotionally attached to their masters and see them as their ideals. This is not, of
course, the only applicable explanation that can be given to this issue, but only the
psychoanalytic one; this explanation points to the fact that, nationalistic rhetoric can
unite different and conflicting sub-groups within a nation, for it exploits the
individuals’ emotions and addresses to the unconscious, thus minimising their
differences. It is often the case in politics that, when social instability within a
country occurs and, also, dissatisfaction for the government arises too, a potential
external danger is stressed and overemphasised. This provokes ‘national awakening’,
which has proved to be an effective way to disorientate the national group from their
internal social and political problems. In the same way, oppositions often accuse the
governing party for treachery as the more effective way to rally their voters and, also,

the governing party’s disappointed supporters.

The Agqgression Instinct and The Need to Have Enemies

It is not only narcissistic identifications that dictate the distinction between ‘us’
and ‘them’ and the hostility directed towards them but, also, the aggression instinct.
As mentioned in the previous chapter'®, aggression can be directed inwards, to the
self, and outwards, to others. It is the second case that interests us here. Individuals,
Freud argues, have such a powerful share of aggressiveness that makes them regard
every neighbour as a potential object of exploitation, humiliation, wounding and
even killing. Then, someone would logically ask, how is it possible to maintain a

group’s cohesion, since its members are inclined to aggression towards everybody,

'® Chapter 1, p.13-14.
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even their love objects? Freud’s answer is that “it is always possible to bind together
a considerable number of people in love, so long as there are other people left over to
receive the manifestations of their aggressiveness. The advantage that a
comparatively small cultural group offers of allowing this instinct an outlet in the
form of hostility against intruders is not to be despised” (1930:305). This partly
explains why national or ethnic groups are so aggressive to each other: their integrity
is maintained to a large extend by diffusing their hostility towards other groups.
Linda Cdlley offers a characteristic example in her book Britons, Forging the Nation,
where she is concerned with the making of the British identity. Going back in the late
eighteenth century, she argues that the massive wars and empire building of that
period of Britain against all the others —Americans, French, Indians, Africans, and so
on- brought the English, the Welsh, the Scots, and the Irish in unprecedented contact
and made them perceive what they had in common. So, she remarks that “if the
inhabitants of the United Kingdom are now more conscious of their internal
divisions, this conversely is part of the price they pay for peace and the end of the
world-power status. They are no longer under the same obligation to unite under a
hostile Other, against the outside” (1992:164).

This brings Volkan and his book 7he Need to Have Enemies and Allies (1988)
into the discussion, where he is dealing with the issues of conflicts, nationalities etc.
from the perspective of psychoanalysis. His main argument is that individuals and
groups need enemies in order to create and maintain a sense of identity and self
control, enemies that act as external stabilisers. At the same time, individuals need
allies to provide and secure an identity, as infernal stabilisers. Throughout his work,
Volkan tries to show the implications of that need on ethnicity and nationalism. His
method of analysis is largely influenced by the Kleinian analysis of the early infant’s

object relations.

One of the early tasks of the ego, Volkan argues, is the integration of certain
opposing —good and bad, self and/or object— images. Some of them still persist,
though, unintegrated, while laden with aggressive and libidinal drives. These create
an internal conflict and, for that reason, it is very important that they be diffused
somehow outside the self. So, the ego externalises those unintegrated, good and bad,
self and object, images into “certain durable, shared reservoirs under the influence of

the mothering person” (Volcan, 1988:31). He calls these reservoirs ‘suitable targets
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of externalisation’, and they can also include, apart from one’s own images,
internalised images of others (which also become his, since they are internalised).
“The suitable targets of externalisation sponsored for children by important others in
their group (who share identical investments on them) make children alike in as
much they all draw from the same reservoir (1988:32). It is the externalisation of the
good images that makes the allies and, respectively, that of the bad ones that makes
the enemies. The members of a group share the same targets; it is those that ‘glue’
them together. The séarch for and identiﬁcation with good and bad targets is initially
provoked under the influence of the family, but later on by the peer group, educators
etc. Volkan’s theory shows explicitly the close connection of the polarisation
between ‘us’ and ‘them’ as the ‘good’ and the ‘evil’, to the “all good” and “all bad’
representations of the infant that occur out of narcissistic identifications with the
other (who is indistinguishable from the self at this phase)'>. As Bromberg argues,
“one special form that this evasion may take...is the displacement of the whole
interpersonal conflict on the more impersonal arena of conflict of political
ideologies™ (1960:33).

The concept of suitable targets of externalisation presents certain similarities

_ with the concept of the super-ego. There are many parallels in their formation and the
internalisation of their composing elements is a long lasting process that starts in
early infancy and continues through adolescence. As the members of a group have
similar ‘registrations’ in their super-ego, influenced by a common background, so
their ‘suitable targets of externalisation’ are similar and attributed by their parents,
their teachers, peer-groups, and even their group(s) leader. A nation, to follow our
example, influences the super-ego of its members equally in enhancing their national
affiliation and determining the ‘suitable targets of externalisation’ with large scale
mechanisms, such as the education system, the military, the mass media, etc. Also,
we should not forget that parents, who influence them first, have themselves grown
up and lived in the same nation and have, thus, acquired many of the group

properties that form national identity®®. This is not to eliminate individual differences

' Oversimplification is a trait of the unconscious that accounts for the tendency to perceive one self and the
others as either/or (either good, or bad, that is totally good and totally bad)).

% Members of a national state acquire similar ‘targets of externalisation’ also because of their collective
unconscious and their common history, that is the history of their nation that is ascribed to all of them. The issue
of collective unconscious (as well that of ‘collective traumas’) will be analysed in the next chapter.
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but to stress that the super-ego is an important agent of the unconscious and it is also

formed through identification with national ideals®'.

Volkan argues that the suitable targets of externalisation are often determined
by one’s ethnicity and nationality”?, while affirming it at the same time. In late
adolescence, a person’s group identity is crystallised after spending his/her childhood
in a given culture; this culture is embodied in him/her. This provides an
understanding on how national identity is acquired and why it is of such importance
for individuals. Since someone is born and bred within a given ethnic or national
group, the crystallisation of his social identities will no doubt include his
ethnic/national identity too. It is his group, the people whom he identifies with; “by
identifying with others in one’s own group...one identifies with their investment in
religion, ethnicity, etc.” (Volkan, 1988:49). Also, from that perspective, ethnic and
national identities are similar, in the sense that they are of equal psychological
importance and their formation passes through the same unconscious channels. The
use of the two terms interchangeably is not intended to disregard the differences
between ethnic and national groups, but to point out that the two identities, ethnic
and national, have similar psychological foundations and importance and can in that

respect be considered as similar®.

It would be useful to make two remarks. One is that, multiple and conflicting
identifications may provoke an internal conflict and, maybe, identity crisis. When
someone simultaneously invests in more than one group that are in conflict with each
other, his/her sense of self may suffer in case they constitute conflicting identities.
Second, we should not underestimate the influence of love relationships in late
adolescence. Whether the partner, for example, is of the same or other ethnic group
may significantly affect the person’s attachment to the group’s reservoirs. Personal
relations are more influential during adolescence, says Volkan, although group

identifications are still very significant.

! Rieff argues, in relation to war and violent acts, that “mass murder often presupposes a strong superego and

B

sitive identification with national ideals” (1960:250).
Later on though Volkan says that ethnicity and nationality are themselves targets.

» The differences and similarities of ‘ethnic’ and ‘national’ will be considered in detail in chapter 4; there we
shall deal with the issue from a multidimensional perspective.
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Castoriadis’ view, as expressed in his article ‘The Roots of Hatred” (1999)%, is
quite interesting and relevant here. He argues that the two expressions of psychic
hatred —hatred for the other and hatred for the self- have the same root, which is the
inability of the psychism to acknowledge what is unfamiliar, alien to it. Through the
process of socialisation some energy of this hatred is bridled and directed to
constructive outlets, but not all of it. The remaining energy is in a state of latency,
meaning that it waits for the opportunity to be externalised. War is an
institutionalised outlet of aggression, and, although hatred is not the cause of war, it
is certainly an essential and necessary condition for it. When the reservoir of hate
does not find a way out in war, it is manifested in the more disguised form of
contempt, xenophobia and racism. In racism, for example, the other is viewed as
having natural (biological), unchangeable characteristics that are the objectified
receivers of aggression. But, this extreme manifestation of hatred is connected with a

deep, unknown hatred: hatred for the self.

The disastrous aggressive drives of individuals, Castoriadis continues his
argument, are in accordance with the need of each society to strengthen its laws,
rules and values, presenting them simultaneously as the best, as the ones serving the
truth and the just purposes of the whole group, while anything beyond that is
presented as inferior disgusting, evil. When individuals form their social identity,
they perceive the group and its values as theirs, and whatever alien as ugly and
inconsistent. For them, any threat against the —institutionalised— groups to which they
belong is identified as equally or more serious than a life threat against them; it is a
threat against their identity and integrity. As an example Castoriadis mentions that, in
capitalistic societies the collapse of traditional —and supporting for the individual—
communal values resulted in the rallying of individuals around religion, nation, or

race, in a search for identity.

Sameness or Difference?

When the issue at stake is inter-group relations it is often thought or said that

the others become the receivers of aggression because they are different. However,

24" Article published after his death in Le Monde, and reappeared in the Greek newspaper To Vima under the title
‘I Rizes Tou Misous’ (Roots of Hatred); 24 January, 1999, Nees Epohes section, p.3.
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this is not really the case. The others are distinguished not because they are different,
but because they do not belong to the group; as it was mentioned earlier, their
presence is a threat to the group's integrity and identity. What is very important and,
even, striking at first is the fact that those others that usually become the receivers of
aggression are not so different in reality. It is most often the case, in addition, that the
more different the others are the less aggressiveness is addressed towards them or the
less vivid stereotypes concern them. We are all familiar with antipathies and conflicts
between neighbourhoods of a city, or between towns within the same country as well
as between neighbouring countries. One explanation for this is the fact that, the
closer people are and the better they know each other, the more reasons may arise to
provoke a conflict. While this is true, there is an additional explanation, inferred
from Volkan’s argument that “conflict refers not only to our relationship with
external enemies but... to our internal representations of them” (1988:95). The more
two groups resemble each other, while differing in minor aspects, the more they tend
to project upon and hate the other group. ‘Projection is a very crucial factor in the

causation of wars’, argues Falk, who continues:

The enemy makes it possible for us to exteralise all the bad aspects of our group
self upon it. All the evil figures of our childhood, witches and demons, are
projected upon the enemy. The Arabs see Israel and Zionism as the symbol of Evil.
The late Ayatollah Khomeini saw the United States as the Great Satan. Turks and
Greeks in Cyprus see each other as the embodiment of Evil. This also happens
between Muslims and Hindus in India, Catholics and Protestants in Ulster,
Flemings and Walloons in Belgium, Viets and Khmers in Indochina, and so on
throughout the world. The enemy, the stranger, the foreigner, make ideal objects
for projection and extemnalisation (1992:234).

Thus, the enemy is a suitable target of externalisation, of projection of one’s own
disturbing realities. Yet, most of the pairs mentioned above have much more to unite
them that separate them. So, the question remains as to why familiarity between
groups is more likely to provoke aggression? Proximity is certainly one reason, as
there are more issues and disputes to be resolved between neighbouring countries
than remote ones. At the same time, proximity necessitates some familiarity, in the
sense of sameness, that is more apparent between regions that may encompass a few

countries.



67

Volkan argues that there is sameness between the enemy and ourselves because
the enemy is the reservoir of our unwanted self and object bad representations: we
externalise and project on the enemy our own unintegrated images. There is an
unconscious likeness that binds us together, but we consciously see huge differences
that support our sense of self and group membership. We perceive the enemy as
different, but our hatred or antipathy for ‘him’ is derived from the fact that we see all
the bad unintegrated images of ourselves projected on ‘his face’; we project on the
Other all our internal negativity. In addition, Volkan argues, we consciously need to
be distant from the enemy, to have a ‘psychological gap’, but this necessity
establishes a connection in a negative way (negative identification)”>. Thus,

difference is merely an excuse for hostility®®.

From an other point of view, Charles Cooley has argued that hostility requires
“a union of likeness with difference™ (1902:235), and he associates it with ‘highly
imaginative personal ideas’, in the sense that we cannot feel hostile towards someone
totally unlike us because they are totally unimaginable and have no interest for us.
He talks about ‘hostile sympathy’®’: “we enter by sympathy or personal imagination
into the state of mind of others...and if the thoughts we find there are injurious to or
uncongenial with the ideas we are already cherishing, we feel a movement of anger”.
However, the thoughts we find and provoke our anger can also be projections of our
own thoughts. So, in order to justify our anger, Cooley argues, “we input to the other
person an injurious thought regarding something we cherish as a part of our self...”
(1902:237), and then we can more openly express our aggressiveness. In nationalistic
discourse, for example, there is always a perception of the nation being in danger and
surrounded by enemies who have designs on it; quite conversely, it is most
commonly the nationalists and their thoughts and designs who cherish a bigger

territory or wish to subordinate other populations etc.

2 Also relevant to this is ‘pseudospeciation’, a term coined by Erikson, to emphasise that we lower our
inhibitions against killing our own kind by identifying the enemy as less human, or as evil. See the reference in
Caspary, 1993:420.

% 1t is important to note that, it is not just sameness and the attribution of someone’s bad images to the Other
that makes ‘him’ an enemy. There are multiple reasons, particularly as politics are involved, but sameness, that is
familiarity, makes the Other a more suitable target and a potential enemy than ‘he’ would be if ‘he’ were
unimanigable.

21 Sympathy is used by Cooley in the sense of ‘communion’, meaning relation, contact etc.
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As far as conflicts are concerned, Volkan uses Freud’s term ‘narcissism of
minor differences’®® to indicate the fact that, there are extremely minor differences
that may even be invisible to an external observer, but which play an extremely
important role as barriers and differentiating features. Three points are important
here. First, minor differences exist, no matter how alike two groups may seem.
Second, each group has certain rituals that maintain (or even celebrate?) these
differences and absorb the flow of aggression; it is exactly these rituals that are
considered particularly significant parts of national identity. Third, when these rituals
cease, for any reason, attack comes to the fore. In clinical practice, Volkan remarks,
rituals reflect defences against anxiety. The rituals are playful and keep aggression
under control: when tension between groups increases, the playfulness of rituals
decreases. Also, when (and if) war occurs, the individual experiences a discharge of
aggressiveness, a strengthening of the self, of group sense and of ‘group narcissism’.
Cooley has argued that, refinement, culture and taste have no necessary ability to
diminish hostility: “they make a richer and finer sympathy possible, but at the same
time multiply the possible occasions of antipathy’ (Cooley, 1902:237).

Finally, T would like to refer briefly to a last point that is often apparent in

~ many conflicts and it regards naming. Nations and ethnic groups are often involved
in conflicts about the name of a territory, which they claim to be theirs, about the
group’s name etc, and it often strike us as absurd that hostility, skirmishes, or even
military encounters occur for a simple name. Nevertheless, it seems that the issue is
not simply the name; what is at stake is the very issue of identity. Naming is very
important, for it both confers and imposes an identity (Moscovici, 1985:372). Laclau
has argued that the very identity of an object “is the retroactive effect of naming
itself: it is the name itself, the signifier, which supports the identity of an object”®. In
that sense, naming of an object is “discursively constructing it” (ibid). Conflicts
about a name are actually conflicts on identity. Thus, labelling and language are very

significant aspects of the issue of national identity, too.

Lipowatz argues (in relation to propaganda) that, although sounds and images
can have a more direct access to individuals’ unconscious, it is only words that can

coherently structure a suggestive message. Words have a suggestive power and they

2 The notion of ‘narcissism of minor differences’ is referred to in Freud, 1921:131 and Freud, 1930:305; also,
see Volcan, 1988:103-118.
¥ See Ernesto Laclau’s preface in Zizek, 1989, p. xiii.
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infer a whole world of symbolic images and contents (Lipowatz, 1990:97). They are
not just what is said but, also, what is signified and understood under a given word.
We can thus see labelling as an attempt to identify ‘us’ and ‘them’, but also as an act
of stereotyping and of ignoring the differences. For example, when referring to other
members of a particular national/ethnic group, people often use the single instead of
the plural tense: for example, they say ‘the German’ instead of the Germans. This
practice indicates the fact that, the word ‘German’ (Turk, Indian, etc) is connected
with certain properties that are attributed to all Germans alike, as if they were just
one person (the single tense indicates one person). This is a common way of referring
to others in the nationalistic discourse. Similar examples indicating the categorisation
of the others exist in the Japanese and Thai description of the Western (and white)
people as gaijin and farang respectively. Creighton argues about Japan that, “the
social construction of gaijin denies the individual uniqueness of Westerners,
transforming all Caucasians into an essentialised category that reduces the complex
variations among them”, while the same applies to Thailand according to Nedpogaeo
(2001)*.

Sublimation

We should close this chapter with a reference to the social mediation of the
drives, particularly the aggressive ones, meaning the possibilities and conditions that
drives be diverted to socially constructive goals. We will once more start with the
individual and neurotic anxiety. Freud argues that “a person only falls ill of a
neurosis if his ego has lost its capacity to allocate his libido in some way”
(1917c:434). There are two types of anxiety: the one is realistic anxiety, which is a
reaction to an external danger, and the other is neurotic anxiety, in which danger
plays no real part. In neurotic anxiety the patient is in constant fear of a danger,
whether the danger exists or not. It has been argued earlier in this chapter’' that
nationalism is somehow related to neurotic anxiety. In neurotic anxiety the patient

forms symptoms as a means to escape an otherwise unavoidable generation of

3 Quoted, and analysed in Nedpogaeo, 2001:105. The essay on the Japanese example that he refers to is
Creighton, M. R. (1995): ‘Imaging the Other in Japanese Advertising Campaigns’, in Carrier, J. G. (ed):
Occidentalism: Images of the West, Oxford: Oxford University Press, p.37.

31 Chapter 2, page 50-1.
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anxiety. In the same analogy, nationalism is a symptom of a neurotic society, as it is
also racism, xenophobia etc. A neurotic society can be one that suffers from
persecution phobias, a society in which insecurity and uncertainty rises because of
major social and/or economic changes, and so on. The rural population, for example,
has been most prone to nationalism since urbanisation posed a clear threat to their
stability and security. Big changes, in general, produce symptoms that are quite
dangerous for a society. Another example is Nazi Germany, where Hitler used the
latent, to some extend realistic, anxiety of the defeated post-war Germans and
transformed it into neurotic and persecutory anxiety by using hatred against a
‘common enemy’, the Jews. The means to achieve that were terror > and propaganda.
The Jews, interestingly enough, have always been a target because they have been
perceived as powerful and successful: thus, they ‘provoke’ envy and negative
identification (Lipowatz, 1990:193-4).

A neurotic society could potentially get rid of its neurotic symptoms if it could
provide with alternative means for allocating libido. That is, by means of
sublimation, which is the Freudian term describing the transfer of libidinal energy to
different objects. This is not an easy task, though, because neurotic symptoms offer
pleasure as they satisfy their repressed ego. Thus, the outlets for aggression, for
example, must be offered long before a given society/group come close to anxiety.
Individuation is thus important as, the more differentiated individuals are the more
resistant they are to social anxieties. But, identification with a group is also
inevitable, as it is also part of the socialisation process. Education, science, art and
sports could possibly mediate the drives and direct their energy to competitiveness in
fields that cannot be destructive for humanity. Another way that Freud has suggested
is love®, in the sense of libidinal ties with other people. Love could diminish egoistic
and self-feelings because “love for oneself knows only one barrier — love for others,
love for objects” (1921:131). Love can act as a civilising factor, for it can make the
change from egoism to altruism, from narcissism and antisocial tendencies to love as

a desire for union.

The extent to which narcissism is antisocial needs a further clarification. On

the one hand, group narcissism is antisocial in the sense that it leads to discrimination

32 Terror is the panic directed towards the people outside the group. Panic is directed to the group itself.
3 Freud, in Why War? (1933a), proposes love and identification. It is not clear, however, how can the latter
serve as a sublimation process, for it provokes the distinction of “us™ and “them” that is responsible for conflicts.
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against the others, those who are not like ‘us’. On the other hand, it is both social
because it brings individuals together in groups, society etc. Nevertheless, we have to
acknowledge that it does not bring them together because of social feelings but,
instead, because of an egoistic attachment to what is considered to be ‘ours’ (through
identifications). We could assume that this may be the reason why this apparent
socialness has destructive, antisocial outcomes, such as conflicts, wars etc. However,
the tendency to exclude others could be mediated (not disappear) if, for instance,

education were oriented to that aim.

Education is particularly important in directing children’s activities towards
constructive aims. Beyond education, however, the wider political environment and
the discourse transmitted from politicians and the media is also important. To the
extent that politics, for example, are as defined by Moscovici, meaning “the rational
form of exploiting the irrational substance of the masses” (1985:37), and the
maintenance of power is of first priority for politicians, educational and other
‘civilisational’ outlets lose much of their effectiveness. Since individuals tend to
regress to infantile fixations and seek for instinctual satisfactions, the issue is to
manage, through effective sublimation, to direct desire (the ‘vehicle’ of all drives)
towards less destructing alternatives. This, though, requires strong political will and
commitment, as well as social surveillance and a constant effort towards this
direction. The reason is that, as Freud has argued, the instinctual inclination to
aggression forces civilisation to such an expenditure of energy that “civilisation has
to use its utmost efforts in order to set limits to man’s aggressive instincts”
(1930:302). This is not an easy task for it requires a continuous process and effort,
while it can never be an achievement in the sense of being a stable accomplishment.
The constant tendency of unconscious drives to manifest themselves free from
inhibition is one major difficulty for sublimation. Yet, the other significant difficulty
towards this aim is that these unconscious drives are manipulated at the collective
level and even occasionally cultivated. Thus, the issue is not whether collective
sublimation will be effective but whether it can exist in the first place. We shall
return to this issue in subsequent chapters because this is also a matter of political

analysis.
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Limitations to Psychoanalytic Approach?

Ross, in an article titled ‘Psychocultural Interpretation Theory and
Peacemaking in Ethnic Conflicts’ (1995), tries to offer an explanation of ethnic
conflicts through what he introduces as ‘psychocultural interpretation theory’, which
he defines as the implementation of psychoanalytic theory to issues of ethnic
conflicts. His analysis is followed by a last section where he discuses the limitations
of psychoanalytic approach in explaining phenomena related to group psychology. It
is important to see these limitations that Ross identifies because they express not
only his own but more general misunderstandings about the way psychoanalysis can
be connected to the analysis of political and social phenomena, and also because a
response to them will help clarify the need for a multidimensional approach. So, to
begin with, Ross defines as the first limit of psychoanalytic approach the fact that it
gives a secondary role to concrete interests and power differences. This may be true
if one exaggerates the importance of this theory and ignore that sociopolitical issues
involve other dynamics as well. Beyond this exaggeration, though, it is not true that
power relations are considered secondary because most scholars view psychoanalysis
as an additional, although not secondary, dimension. So, when psychoanalytic
explanations are presented in relation to social/political phenomena they cannot be
presented as the only explanation. Ross’s second argument is that “psychocultural
accounts, even if they have some merit, offer a more complex explanation than is
often required, ignoring proximate causes of disputes in favour of more remote ones.
Why...worry about long-term developmental forces when much more obvious causes
of conflict are clear to all?”” (1995:540). However, the ‘more obvious causes’ that he
mentions do not offer a full explanation, because if they did, then nationalism and
national identity would not be broadly dismissed as irrational and paradoxical®*.
Political, economic and other specific explanations explain part of the conflict and
can be concrete only when referring to a given case, while the individual dimension
remains unexplored. There are more dynamics involved than the ‘obvious’ ones, and

the contribution of psychoanalytic approach is towards a deeper explanation.

Ross ascribes to psychocultural theory vagueness in specifying the targets of

hostile impulses, forgetting that these targets are socially and politically determined.

3 On the perception of nationalism as resurgence of primitive and irrational instincts, but also for an explanation
of the reasons for such perceptions that goes back to 19" century thinkers, see Berlin, 1990.
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Likewise, he says that, “the theory is not very precise about how particular
dispositions are invoked in situations where alternative dispositions might direct
behaviour in different directions” (1995:540). But, psychoanalytical interpretations
explain the existence within individuals of those drives that determine the tendencies
of their behaviour. Individuals need an outlet of aggression, for example: which of
the many available they will pick up is not to be answered by psychoanalysis. The
outlets available and individuals’ and groups’ social behaviour are determined by the
social structures, the political situation and historical period they live in —coincidence
being also another, underestimated variable. The theory of unconscious mechanisms
that direct individual actions needs political and historical analyses as indispensable
in examining specific cases. This is the reason why I initially argued in favour of a
multidimensional understanding of these perplexing issues. Thus, an answer to
Ross’s limitations would generally be that, in issues that both individuals and
society/politics are involved, an adequate and complete comprehension requires the
analysis of all dynamics —individual and collective. In particular regarding national
identity, we shall refer to political, social and other circumstances that affect
individual and group behaviour in the following two chapters (particularly in chapter
4).

Our analysis up to this point has led us to a psychoanalytic understanding of
individual’s psychology, their potentials within a group, as well as an understanding
of the constitution of common identity among members of a group; particular
reference has been made to the formation of national identities. Yet, a number of
issues need to be further clarified. For example, as national identity is one of the
several identities one acquires, why is it so prevalent within modernity and, also,
how does it relate to other types of group and individual identity? This question
would help us illuminate the question why is national identity so pervasive in world
politics in the modern era. In order to address national identity we need to address,
not only the process of identification but, also, the characteristics of ‘national’

identification. So, we need to analyse nationalism because it has signified the nation
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with certain characteristics that determine the nature of national identification. Also,
nationalism has appeared in modernity, which is exactly the context of reference of
the debate on national identity. In addition, as nationalism was refereed to in a few
instances in this chapter in relation to its pathological forms, we need to understand
what makes nationalism manifest itself in a pathological way because there are
several types of nationalism, such as liberating, defensive, and so on. Thus, one of
the questions addressed will be whether there are benign forms of nationalism. These
questions are important as national identity is mostly influenced by the existing

nationalistic rhetoric.

So, in the sequel of this thesis we shall confine our discussion to national
identity. In particular, the context of reference will be modemity and nationalism,
while in the last chapters we will come closer to contemporary era and examine
national identity in relation to late-modernity’s globalisation. In the next chapter I
will begin by addressing the questions posed in the last paragraph and examine

national identity in accordance to nationalism.



PART TWO

National Identity and its Signification by Nationalism

In part two, the main concept in our analysis of national identity will be
nationalism. As it will be argued, nationalism is a prevalent ideology within
modemity and also an ideology that has signified the nation and people’s
identification with it to a large extent. Thus, an analysis of national identity requires
a respective analysis of nationalism and the national state. In chapter 3 we shall
proceed in the definition of nationalism and explain the reasons for its success and
prevalence in the modern era. On the grounds of this analysis we shall make a
schematic distinction between national and ‘nationalistic’ identity, which is the
identity that comes out of identification with the national state as signified by
nationalism. In the sequel, in chapter 4 we shall examine the initial emergence of
nationalism in modernity and the subsequent nationalistic manifestations throughout
modernity. That means that, we shall first examine the reasons for its initial
emergence as a prevalent ideology and movement in the modem era, but also the
particular circumstances that result in the emergence of nationalism or its
transformation into different types (i.e. militant, moderate etc) through different
times and places within modernity. The analysis of the initial emergence of
nationalism in modemity will also involve the question of the existence of national

groups before modernity and their distinction from ethnic groups.



CHAPTER 3: NATIONAL IDENTITY IN THE
ERA OF NATIONALISM

We examined in the previous chapters the inner mechanisms of
identification and the psychological dynamics of group identification, with
particular reference to ethnic and national groups. We analysed the changes
that individual psychology undergoes when they become members of a group,
and the unconscious determinants in acquiring a group’s identity. We have, in a
sense, explored the °‘subjective’, the psychological dimension of national
identity, its identity component. But, as is has also been mentioned, national
identity is a social and political identity as well: social, as it is formed through
the interaction with other people and groups, and political, for it is a social
identity that is collectively attributed to people through highly organised
means, procedures and political structures. As a political identity, however, it is
necessarily social, as the political dimension directly refers to a social
environment, group, etc, so, emphasis will be laid on the political aspect of
national identity. An additional reason for this is that national identity is
influenced and signified by the political ideology of nationalism. So, in order to
explore the socio-political dimension of national identity, its national
component, emphasis will be shifted from identity per se and will be put on the
political dimension of national identity in order to explain its influence by
nationalism and the fact that national identity is politically manageable and

easily exploited so as to mobilise people towards certain political ends.

In this chapter psychoanalysis will act as a complementary tool in
approaching political and historical phenomena. As it has been argued, the
complexity of national identity requires a multidimensional perspective for its
deeper understanding. In the previous chapters we were introduced to the main
psychoanalytic concepts and showed their applicability in issues regarding the
individual as a social being, and in particular regarding its group identification.
Now, having acquired a deeper knowledge of the individuals we can add to the

examination of national identity the standpoint of political analysis.
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The basic question still remains: “Why national identity?” What makes it
so prominent and appealing among other identities? What accounts for such a
strong sentimental attachment td the nation, what renders individuals so highly
‘mobilisable’ for the sake of their nation? Why does reason seem to withdraw
along with any personal interest — that is, more accurately, why are personal
interests identified with national ones? In order to answer these questions it is
important to examine nationalism. On the one hand, nationalism (re)defines the
nation with certain characteristics that determine in their turn the nature of
identification with it. On the other hand, nationalism creates a context that fits
and accommodates the mechanisms and structures of identity, as they were
analysed in the previous chapters. Also important is that the questions we want
to answer about national identity are questions posed in the context of
modernity, and nationalism is a modern ideology. Thus, nationalism is
indispensable in explaining national identity. Throughout this chapter, the main

concept, and context, in our analysis of national identity will be nationalism.

Nationalism

Nationalism is a huge topic in itself, with diverse parameters and
multiple points to focus on. The relevant bibliography is quite rich and an
increasing number of scholars address this issue. Certainly, not every sub-issue
of the debate on nationalism can be referred to in this chapter, nor is it my
intention to offer a brief summary of it. In reality, as this research is addressed
to scholars of the field, it may be assumed that the reader has some minimum
familiarity with the debate on nationalism, and national identity, and a basic

knowledge of the issues involved.

As this analysis of nationalism is motivated by the study on national
identity, any reference to nationalism will be made in that context.
Consequently I will elaborate those aspects of nationalism that I have estimated
as more important in explaining national identity —its prevalence in the modem

era and its perceived irrationality— without insinuating that other aspects are
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not, or are less, important in general. Thus, in the following sections we will
define nationalism and elaborate it further through its definitional
characteristics, and then we will refer to its dominance within modernity in an

effort to explain its presence and ubiquitousness.

Definition of Nationalism

As it is very often the case with complex sociological and political
concepts, so with nationalism there is not a broadly accepted definition. The
multiplicity of definitions has to do with the intricacy of nationalism itself and
its diverse manifestations that scholars in the field try to address. Nevertheless,
several elements of the existing definitions overlap or are closely connected
and a general consensus can be inferred on several aspects. At the same time,
however, the particular focus of each analysis is usually implicit and results in
the absence of some other elements. So, I will propose a definition of
nationalism that, although it was not intended to be a synopsis of most
definitions, it finally integrates much of its definitional characteristics. My
intention was to develop a definition of nationalism that would entail most of
its elements, certainly the most crucial ones, and those that are generally
omitted, though important. Specifically, my initial concern was to include in
the definition of nationalism those elements that are disregarded in a number of
analyses but are nevertheless indispensable for its understahding. At the same
time this definition had to be accurate and, for the sake of methodological
precision, should be valid beyond the strict context of the current research. Yet,
these two concerns did not come in contradiction to each other. So, the
proposed definition will be one that identifies those elements of nationalism
that constitute its definitional characteristics and accurately identify its most

important and indispensable elements.

To the extent that the aim of a definition is to provide an understanding

>

and a clarification, a ‘Nationalism is...” sentence is not clarifying without a
more concrete elaboration of the definitional characteristics. For that reason,

the following paragraphs will serve as a definition of nationalism.
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Nationalism is an ideology, a discourse, a movement, and a sentiment' .

As an ideology, nationalism appears in the modemn era and it holds that
the world is divided into distinct nations, each of which should find political
expression in its own sovereign state’; it also holds that their interests are of
primary importance before any other interest, value or loyalty, and the state’s
role is to secure these interests. The aim of ‘self-determination’ in a state is the
initial concept; nevertheless, several movements have claimed for some degree
of autonomy within existing ‘nation-states”. This deviation from the norm is a
political or tactical compromise, and it more often emerges in contemporary
politics. As an ideology, nationalism rationalises the external world and
addresses reason; but, by systematising thinking, it can also block the
development of argumentation and obstruct the mediation between individuals

and their social environment (Lipowatz & Demertzis, 1994:139).

Nationalism is a political ideology that creates and sustains mobilisation
with three basic ideological mechanisms: generalisation, naturalisation, and
identification®. These ideological mechanisms are highly mobilising because
they appeal strongly to the unconscious desires and they result in the creation
of powerful identities. Through generalisation, the particular appears as
universal, as general, and the interests of a group appear as public interests. So,

too, the interests of a nation derive general validity through nationalism and are

! This sentence alone could be applied to several other ideologies; if it was intended to serve as a

complete definition of nationalism it could read as nationalism is an ideology, a discourse, a movement,
and a sentiment that represents a world of nations as being natural and inevitable. However, the chosen
phrasing outlines the basic axes around which nationalism’s definition will evolve, and the next three
pages will serve as a full definition of nationalism.

As to the defining elements/axes of nationalism themselves, Gellner’s definition of nationalism as a
“political doctrine, a movement and a sentiment” (1993:1) seems quite similar but he defines sentiment in
quite narrow terms as “the feeling of anger aroused by the violation of the principle, or the feeling of
satisfaction aroused by its fulfilment” (p.1). Smith (1995a) also defines it as an ‘ideology and a
movement’, and Hastings (1997) as a ‘political theory and a practice’. Also, nationalism has not merely
been defined as a negative force: for example, Breuilly (1993) defines it as a form of politics and
considers the current views of nationalism as ideas, sentiments etc. as a loosening of the specific meaning
of nationalism.

2 As Gellner put it, nationalism is “a political doctrine, which holds that the political and the national unit
should be congruent” (1993:1).

3 I put the term ‘nation-state’ in inverted commas because the vast majority of existing states are not
nation-states in the sense of one-nation in one-state. I rather prefer the more accurate term that Smith
introduces: national state. This will be further explained in more detail in chapter 4.

* In Lipowatz & Demertzis, 1994:97-100. These are mobilizing mechanisms of ideologies, in general,
and thus apply to nationalism as well.
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thus given supreme priority. Naturalisation is a mechanism by which the social
and the political appear natural, given, unchosen. Naturalisation is largely used
by nationalism, through which each nation is seen as an ‘eternal’ social
category. In Barthes words, “ideology speaks with the “Voice of Nature’...
nationalism is the ideology by which the world of nations has come to seem the
natural world™. Naturalisation is closely connected to legitimation, a
fundamental function of ideologies®, for what is natural becomes automatically
excused, justified and, in the end, legitimised. The third mechanism,
identification, makes the ideology unconsciously internalised and formulates
individual and collective identities. When nationalism is internalised, national
identity is ascribed to the individuals who, thereafter, tend to identify —wholly
or partially— their interests with their nation’s and naturally act out for their
defence. According to Breuilly, there exists in the modern world a general need
for identity expressed as a general need for ideology, and he stresses that,
“nationalist ideology is a particularly powerful response to this need” because
it is both abstract (in the ways of achieving its goals) and repudiating of the
depersonalising character of modernity (1993:381-2). So, the success of
nationalistic ideology is connected to its quality of providing strong identities.
This success is not only related to the aspiring type of identities that
nationalism advances, but also with its claim for a state that will accommodate
a national unit: the modern state apparatus possesses the means to largely

ascribe and systematise collective identities and thus make them stronger .

Nationalism provides with strong identities because its ideologisation
goes through these processes —generalisation, naturalisation and identification—
that further account for its high mobilising quality; in particular, its widespread
ideological appeal is not irrelevant to its ability to present the particular as
universally valid. This process, for example, generates a perception of the
‘world’ as a unitary and homogeneous whole, which satisfies the need to deny

external reality and the unconscious search for pleasure through an imaginary

> Barthes, R. (1977): Roland Barthes, Basingstoke: Macmillan, p.47, quoted in Billing 1997:37.

® According to Breuilly, the three functions of ideology within a political movement are co-ordination,
mobilisation, and legitimation (1993:93)

" The function of the modern state in relation to the success of nationalism will be analysed in the sequel
of this chapter, pp.92-93.
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return to ‘the natural state of things’®. Thus, identification with the nation
becomes a particularly gratifying process. Although the three mechanisms are
interrelated, generalisation is particularly important for the ideologisation of
nationalism (as it gives universal validity to a particular idea), while we can
most clearly see the mechanisms of naturalisation and identification

functioning through nationalism as movement and sentiment respectively.

Nationalism is a discourse too, a discourse that expresses the ideology of
nationalism and its basic principles (as they were defined above) through
nationalistic rhetoric. It is more than that, however: it is a universal discourse
comprised out of particularistic elements. Its universality is twofold. First,
nationalism is the regulatory principle of modernity, according to which the
international order and the relations of the nations and the states are
established. Second, it is a discourse that can be traced in all existing nations,
and ethnic groups, even in those that have their own sovereign state. To the
extend that nationalistic rhetoric is used even when the aim (of ‘self-
determination’) is accomplished, it usually serves so as to maintain national
coherence; it is doing so both by ‘reminding’ nationhood (to use Billing’s
term), and by helping to diffuse aggression outside the national group (i.e.
through verbally expressed aggression against other national groups). The
simultaneous particularism of nationalistic discourse is expressed in the way
people address their own ethnic and national group, and in the idea that each
such group holds for itself This —universally articulated— particularistic
discourse is characterised by almost every nation’s self-estimation that its
distinctive characteristics are unique and of a superior or distinctive value and
merit. In other words, it is a discourse that flatters the group and satisfies its
narcissism. It is also a discourse that is used by both extreme nationalists and
‘mild’ political leaders. It is, for example, very common to hear political
leaders addressing their national group as the “greatest nation in the world”, as

Bush and Clinton, Thatcher’, along with Milosevic and others have done. Also,

8 These characteristics of the unconscious are described by Freud, 1915d:191-192; they are also
described in this thesis in chapter 1, p.19.

® Billing (1995) quotes several examples of the nationalistic rhetoric used by political leaders, especially
in the US and the UK see particularly his introduction, pages 87-91, and chapter five.
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a contemptuous attitude towards other nations is usually implicit in
nationalistic discourse, and occasionally explicit. This contemptuous attitude is
directly relevant to the high self-evaluation of each nation, and they are both
explainable through the process of identification: during identification,
individuals internalise external images that please their self-image and, thus,
they project their unwanted self/group images to the others'®. In that sense, the
positive image for one’s self/nation and the negative image of the others —
particularly the neighbouring and familiar others— are the two sides of the same

coin.

A common reference in nationalistic rhetoric is made to a ‘Golden Age’,
a time in ‘antiquity” when the nation was glorious, powerful, and capable of
high achievements; or, it can be the time of its ‘birth’. Anthony Smith, in a
study on ‘The Golden Age and National Renewal’, argues that, the use of the
Golden Age in nationalism fulfils six main functions: to satisfy the “quest for
authenticity”, to locate and “re-root the community”, to “establish a sense of
continuity”, to “remind the members of a community of their past greatness
and hence their inner worth”, to “proclaim an imminent status reversal”, and to
mirror and point towards a glorious destiny (1997, pp.48-51). These functions
directly relate to basic particularistic discursive elements of nationalism that
formulate much of its discourse, a discourse that points to the future looking
backwards. Thus, nationalism traces the nations’ origins to the past and
establishes continuity with the present, a continuity either uninterrupted or
interrupted by ‘external’ and ‘evil’ forces; either way, the promise to restore
the nation’s former glory is always manifest, thus pointing to the future. In this
discourse, the search for authenticity represents an effort to answer the question
‘where do we come from?’, to find our origins, to identify ourselves and the
others. The ‘Golden Age’ discourse is particularly appealing because it refers
to the initial narcissistic perfection and bliss of the infant, to a wholeness that is
gradually interrupted and distanced as it grows up. So, fhe nationalistic
discourse about a ‘Golden Age’ derives its strength and appeal from the pre-

existing structures of personality and the promise to ‘repair’ or compensate for

1% As it was explained in chapter 1, p.22-23 and chapter 2, pp.61-69 of this thesis, based on the theories
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the lost paradise, hence rendering it one of the most generally employed and
successful nationalistic discourses. In the example of the ‘Golden Age’ we see
nationalism functioning as an ideological discourse that serves all three

processes of generalisation, naturalisation, and identification.

Nationalism as a movement is the activation of nations and ethnic groups
in order to achieve political expression in their ‘nation-state’ and to have their
independence and autonomy recognised within the international arena of
national states. In this sense it is connected to the right of ‘self-determination’,
which is mainly used in connection to liberation nationalisms, but it also
includes secessionist movements of ethnic groups and minorities within
established national states which may make claims for an autonomous status
within the existing state in which they operate. Nationalism as a movement
also includes the operation of established national states towards their
expansion and, as a consequence, glorification. These nationalisms are usually
characterised by the appearance of the adjective ‘great’ in their name and
rhetoric (i.e. ‘Great Albania’, ‘Great Germany’, etc), and they are often

explicitly militaristic.

The ideological mechanisms of generalisation and naturalisation have
boosted the claims of nationalistic movements because they justify them and
make them appear obvious, natural. That happens because, in an age where the
ideology of nationalism prevails and the ‘nation-state’ is recognised as the
supreme conveyor of sovereignty and an higher value as well (at least until
very recently'"), the wish of a nation to participate in this international order on
equal terms is not only justified, but it is also created by nationalism itself.
Also, the connection of a nation or an ethnic community with antiquity, which
ascribes to it an eternal value, renders the claims of these movements natural

and enriches them with an ethical quality.

Nationalism as a sentiment is the feeling of pride and self-esteem arising

out of belonging to a nation, which is perceived as the primary form of

of Volcan (1988) and Klein (1988).
""" In chapter 5 I will refer to globalisation and the relevant discussion about the repudiation or not of the
national state within the global era.
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belonging, and engendered by its present and/or past glorious achievements; it
is also the sorrow, shame and anger arising out of the nations’ misdeeds and
misfortunes; and, it is the higher self-evaluation of the national group as
opposed to other national groups, for whom contempt is occasionally shown.
As membership in a group contributes to the fulfilment of the emotional needs
of individuals, the positive evaluation of one’s nation is the natural outcome of
participation in it; its ‘great accomplishments’ serve as a rationalisation, a
justification for that. But, as there are other nations surrounding one’s own,
self-elevation often comes through comparison, and looking down on other
nations can be a prerequisite for sustaining feelings of self-worth.
Externalisation of unwanted aspects and characteristics of nations as an
outcome of collective identification is also relevant here, as already explained.
In addition, the misfortunes in a nation’s history most commonly provoke
aggression and anger against others, for it is usually external forces that are
blamed for the nations’ sufferings. This is not to deny that, in politics, it is
often the case that certain national states interfere into the affairs of others,
often with dramatic consequences. Psychologically, however, people tend to
project unconscious feelings, such as anger and aggressiveness, against others
and then to use these projections as justifications for their discrimination

against them.

It is not only identification with a nation but, also, its being considered as
the ultimate ‘communal’ grouping that makes it the primary form of
belonging'?. Only the Family is of a similar importance —sometimes of less
importance in extreme nationalistic discourses. It is not a coincidence that
people often refer to the nation as ‘a family’, to co-nationals as ‘brothers’ and
‘sisters’, and to the country as the ‘motherland’ or ‘fatherland’. “A nation is a
large scale solidarity”, writes Renan (1996:53), expressing this particularity of
belonging to a nation. Thus, identification with a nation, and with the co-

nationals, creates a family-bond; and national identity derives its strength from

'2 The sense of belonging is an essential feeling of nationalism as a sentiment and closely connected to
the ideological mechanism of identification, which directly engenders national identification. However,
the sense of belonging is not distinctive of nationalism,; it is the claim that the nation is the ultimate form
of communal belonging that is highly distinctive of nationalism, which also makes belonging to it so
important.
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it. That is because these new family-bonds exert similar psychological appeal
to the powerful unconscious desires that determine the psychological
constitution of individuals, and they act as a “simulation’ of real family-bonds

(which are the stronger bonds for every individual).

Now that we have defined nationalism it would be useful to refer to its
dominance and strength as an ideology and practice that is prevalent for the last

two hundred years.

A Dominant ideology Within Modernity

“The world is divided between nations and states; if nationalism is the
ideology which maintains these nation-states as nation-states, then ‘nationalism
is the most successful ideology in human history’”®. Birch is certainly right
about the success of nationalistic ideology, considering that it is confined to
modernity: modernity is the age when the very term of ideology was initiated
in order to correspond to a new, modern concept, as this is the time when
ideologies came to the fore'*. The success of nationalism can be observed
through three main manifestations. The first is that the ‘nation-state’ has gained
universal recognition as the basic and legitimate body of exertion of authority
and power; second, that nationalism claims and attracts extreme loyalty to the
nation and belief in the ideal of ‘nation-state’ (of statehood of the nation); and
third, that nationalism combines with theories and practices that may be

opposed to each other without been in contradiction to itself or to them.

The first observation is closely related to the particular and universal
character of nationalistic discourse. As Billing argues, “if ‘our’ nation is to be
imagined in all its particularity, it must be imagined as a nation amongst other

nations” (1995:83). An independent and sovereign national state is one that is

'3 Birch (1989), Nationalism and National Integration, p.3, quoted in Billing (1995), p.22.
'* See on ideology Lipowatz and Demertzis (1994), particularly p.47.
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acknowledged as such in an international environment, meaning by other
national states; “the emergence of nation-states coincides with the emergence
of international relations” (Billing, 1995:83). The modern era is exactly an era
of national states, whose status and particularity is either recognised or leads to
conflicts and/or war, and which (particularity) is self-evaluated by each one as
superior; this is a consequence of nationalism. For instance, Kristeva shows
that in the Declaration of Man and Citizen the ‘natural’ man is immediately
political and national (1991:148-9). And that provokes Kristeva to ask: what
about peoples with no homeland? Where do their rights come from, since even
one of the most liberal and humanistic of declarations ascribes to them
universal rights only so long as they are part of a specific political unit, the

national unit?

The second observation that manifests the success of nationalism within
modernity is also manifest in the strong commitment and loyalty people feel
towards their ethnic and national community, just as nationalism postulates,
and the continuous effort of those who are ‘unsettled’ towards statehood. The
making of national states that started massively in the late 18th century is a
prospect still appealing for those ethnic communities that are a minority within
a state; it also proved appealing for the several new nations that emerged right
after the brake-up of the former USSR. For them, but also for all other nations
in the world that already enjoy statehood, the ‘nation-state’ is an aspiration or a
reality, respectively, that captures their imagination and gives them the will to

sacrifice.

The third important observation on nationalism and its success is that it
can express itself through various and diverse manifestations; this is a
consequence of its being an all-encompassing ideology. We have witnessed all
kinds of nationalistic movements and rhetoric: liberationist, integrative,
expansionist, chauvinist, liberal, socialistic, fascistic, etc. Nationalism can be
combined with other political ideologies and practices without been in
contradiction to itself, largely because it does not specify the means by which
the nation should acquire its own state, neither does it specify who shall belong

to it. It is exactly because it does not specify the means, but only the end, that
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nationalism is so flexibly combined with other theories. Jenkins and Sofos
argue that the ambiguity of nationalism is due to the potential coexistence of
democratic and authoritarian elements, which render it both ambiguous and
malleable (1996:19). They are not right, though, in specifying the order of
cause and effect: nationalism is inherently ambiguous (exactly because it does
not specify either the means or the content of its aim, meaning the means to
capture the state and the content/character that this state will have), and it is
this ambiguity that allows for the potential coexistence of democratic and
authoritarian elements, not the other way round. It is this characteristic that
makes it compatible with other trends, religions, ideologies. In Billing’s words,
“Liberalism and Marxism have been territorially limited, as was Christendom
or Islam in the Middle Ages, but nationalism is an international ideology”
(1995:22, emphasis added). It is this characteristic of nationalism, its inherent
ambiguity, that also finds fertile ground on the unconscious structures and
desires'®, which allow for the unproblematic coexistence of contradictory and

even conflicting elements.

It is very interesting to note that nationalism is not incompatible with
religion either. Religion is often argued to constitute an integral part of national
identity, of a nation’s history, and a sustaining value. What is more peculiar, in
addition, is that religion can equally ‘speak’ in nationalistic terms. Let us take
the example of Rached Gannouchi, leading intellectual of the Tunisian Islamist
movement, who expressed the view that “the only way to accede to modernity
is by our own path, that which has been traced for us by our religion, our

history, and our civilisation™'®

. What is important in this quote is that ‘our’ can
equally refer to the nation (Zunisian Islamic Movement) and to the religion
(Tunisian Islamic Movement) and still have an appeal without loosing its
coherence —despite the obvious contradiction of the combination of

nationalism’s cultural particularity and Islamic religion’s universality'’. This is

15" Such as timelessness and exemption form mutual contradiction (defined in chapter 1, p.19).

'S Interview with Jeune Afrique, in July 1990. Quoted in Castells, 1997:13.

'7 It is remarkable that, although, theoretically, Christianity and Islam should be incompatible with the
particularism of nationalism, in practice they have been combined, to a larger or lesser extent. The fact
that this significant contradiction is not only acknowledged but, on the contrary, disregarded by the bulk
of believers and ‘nationals’ is indicative of the ability of the unconscious to accommodate contradicting
postulates —to the extent that they offer pleasure and satisfaction.
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only one of many instances where religious leaders use nationalistic rhetoric —
or nationalist leaders use religious rhetoric? Indeed, the relation is often
reversed as nationalism ‘speaks’ in religious terms too. For example, it
sanctifies the origins, the starting point of a nation, it eternalises the national
community beyond life and death (of its members), and it maximises the value
of the nation by attributing to it a metaphysical substance. Lipowatz and
Demertzis (1994:49) argue that ideologies, in general, differ from religions in
that they are not a regulating representation of the world, and they do not refer
to a metaphysical being. They do have the capacity, though, to function in a
religious way, and nationalism is a characteristic example of that. Thus,
nationalism appears as a “secular political religion”, in Demertzis’ words
(1996:148-9).

So, nationalism has been one of the more lasting, penetrating, and
aspiring ideologies of modernity. How can this success be explained? Let us
see the proposed explanations of two important scholars in the field: Gellner
and Smith. Like several scholars, Gellner (1983) refers to more concrete
explanations and tangible characteristics of nationalism. Gellner, for example,
examines language as a cultural trait definitive of a nation seeking statehood
(language as a criterion of ethnicity and thus of potential nationalism), and
argues that there are » potential nationalisms for every successful one'®. This
way, however, he reduces the success of nationalism in all its characteristics to
its success as a movement to actually establish a national state. Thus,
nationalistic aspirations and even failed movements do not account for Gellner
as an indication of nationalism’s predominance and nationalism is reduced to
certain tangible characteristics. Smith, on the other hand, argues that the
success of nationalism as a movement “depends on specific cultural and
historical contexts...and pre-existing and highly particularised cultural heritages
and ethnic formations™; at the same time, he distinguishes nationalism as an
ideology, which “can take root only if it strikes a popular chord...” (1995a,
preface p.viii). He connects the possibility of ‘striking a popular chord’,

however, solely with these specific cultural contexts and pre-existing heritages.
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Regarding Smith’s explanation, we could make two remarks. One is that, to the
cultural and historical contexts that Smith defines, we should add the role of
specific political circumstances and internal or external policies (governmental
policies, international interventions etc) that may give rise and facilitate the
spread of nationalism and its success towards statehood. The second remark is
that nationalism has the potentials to strike a chord to several individuals
because of their inner predispositions, independently of the specific cultural

and historical context'”.

Regarding the success of nationalism I would propose two explanations:
the first stresses the psychological reasons for its success and the second
stresses the political explanation. The first is a set of three sub-explanations
which are interrelated to a large extent and together account for the
psychological explanation. These are: that nationalism has a strong
psychological appeal and it finds support in peoples’ unconscious, that it
provides a sense of ‘wholeness’, a complete explanation of the surrounding
world —a secular explanation of course, and that it provides people with strong
and fulfilling identities. The second explanation is related to the changing
character and functions of the state in modernity®®. Let’s see each of these

causes separately.

The first, psychological explanation for nationalism’s success that will be
supported in this study relates to the psychical foundations of human beings —
certain aspects of which wave been mentioned in the process, but it would not
be superficial to systematise them here. One psychological aspect that explains
nationalism’s success is that it finds supporting ground in the human psyche by
its strong appeal to the unconscious. Nationalism appeals to the unconscious
drives mainly in two ways: it satisfies and enhances individual and group
narcissism, and it offers guilt-free outlets of aggression. To begin with,

nationalism as a sentiment is narcissistic and its narcissistic character is

¥ Meaning that there are much more languages, and thus potential nationalisms, than effective ones. See
Gellner (1983), pp.44-45.

% Or, perhaps, we could say that, because of these individual psychic predispositions, the cultural and
historical context that facilitate nationalism can exist in all nations in specific periods of time.

20 A political explanation, as it concerns the changing character of the state, but also one with economic
connotations as well, as these changes were also necessitated by economic changes.
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supported by the ideology and discourse of nationalism too; nationalism is
often described in the readings of political psychology as “defensive group
narcissism” (Falk, 1992:227). That is because it flatters the group as a whole
and individuals separately. Nationalism presents each particular nation as
having an inherent, and inherited, worth and value, and it elevates the self-
esteem of its members. In its extreme forms, especially when it is combined
with racism, it directly and openly addresses a nation as superior and is,
simultaneously, militant against the outsiders (i.e. Hitler’s nationalism). Thus,
through its connection to narcissism, nationalism is particularly appealing.
Simultaneously, nationalism finds also fertile ground on the unconscious as it
‘justifies’ offence and, thus, liberates the unconscious drives, aggression in
particular. In its discursive form, nationalism allows for aggressive utterances
against the others and, as a movement, it allows for physical violence.
Individuals have an urge to externalise their aggression drives but, at the same
time, they try to inhibit and divert them towards more constructive ends so as
to be accepted within a social environment. Nationalism, however, blocks this
process by ‘generously’ offering an alibi, a ‘legitimate’ way out to aggression.
It is, to that extent, largely antisocial —just like narcissism is. So, for example,
when politicians use nationalistic rhetoric (although repudiating violence), they
provoke a significant retrogression in people’s efforts to accommodate their
drives within society: they do so by allowing and provoking unconscious
regression, since they legitimise nationalistic reactions by rendering them

acceptable within the social environment.

Nevertheless, even if nationalism is to the extent just mentioned largely
antisocial, it is not wholly antisocial if we examine it from another perspective.
Nationalism also appeals to the love, self-preservation drives. Therefore, it
provides a given society with a strong cause to live and work together, as a
‘community’. So, nationalism is antisocial to those who are beyond the
community, but it has also a uniting appeal to those who are included®'.
Therefore, I would like to add the love drives to the drives of aggression and

narcissism as an additional, although contradictory, way by which nationalism

2! Nationalism is, in that sense, ‘anti inter-social’, or ‘anti-international’, although universally applied.
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strongly appeals to the unconscious. I suggest that it is this quality, of being
social and anti-social at the same time, of matching the contrary, that makes it

so inspiring.

A second aspect of nationalism’s psychological appeal that explain its
success is that it provides individuals with a sense of completeness that,
however illusionary, is essential for their being. This completeness corresponds
to the narcissistic perfection and ‘autonomy’ in which infants live, a perfection
that has been interrupted as they have been gradually denied the gratification of
their narcissistic desires, and the dominance of the pleasure principle has been
mediated or seriously undermined by the reality principle. In addition,
nationalism locates individuals within a broader environment of space and
time, it makes them feel they are at the centre of this environment and that they
serve an upper value, a superior cause. “Nations... always loom out of an
immemorial past, and, still more important, glide into a limitless future”, as
Anderson argues (1991:11). This way, they give an answer to “Who we are?’
and delineate peoples’ origins and future: “Where do we come from?’, and
‘Where are we going?’. People have always been asking about their origins,
their point of departure, and this has given rise to multiple religions and
dogmas. Nationalism serves the same need, but in secular terms: it transforms
nations into metaphysical entities, it gives them a point of departure and a
limitless future??. And this is an experience that all co-nationals can participate
in. Thus, it gives them the feeling that, by supporting their nation and acting for
its defence, they participate in an everlasting experience, a life before and after
death. We should keep the analogies in mind, though, and not equate

nationalism and religion.

The third aspect of the psychological appeal of nationalism is that it
provides individuals with strong and fulfilling identities. This is a way by
which ideologies become broadly acceptable and mobilising: by formulating

individual and collective identities. Identification occurs as nationalism unifies

2 In a world more secular than before (before nationalism came to the fore), nationalism is analogous to
religion, it is a “secular political religion’, as it was indicated earlier. And, if Hastings is right that Islam, a
non-secular world, is less influenced by nationalism than the West, we can infer that, the rise of
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a given collectivity through shared past and common destiny. It also dictates
that members of a national unit will act with equal commitment and
determination for the well being of the community, which is their well being as
well. No prosperity can be imagined outside the nation, for love for the country
is felt as the ultimate value. These identities are, thus, very strong and
fulfilling: they provide a sense of belonging, an identity for the self, and a

timeless orientation towards the past and the future.

These three aspects of the psychological appeal of nationalism stress the
psychological explanation for nationalism’s success within modernity.
However, as indicated, national identity is also a political identity that is
derived through identification with the nation as ‘nation-state’ —existing or
aspired. So, a second explanation, a political one, is needed too so as to account
for the success of nationalism. This explanation is the changing function of the
state in modernity. Among its various changes, the one that concerns us here is
the unification of social, economic, administrative, judicial and political
functions of the local and peripheral authorities with the central authorities. In
pre-modern times the state existed as a central authority that was detached from
the segmented local provinces and communities —which had a relative
autonomy regarding the social, administrative and other spheres— and had a
remote role, as tax-collector for example. With the oncoming modernisation of
the state, this relationship changed significantly”>. The state penetrated the
periphery and it united the local communities in a common large ‘community’,
the national community. Thus, the spheres of organisation of each community
were now common, as they were common with the so important administrative
and other spheres of the central state too. In addition, this process coincided, or
rather resulted in, the development of mass politics. As a consequence, the
state synchronised and systematised the various localisms and local/regional
identities into one single national identity shared by all members of the national

state.

nationalism in modemity, an age when religion declined, provides a “substitute’ for religion, to the extent
that it answers our origins and provides us with a sense of community.

B As also changed the ‘central’ and the ‘local’ in the sense that, within an empire, for example, the
central and the local expressed much different concepts themselves.
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So, the modern state was a determinant in the success of nationalism as it
organised and united the qualitatively similar desires and identities of dispersed
peoples and communities into ‘one I;eople’ and ‘one community’. This process
also strengthened the feelings that are associated with nationalism because of
the increased number of people sharing them. This strengthening of
nationalistic sentiments can be explained by the notion of ‘emotional
contagion’ (or ‘exaltation or intensification of emotion’), which means that
impartation of emotions through direct of indirect contact intensifies the

emotional charge of individuals®*,

The explanation about the success of nationalism because of the
transformation of the state is limited, however, by two inherent requirements of
this explanation. First, it applies only to those cases where there is a national
state and, second, it concerns mostly the states that followed the path of
modernisation. At the same time, however, these requirements verify the
validity of this explanation, meaning that nationalism was initiated and was
most powerful exactly in those regions and periods that these requirements
were (first) met. If we examine the history of nationalism we can see that it was
initiated and first became powerful in Europe, particularly where there was a
state in the process of modernisation and a national state further on. After its
initial emergence, nationalism became a prevalent force in most places of the
world in the twentieth century as decolonisation proceeded and nations claimed
for their own state as well. In these later cases nationalism was ‘imported’ by
the dominant colonising powers or western-educated elites®. In this later
phase, however, where nationalism is imported and reproduced, the prevalence
of nationalism seems to be relatively independent of the transformation of the
state, even independent from the existence of a state. So, for example, the
success or failure of certain states to modernise did not question the overall
success of nationalism; perhaps it is in those cases that tribalism or localism are
still relatively significant and powerful. On the other hand, there are certain

cases of nationalisms that are strong and lasting despite the fact that the

24 This concept was analysed in chapter 2, p.56.
5 This is the ‘secondary reproduction’ after its initial emergence in Europe, which will be analysed in
chapter 4, under the heading “Why has Nationalism Appeared in Modernity?’, p.168-173.
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countries concerned never had states, let alone modernised ones (i.e. Kurdish
and Tibetan nationalisms). In such cases, the national state remains an
aspiration, whose appeal and strength indicates the overall success of

nationalism?®.

Now that the basic, indicative lines have been mentioned, and we have
defined our context, the context of nationalism, we can proceed to the analysis
of national identity, as a social identity and as a political identity influenced by
nationalism, and directly answer the question ‘Why national identity?’, and

why does it occasionally appear so ferocious.

National and ‘Nationalistic’ Identity

It was argued in the introduction of the current and the previous chapters
that national identity is a social and a political identity. This is a peculiarity that
is responsible for much of the complexity and misunderstanding regarding
national identity. So, the analysis and description of national identity must take
under consideration this dual characteristic, its being both a social and a
political identity, in order to comprehend its peculiarity. At the same time, it is
important to grasp the emotional depth of national identity. In the present
analysis we shall proceed with a schematic distinction between national and

‘nationalistic’ identity, that is a division between its social and political aspect.

% This second, political explanation of nationalism’s success is no less significant than the psychological
ones; however, it has occupied less space in the present analysis. The reason is solely that, the state’ and
its transformation have been analysed extensively by several scholars thus far. In particular reference to
nationalism and the transformation of the state see, Gellner (1983), chapters 2 and 3; Greenfeld (1992),
for the cases of Britain, France, Russia, Germany and America; and Breuilly (1993), for detailed analyses
of several specific case-studies and the development of nationalism in relation to state’s transformations.
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National identity

Sociologically, national identity is the identity a person acquires out of
identification with the nation/social group he/she is born and bred in. It is one
of the multiple identities one obtains because of participation in a group, the
national group, and identification with it. Even as a social identity, however, it
has a particularity that distinguishes it from most other identities: it is not
voluntary, in the sense that it is not elective but ascriptive. Firstly, the nation is
not like any other group that one decides to enter for ideological, cultural or
any other reason. The nation is a group that we find ourselves living in and
with. This is a characteristic found in few other identities, like familial and, to
some extent, religious; the similarities of these identities with national identity
is indicative. The non-voluntary character of national identification lays in that
there is no choice of the nation we find ourselves living in. Even when
someone leaves, permanently or not, his/her country, either as an economic
immigrant, or as a student, or because of love, or just because it was narrowing
his/her potential, his/her national identity remains a reference point for external
categorisation, but also self-categorisation. Also, when one makes a choice of
another place, this is more likely to be a choice of another state than of another
nation, and it is usually accompanied with nostalgia. Secondly, national
identity is not voluntary because, we have no choice of whether we are going
to be part of any nation (or ethnic group) at all. As a group categorisation, it is
one that we do not evaluate before entering, and there is no way out either:
even if we wanted to ‘repudiate’ our, or all, nations, he might find ourselves
either externally identified as Greeks, Germans, or whatever our origin was, or
socially  isolated/marginalised. ~Thus, such a decision has been

practically/realistically improbable —though not theoretically impossible?”.

So, national identity is, in a sense, inherited: it is the identity of our
parents, and of the group we found ourselves living in. This is even more

evident in the example of persons who have two national identities. These are

¥ An exception to this could be a cosmopolitan outlook, along with the simultancous repudiation of
nations in that context. The exception consists in that such a choice would not necessarily result in social
marginalisation of the person that might confer such view (unless one repudiated the state as well),
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most commonly the cases of the children of mixed marriages, whose dual
identities are the national identities of their parents. Certain factors will
determine which of the two identities will be most significant, such as the place
of residence (it is most likely, for example, that identification with a group
through everyday interaction and socialisation will render this national group
more important than the distant one), or the relationship with the parents. Thus,
national identities are inherited by the parents. National identity in the USA
offer a significant example of the importance people ascribe to family
heritance. The choice of this particular example is made because the USA is a
nation constituted by voluntary immigration and it is a successful example of
strong national identification, no less strong than other ‘historical’ nations. Yet,
the ‘Americans’ tend to remember their old and distant origins and to
occasionally call themselves and/or the others according to them: African-
American, Greek-American, Irish-American, etc. Let alone that this also
happens with second, third etc generation immigrants, who only know about
this other country through family narratives or from occasional visits. Even so,
the sense alone that there is a family bond with another country creates a
sentimental attachment or even (loose) identification. This is not to say that
these remote identities are more important that the ‘American’ identity, but
only to stress the fact that these family/national affiliations remain important

for many ‘Americans’*®.

While national identity is inherited from the parents, it may nevertheless
not be the same as our parents’, in the sense that it may not be comprised out of
the same elements. For example, religion is for some a fundamental component
of their national identity, while for others it may not be a component at all.
This, however, does not diminish their sense of nationhood: the appeal of
national identity is independent from the perception individuals may have
about its constitutive components. The sense of identity is developed within the

context of upbringing and the familiar environment, which is unique for each

although this view itself is marginal, meaning a minority view. Nevertheless, even in such case, one
would not avoid the external identification/categorisation according to his/her nationality of origin.

% The inverted commas connote the inaccuracy in the self- and external definition of the national identity
of the USA as American despite the fact that this national state is just one of the several national states of
the American continent.
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one; beliefs and ideologies play a significant role in the making of identity and
its constitutive elements for each individual, yet national identity as a sentiment
and identification with the nation has the potentials to apply to all co-nationals.
That is due to its flexible, encompassing character that makes it not to
cc_)ntradict with other identities, but also to integrate them. As Demertzis

argues, it appeals to everybody without losing its coherence (1996:77).

A consequence of being part of a nation without a choice, a priori —
without having evaluated it, its characteristics and its members before
becoming part of it— is the high valuation of it a posteriori, in retrospect. The
additional factor of being, not just a member but an integral part of a nation —
because we are part of it since birth, and our actions are connected to its image
and destiny— makes its positive valuation a ‘compelled’ necessity. A necessity
because, as one identifies with the nation and its members, the nation’s
valuation is self-valuation as well. National identification also provides one
with a sense of belonging essential for the elementary constitution of
personality and a sense of security. Thus, national identity becomes a very

significant identity®.

‘Nationalistic Identity’

The social aspect of national identity explains partly why national
identity is so important among identities. Nevertheless, national identity has a
political aspect as well, one that further illuminates its persistence, its supposed
‘irrationality’, and its emotional depth. The political aspect of national identity
is derived by its being influenced and determined by the political doctrine of
nationalism, along with its systematisation by the modern state apparatus as
argued above, whenever there is a national state. National identity is not only

the product of identification with the nation, but it has peculiar characteristics

? We should not forget that, “identification in all its forms is the repetition of an infantile narcissistic
rite” (Bowie, 1991:37): an effort to high self-esteem and a defence against anxiety. Identification is a
process that, primarily, helps us distinguish our selves and the others and, to identify those who are
familiar and, thus, reassuring. In addition, as identification serves the individual need to belong, which
serves the pleasure principle as well, identification with the nation is primary source for the sense of
belonging.
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arising out of the particular character that nationalism attributes to the national
group. More specifically, under the influence of nationalism, the national group
is not (viewed as) any group, as it is considered to be of utmost importance and
value; so, too, national identity is ascribed more importance than other
identities. The more influential nationalism is, the more importance is ascribed
to national identity. Thus, in its political aspect, national identity is a

‘nationalistic identity’.

In addition, the prevalence of nationalism throughout modernity directly
explains the strength and prevalence of national identities in modernity —partly
though, if we add the psychological reasons as well. Nevertheless, the
psychological reasons, however important, are not confined in modernity. In
addition, they apply to other identities as well, such as local and religious. For
these reasons we have argued that the prevalence of nationalism and the
transformation of national to ‘nationalistic’ identities that follow is the
determining reason behind the prevalence and importance of national
identification in the modern era®. Let us now see certain important
characteristics of ‘nationalistic’ identity, in relation to the nation as signified by

nattonalism.

The nation is imagined as a community, “as a deep, horizontal
comradeship”, argues Anderson in Imagined Communities (1991:7). It is
imagined, though, as even more than that: it is imagined as a big ‘brotherhood’,
an extended ‘family’, to cite only some of the usual rhetoric. As in a real
family, the uniting symbols of such imagined communities are derived from
parenthood. Thus, for example, Grant tells us how the Americans, while
searching for unifying national symbols, proclaimed George Washington as
“the Father of his Country™", their first ideal figure. The parental figure best
serves as a unifying point of reference, a symbol conferring the strongest

appeal. That is because it directly appeals to the unconscious memories and

30 The shift of emphasis from religious (in the Middle Ages) to national —that is territorial— identities (in
modernity) is due to political transformations to power control. Beyond that, the reasons behind the
success and strong appeal of nationalism to individuals are both psychological and political, as it was
stressed above (current chapter, pp.89-94).

3 Grant, 1997:93. Her study concentrates in the USA and its founding myths. It is very illuminating
regarding current perceptions of the American National Identity and their consequences.
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infantile identifications, the most important and lasting in an individual’s life.
The potentials of national identity in mobilising the co-nationals sometimes
provoke astonishment. Nobody, thOl!lgh, would deny defending their family and
act for its interests, which are their interests too. This is an additional reason
why ‘nationalistic identity’ is today one of the most appealing kinds of

attachment: it resembles a family bond.

Connected to the above is the territorial specification of the nation as
‘nation-state’. The territorial specification of the nation —and of the state it
finds political expression in— is presumed to be absolute and nonnegotiable.
Borders can change only through wars or treaties —that are usually agreed and
signed after a war (Demertzis, 1996:106). The territory within the borders is
‘the holy land of the ancestors’, the ‘fatherland’ or ‘motherland’. That means
that there can be no nation without a territory as the #ome of the nation, and as
a reference point as well. As a ‘home’, it is the dominion within which the
nation finds political expression, the national state. As a point of reference, it
means that same national state (the ‘home’) for the Diaspora of a particular
nation (i.e., the Italians outside Italy); it also means the birthplace of a people
with no national state at all (i.e., the Jews until the mid-20th century, the
Kurds); or it means the ‘still un-redeemed territories’, as is North Ireland for
both Britain and Ireland. The case of the Jews is characteristic here. The Jews
had retained their national/religious®? identity for long, even though they had
no land, no state of their own. At some point, however, as nationalism
developed as a powerful force and ‘nation-states’ became the norm of political
organisation, the political movement of Zionism emerged, demanding
resettlement in the land of Israel. The nationalistic political order in the world
proved so powerful that, as Hastings argues, it ‘forced’ the Jews, who had long
retained their national identity through their religion, to act against their
scriptures and claim political expression;, for, “Jewish religion was fully

acclimatised in a diaspora existence and was in fact for long highly

32 1t is difficult to decide whether the Jewish identity should be defined as religious or national. On the
one hand, it is unquestionably a religious identity; on the other hand, the Jews developed a distinctiveness
as a ‘people’ and thus a national identity, based on that religious identity however. Therefore, it is both.



100

unsympathetic towards Zionism” (Hastings, 1997:186). The new identity that

Zionism delineates is a “nationalistic identity’.

So, national land is a basic component of ‘nationalistic identity’, which
partly explains why people are so easily mobilised when their territory is
threatened, or perceived to be under threat. Another thing that should be
mentioned regarding national territory is its naming. As indicated in the
previous chapter, the name of an “object’ is the discursive formation of it. The
name of a nation is its identity, its members’ identity, a name that is given to
them as well (the Israelites, the French, the Indians). In this line of argument,
Billing argues that, “if we are to imagine ‘ourselves’ as unique, ‘we’ need a
name to do so” (1995:73), a name that is unique too. For example, the recent
conflict between FYROM and Greece® provoked anger between the two
peoples (while it provoked irony among the external observers, who considered
the matter trivial). The reason is that, in Billing words, “the world is too small
to bear two homelands with the name ‘Macedonia’, even if clear borders
between the two are agreed. Each homeland must be considered a special
place, separated physically and metaphorically from other homelands”
(1995:75).

Another peculiarity of national identity in an era of nationalism is the
discovery of a umique identity. It is derived by the narrative of the ‘chosen
nation’, which ascribes to the given nation holiness and special destiny.
Hastings connects this to the way Christianity has shaped nation-formation and
he argues that nationalism makes use of Old Testament’s predilection to one
nation so as to provide the sense that each people can be chosen by God, just
like Israel. “The root of the more extreme wing of European nationalisms lies
precisely here, in a widely held Christian assumption that there can be only one
fully elect nation, one’s own, the true successor to ancient Israel”’(Hastings,
1997:198). So, Hastings argues, the more one nation identifies itself as chosen,

the more it wants to eliminate the first chosen nation, the Jews. This

33 A conflict over the name “Macedonia’, among other things. Macedonia has been the name of a large
territory, half of which is part of Greece, and the other half was divided between former Yugoslavia and
Bulgaria. The Greek slogan ‘Macedonia is Greek’ was referring to the northern Greek province, that was
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combination of nationalism and anti-Semitism found a terrible expression in
Nazi Germany —which is why the ‘Aryan race’ wanted to exterminate their

own citizens, the Jews.

The ‘chosen nation’ rhetoric is found in most extreme nationalistic
movements, but it is also implicit in many milder nationalisms. We can assume
that most people can recall hearing, not from extremist circles but in every day
life, that their nation is unique in this or that characteristic, that no other nation
is similar or as distinct, that it has a Great history, or that it ought (because of
its greatness?) to redeem an exemplary future. Let us give some examples,
mainly from countries whose governments usually condemn nationalism. In the
American myths of national construction there is the central assumption that
“the ultimate victory of the Americans over the British and, later, the North
over the South, was in some way preordained, that a nation destined to provide
guidance for the rest of mankind could not have failed to emerge the way it
did... as a ‘mation under God’, as a Redeemer nation” (Grant, 1997:91,
emphasis added). On the other side of the Atlantic, the British think that they
have a stronger sense of national identity, because they are the oldest nation —
along with all the rest who think the same. Last, a personal example that has
greatly astonish me is that of an acquaintance, a mild and moderate person who
had travelled a lot and lived abroad as well, who told me many years ago with
an equally mild and confident tone that, “We Greeks are superior, aﬁstocrats,

77'

because... we are not racists

Last, but not least, ‘nationalistic identity’ is an identity of loyalty to the
nation. This loyalty is expressed in various ways. In general, it is expressed in
peoples’ willingness to act for the interests of the nation and to defend their
national identity. For example, they “resist changing their identities, even when
they expect to benefit” (Stern, 1995:223) by adopting another identity (that of

the host country, in the case of an immigrant®® etc). Loyalty is easily

called that way. In Yugoslavia, too, the same name was given for its Macedonian part and, so, after the
dissolution of Yugoslavia, they wanted to keep the same name as their country’s name.

3% Usually, first generation immigrants are very willing to integrate and adapt to the host country, while
second and third generation immigrants tend to explore their origins. However, even first generation
immigrants do not abandon their national identity and keep their cultural distinctiveness, which then
passes on to their children.
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manipulated, however, usually in order to mobilise or to gain obedience.
Loyalty is a determinant for assenting to war too, argues Caspary, who says
that, obedience during war (by both soldiers and non-combatants) “can be
achieved by manipulating in-group loyalty and out-group enmity...”
(1993:423).

The distinction between national and nationalistic identity is a schematic,
descriptive one, because in reality the two appear as one. To begin with, the
one includes the other. To be accurate, ‘nationalistic identity’ necessarily
includes national identity as it is a political identity and, thus, a social identity
as well. The reverse does not apply, though: national identity could stand as a
social identity without any further connotations. The presence -—and
prevalence—~ of nationalism, however, has had the implication for national
identity to entail the ‘nationalistic identity’ in most national states in their
course of time. This can be better explained by the fact that, in the era of
nationalism, national and nationalistic identities appear interchangeably. This
means that, as national identity is inevitably formed, under certain
circumstances it gives its place to ‘nationalistic identity’. It ‘regresses’ in a
sense, for it becomes more liable to unconscious drives and characteristics.
Ulman and Abse have argued that there are two aspects of collective
regression. The one is, regression of an individual when placed in a group;
individuals “regress to the level of a child in relation to a parent”, whose
strength and superiority provide an answer to feelings of frustration. The other
is, regression of the group (of all the members of the nation simultaneously and
as a whole): “members of a group replace their ego ideal with that of the leader
because the individual member is repeating an unconscious psychic process
already completed during childhood” (1983:648-9). The circumstances under
which a nation may regress can be both internal and external, such as political
mobilisation on behalf of a party, or extreme nationalisms that come to the fore

in neighbouring countries and, therefore, cannot be indifferent to one’s own.
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But, because regression to nationalism or to extreme forms of nationalism is
also an individual process, individuation plays an important role: individuals
are influenced in different ways from ideologies and can ascribe more or less
importance to some issues or can react differently to mobilisation. In addition,
although we have defined above the main characteristics that national and
‘nationalistic’ identities may assume, it is not necessary that any such identity
(or nationalism) will possess all of them. Nationalism, however, is particularly
influencing because it appeals strongly to the unconscious drives, which
always strive for expression and is waiting in a latency to (re)appear. Also, it
provokes ‘emotional contagion’ and, so, the more people fall under its sway

even more people are attracted by it.

As it has been argued so far, ‘nationalistic identity’ is the national
identity as influenced by nationalism. For the rest of this thesis we shall use the
term national identity in general and, unless otherwise indicated”’, it will mean
the identity that includes all those elements that characterise national and
nationalistic identities, all those elements that constitute the ‘reservoir’ of
nationalistic ideas and discourses. Thus, each time the term national identity is
used we put emphasis on the latency of ‘nationalistic identity’. Thus, I will
define national identity as follows: national identity is the outcome of the
constant process of identification with a nation, and the sentiment aroused by
this identification. In the modern era, the nation is signified by nationalism. So,
the sentiment aroused by identification with the nation is, most likely, the
nationalistic sentiment, and the nation, with which one identifies, is whatever is
comprised under the word ‘nation’: shared origins, myths, common language,
etc. This is quite a flexible definition, but very precise as well. Its precision is
due to its flexibility: it does not define national identity according to certain
tangible characteristics, which appear interchangeably any way, or some may
not appear at all. It emphasises the subjectivity of the process, and
individuation. It also leaves ground for different significations of the nation and

national identity that appear in different times and places. National identity

3% That is, if I refer to national and ‘nationalistic’ identity explicitly this will be done in order to
emphasise on the distinction between the two, on the explicit regression of national identity. Otherwise, I
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does not necessarily become a nationalistic identity, like nationalism is not a
necessary phenomenon; but, since it has occurred, it tends to shape —and it has
shaped— national identifications in a nationalistic way. So, according to this
definition, national identity is not defined by the tangible characteristics that
define each nation but by the feelings aroused out of identification with it. We
shall return to the nation and the national state in the next chapter. For now, let

us discuss some additional elements about nationalism and national identity.

Symbolic and Imaginary Identification

Symbolic and imaginary*® identification provide an additional dimension
to the understanding of national identity, and nationalism. Symbolic
identification is the identification with someone or something or a particular
characteristic that facilitates the subject’s effort to constitute an identity and a
sense of being. In this effort, the object of identification is simply a medium, a
‘transitory’ object in a sense, that the subject steps on for a while during the
course of his/her search for an identity. /maginary identification, on the other
hand, is when in a search for identity the subject uses the objects of
identification not as mediums but as a continuation of the self. In this case, the
object captures the ego and becomes fully internalised and felt as part of the
self. Thus, the self-image of the subject depends on the image of the object of
identification. In imaginary identification narcissism makes an idealised image
of the self and its surroundings, with which someone identifies while,
simultaneously, regresses into that image. The ideal image that captures one’s

imagination is an imaginary one, one that finally traps the self within it*”.

shall refer indiscriminately to national identity, thus emphasising on its continuous potential to be both
national and ‘nationalistic’.

% The symbolic and the imaginary are not used here in the Lacanian sense, as two orders of the psyche,
the one of which (the imaginary) exists before the unconscious is brought into existence. They are rather
two ways to symbolise: the symbolic way uses symbolism as a medium, as an example and a metaphor,
while the imaginary uses the symbol as real, it disregards the symbolic aspect of a paradigm and use it as
the real case.

37 See also Lipowatz and Demertzis, 1994:110-1.
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Symbolic and the imaginary identifications are not either-or situations,
that either characterise an individual or not: there is a constant ambivalence and
oscillation between the two, unco‘nscious though. The symbolic aspect, in
general, represents the mediation of society, an effort to understand the
surrounding world. The imaginary represents the anxieties of a narcissistic ego
to fulfil a holistic and complete view of itself, to verify its phantasies of
independence and omnipotence. Both of them use symbols —symbols can easily
transmit a certain meaning because they comprise a wide range of experiences
condensed in one image®. However, the distinction of the symbolic and
imaginary identification and of the use of a symbol in a symbolic or in an
imaginary way is often quite obscure. Castoriadis argues that the imaginary
necessarily passes through the symbolic, both to express itself and, mainly, to
become something more; the imaginary is in a sense a regression from the
symbolic (1985:189). In the imaginary “the symbol ceases to be a symbol and

‘takes over the full functions of the thing it symbolises”*”.

Nationalism provides an imaginary relation of individuals with the world
of national states, a view of the world that is idealised*’. But, nationalism is
imaginary also because of its narcissistic characteristics, of its illusions of
perfectness that have already been mentioned. So, what happens when people
identify with the nation? Is their identification the product of imaginary or
symbolic identification? Let us for a moment bring to the discussion Benedict
Anderson and his famous definition of the nation as an ‘imagined community’.
There is a wide misunderstanding that by ‘imagined’ he meant ‘fabricated’,

‘illusionary ~ constructed” (he even criticises Gellner on that

% See Caspary, 1993:428-9. Also, this is connected to Mead’s concept of the significant symbol. This
symbol tends to call out in the other a group of reactions. This is the meaning or significance of a symbol:
it is the common responsc of individuals that constitutc the meaning of an object, conscious or
unconscious: “Awareness or consciousness is not necessary to the presence of meaning in the process of
social experience” (Mead, 1967:77).

* Freud, The Uncanny, S.E.:17, p.244, quoted in Kristeva, 1991:186. The distinction of the symbolic and
the imaginary identification, and symbolism, will be further clarified as we shall apply a few more
tangible illustrations.

% Althouser’s view that “ideology is the imaginary relation of individuals to their real conditions of
social existence” (in Elliott, 1999:148), which means that it provides an idealised view of the world, finds
an illustration in our discussion on nationalism.
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misunderstanding®'), perhaps because Anderson does indeed support the
argument that nations are constructed. By ‘imagined’, however, he means
‘conceived’. As he explains, in such large communities, where we do not know
most of our fellow-members, we imagine in our mind their communion; “in
fact”, he argues, “all communities larger than primordial villages of face-to-
face contact (and perhaps even them) are imagined” (1991:6). So, imagining
the nation is having a picture of it in our mind. Imagining this ‘community’, the
nation, can be either symbolic or imaginary. Nevertheless, the nation is not just
any sociological category; it is rather a ‘comradeship’, a special union, as
nationalism signifies it. The nation is a group to which one owes loyalty, and
that means that one gives special weight to the interests of co-nationals. This is
when identification with the nation has an imaginary dimension, for one
‘imagines’ the co-nationals as part of the self, and results in ascribing to them
special rights and duties. So, ‘nationalistic’ identity (that is, national identity
under the influence of nationalism) is mainly characterised by an imaginary
identification to the nation —even more so in turbulent periods or other
particular circumstances. Symbolic identification, on the other hand, is mostly
apparent in the formation of national identity (in contrast to nationalistic one),

in identification with the national-as-social group.

Let us explain further the imaginary —and narcissistic— identification with
the nation as it is particularly manifest in the attitudes toward outgroups:

foreigners, immigrants, minorities, or simply the other nations and ethnic

groups.

National Identity as a Distinctive Barrier

It has been shown throughout this study, and it should perhaps be
repeated here, that identity is more an issue about boundaries between
individuals and between groups rather than what the term ‘identity’ often

brings to mind, meaning a perception of self Kyper (1999), in an

1 He writes: “...Gelner is so anxious to show that nationalism masquerades under false pretences that he
assimilates ‘invention’ to ‘fabrication’ and ‘falsity’, rather than to ‘imagining’ and ‘creation’” (Anderson,
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anthropological study about culture and cultural identity, argues that, “the term
identity is an oxymoron used in relation to an individual, since how can an
individual not correspond to —be identical to— himself of herself?” (p.234-5).
Identity implies “identity with others” when “the inner self finds its home by
participating in the identity of a collectivity” (p.235)*?. In that sense, individual
identity is the identity composed of the traits one (often selectively) internalises

out of identification with a collectivity.

National identity, in turn, is an identity of national sameness and
difference, whatever this ‘national’ may include (usually cultural, civic,
religious or other). It is an identity of sameness with a particular national group
and of difference with all the rest™. Thus, it requires ‘the rest” for its existence;
it presupposes the distinction of ‘us’ and ‘them’. It is this distinction, symbolic
or imaginary, upon which the distinctiveness of a given national group rests.
This distinction is a symbolic one when it is just an acknowledgement of
certain differences that account for the constitution of a distinct social group,
and it doesn’t stand in the way when it comes to the recognition of certain
similarities as well. It is a symbolic sameness, as well, when one does not
identify wholly and uncritically with a group. This distinction is imaginary,
however, when it necessarily generates negative sentiments toward other
nations who are perceived as different by definition and, also, it is constitutive
for the cohesion of the national group. Additionally, it is an imaginary
sameness when it deletes the existing differences within the nation. But, this
distinction is not a fixed one, meaning either symbolic or imaginary at all
times, as it can change due to political or even other contingent events.
Nationalism plays a significant role in transforming symbolic into imaginary,
for it always involves an other ethnicity/nationality, usually a rival one. This is

its relational characteristic, as Demertzis argues, its being in relation to some

1991:6).

‘2 See Kyper’s anthropological study on culture, with significant references on American perceptions on
culture.

43 Although some of the rest are less different and others are more different than all the nations in
general; these are the allies and the enemies respectively.
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other nations and nationalisms (1996:163)*. Symbolic identification is largely
manifest in ‘normal’ periods of relative (economic, political, etc) tranquillity,
except for extreme nationalistic circles, the members of which usually have an
internal reason (i.e. anger) for their imaginary reception of external reality.
Imaginary identification (and ‘nationalistic’ identity) is most likely to replace
the symbolic one when the surrounding circumstances change and put

individuals into uneasiness and anxiety or even rage.

Beyond the relational characteristic of nationalism (the need for other
nations as reference points), national identity acts as a distinctive barrier with
particular harshness against individuals (foreigners) and groups (minorities)
within the nation. Foreigners are the ones who do not belong to the group, as
Kristeva (1991:95) defines them, a definition made in a negative fashion
(emphasising negative identification). They are discriminated against for
several reasons. First, they are a constant reminder of ‘our’ lack, of the lack of
purity and wholeness of ‘our’ national group. The others are usually accused of
contaminating the purity of ‘our’ nation, but in reality they dispel the
imaginary image of purity that nationalism holds for each nation —an image
that each individual holds for itself. This is related to the second reason, that
the presumed similarity of ‘us’ and difference with ‘them’ cannot be logically
sustained when we contact the others, because then we come to realise that we
—the co-nationals— are not so similar per se, and that we —the co-nationals and
the others— are not so different after all. In this sense, the Other poses a threat
for the group’s cohesion. It is indicative, for example, that American
conservatives worry that multiculturalism, and multicultural critique, will pose

a threat to their national coherence® .

‘Billing argues that we exclude foreigners not because we perceive
ourselves as intolerant, but because we believe ‘we are tolerant’ and we are
threatened by ‘their intolerance’. This is the third reason why we discriminate

the others: projection. We project on others all our bad feelings and internal

 As Shafer argues, nationalism unites a people by separating the peoples (Shafer, B.C. (1972), Faces of
Nationalism: New Realities and Old Myths, New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, p.19, as referred to in
Demertzis, 1996:164).

> On this example, see Kyper, 1999:234.
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perceptions (i.e. intolerance), giving ourselves simultaneously the perfect alibi
(that the others are intolerant). In the same line of argument Kristeva (1991)
writes that hatred for the others is a defensive reaction originated into “hatred
for oneself”, for “our own foreignness”, for we are all strangers to ourselves
(p.24). She also argues that, immigrants in particular, provoke both our
contempt and, mostly, our jealousy for having abandoned their motherland,
their origins in a sense, in a search for new ones. But, if foreigners are
excluded, she rhetorically asks, why don’t they unite? The answer she gives is
characteristic of the unconscious dynamics that determine much of peoples
attitudes: “one must take into consideration the domination/exclusion phantasy
characteristic of everyone: just because one is a foreigner does not mean one is
without one’s own foreigner...In France, Italians call the Spaniards foreigners,
the Spaniards call it out on the Portuguese, the Portuguese on the Arabs, the
Arabs on the blacks, and so forth and vice versa” (p.24). This explicitly reveals
that the imaginary phantasies of exclusion are not only related to nationalism,

but also originate in our unconscious predispositions.

In order to understand better the concept of the imaginary, it would be
useful to refer to the unconscious desires that nationalism satisfies in direct
reference to its imaginary characteristics. For that reason, we shall analyse
further what has been briefly referred to earlier on about the ‘Golden Age’

discourse®.

‘Return to the Womb’

Why is it that, by returning to the past, leaders and elites appeal more to
the emotions of the people? “Why, in a post-Cold War, post-industrialist world,
conjoined by multinational economies and electronic mass media, do we
mediate our present as an interruption, an iteration of the shibboleths of a past
age?” (Bhabha, 1994:202). The instrumentalists argue that reference to a
common ancestral past is essential in order to mobilise the masses. They do not

explain “Why’, though; what effect the past has on people.

6 Current chapter, page 82.
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Let us analyse what was previously briefly explained about the
psychological appeal of the past. The return to the past of the nation should be
seen in analogy to the unconscious return of individuals to their infancy. There
has been a time that the newborn was living in a state of ‘narcissistic
perfection’, when no frustration could disturb its perfect narcissistic image. As
soon as the external world begun to pose ‘threats’ to the infant’s sense of
‘wholeness’, the infant started an effort to control them with defence
mechanisms, identification being one of them. It is a characteristic of human
psychology that, thereafter and throughout their life, individuals will have the
tendency to regress mentally to a former state of wholeness and security, to
long in a sense for this psychological time in their life. This tendency emanates
from the ‘compulsion to repeat’ of the drives, as well as their striving for
pleasure. Nationalism and the rhetoric of a past Golden Age appeals strongly to
the unconscious desire to restore an earlier order of things, as we have already
explained. This past order for an individual means also one that the infant’s
drives were granted full satisfaction and were free of inhibition or repression.
The nation’s past can be viewed, in a metaphoric analogy, as the nation’s
infancy. For, the return to the past is a return to a glorious past, which
represents the time when the nation was living in all its perfection, pure and
uncontaminated, when no one was standing in its way and it was let free to
accomplish its glorious destiny. But, why is it that, as Smith argues, “the
collective appropriation of antiquity, and especially of shared memories of the
‘Golden Age’, contributes significantly to the formation of nations” (1997:39)?
Because, I would argue, the narrative of the national past resembles closely the
individuals’ infancy and, by discursively returning to the national past, they
imaginary return to their own past as well. This return to the past is a ‘return to

the womb’.

The success of nationalism, however, is not only its nostalgic, backward
looking, but also its simultaneous orientation to the future. This seemingly
strange particularity of nationalism encompasses the real meaning of the phrase
‘return to the womb’. For, ‘return to the womb’ is the return to perfection, to

wholeness, to narcissistic completeness, to absence of lack. By referring
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simultaneously to the past and the future, nationalism invites people to restore
the ‘right’ order of things, a time of great achievements in the future. This
future, however, must not be distanced from the present in order to be
appealing. So, nationalism invites people to work now, to do what it takes in
the present, so as to enjoy their blissful longing in the near future. This is the
power of nationalism in mobilising the people: it generates the strongest
identifications that people can form apart from their family, and promises a
future that restores the past. Thus, each individual can imagine, imaginary and
not symbolically, his/her return to an uninterrupted union with the Mother —as
this is what the womb symbolises. So, the rhetorical manipulation of the past
and future of a nation in the present gives strength to nationalism as a

movement47.

After analysing symbolic and imaginary identification and their
implications in conjunction with nationalism, let us move on to another subject.
There is an issue left open even from the previous chapter, regarding malign
and benign types or manifestations of nationalism. We have referred to
nationalism without making any such distinction and, so, it would be useful to

refer to that matter now.

Benign or Malign Nationalism

There are many typologies of nationalism, most of which originate in or
explicitly specify diverse types of nationalistic movements (i.e., liberation,
imperialistic, pan- nationalism). These typologies occasionally infer a moral

evaluation; for example, the distinction between nationalism of existing states

47 The reference to the past (and the future) of the nation can be made in another way when a great past
history is lacking. Then the others, external forces are blamed for the misdeeds, or the suffering, and
negative identification becomes even more prevalent.
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and that of nationalistic movements has often been regarded, as Jenkins and
Sofos argue (1996:19), as a distinction of conservative and exclusionist as
opposed to progressive and democratic nationalisms respectively. The most
basic typology used in contemporary literature, however, is the distinction
between civic and ethnic nationalism. These two types are often regarded as
‘good’ and ‘bad’ pairs of opposites, thus themselves inferring a moral
evaluation. Let us examine these two types of nationalism in relation to the
question whether they actually correspond to a distinction between benign and

malign manifestations of nationalism.

Civic and Ethnic Nationalism

Civic and ethnic nationalisms are two types of nationalism that originate
in the formations of particular national states in Europe in the late eighteenth
and early nineteenth century and they were first expressed in respective
movements. Civic nationalism “envisages the nation as a community of equal,
rights-bearing citizens, united in patriotic attachment to a shared set of political
practices and values” (Ignatieff, 1993:3). This is also called the ‘citizenship
model’ because it holds that everybody, regardless of race, gender, religion and
ethnicity, can be part of the nation as soon as they “subscribe to the nation’s
political creed” (Ignatieff, 1993:3). It is considered to be democratic by
definition because, it “vests sovereignty in all of the people”, and provides the
idea of respect of other nations®. Civic nationalism is also known as the
French model, for it originates in the citizenship criteria of the French
Revolution, according to which nationality is voluntarily acquired based on
residence. These criteria emanate from the Constitution of 1790 and the liberal
decree stipulating that foreigners, residing for five years in France and owing

some property, could be naturalised and ascribed full citizenship rights49.

Ethnic nationalism, on the other hand, envisages the nation as a cultural,

ethnic, linguistic etc. group, attachment to which is not voluntary but inherited.

8 In Ignatieff, 1993:3. See also Jenkins and Sofos, 1996:21-2.
“ See Kristeva, 1991:155.
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Membership, according to the ethnic model, is derived by common descent,
language, tradition, and even religion. It is considered to be authoritarian and
exclusionist, because it vindicates the rights of a particular group. It is
otherwise known as the German model, for it emerged among the German
romanticists, partly as a reaction to the French revolution. Full citizenship
rights in Germany were automatically ascribed only to those who had the
German nationality by birth until recently, even to those ethnic Germans that
were born outside Germany, while the children of immigrants that were born in
Germany could not have the German citizenship before the naturalising period
passed; thus, there was a direct link between German blood ties and nationality
(full citizenship rights and nationality go hand in hand in this instance). This
changed in spring of 1999 with the new citizenship law that automatically
grants full citizenship rights to foreigners’ children that are born in Germany
and reduces the naturalising period from fifteen to eight years for foreign
residents. Nevertheless, these children must make a decision by the age of 23
as to which nationality to keep officially (their parents’ or the German), as they

are asked to relinquish one of the two passports.

The argument that will be supported in this thesis regarding civic and
ethnic nationalism is that the distinction between civic and ethnic nationalism,
beyond its analytical utility and validity, does not correspond to a clear-cut
distinction in practical terms. As we will see, there are many instances where
civic and ethnic elements coexist in a given nationalism. In addition, and more
importantly, their analytical distinction cannot be equated with a distinction
between benign and malign manifestations of nationalism or as a distinction
between democracy and authoritarianism. Civic and ethnic types of nationalism
are distinguished by the fact that the former emphasises on citizenship criteria
and while the latter on blood ties. This is an existing and analytical distinction,
but it should not be confused with any other distinction associated with them.
Let us develop the argumentation for these claims —argumentation that is to a

large extent interrelated.

The analytical utility of this typology can, if it becomes a classificatory

tool for existing cases, lead to misinterpretation of these particular cases. That
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is because, in practical terms, the distinction between types of nationalism is
not so clear-cut as it is in theory. The analytical utility of this distinction
between civic and ethnic lays in that it helps identify and classify different
characteristics of nationalisms and, also, accounts for its historical and political
diversity. However, the taxonomy of a case-study in either type of nationalism
can lead to a confusing schematisation, a caricature of these two types that
ignores internal variations and subtle successions and coexistences of ethnic
and civic elements of nationalism. As stressed, the reason is that civic
nationalism, for instance, is usually one where civic elements prevail, yet they
are not the only ones —and vice versa. For example, Catalan nationalism is one
that stresses the cultural and linguistic particularity of the Catalans, but it is
also assimilative in the sense of the recognised and desired coexistence within
the Spanish state and with the Spanish people, with whom they acknowledge

their similarities and differences as well.

If we consider the definitional characteristics of ethnic and civic
nationalism as defined above by Ignatieff (and Jenkins and Sofos), we shall be
led to regard civic nationalism as highly integrating and assimilating, while
ethnic nationalism as exclusionist and discriminatory by definition. However,
if we carefully examine the criteria set for assimilation we can see that ethnic
elements of nationalism are always implicit in civic nationalism almost by
definition, even though they may not be manifest and explicitly uttered in their
nationalistic discourse. Citizenship is acquired by membership to ‘a people’,
which is often used as a synonymous to a nation. Participation to ‘a people’,
however, is made with criteria of sameness and of ‘voluntary’ abandonment of
one’s own particularity in order to ascribe to another particularity. Being
different is in reality an issue even for civic nationalism; its rhetoric appears to
be tolerant, while in essence it is not by definition more or less tolerant than

ethnic nationalism. In a similar vein, Smith indicatively argues:

from the standpoint of affected minorities, [civic] nationalism is neither
tolerant nor as unbiased as its self-image suggests. In fact, it can be every bit as
severe and uncompromising as ethnic nationalisms. For civic nationalisms
often demand, as the price for receiving citizenship and its benefits, the

surrender of ethnic community and individuality, the privatisation of ethnic



115

religion and the marginalisation of the ethnic culture and heritage of minorities
within the borders of the national state; for example, to become citizens of
France, [Jews and blacks] were compelled to become black or Jewish
Frenchmen... [for] their cultures and heritages were depreciated, their
traditional religions were despised and privatised or suppressed, and their
ethnicity striped away from them (Smith, 1995a:101).

In that sense, civic nationalism can be as harsh as ethnic nationalism is
considered to be. The nation is the upper form of social affiliation and the main
body of legitimacy and belonging for both civic and ethnic nationalism. Thus,
nationality and fu// citizenship essentially go hand in hand —full, meaning on
absolutely equal terms. At the same time, however, we must stress the
definitional difference of civic and ethnic nationalism: while they can both
have exclusionary expressions, the former allows outgroups to become
members of the nation, even by abandonment of their national particularity,
and the latter does not allow it by definition. This difference is very important,
but it does not apply to all known cases of civic nationalism by definition: its

essence has to be verified case by case.

There are not, I argue, two kinds of nationalism, but only one, comprised
out of civic and ethnic elements, each of which is emphasised or eradicated
according to the political and historical circumstances. The reason lies behind
nationalism’s postulate that the nation ought to find political expression in its
own state: this is the ‘nation-state’. The civic elements set the political,
administrative, judicial and economic criteria of being part of the national
state, which are common legal and political rights and duties for all members,
common economy, residence within the country and territorial mobility, etc.
These are in reality citizenship criteria, but they have become a prerequisite for
the determination of the nation as nation-state, which nationalism dictates to be
the consummation of an ethnic/national group. So, the criteria for participation
in a state have come to merge with the definition of the nation as a social and
cultural group. The ethnic elements of nationalism, on the other hand, set the
cultural criteria that determine the nation’s distinctiveness, which are common
language, tradition, myths and historical memories, a homeland, religion etc,

and can appear either selectively or all together. Thus, according to the
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nationalistic ideology, both civic (that is, political) and ethnic (that is, cultural)
elements are those that constitute and define the national state. Certain
nationalisms may emphasise more on the civic or ethnic criteria, an emphasis
often affected by the nations’ origins and history. For example, in France the
state had predated the nation to a large extent, and so the civic criteria are more
emphasised; in Germany, the process was inverted, and an appeal was made to
ethnic criteria in order to unify the diverse kingdoms. The emphasis on each
kind of criteria, though, is also a matter of other circumstances. It is
characteristic that, in France of 1793, three years after the enactment of the
liberal Constitution of 1790, French citizens were discriminated against and
were used as scapegoats according to their nationality. Kristeva points out how
foreigners were blamed for the bad news coming from the battlefields: “on
April 5, 1793, Robespiere asks the Jacobins ‘to expel all foreign generals
whom we have unwisely entrusted with the command of the army’™
(1991:157). So, my argument is that civic and ethnic are two dimensions
constitutive of nationalism, and also two analytical concepts within

nationalism.

This lead us to my main argument that the distinction between civic and
ethnic nationalism does not correspond to a distinction between benign and
malign nationalism —where benign means democratic, integrative and tolerant,
and malign means militant, authoritarian and exclusionary’’. Nationalism is not
a program of political conduct, but an ideology of national (self)determination:
as indicated earlier’’, whether the state is democratic, authoritarian or anything
else is indifferent to nationalism. It is the political ideology of the government,
economic factors and historical and other circumstances that determine the
regime and the exercise of power. It would be more accurate to argue that this
political power further determines the use of nationalistic rhetoric and practice
that will be used in order to implement the politics chosen. This means that the
policies of the state are chosen and/or justified in the name of the nation’s

interests. Thus, the choice of whether the civic or ethnic dimension will be

0" The view that civic nationalism is democratic and tolerant while the ethnic one is authoritarian and
exclusionist is widely expressed. See, for example, Ignatieff, 1993:3-6, and Jenkins & Sofos, 1996:21.
3! Current chapter, p.86.
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emphasised depends on the political tradition of the country but also on the
contemporary circumstances and the choices of the leadership. Czech
nationalism is considered as an example of ethnic nationalism but is both
peaceful and democratic. Also, Pilsudski’s nationalism was inclusive as a
movement, while also during his ruling in interwar Poland (from 1926 to 1935)
all groups were attributed equal rights and duties within the state, however,
Pilsudski was a virtual dictator who had come into power with a coup d’etat in

1926.

Ignatieff’ argues that civic nationalism is democratic because it “vests
sovereignty in all of the people”, and that ethnic nationalism is more
authoritative because it is a “form of democracy conducted in the interests of
the ethnic majority” (Ignatieff, 1993:3,5). Such a categorisation is
dysfunctional, however, because it merges the ideology of self-determination
with the political ideology and the ruling of the government, with the direct
consequence that many cases cannot be classified according to this dichotomy.
If civic nationalism and democracy go hand in hand, then Pilsudski’s
nationalism remains out of this typology for example. The same applies to
democratic governments that do not ascribe full citizenship and political rights
to their immigrants with a permanent residence (such as Germany and Greece
until 1999). So, I would argue that the connection of certain qualities of
nationalism with the political system or ideology of the government is not only
irrelevant (as the ideology of nationalism can be accommodated within every
other political ideology) but also dysfunctional, because it obscures the
classification®® between civic and ethnic types of nationalism by setting

additional criteria (criteria irrelevant to nationalistic ideology).

A last point that should be made regarding the categorisation of countries
into this or the other type of nationalism is that these classifications must not be
regarded as fixed categories. Czech nationalism may be today characterised as
peaceful, but this is not a “fixed’ characteristic. It was only half a century ago,
right after World War II, that the Czechs (the Czechoslovaks, to be accurate)

52 A classification already obscured because, as we saw, it is not easy to find examples of nationalism
that are clearly civic or ethnic.
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begun their violent ethnic cleansing of the Sudeten Germans, which resulted in
the expulsion of three million people. Similarly Germany, which generated
WWII and provoked the cleansing and extermination of millions of Jews and
Romas, is now a democratic country that respects human rights and works
towards their implementation, in Germany and elsewhere. An other example is
Yugoslavia, which was constituted as a multiethnic federation with relative
success under a peculiar communist ruling, the collapse of which was
accompanied with the destructive wars and genocides that erupted in the early
1990s. These examples also illustrate my argument that both civic and ethnic
nationalisms have benign and malign manifestations and outbreaks. This is not
to deny that nationalism manifests itself in different ways while some of them
are clearly preferable, but rather to emphasise that no type of nationalism is
purely benign or malign, neither can they be a constant and given reality. The
above examples illustrate that benign or malign manifestations of nationalism
are not the property of any national state, political system etc, and that certain
particular circumstances determine the type of nationalistic or other reactions
that will prevail. Therefore, the fixed taxonomy of countries and case-studies
into those two types of nationalism without regard to their temporal accuracy
can deprive the existing typologies from their analytical validity and empirical

utility.

As argued, the manifestations of nationalism are not a constant reality.
Nationalism has always the inherent potentials to become militant or
exclusionist, or to become democratic and inclusionary, whether its civic or
ethnic elements prevail. That is because it unites ‘a people’ by separating the
people: it is based on both positive and negative identifications, meaning
positive self-image and negative image of the others. We can identify three
cases in the swift of nationalistic manifestation. One is that, a case of civic
nationalism (where civic elements prevail, meaning civic criteria of
citizenship) may be replaced by ethnic nationalism, that is the ethnic elements
may come to prevail. Another case is that a predominantly ethnic nationalism
may evolve to predominantly civic. A third case is that, even when there is no

swift in the type of nationalism, the national state may become militant against
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other states; thus, civic and ethnic nationalisms can both have militant
outbreaks, whether in the name of their civic culture and tolerant civilisationt or
in the name of blood ties. The UK is considered as a characteristic example of
civic nationalism with respect to multiculturalism, but it fought the Falklands
war in the early 1980s in the name of the national ‘soil’ and interests. This
example, however, should not be considered as characteristic of civic
nationalism, but mainly characteristic of the easy exploitation of nationalistic
rhetoric when ‘needed’, that is when the state’s leadership decides the
implementation of a specific project —be it military, economic, or other. This is
directly connected to my argument that the manifestations of nationalism are
largely determined by the political ideology of the ruling elites and by specific
policies that these elites want to implement. Yet, the easy manipulation of
nationalistic rhetoric and sentiments in such cases™ is due to the psychological

importance of the sentiments that nationalism appeals to.

Here lays the importance of the type of regime and government, and their
choicev of nationalistic rhetoric that will be used. As argued, nationalism
satisfies the unconscious desires, particularly the desire to maintain the self-
image uninterrupted and to exclude the Other, for the Other is a constant
reminder of the impossibility to do that exactly. An individual has always the
inherent potential to regress to a more destructive or exclusionist manifestation.
For that reason, it is very important that the ruling elites do not take advantage
of this psychological feature, or do not ‘regress’ themselves to their own
inherent psychological desires. In that sense, the distinction between civic and
ethnic types of nationalism is significant in describing the prevailing elements

in a given nationalism>*.

Consequently, a distinction between civic and ethnic nationalisms as
benign and malign types is a misconception of nationalism. Some nationalistic
movements are more militant or more extreme than others, but we should not

equate nationalism with movements solely: it is also an ideology, a discourse

3 Here I refer to established national states. In the case of i.e. liberating nationalistic movements the
B‘olitical necessity is no less important than the psychological appeal of nationalism.

Only that, let us repeat this point, such typologies must not me treated as absolute categories, but as
flexible ones, in time and space.
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and a sentiment, that may exist even when it is not severely demonstrated.
‘Good’ and ‘bad’ nationalism is also a projection, of the good aspects ascribed
to us, and the bad aspects projected on to the others. These two features of the
customary use of nationalism —first that it is not always manifest and
recognised, and second that it is projected on others— are very important and
need some further explanation and elaboration, as they have serious
implications in understanding today’s politics. To clarify those, we shall refer
to the significant contribution made by Michael Billing and his book Banal

Nationalism.

Billing’s Banal Nationalism

In his book Banal Nationalism, published in 1995, Michael Billing deals
with the problem of everyday nationalism that passes through unnoticed, and
he emphasises on Western states’ nationalism and the fact that it remains
largely ignored in scholarship and everyday rhetoric. According to customary
usage, Billing argues, nationalists are considered the separatists or the extreme
rightists, and this view locates nationalism on the periphery —the periphery of
the state (guerrilla) or the periphery of the West. This view is misleading
because “it overlooks the nationalism of West’s nation-states. In a world of
nation-states, nationalism cannot be confined to the peripheries” (1995:5). So,
he analyses nationalism and its manifestations in established states of the
Western world. The national states, once created/emerged, are reproduced in
between times and are sustained as the ultimate body of loyalty and legitimacy.
Not only the creation but also the reproduction of the national states is a sequel
of nationalism and its constant function. Banal nationalism is the term Billing
introduces to describe “the ideological habits which enable the established
nations of the West to be reproduced” (1995:6). Banal nationalism reproduces
habits of practice and belief, as well as sentiments, that perpetuate nationhood.
Symbols that are used to symbolise the sacred character of the nation, like
national flags outside public buildings, are “flagging” the nation and

nationhood “unflaggingly”, that is, through a mild and unnoticed activity.
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Throughout his book Billing cites many examples of Western politicians
who ‘play the patriotic card’, like the nationalistic rhetoric used by Bush and
Thatcher during the Gulf and the Falklands wars respectively, and although
they have used the rhetoric of nationhood repeatedly, they spot nationalistic
feelings and manifestations beyond their rhetoric and their countries. Billing
draws our attention on this: “Gaps in political language are rarely innocent.
The case of nationalism is no exception. By being semantically restricted to
small sizes and exotic colours, ‘nationalism’ becomes identified as problem: it
occurs ‘there’ on the periphery, not ‘here’ at the centre. The separatists, the
fascists and the guerrillas are the problem of nationalism. The ideological
habits by which ‘our’ nations are reproduced as nations are unnamed and,
thereby, unnoticed” (1995:6). So, he argues, there are two types of theorising
about nationalism, the projecting and the naturalising theories of nationalism —
which usually go hand in hand. Projecting theories equate nationalism with
nationalistic movements and extreme irrational emotions. They take the world
of ‘nation-states’ for granted, and they view nationalism as a disruption of our
tranquillity by others. So, these theories are ‘rhetorical projections’:
“nationalism as a condition is projected on to ‘others’; ‘ours’ is overlooked,
forgotten, even theoretically denied” (1995:16). Naturalising theories of
nationalism regard national loyalty as endemic to human condition; as such,
“banal nationalism not only ceases to be nationalism, but it ceases to be a

problem of investigation” (1995:16).

Thus, Billing’s insight offers a discerning account of the reality of
nationalism in today’s politics because he does not confine nationalism to a
movement or to extreme reactions. Nationalism is an everyday phenomenon
that has, of course, its eruptions but it is not confined to them. It is, however,
identified as something ‘bad’, a destructive force and a discriminatory feeling,
and for that matter no one is willing to accept it for oneself, one’s nation, etc.
On the contrary, there is a tendency to ascribe it to other people and nations;
this way, one gets the extra satisfaction of being ‘more than good’ because, not

only one is ‘good’, but the others are ‘bad’ at the same time>’. Thus, I would

> That is to get a positive self-evaluation through comparison, as argued earlier on this chapter, p.84.
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argue that this projection of nationalism finds a moderate expression in the
distinction between civic and ethnic nationalism as a distinction between
benign and malign forms of nationalism. This distinction is not real, as it has
been explained thus far. Let us recapitulate the three main reasons. First, both
civic and ethnic nationalisms divide individuals and peoples according to a set
of criteria, whether political, economic or cultural®®. Those criteria, however,
are both civic and ethnic, for the two have merged under the influence of
nationalism and its claim that the political and the cultural be congruent — in
the form of nation-and-state. So, the second reason is that civic and ethnic
elements coexist in most nationalisms, not equally but also not in a stable
analogy —of course, the analogy is important in rendering a given nationalism
more integrative than another. Third, ‘civic nationalism’ can become as severe
and harsh as other forms of nationalism, and it can prepare the ground for more
militant manifestations. On this last remark, I would like to quote Billing and
his view about banal nationalism, the everyday and unnoticed nationalism of

Western national states, that are most commonly regarded as civic.

It would be wrong to assume that ‘banal nationalism’ is ‘benign’ because it
seems to possess a reassuring normality, or because it appears to lack the
violent passions of the extreme right... banality is not synonymous with
harmlessness. In the case of the Western nation-states, banal nationalism can
hardly be innocent: it is reproducing institutions which possess vast
armaments. As the Gulf and the Falklands Wars indicated, forces can be
mobilised without lengthy campaigns of political preparation. The armaments
are primed, ready for use in battle. And the national populations appear also to
be primed, ready to support the use of those armaments (1995:7).

3¢ One could rightly interrogate whether which of these criteria will be set is of importance, particularly
in terms of the potentials for integration and peace. In theory, or rather in normative terms, the choice of
the criteria used should make a difference in the final outcome and in making a type of nationalism less
malign than another. In practice, however, ‘civic’ criteria can become equally discriminating and
destructive as ‘criteria of blood’ are. For example, the political criterion of liberal as opposed to
communist governance during the Cold War served as an exclusionary discriminating barrier between the
Western allies and the “Great Satan’ (the USSR); in the US, in particular, an American communist was
equated to a traitor. Also, in multicultural Canada, Quebec has a strong secessionist movement which
forward claims at preserving their cultural and linguistic distinctiveness. In addition, in France the so-
called ‘war on chador’ (‘la guerre de chador’) was initiated in 1989 when three Muslim girls were
expelled from school because they were wearing the traditional chador. The examples stressed here are
chosen from national states that are civic, so as to clearly show that even within them there are criteria
and reasons for exclusion, secessions, etc.
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Banal nationalism is the reason why people are mobilisable without any
lengthy campaigns: it is an everyday campaign of loyalty and commitment to

the nation and its interests.

Because nationalism is identified as a negative concept, patriotism is
used much more freely and broadly, since the latter is identified as a positive
value. Of course, patriotism is a large issue itself, but it is largely connected to
nationalism and should be viewed in connection to it. At present, we shall refer
to patriotism in relation to nationalism, and particularly in relation to the point
of discussion, which is benign and malign nationalism and nationalism as

projection.

Patriotism and Nationalism

The word patriotism derives from the Greek pater, which means father,
and patria (patrida) means the place of birth, the fatherland, patriotism is the
“love and devotion to one’s own country”, as defined in the Oxford English
Dictionary’’. In this sense, it is a feeling of loyalty to the familiar environment,
and it can be found in any ethnographic group, as Bar-Tal argues (1993:48).
Patriotism is considered as a positive and desirable value, fundamental for the
nation. It reflects beliefs and emotions, and it provides with a sense of

belonging.

Patriotism is often used as opposed to other concepts, nationalism being
one of them. The distinction made between patriotism and nationalism is a
common one, although the terms used by scholars to describe them vary. So,
we can find a distinction between patriotism and ethnocentrism or chauvinism
(Bar-Tal, 1993:51), between constructive and blind patriotism (Schatz et all,
1999:153), between genuine patriotism and pseudopatriotism (Adorno et all)’®,
or simply between patriotism and nationalism (Gellner, 1993:138). In essence,
I argue, the distinction is between the positive and negative aspects that both

nationalistic and patriotic feelings confer because both patriotism and

37 Oxford English Dictionary (1953), cited in Bar-Tal, 1993:46.
%% The term used by Adorno, Flenkel-Brunswik, Levinson and Sanford (The Authoritarian Personality,
New York: Harper, 1950) to describe ‘blind attachment to certain national cultural values, uncritical
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nationalism can be defined as ‘love and devotion to one’s own country’. So, on
the one hand, genuine, constructive patriotism is regarded as love for the
country and attachment to national values; it is characterised by “critical
loyalty” (Schatz, 1999:153) and criticism driven by a desire for positive
change, as well as respect for other nations and tolerance towards outgroups.
Nationalism, chauvinism, ethnocentrism and blind patriotism, on the other
hand, are described as the blind attachment to national values, characterised by
uncritical positive evaluation, intolerance of criticism and rejection of other
nations. We can clearly see that, patriotism and nationalism are both described
as attachment to the nation, the country and the people, and devotion to the
national values. They represent the two sides of the same coin: patriotism
describes all the positive outcomes of such an attachment, while nationalism all
the negative. Is such an acute dichotomisation correct, or is it perhaps an

oversimplification?

I believe that the distinction between patriotism and nationalism is not so
clear-cut. We must bear in mind the distinction between national and
‘nationalistic’ identity, because the distinction between patriotism and
nationalism is analogous. Patriotism describes feelings and beliefs that derive
from attachment to a country. It is a natural attachment with the place one is
born and is familiar with, an identification with the ‘fatherland’ that has always
been appealing for peoples’ sentiments, as it has been widely expressed
through songs, narratives, poems, and through history as well. It is a “natural’
attachment in the sense that identification with the patria is a primary
sentiment of affiliation with what is familiar and, also, connected with the first
experiences in life. It is also the milieu where other attachments and

identifications take place.

Love for the country, and love for the patriots (the fellow countrymen)
that comes as a secondary identification, are positively evaluated qualities.
Patriotism, however, can have some negative aspects, mainly derived by the

need to evaluate the country and the group members positively. Thus, self-

conformity with the prevailing group ways, and rejection of other nations as outgroups” (p.107). It is cited
in Bar-Tal, 1993:47.
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criticism, aiming at the amelioration and positive change, is welcomed, while
the same is not true when the criticism comes from outgroups; their motives
are usually questioned and their judgment denied. Patriotism is connected to
national identity, to its social aspect, and is characterised by all the positives
and negatives that characterise national identity. For example, it provides with
a sense of belonging, but it also delineates ‘us’ and ‘them’. It is the same
psychological attachment as regionalism and localism: s feeling of attachment

towards the particular place of origin (town island, region) within a country.

Nationalism has an analogous relation with patriotism as ‘nationalistic
identity’ with national identity. It is not something different from patriotism,
but it is something more. It is a sentiment, like patriotism is, but it is also an
ideology and a movement and thus it has an additional nuance. Nationalism
absorbs patriotism, for it identifies the country with the nation, as Demertzis
argues (1996:202). As a political ideology, it transforms the social attachment
to a country into a value that is obligatory —if you are not loyal to your
country/nation you are a traitor! It also transforms the nation into a political
unit, the ‘nation-state’, that is ascribed the ultimate value and importance.
According to Deutch, the difference is that, patriotism appeals to all the
inhabitants of a country, irrespective of ethnic origin, while nationalism
appeals to all members of a national and ethnic community, irrespective of
their country of residence™. This is an important distinction but not so clear-
cut: both have a territorial aspect, for it is the country of origin that counts as a
criterion. Also, patriotism as Deutch describes it is quite similar to ‘civic

nationalism’.

Billing argues that “there is no direct psychological evidence to
distinguish the rational state of patriotism and the irrational force of
nationalism” (1995:56). Indeed, they have the same psychological foundations.
Sacrifice, for instance, is a ‘heroic’ value, a merit that a good patriot, and all
nationalists, ought to possess —nationalists must be good patriots by definition,
although in reality their actions may harm the nation. Identification and group

attachment are essential for nationalism (as sentiment) and patriotism; only that

* Quoted in Demertzis, 1996:204.
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the former is differentiated by its political dimension. It is important to note
that in most cases they appear interchangeably, like national and ‘nationalistic’
identity do. Patriotism is a necessary prerequisite of nationalism: it is the first
step towards sentimental attachment with one’s place of origin. Patriotic
feelings may easily regress to nationalistic feelings —and actions— under certain

circumstances and the necessary influence (nationalistic rhetoric).

The greatest difference between patriotism and nationalism is functional:
it is derived by their use in everyday rhetoric and propaganda. Patriotism is
considered as a healthy identification with the nation, as a rational state of
mind that generates positive sentiments and great deeds. Nationalism is
considered as a pathological fusion with the nation, as an irrational force that
generates  discrimination, violence and exclusion. As a consequence,
individuals, movements and nations often reserve the term ‘patriotist’ for
themselves, and easily ascribe the term ‘nationalist’ to others. As Billing
argues, “‘our’ loyalties to ‘our’ nation can be defended, even praised. A
rhetorical distinction is necessary for accomplishing this defence. ‘Our’
nationalism is not presented as nationalism, which is dangerously irrational,
surplus and alien... ‘Our’ nationalism appears as ‘patriotism’ —a beneficial,
necessary...force” (1955:55, emphasis added). Let us stress an example. In
January 1996, British newspapers commented ironically on the dispute of
Greece and Turkey over the Imia (a tiny island/rock), which they thought
incomprehensible and irrational, and also nationalistic. Most of the same
newspapers, however, supported the war in the Falklands, a tiny territory miles
away from Britain, as a defence of their national identity, as a reasonable and
patriotic operation that intended to ‘do justice’. This is an example of how
people, without difficulty, identify the others as nationalists, when they
(believe that they) act irrationally, but at the same time they perceive their own

actions as rational and fully justifiable in every instance.
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Having finished with the above constants that relate to the issue of
‘benign or malign nationalism’, I would like to add the following concluding
remarks. It has been argued thus far that the distinction between benign and
malign types of nationalism is incorrect. Conceptually, civic nationalism is
more assimilating and less serious in its consequences that ethnic nationalism
is®®. However, this does not mean that civic nationalism is benign nationalism,
but only that it is normatively preferable in comparison to ethnic nationalism.
So, however comparatively preferable at the normative level, civic nationalism
is not benign nationalism. Civic and ethnic are two sub-categories of
nationalism, and not two independent categories themselves. In that sense, I
have refrained from referring to any type of nationalism in a positive way. In
practical terms, we can see that the distinction between civic and ethnic
nationalism and their consequences is even weaker, not only in the sense that
civic nationalism can also have disastrous outcomes, but also in the sense that
the distinction itself is not practically useful. The reason is that, there are very
few countries that could be considered as cases of civic nationalism —
considering as civic cases not only those that are exclusively civic but also
those where civic characteristics prevail significantly for a considerable time.
Such cases are the USA, Australia, Holland, France; also, Canada, UK, Spain —
although the latter have recently had ‘ethnic type’ problems because of the
cases of Quebec, Scotland, and Basque country®’. Perhaps it would not be an
exaggeration to say that clear civic cases are a minority compared to the overall
number of natioﬁal states that exist today (taking into account the 189 member
states of the UN). Ethnic and civic elements are most likely to intermingle and
coexist, however in different proportions; and, if we add the various regime
types that combine with any one of these nationalisms, it is certainly invalid to

connect specific types of nationalisms and regimes together in fixed categories.

Certainly, there are more and less disastrous manifestations of

nationalism. War is certainly more devastating than looking down on a

% T refer here to consequences concerning tolerance and integration, and not to the regime-type that is
usually associated with it: as argued, we should not consider that democracy or any other political system
is connected to any type of nationalism.
' Canada, in particular, has nullified the assumption that law, tolerance, economic growth etc account
for stable, successful civic nationalisms.
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foreigner, and ethnic cleansing more ferocious than banal nationalism. Of
course we consider verbal discrimination less harmful than killing, national
pride than racism, but they too are closely connected: the one precedes the
other. The ‘Aryan race’ is an extreme manifestation of national pride, and
genocide an excessive conception of the other as an enemy. Thus, what seems
to be a benign nationalism can actually be the precondition for more extreme
manifestations to come to the fore and, as we can see from multiple historical
examples, they actually do come to the fore —and vice versa. So, we should
refrain from referring to good and bad nationalisms, both because such a
distinction is misleading (as nationalism includes both good and bad
manifestations), and because it escapes a deeper understanding of nationalism
and of the reasons that make it appear so diverse. Nationalism is an ideology, a
discourse and a sentiment that paves the way for nationalistic movements. The
Second World War, for instance, was the peak of the iceberg; an analysis of the
causes has to search for what lies beneath, even if it is not so destructively
manifested. Also, we have to look beyond the evident political expressions and
search for their appeal to the people. For example, although Pilsudski’s
nationalism was integrative, it was only few years after his death that three
million Jews were executed in Poland®®>. Thus an analysis of nationalism, and
national identity, has to take under consideration every aspect of it —
particularly the seemingly innocent ones. Hence the need to avoid such

conceptions of ‘good’ and ‘bad’, especially as far as nationalism is concerned.

Not all of us become extreme nationalists, of course. Individuation and
personal history plays an important role in that. Education, culture, social
activities, etc. shape different personalities and different needs. Childhood and
personal history —meaning first identifications, childhood traumas, repressed
desires, and fixations— are of utmost importance for the personal leanings
towards nationalism of each individual. Similar factors, by analogy, apply to
nations as well. Such factors are the level of education and cultivation, the

political institutions, but also the past history of a nation: collective traumas

2 Certainly, Poland was under the German occupation; however, the extent of Jewish genocide is
connected with the underlying Polish anti-Semitism. There is much evidence today that, while in other
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and historical facts that have ‘stigmatised’ the collective unconscious of the
nation. Many of them can be found in myths and narratives. However, as far as
collectivities are concerned, these factors are not so important per se, meaning
that they cannot provoke nationalistic reactions in a remote present if emphasis
is not laid upon them. For example, a past event can acquire significance if and
when it becomes the centre of successful nationalistic propaganda. Here lays
the major determinant for the kind of nationalism that will be developed or
articulated, and for the swift from mild and tolerant to aggressive
manifestations of nationalism: whether emphasis will be laid upon them. This
is a political determinant that refers to the state apparatus and its leadership, the
role of the ruling government and the political movements that may develop
within the national state. Psychological determinants are very important, as we
have seen, but the major cause in the swift from one political condition and
expression to another is the goal aimed at and the means chosen to achieve
them. Also, there are other circumstances or contingencies that can account for
a nationalistic revival. Such circumstances include the political and economic
situation of the nation, international circumstances (for example, if a
neighbouring country articulates nationalistic rhetoric that may give rise to
similar reactions in one’s country), as well as social and political coincidences.
These can be best analysed and explained when we have a particular
nation/region on focus and, thus, we can answer the reasons for a nationalistic

reaction in a given place and time®.

Let me stress an example regarding the political determinant of the ruling
government. It was a political decision of Thatcher’s government to employ a
highly nationalistic discourse during the Falklands war in order to gain support
for the military means used to achieve that political (and economic) decision.
In the same country, almost two decades later, the current government of the
Labour party tries to gain support for another decision (to join the Economic
and Monetary Union in the EU) with the use of several arguments, some of

them with conflicting logics from the standpoint of our discussion about civic

European occupied countries many Jews were hided or helped to escape by the locals, in Poland this was
not the case. The scale of genocide in Poland verifies these subsequent findings.
8 These ‘particular circumstances” will be analysed in the following chapter.
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and ethnic elements: on the one hand, the support is invited in the name of
Europe’s further integration and economic (and political) cooperation with
members of the EU, while on the other hand support is invited in the name of
the preservation of the British interests, of a stronger Britain within the EU*.
Thus, the argumentation used each time is usually the one considered to be
more successful, with no particular commitment to civic criteria by definition
even from considerably civic national states. So, what really triggers a
nationalistic reaction is the political decision to manipulate the national(istic)
feelings of the national group, a decision based on the realisation that the

appeal to national identity is particularly successful.

Thus, the political determinant, that is the choices of the ‘state’, of the
leadership of the national state, is the one that makes a substantial difference in
the transformation or the swift of emphasis towards a more or less nationalistic
rhetoric (or practice)®® —without disregard for other, particular circumstances
(as will be analysed in the following chapter). Hence the various roles and uses
of nationalism in different political and historical contexts®. It is interesting to
see, however, how a nationalistic rhetoric manages to appeal to the members of
a nation or movement. It was mentioned a few paragraphs above that, by
analogy to individual fixations, the nation’s history is important for its leanings
towards nationalism. Collective traumas in particular can often explain to a
certain extend the success of a nationalistic movement or the spread of

nationalistic discourse within a given nation or ethnic group. So, it would be

% See the press conference of the Prime Minister Tony Blair on the 20% of June 2002.
6 “Nationalistic’ here does not need any other qualification (i.e. civic, ethnic or other) as the term is
always used to describe practices that would be described as ethnic. In practical terms, the
characterisation of a national state as nationalistic means that it emphasises its ethnic components; civic
nationalism is no even referred to as nationalism. For example, a nationalist leader is not every leader of a
national state, but the one that expresses an intense ethnic nationalistic discourse (meaning that, no
distinction is made saying ‘He is a nationalist, yet a civic one’; similarly, when we characterise a national
state as nationalistic, we never qualify whether we mean civic or ethnic). So, the distinction between civic
and ethnic nationalism seems like a distinction between non-nationalism and nationalism (in the every
day use of the terms in politics, in journalism, even in academia). This brings to the fore once more the
projection argument described before: that is, by distinguishing between ‘good’ and ‘bad’ nationalism,
and preserving the ‘good’ one for oneself, one projects the whole ideal that nationalism expresses onto the
others. It is indicative that those countries that are considered to be civic instances are to a large extent a
(loose) alliance and they also tend to define the very terms of civic and ethnic.

For a detailed analysis of various nationalisms and the contexts within which they emerged see
Breuilly (1993).
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useful to end this chapter by explaining the meaning of nations’ ‘childhood’

and of common traumas in their history.

Collective Unconscious

The course of a nation is celebrated in historical documents, narratives,
myths, songs, etc. These are its history, its past, and they are inscribed in the
minds of its members. This is a past that only members can get hold of, for it
includes all the perceptions the nation has for itself and the others, along with
its culture and mentality. This past can be totally held only by members of a
nation because it is quite different from the knowledge one has for other
countries, knowledge that comes from genuine interest, visits and/or study of
historiography. It includes this knowledge as well, but it is more than that: it is
also the mentality generated by this knowledge and by other perceptions,
myths, narratives and lived experiences. This is the collective unconscious of a
nation. As it has been indicated earlier on this thesis®’, Freud has used the term
collective unconscious to describe an archaic heritage whose traces are to be
found in a “collective mind, in which mental processes occur just as they do in
the mind of an individual” (Freud, 1913:220). The word ‘collective
unconscious’ should not become subject to misinterpretation and be understood
as referring to one unconscious, group mind, that ‘we all’ collectively possess,
which is not the meaning that Freud had specified. He rather talked about the
appropriation of the same elements in the unconscious of each member,
individually, elements that are commonly held because of identification. These
elements include the history of the nation, its relation to other nations, its
traditions, its language etc, which are elements that can easily identified and
described, but also myths, narratives, perceptions and certain mentalities that
are acquired and understood mainly through the experience of common living.

So, the collective unconscious rather connotes the existence or knowledge

7 I have referred to the “collective unconscious’ in chapter 2, p.42-43. See references on the same subject
in Brown, 1961:108.
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within each individual of these elements that are common for all members of

the nation —or simply the capability to identify and understand them.

Parts of the collective uncoﬂscious of a nation are major unpleasant
events, disasters, defeats etc. that -occasionally and under certain
circumstances— can be experienced in the present as traumatic events. As in
individual cases, when the past is experienced as a trauma it generates extreme
and pathological attitudes. Like a person, a whole nation may regress in a
pathological situation, where it will seek to boost self-esteem and repair earlier
narcissistic damage to national image —which is self-image as well®®. Falk
analyses this in his article “‘Unconscious Aspects of the Arab-Israeli Conflict’,
where he argues that major traumas in the history of the Jews and the
Palestinians have affected their present situation and led into a conflict.
“Zionists”, he argues, “wished to restore to the Jews their great historical
losses...They wished to make sure that the Jewish future was not like the past,
yet they longed for past glories at the same time...From the psychoanalytic
viewpoint the Zionist longing was like that of a child for its split-off Great
Good Early Mother, which exists only in the child’s phantasy...Those who
came in Palestine longed for a new life in a new motherland...They certainly
did not wish to find brothers or cousins in Palestine who would be their rivals
for the love of their ideal motherland”. Arab historiography, on the other hand,
blamed external forces for their failures and defeats, and many of them “still
wish to turn back the historical clock and restore the medieval Arab glory”
(Falk, 1992:216-7, 218). This last comment, about the wish to restore a

glorious past, is common in many cases of nationalistic exaltations.

Berlin argues that nationalism “usually seems to be caused by wounds,
some form of collective humiliation” (1990:245). Past losses in a nation’s
history become traumas and have an unpleasant effect because —and when—
they are experienced as present losses. These we can call collective traumas,
because these are not traumas that each member of the nation necessarily has
(although this can also be the case), but they are traumas that the nation has, as
a collectivity, as part of its history. By making this distinction I intend to allow

% Ulman & Abse (1982) refer to the individual regression in group pathology. See particularly p. 638.
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an outlet for individuation: for, a common trauma is one that everybody within
the nation has, while a collective one is one that the nation as a collectivity has
and someone can distance him/herself from. Such traumas can be
(re)experienced in the present when the past is imaginary experienced as
present (Castoriadis, 1985:197)%. Similarly, Castoriadis argues that an incident
is not traumatic by itself (with the exception of marginal events), and it is
experienced as traumatic only if an individual ascribes to it extreme importance
(1985:200)™. The same applies to collective traumas of an ethnic group or a
nation. If a charismatic leader or an influential group that can exercise
propaganda have experienced a past loss as a major traumatic event, they can
transmit their perception to the nation, at least to a large part of it, provided that
it is indeed a major event that provokes sorrow to them. In periods of crises this
can become a reference point with mortal consequences. In the Serbian
propaganda, for example, the ‘Kosovo myth’, which referred to a major
traumatic event in the Serbian history, exercised great emotional appeal to the

Serbian people, particularly in a time of violent turbulences and change.

Nations try to keep their memories ‘alive’ through the creation of
monuments and commemorations. These are like symptoms in individuals,
which are not always traumatic but reveal their history or important parts of it.
The function and significance of these commemorations varies from person to
person, as it varies for the nation as a whole in different periods. These
commemorations can be symbolic representations of an event that is
considered as a landmark in the nation’s history (like a revolution), and its
celebration may signify the foundation of its modern history, a great

achievement, a significant loss etc. These symbolic representations can take an

% Marx underlined in 7he Capital that, the memory of past generations puts an extraordinary weight in
the consciousness of the living, as Castoriadis refers in 1985:197.

'® This argument closely relates to Freud’s “economic’ factor in explaining the individual’s formation of
symptoms. He argues in Infroductory Lectures on Psychoanalysis that the formations of symptoms and
libido’s regress to repressed fixations need an additional determinant to be explained, a quantitative
condition (1917¢:420). According to this “economic line of approach” (p.421), an individual may fall into
‘mental illness’ when he/she reach the amount of cathexis that can tolerate and cannot master an
additional amount of excitation. So, the difference is made when more cathexis is required and the
individual cannot correspond to it; this quantitative factor is different among individuals. This economic
approach is indispensable in order to explain conflicting situations and must accompany the dynamic ones
(which can be summarised in the qualitatively endeavour to obtain pleasure and avoid unpleasure). See
Freud, 1917c: 420422,
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imaginary significance, and be experienced as a present misdeed or as a past
glory that has to be restored. Freud has shown how an event can be
experienced quite differently, individually, in relation to his hysterical patients.

He writes in Five Lectures of Psychoanalysis:

our hysterical patients suffer from reminiscences. Their symptoms are residues
and mnemic symbols of particular (traumatic) experiences. We may perhaps
obtain a deeper understanding of this kind of symbolism if we compare them
with other mnemic symbols in other fields. The monuments and memorials
with which large cities are adomed are also mnemic symbols...[i.e. in London
the Charing Cross, and the Monument]. These monuments, then, resemble
hysterical symptoms in being mnemic symbols; up to that point the comparison
seems justifiable. But, what should we think of a Londoner who paused to-day
in deep melancholy before the memorial of Queen Eleanor’s funeral [Charring
Cross]...or of a Londoner who shed tears before the Monument that
commemorates the reduction of his beloved metropolis to ashes although it has
long risen again in far greater brilliance? Yet, every single hysteric and
neurotic behaves like these two unpractical Londoners. Not only do they
remember painful experiences of the remote past, but they still cling to it
emotionally; they cannot get free of the past and for its sake they neglect what
is real and immediate. This fixation of mental life to pathogenic traumas is one
of the most significant and practically important characteristics of neurosis
(1910a:16, emphasis added).

Thus, we can see how the commemoration of the same event can be the origin
for surpassing it through its symbolic representation, while it can also function
as an imaginary re-experiencing of the past for some people or for a whole
nation in a given period. Nationalism resembles a pathology that is collectively
experienced by members of a nation: it enhances group self-esteem and it
intensifies emotions, exactly because it appeals to a collectivity rather than a
person. Particularly in periods of nationalistic exaltations, past memories and
traumas become hysterical symptoms, and members of a nation regress to them
collectively, meaning each one separately but all together simultaneously. In
‘normal’ conditions, common traumatic experiences and nationalistic rhetoric
appeal mainly to individuals whose own personal history is traumatic and they

seek for an outlet for aggression, a sense of ‘whole’, etc.
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It has been argued before that a common characteristic of most
nationalisms is the wish to restore a glorious past. Another common
characteristic, connected to this one, is the denial of the past loses. This is a
fundamental characteristic of the unconscious: denial of unpleasant facts that
disturb the pleasure principle’’. Thus, frustration provoked by an event
combined with the inability to accept it has as a result its denial. A
consequence of this is the irability to mourn. Mourning is a process that has a
cathartic effect. It requires, however, that one first acknowledges a problem
and accepts its existence, which is a prerequisite for mourning for it and, in the
sequel, for getting over it. Mourning has a regenerative role in our lives, argues
Falk, as without mourning our losses we are stuck in the past (1992:238-240).
Without mourning (or with ineffective mourning) we keep being overwhelmed
by feelings associated to a specific event, such as anxiety, guilt, anger or
sorrow. “There is no moving beyond without some experience of mourning”
(1995:537), argues Ross, a process by which an individual or group comes to

terms with a significant loss.

Volkan has suggested that objects and processes, like monuments and
rituals, that link the past to the present —and to the future— can assist group
mourning. Thus, monuments to the victims of Holocaust, for example, have
also a cleansing, therapeutic effect’?. “‘Also’ means that they can have another
effect as well. So, Ross argues that “communal rituals of mourning can also
exacerbate tension and communicate intense threat, for what is celebrated as a
victory by one side is often marked as a bitter defeat by another” (1995:538).
This is also true because monuments and rituals can have a symbolic meaning
or an imaginary one for certain people or for a nation as a whole (for example,
they can just remind a historical event, or generate emotional exaltation about
it). Particularly about rituals, Schopflin has suggested that, “acceptance of and
participation in [it]...is vital, if not obligatory, if the system is to be sustained,
but belief in the ritual is less important...” (1997:21); rituals provide for a sense

of strengthening of the community and the individual’s role in it, without

™ See the analysis of this point in chapter 1, page 19-20; also Frend, 1911, 1915d, and 1920.
2 The example is stressed by Ben-Amos, 1999:298.
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imposing uniformity of belief. By analogy to the children, we can say that
ritualisation is a useful, adoptive mechanism; nevertheless, excessive
ritualisation is a manifestation of anxiety, as Parin argues (1988:101-102). For
example, in an era of nationalism, national parades, commemorations,
monuments etc. have always the potential to regress into hysteric symptoms. In
any case, as Anderson argues, “no more arresting emblems of the modern
culture of nationalism exist than cenotaphs and tombs of Unknown Soldiers”
(1991:9). These are the heroic ancestors, with whom one —the members of a
nation— identifies, either symbolically or imaginary, and their tombs are

unificatory symbols, full of significance and emotional fascination.

Significant turnpoints in the history of a nation are inscribed in myths
and narratives. These myths can also be manipulated for reasons of political

expediency. For that reason, they are usually part of nationalistic rhetoric.

Myths and National Identity

Myths have a particularly strong and mostly unconscious influence in
peoples’ (national) identity, as they contain much of the perceptions a nation
has for itself, and for nationhood in particular. A myth is a “legendary narrative
that represents part of the beliefs of the people or explains natural phenomena
[;]...it does not require empirical proof...The original purpose of a myth is to
provide meaning” (Schutz, 1993:96). A myth is a narrative rich in ideas,
images and phantasies, and it is thus attractive to everybody. Lipowatz and
Demertzis explain that the myth is an autonomous necessity of the human
psyche: it does not try to clarify meaning, but to symbolically mediate humans
and their world and to familiarise them with their own contradictions (1994:52-
53). It is interesting that primitive myths show remarkable similarity in content.
As Brown argues, “accounts of patricide and incest with the mother, castration,
punishment and reparation, matricide, cannibalism, and dismemberment, form
part of the mythology of all people”; psychoanalysis explains that by noting
that “such phantasies are universal during the earlier years of life” (1961:115).

Otto Rank has similarly argued that myths on national heroes are “especially
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invested with fantastic features, which, in different peoples, even though
widely separated by space and entirely independent of each other, present a

baffling similarity and...a literal conformity” (emphasis added)”.

Myths reveal peoples’ self perceptions, wishes and fears; so does fixation
on certain myths. Fixation on myths does not tell us the ‘true’ story of a people,
but reveals those elements that are of particular importance, those that
influence most their self-perceptions and mentality. Myths are not historical
truths anyway; they contain contradictions and usually naturalise the facts.
Thus, they are “immune to criticism” (Schutz, 1993:96). In addition, they
appeal to emotions and not to rational thinking. These characteristics make
them easy to use for mass manipulation and demagoguery. Their use in the
public sphere for propaganda is also due to their uncritical acceptance because
people do not understand the metaphor and take it literally; this way, they
confuse its symbolic use with reality (Lipowatz & Demertzis, 1994:55).

In a taxonomy of the myths of nationhood, Schopflin refers to the
following categories of myths, categories that may overlap and even co-exist.
Myths of territory (of motherland, the land of purity; they are usually
connected with myths of a ‘Golden Age’); myths of redemption and suffering
(in which the suffering will soon come to an end and the nation “will be
redeemed or, indeed, redeem the world” [1997:29]);, myths of unjust treatment
(mistreatment that has caused the suffering), myths of election and civilising
mission (‘chosen nation’, for any reason, meaning because God chose us,
because of ‘civic qualities’, because ‘we are not racists’ etc.); myths of military
valour (emphasises heroism); myths of ethnogenesis and antiquity, myths of
kinship and shared descent (genetic transmission of the group’s qualities).
These myths that Schopflin mentions are all integral part of nationalistic
rhetoric and are used widely by all national states. Smith (1997:48-51) includes
some of their content as the functions of the ‘Golden Age’: their function is to
enhance integrity and cohesion. These myths are also widely used in political
campaigns, to the extent that the best way to influence the electorate has

proved to be the appeal to emotions. As an example, in a thirty minutes film

™ Rank, Otto (1914): The Myth and the Birth of the Hero, New York, p.1; in Freud, 1939:247.
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produced for Reagan’s election campaign in 1984, analysed by Schutz, Reagan
appears as “an ‘American Hero’ who personifies traditional values such as
religious beliefs, patriotism, happy family, life and liberty, in other words as a
true representative of the American Dream. That picture is painted against a
background that shows America as a strong nation which has regained the

military and economic power it once had” (1993:97, emphasis added).

The above example is not only one of a specific myth used in order to
mobilise an ethnic or national group. It is rather a usual nationalistic mythology
found in the nationalistic rhetoric —presented as patriotic— of most established
national states. Particular myths are used in more specific circumstances, and
they are understood only by, or they appeal only to the national group. The
myth of Kosovo is an example of a myth used effectively by Milosevic, for it
was a myth that had influenced to a large extend and had shaped the feeling of
a constant threat to the Serbian national identity. It was also a myth with a clear
demarcation of ‘us’ and ‘them’, and it could be used to present clear parallels
to the given conflictual situation during the 1990s. In addition, it referred to a
great loss, a loss not only articulated and used by Milosevic, but felt as such by
the Serbians as well (which is prerequisite for a loss to be experienced as a
collective trauma and, thus, be mobilising, as indicated earlier)74. So, a myth
can be effective in mobilising people only if it is still “alive’ in the collective
unconscious of the group (and will be chosen if it meets political interests). Of
course, other factors matter, factors that cannot be generalised, as they are apt

to the particular space and time.

A last issue that should be stressed at this point concerns the selective
‘forgetting’ and ‘remembering’ of certain aspects in the collective unconscious
of a nation that conveniently allow national narratives, myths, history etc. to be

presented without contradictions”.

™ For more details on this myth see Hastings, 1997:190.

™ As it was argued about myths, the unconscious has the ability to overlook contradictions. However, the
process of selective memory and stereotyping that will be mentioned now refers to an additional process
that creates a unitary historical narrative, which can include history and myths that suppresses
contradictions even to the conscious thinking,
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Selective Memory and Stereotypes

Members of a nation have a collective unconscious, that is the memory of
the nation’s past. The formation of this collective unconscious involves
collective remembering and forgetting. It resembles, by analogy, childhood
memories, memories that an individual has of his/her childhood. Childhood
memories, Freud has argued, are often mere phantasies formed in a later date;
they are memories “elicited at a later age, when childhood is already past”, and
they are often falsified because they “are put into the service of later trends”.
Similarly, he argues about nations, contemporary writing of a nation’s past is
inevitably influenced by present perceptions, beliefs and wishes, “for many
things had been dropped from the nation’s memory, while others were
distorted, and some remains of the past were given a wrong interpretation in
order to fit in with contemporary ideas” (1910b:83). Thus, Freud argues that “a
man’s conscious memory of the events of his maturity is in every way
comparable to the first kind of historical writing [as a chronicle of current
events], while the memories that he has of his childhood correspond, as far as
their origins and reliability is concerned, to the history of a nation’s earliest
days, which was compiled later for tendentious reasons” (1910b:84). However,
he stresses, we should not reject those phantasies, or the legends and traditions
of a nation, because they do present some reality of the past, on which latter

distortions (‘forgettings’) have occurred.

Shared memory is produced through ‘calendar custom’ or ‘ritualised
rememberance’, as Noys and Abrahams (1999), and Zerubavel (1995) have
called it respectively. It is the collective repetition of practices that produces
common customs and common memories, which are mainly defined by these
practices. Rituals, commemorations, museums etc. safeguard peoples’ memory
and create stronger bonds in the community of the nation. Shared memory is a
“complex dialectic of remembering and forgetting” (Billing, 1995:37), which
involves keeping the memories that sustain ‘our good self-image’ for our
group/ nation, and remembering the ‘bad’ aspects of other nations’ history.
Renan calls forgetting an historical error (1996:45). An error that is not

contingent, as its name indicates: what is usually ‘forgotten’ is the violent
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origin and past actions of the nation that are occasionally glorified while
simultaneously condemned in other nations’ history’®. Thus, a nation’s
perceptions about itself and the others are formed through a selective
appropriation of history and sustained through the selective ritualisation of its
memories. Political and historical myths are created and advertised through this

process as well.

A consequence of this selective appropriation of history is stereotyping.
Stereotypes are “shared cultural perceptions of social groups” (Billing,
1995:80), both about themselves and about other groups. They are, however,
mostly ascribed to outgroups, as Billing argues, because ‘our’ group is usually
considered as the standard, the ‘normal’. This way groups maintain a positive
group identity by comparison to contrasting others. Stereotypes are not static,
however, and their content may change through a constant process of
(re)defining ourselves and the others. Stereotyping is linked to categorisation
and self-categorisation, which is divisive. “The theory of self-categorisation”,
Billing argues, “focuses upon the first person singular: it is connected with the
declarations of identity which ‘I’ make about myself...Nationalism is, above

all, an ideology of the first person plural” (Billing, 1995:70).

National stereotypes concern a perception of one’s nation and of other
nations. It is important to note that stereotypes are usually self-confirming, as
Lipman has argued and recent studies confirm. Hirsberg (1993) conducted a
study upon US university students and their national perceptions, which
confirmed the view that people tend to recall stereotype-consistence
information and to forget stereotype-inconsistent information. The results of
this survey are very interesting. The vast majority of the Americans appear to
be proud to be Americans, as Hirsberg concludes, with basic elements of
American image to be freedom and democracy. Events and criticisms that have

threatened their patriotic self-image (like the coup-d’etat in Guatemala or the

¢ Whole nations tend to ‘forget’ their own history and nationalisms and criticise that of the others. For
example, Western countries often criticise the nationalistic eruptions and conflicts in Eastern Europe after
1989 as representative of a lower level of civil society, democratisation, education, etc. Nevertheless, they
forget this way, firstly, that Western nation-states were not formed in a more civilised way but they
followed similar paths more than a century ago, and secondly, that similar nationalisms and conflicts
within Western countries are constantly to the fore (Northern Ireland, Quebec, Catalonia, Belgium, etc).
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Vietnam war) were rarely remembered or interpreted as antidemocratic or
oppressive. Subjects of the survey “recalled stereotype-consistent information
(US support for democracy or opposition to communism) far more readily than
they recalled inconsistent information [US antidemocratic interventions]”.
Information given was interpreted in such a way as not to threaten the national
image these students had for their nation and themselves. So, “helpful
behaviour [i.e. airlifting supplies] was considered to be naturally American and
voluntary, while a harmful act [i.e. bombs dropping] tended to be viewed as
uncharacteristic behaviour the US had been forced to engage in” (Hirsberg,
1993:96). As this survey shows most clearly, stereotyping has serious political
implications, as it can be used in order to secure support for domestic and

external policies, for mass mobilisation, and for political propaganda.

To conclude, I would like to make a brief remark. Thus far, we have
referred to almost every aspect of nationalism, and national identity, at least all
those estimated to be of utmost importance. Yet, it is not my intention to make
a caricature of nationalism but, instead, to analyse and explain its most
important aspects. This is not to say that all of these aspects and characteristics
will appear in every specific case of nationalism. Rather, that most of these
elements are manifest in many nationalisms if we examine them in the course
of time. For example, ‘banal’, everyday mild nationalism has a number of
characteristics, as defined above, but they are not ‘fixed’: there is no historical
evidence to suggest that it cannot be replaced, or ‘enriched’ with militant and
extreme manifestations. In fact, every nation has been subject to aggressive
manifestations in the course of its history. Psychological conditions change, as
also —or because— the external conditions change; each particular nation has
been subject to such changes. What is, more or less, stable is the internal,
psychological predisposition of individuals to become influenced by
destructive influences and rhetoric (be they racist, nationalistic, or other). What

is also important is the deliberate attempt of leaders and elites to take
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advantage of these predispositions and address peoples’ unconscious drives
and dynamics. Unfortunately, the deeper knowledge of individuals and their
inner psyche since the late 19™ century has provided the means for mass
manipulation and exploitation, instead of facilitating the effort towards a more

peaceful and harmonious living.

In the next chapter we will proceed with a further elaboration of issues
concerning nationalism and national identity. Specifically, we shall refer to the
distinction between ethnic and national identity, to the emergence of the nation
and nationalism, and to the particular circumstances that account for the launch

of actively aggressive and extreme manifestations of nationalism.



CHAPTER 4: THE EMERGENCE OF
NATIONALISM

In the previous chapter we analysed the close relation between
nationalism and national identity. There, we made the distinction between
national and nationalistic identity and analysed the imaginary character of
nationalism and the specific reasons for its strong psychological appeal. In
addition, we referred to the commonplace distinction between civic and ethnic
types of nationalism as benign and malign forms of nationalism, which it was
argued that is misleading and due to projection. There is a gap left, however, in
the development of the argument, and this must be filled, so as to have a more

complete picture of national identity.

One of the issues raised thus far is that, since human psychological
foundations are not confined in space and time, then can we argue that nations,
nationalism and national identity have existed in earlier times? Is nationalism
and national identity new? The second issue is that, as it has been argued in the
previous chapter, the influence and success of nationalism depends on specific
political circumstances and internal or external policies, along with existing
cultural and historical contexts; but if nationalism has the potentials to strike a
chord to all individuals, it is because of their inner predispositions. The appeal
of nationalism on the unconscious has been further analysed, but the first
prerequisite, that of political, economic and other circumstances that match and
facilitate the spread and appeal of nationalism has still been left unanswered.
The study of these circumstances is thus indispensable for the comprehension
of the political and social aspects of the issue. Their study is required so as to
complement and complete the analysis of the previous chapter. This will also
provide an additional answer to the relevant and inferred question of what
accounts for extreme manifestations of nationalism', that is, what makes a
nation adopt an actively aggressive nationalism? These questions have

emerged from the previous analysis and need an answer. So, in this chapter we

! Additional to the psychological and political determinants that we analysed in chapter 3.
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shall deal with those two issues, which are also a thematic continuation of the

previous one.

Is Nationalism and National Identity New?

The following questions have to be answered: are nationalism and
national identity new phenomena? Have they first appeared in modernity?
These questions inevitably emerge because nationalism is considered by many
scholars? to be a new phenomenon, confined in modemnity; the same applies to
the nation, and national identity too. But, in the previous chapters we have
referred to ethnic and national identities interchangeably, providing a
psychological explanation for them that was quite similar. So, these issues need

some further clarification.

Nationalistic Attitudes Throughout History

History is full of instances of ‘nationalistic’ attitudes and discriminatory
behaviours based on similarity and difference. In Herodotus it is referred that
Egyptians looked down on Greeks because they were not undergoing
circumcision®. Ancient Greeks, in their turn, believed that ‘non-Greeks are
barbarians’. Also, in the late Hellenistic period the Pauline church offered
favourable material and legal conditions to poor and foreign people, including
Christian hospitality in hospita and xenodohia placed at the entrance of the city
and nearby the churches; this generosity, though, was reserved only for
Christians, and a Christian passport attesting Christianity (that was used since
the apostolic times) became generalised (Kristeva, 1991:86-87). Discrimination

based on belonging and a specific identity is not new in history irrespectively

2 The most prominent of which are Gellner (1993), Anderson (1991), Hobsbawm (1990), Kedourie
(1994), and others, whose argument (the modernist argument —~the modernists) is the most influencing in
the studies of nationalism and national identity.

* Herodotus (1921): History, Vol.I, London/New York: Locb Classical Library, pp.36-47, translation by
A D.Godley from Book IT; referred in Freud, 1939:269.
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of the criteria used each time, whether religious, cultural or other. Are these
enough, however, so as to talk about nationalism in the Middle Ages or in

antiquity? 1

Nationalism as an explicit claim that the nation has an upper value and
loyalty demands and that it must have its own sovereign state is new in history
and confined in modernity. Thus, nationalism as an ideology and a movement
is clearly a characteristic of modernity. Nationalism as a sentiment and, partly,
as a discourse, though, is very similar to many appearances throughout history.
This is not to afgue that it is the same now and then because, certainly,
nationalistic ideology has ‘enriched’ both the nationalistic sentiment and,
mostly, the discourse with new elements and a more concrete orientation (i.e.
the claim for a ‘nation-state’ is an explicit one in nationalistic ideology).
Nevertheless, certain nationalistic elements (that is, certain elements that we
find in nationalistic sentiments and discourses) are not new in modernity, nor is
the backwards orientation of societies and ethnic and national communities (i.e.
the rhetoric of a “Golden Age”). Smith refers to classical ancient Greeks —a
society highly idealised today—, their idealising of their “great past” and of
heroes of Homeric epics, and after mentioning several examples he concludes
that: “the ideal of a ‘Golden Age’ is not a creation of the nationalists and the
Romantics. It can be found among several people in the ancient world”
(1997:40). Neither is it a characteristic of modernity the sentiment of pride and
high self-esteem, the sense of belonging and the identity one acquires out of
participation in an ethnic or national group. Gellner mentions that people have
always lived in groups, many of which have persisted in time; “one important
factor in their persistence was the loyalty men felt for these groups, and the fact
that they identified with them” (1993:138, emphasis added). Nevertheless, he
denies that nationalism, even as a sentiment, has existed before modernity. He
argues that, “if one calls this factor [loyalty and identity], generically,
‘patriotism’, then it is no part of my intention to deny that some measure of
such patriotism is indeed part of human life”, and he adds that “nationalism is a
very distinct species of patriotism...” (1993:138), distinguished because of few

but important features: homogeneity, literacy, anonymity. Following the
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argument elaborated in chapter 3 (about the similarities of patriotism and
nationalism and the use of patriotism as a ‘good’ aspect of nationalism), I
would argue that nationalism is indeed a modern phenomenon —as an ideology
and a movement—, but nationalistic/localistic/chauvinistic attitudes have been

apparent since antiquity. Nationalism as group chauvinism has existed before.

One can go so far as to argue that, nationalism as a sentiment is not a
derivative of the ideology of nationalism, at least exclusively, because such
sentiments have been expressed several times throughout history, but it is only
enriched and specified by it. Patriotism, chauvinism (which the Oxford
Dictionary defines as “exaggerated or aggressive patriotism”)’, racism,
localism, ethnocentrism, regionalism: all these terms describe attitudes,
behaviours and sentiments originated in attachment to the patria and the group.
Such attachments are both universal and extend from archaic times to
modemnity. One of the oldest epics, the Odyssey of the Homeric epics, for
example, describes the effort and longing of Odysseus (Ulysses) to return to his
beloved homeland. Such attachments and attitudes have found explicit
expression today in nationalism, which not only describes such attitudes and
sentiments but also systematises them and enriches them with new elements
and qualities. For this reason it might be misleading to argue that nationalism,
as defined in the previous chapter, has existed before: that could cause
misunderstandings, because nationalism is also a modern ideology and form of
politics. But, certainly, nationalism as a sentiment and, partly, discourse’ is
quite similar, even identical, to analogous sentiments, such as regionalism,

chauvinism etc., which have all existed before.

The refutation of nationalistic (as patriotic and chauvinistic) attitudes in
the pre-modern era is connected to the denial that nations have existed before
modernity (because the prevailing modernist argument is that nationalism
forged the nations for the first time). Inevitably, so, the nation comes to the

fore. It is not my intention to address here the huge debate about the creation of

* Oxford Dictionary and Thesaurus, Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press, 1995, p.240.
5 I say ‘partly’ about the discourse because it also refers to the explicit claims to national determination,
which characterise the modern era and the ideology of nationalism.
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nations, but to refer to the re-signification of the word ‘nation’ in modernity.
My contribution to this debate will be as limited as needed in order to address

the main question about national identity and its relation to ethnic identity.

When Does an Ethnic Group Become a Nation?

There is a general question regarding whether the nation is an artifact
created by nationalism. This view is broadly accepted as its supporters
(Hobsbawm, Gellner, Kedourie, Anderson, etc) and the modernist paradigm
are the most prominent and largely influencing in the study of the nation,
nationalism and national identity. What is going to be argued in this section is
that, because of the emergence of nationalism, the nation is attributed a
different meaning and definition. This modern definition has created, in its
turn, two different problems: one is the confusion and merging of the definition
of the nation with that of the state and, second, the ‘search’ in pre-modern

times for nations by using this modified, modern definition.

Nationalism as a political ideology postulates that the nation and the state
should be congruent, merged as a ‘nation-state’. Thus, the nationalistic practice
during the last two centuries has been to claim for and to establish ‘nation-
states’. Nevertheless, it should be remarked that this ideological claim has not
led to the establishment of real national states —real in the sense of the union of
one nation with one state. In 1970, of a total of 132 states, only the 9,1% were
totally homogeneous and 18,9% had the 90% of the population belonging to
one ethnic group (data in Connor, 1994:29-30). Nevertheless, even the
remaining 72% with more than two significant ethnic groups composing their
population are called ‘nation-states’. Thus, Smith has accurately proposed the
term ‘national state’®, to connote the composition of current states by more
than one nations and ethnic groups. So, the nation has been signified by

nationalism as a ‘nation-state’. This signification of the nation by nationalism,

 Smith, 1995a:86. Following Smith’s argument, I refer throughout this thesis to national states, or use
the term ‘nation-states’ in inverted commas and mainly when I want to refer to nationalistic claims or to
‘nation-state’ as a normative paradigm within modernity.
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that prevails for as long as nationalism has been prevalent, has rendered the
notion of the nation as ‘nation-state’ an accepter norm, a concrete knowledge
that many scholars do not question today. This is the reason why definitional
elements of the state form part of the definition of the nation; for example,
mass public culture, political rights and duties, economic articulation and
mobility, and possession of military apparatus (that is, elements that define the
state) are now considered integral parts of the definition of nations, along with

the shared memories, myths and cultures.

A consequence of the above is that, it is difficult for scholars to identify
any nation existing in the past, prior to modernity. Anthohy Smith (1995a),
who seeks to critically assess these perspectives, the growth of national
sentiments can be traced back to 15® century or even earlier; however, he
cannot find any group in much earlier times that would fit the definition of the
nation because he rigorously applies the current perception of the nation to
other epochs. He writes, for example, referring to the city-states in ancient
Greece that they “might well be described as precocious or small scale
nations”, as the size of ancient Athens was the same of the size of modern
Iceland (200,000 citizens). “On the other hand”, he continuous, “only the
30000 adult male Athenians were citizens; metics, women and slaves were
excluded” (1995a:169, endnote 7). Thus, he confines nations to modern mass
phenomena and mass citizenry, which today are “much more numerous than
the politically active membership of pre-modern ethnies or city-states”
(1995a:54). In the same context, however, he does not question the
‘nationness’ of many Western national states whose half population (women)
was excluded from full political participation until very recently (for example,
general suffrage rights were not introduced in Belgium until 1948, and in
Switzerland until 1971). In the same example of ancient Athens, Smith objects
its ‘nationness’ with the assessment that, from the nationalist standpoint, the
city-states “lacked the key component of cultural individuality... Athenian
culture was a variant of a wider Ionian ethnic, and still wider cultural, network™
(1995a:169, endnote 7). Yet, this argument is as if, keeping the analogies in

mind, we questioned today the German or Spanish ‘nationness’ on the basis of
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their being part of a wider European network and culture. Thus, Smith’s
argument is a projection of today’s criteria of mass-nations to another time, a
time where the scales of communication were smaller but analogous. In
addition, city-states did not lack the organisation and functions of more recent
national states. In essence, Smith acknowledges these facts by saying that the
ethnic state is the pre-modern equivalent of modern nations but, nevertheless,

argues that we can best call them ethnies but not nations (1995a:57-8).

So, the re-signification of the word ‘nation’ in modernity can itself lead
to the perception that there were not nations in pre-modern times while, at the
same time, calling them ethnic states/ethnies is enough to make a qualitative
difference. Certainly, to the extent that modernity is a different epoch its
structures will have differences as well. This, however, should not result in a
perception of a cutting-edge dichotomy in-between times, in a perception that
not even nation-like entities have existed before modernity. There is a certain
continuity based on similarities, and these similarities have to be acknowledged
—along with differences as well. Certainly, Smith makes this acknowledgement
but, since his stance is a critical one against the modernist paradigm, it is also
indicative of the widespread perception that argues for the novelty of nations as

a result of nationalism.

Perhaps it is also the case that the reluctance to recognise any existence
of nations in the past is due to the perception that by doing so one might
support nationalistic claims and arguments. This is another issue, though, as the
one does not presuppose the other. Demertzis argues that it is a nationalistic
bias to confuse the nation with ethnicity and to believe that it exists from
antiquity (1996:62). It is true that nationalists are thus biased. It is also true,
however, that it is a bias not to identify a nation before modernity because that
might support the claims of nationalists. So, we can suggest that no nation has
been ‘found’ in the past because it is searched for with modern criteria, and
with a reluctance to find it. Castoriadis calls this ‘reflective projection’: the
languages of different societies (different in terms of both space and time) do
not correspond to identical codifications, because beneath their formulation lay

different images and desires. So, Castoriadis argues that the Western claim
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towards the constitution of a ‘whole’ and complete explanation of other
societies is doomed to fail if it only reflects the history and ideas of Western
societies (1985:242). This in particular means that, if we use examples of the
past but analyse them according to the exact present criteria (without even
keeping the analogies in mind), it is natural that we will not find any nations in

these so distant and different times.

The term nation, however, is quite old, and its meaning is not so distant
from contemporary concepts on nations (not as ‘nation-states though). It
appears in the Old Testament, and in many citations in subsequent years
(Hastings, 1997:14-19). Hastings cites from Regino of Prum’s Chronicon, of
about 900 ac., the following passage (which sets the Christian view of society):
“just as different people (diversae nationes populorum) differ between
themselves in descent, manners, language and laws... so the holy and universal
church throughout the world, although joined in the unity of faith, nevertheless
varies its ecclesiastical customs among them” (1997:195, emphasis added).
Hastings also criticises Kedourie and Hobsbawm for their reference on the
Latin usage of the word ‘nation’ as division of students into universities, and he
mentions that in the Middle Ages the word was used in the sense “of a people
distinct by language, laws, habits, modes of judgment and
customs...”(1997:17).

In an illuminating study titled ‘Nation: the History of a Word’, Guido
Zematto (1944) analyses the use of the word nation in different periods,
starting with the Latin natio which means to be born. He argues that “a word is
like a coin” (1944:351), whose value changes as people’s lives change. In the
Roman times, for example, “in ordinary speech a natio was understood to be a
group of men who belonged together in some way because of similarity of
birth” (1944:352). Natio, however, connoted a community of foreigners, and
was ascribed to foreigners who were bound together in the large cities and
ports in order to speak their own language. In the Middle Ages, nationes was
indeed referred to university students gathered in small towns. Nevertheless, it
did not simply mean divisions of students into universities, but it referred to

unions that expressed the distinctiveness between students who were foreigners
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there. Later on these nationes came to connote a ‘community of opinion’, and
this was the first significant change of the initial meaning, as Zernatto argues.
After the 13™ century and until the 18", the word nation underwent a second

<

important change of meaning from foreigners to representatives: “...a nation
came to mean above all a representative body, whose chief characteristic was
that it was assumed that a certain loose bond of territorial origin existed among
the individual members of this body. A representative body is however ...a
select group of men, an elite” (1944:361). A third major shift of meaning
occurred from the late 18" century onwards, when the term lost its
distinguishing connotation between the aristocrats —the elite (nation)— and the
people —the plebs— and it encompassed all citizens of the state. “With this mass

concept begins the new sense of the word nation” (1944366), Zernatto argues.

The terms used today to describe national groups before nationalism are
ethnic groups, ethnicities’, or ethnie . These, however, originate in the Greek
word ethnos, which means nation. The word ethnos originates in the word
ethos, which in ancient Greek means habit/tradition/manners. We actually meet
the word ethnos in the Homeric epics, where it means the sum of a population
living together, where it also applies to animals. In Thukydides it connotes the
race, and similarly in Plato it connotes the race and the distinct social group®. It
is quite interesting that the word, as it appeared in the plural tense (ethn e,
which means nations in contemporary Greek) had a specific meaning in the
Old Testament: it meant the idolater, pagan ethn e (nations) as opposed to the
chosen ethnos (nation) of Israel’. In the New Testament the word ethne
continued to apply to idolaters, but it became synonymous to Greeks; soon

after the distinction was overcome'®. So, as in Latin, the word signified a

’ Ethnicity is not an accurate term, as it does not mean the ethnic group but the attribution of ethnic
identity on members of the group (like nationality).

¥ It should be noted that in ancient Greek the race did not have the current biological connotation of the
word, but it referred to different groups of people with distinct characteristics, be they biological, social,
cultural or other. ’

? 1t is interesting that those people of pagan ethnie who adopted Judaism were called prosiliti, which
means COnNverts.

19 1 have found and verified these data through search in a number of dictionaries of the Greek and
ancient Greek langnage. Indicatively, I will refer here the following three most known: Encyclopaedia
Papiros Larrousse Britannica, Athens: Papiros publicatons, 1984, Vol.22; Hydria: Grand General
Encyclopaedia, Greek and Universal, Athens: Ettairia Ellinikon Ekdoseon, 1982, Vol.22; Stamatakos,
Ioannis (1999): Dictionary of the Ancient Greek Language, Athens: Bibliopromitheftiki.
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population with common characteristics (with unspecified criteria though), but
it referred to other groups and not to one’s own. In the contemporary use of the
word ethnos has the modern meaning of the word nation; the only ‘paradox’ is
that, in the absence of a word to translate in Greek the word ethn e (that is
introduced in English and originates in the Greek ethnos), another word was
invented, the word ethnotites. This process of inventing new words is also
apparent in other terms widely used in English bibliography, such as
‘ethnonationalism’ that describes nationalism of ethnic groups instead of

nations.

The above analyses shows how the meaning of a word —the nation— has
changed and how these changes are provoked in the course of time by
changing conditions. It also reveals that the word nation has been used to
describe groups of people that, no matter how loosely defined, had certain
similarities, most common of which similarity of birth. This does not tell us
that there were nations as we define them today in earlier times. But it does tell
us two things. Firstly, that the meaning of the nation as used today is not a
modern invention and it is not irrelevant to its roots, that is to criteria of
sameness by birth, language etc. Secondly, irrespective of the term used, group
categorisation according to, primarily, territorial origin, and then language or
other criteria of similarity is a characteristic ubiquitous in human societies.
This is also an external categorisation but we can suggest that it is due to the
initial self-identification with the patria and the familiar group —which then
provokes external categorisation. This means that people highly evaluate their
origin (as sentimentally important), and thus consider it important when

defining other people as well.

Let us now consider for a while the distinction between nations and
ethnz . According to the common use of the words, nations have a “designated
homeland” and “mass public culture”, while ethn@ have “some link with a
historic territory” (Smith, 1995a:56-7); the former have common economy and
equal rights and duties for all members, which the latter lack; nations have a
particular language, while ethné have dialects (Hastings, 1997:12); also,

members of national groups are self-aware of their distinctiveness and
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recognise each other as members of the same nation, while the ethnic group is
not a self-conscious group (Connor, 1994:43). At the same time, what
characterises both is common cultural identity, shared myths and historical
memories, common language (or dialect?) and often religion. We can see from
the differences and similarities mentioned above that their major distinction is
made because the nation is defined as ‘nation-state’: it is more organised and

systematised as a result of been congruent with the modern state.

It follows that what distinguishes the nation and the ethnic group is the
‘merging’ of the former with the state. This is not a tn'ViaJ, inconsequential
distinction. The state is not solely the agency that monopolises violence within
society (as Weber and Giddens define it); it also organises the law system and
citizenship rights, and the economic function within a specifically delineated
area, and it systematises the diffusion of a single common language and public
culture to a mass population. Thus, the fusion with the modern state renders the
nation a more concrete and stable community. It protects it from external threat
and internal erosion; it systematises and transmits its language; and, it
organises and regulates the common living of the nation, which is more loose
and fluid for an ethnic group. This fluidity becomes a threat for ethnic groups
in a world of national states as it renders them ‘fragile’. This distinction
between nations and ethnic groups is of great importance, as it makes a big
difference for two cultural groups if the one is ‘merged’ with a state
apparatus''. Let alone the importance of such merging with the modern state:
as argued elsewhere'?, the transformation of the state in modernity was an
important factor in the success of nationalism itself, a success largely due to the
organisation and systematisation of dispersed communities and fluid cultural

groups in one nation.

Another distinguishing factor between the nation and the ethnic group is
the aspiration to merge with one’s own state. This is the self-consciousness of
the group: a nation does not exist if its members are not aware of it, of its

existence, or of their distinctiveness (Connor, 1994:43). In modernity when a

' There are also consequences for people’s identities as well, but we shall refer to them in the following
section.
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group identifies itself as a nation it usually wants to receive international
recognition, and thus aspires to capture its own state (i.e. the Basques and the
Kurds), or to have some degree of political autonomy within a state (i.e. the
Catalans, the Scots). An ethnie is in a sense a community that precedes the
nation, and the ‘nation-state’. Smith argues that there is “a continuing
relevance and power of pre-modern ethnic ties and sentiments in providing a
firm base for the nation-to-be” (1995a:40). In a similar line Hastings argues
that nations come from certain ethnicities and that “ethnicities naturally turn
into nations or integral elements within nations” when vernacular becomes
written language (Hastings, 1997:12). To the extent, however, that the nation is
in essence identified as ethnicity-and-state in one, as ‘nation-state’, we can
argue that the nation is an ethnic group internationally recognised as a nation,
as having its ‘own’ modern state, or been justified in claiming for one, or being
part of a multi-national state. Self-consciousness, that turns ethna into
nations, can come from ‘beh’ow’, from an augmented self-awareness of the
group; it may not come at all, though, and then the ethnic group may vanish or
be absorbed. But, it can also come from above, when the state precedes the
nation and appeals to national or ethnic identities in order to gain loyalty. In
this case it is not self-awareness, however, but imposed or ascribed

‘awareness’.

As Connor argues, nations cannot be defined in reference to their
tangible characteristics, such as language, religion, territory etc, which are
symptoms of the nations and not their essence. Nations, he argues, are self-
defined groups of people who believe they are ancestrally related. “The essence
of a nation is intangible... This essence is a psychological bond that joins a
people and differentiates it, in the subconscious' of its members, from all other
people in a most vital way” (Connor, 1994:92). This strong psychological bond
inscribed in the unconscious of individuals is rather their national identity, we
would suggest, their own self-categorisation and understanding of being part of

a nation. It is also the essence of national identity that is intangible. The nation

'2 Chapter 3, pp.92-93.
13 The term “subconscious” is a mistaken popularisation of the proper Freudian term “unconscious”.
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is defined by certain characteristics but they are not essential for the national
identity one acquires, meaning that identification with the nation is not
provoked because of these tangible characteristics. Identity is grounded on the
constitutive structures of individuals themselves and influenced by external
circumstances; but these circumstances are subject to a number of political and
other criteria and, thus, do not apply to all people alike. As it was indicated
earlier', a particular religion may be historically attached to a nation, but one
who is not a believer will not be less attached to his/her nation than those who
are. Identification with the nation one is born and bred in comes irrespectively
of the definitive characteristics of the nation. So, language, territory, (perceived
or real) common ancestry, common myths and history, shared customs and
religious or other beliefs are the definitive characteristics of a particular nation
each time —some of them or all of them simultaneously— but not the definitive

characteristics of a person’s national identity.

National and Ethnic Identity

In the previous chapter on identification, the terms national and ethnic
identities were often used as if they were the same. That is because of two
reasons. First, the mechanisms of identification are the same for all individuals;
there may be different forms and expressions through time and space, but
individual subjectivity is universal. Second, both identities serve the same
needs and desires: sense of belonging, sense of self-worth and value, protection
from external threats, etc. Thus, by using them interchangeably I intended to
stress the psychological similarity of identification with an ethnic and national
group that generates family-type attachments. Nevertheless, national identity in
modernity, which is also an era of nationalism, is somewhat different from
ethnic identity. Identification with the nation as mnation-state differs from
identification with the nation as ethnic group, and their greatest differences

come from the institutionalised character of national identity.

' In chapter 3, page 96.
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In the era of nationalism and of ‘nation-states’, national identity is not
just a derivative of social and group identifications: it is a process highly
organised and systematised through political organisation. That is because, and
largely when, the nation is fused with the state. Nations that aspire for self-
determination can have a high sense of national identity, as the Kurdish and
Tibetan examples indicate, but the actual realisation of their aspiration is a
great leap forward. As the greatest difference of nations and ethnic groups lays
in the formers’ capturing (or being captured by) the state, this also accounts for
the greatest difference of national and ethnic identities. National identity is
attributed in a sense and then constantly reminded by the organised means of
the national state. National states often capture large territories, where common
identities cannot be formed by local, direct contact; thus, it is the
institutionalisation of the nation as national state and the constant scheduling of
its maintenance and continuation that makes national identity not really
something essentially different, but certainly something more than ethnic
identity. Some initial elements —crucial though— of one’s national identity are
internalised by the parents and the direct social environment of the infant
during its first years of life. Thereafter, when the state undertakes the role to
induce children with a stable, solid identity, it enhances and strengthens the
whole process of national identification. This is mainly done so through
education. Largely influencing are the mass media too, which both form and
remind nationhood. In addition, the military apparatus and men’s (in most

cases) military service, literature, political rhetoric etc. fulfill this role.

Let us briefly refer to education, the mass media and the elites as the
main providers and/or manipulators of people’s national identity. Main, of
course, only when referring to an age of five and more, because the parents and
the relation with them are of most importance before that age. In general, the
parents themselves transmit a number of familiar images of their own

childhood and upbringing.

Education

Education is unquestionably one of the most important processes in

someone’s life, as it provides a space for socialisation, and it is in many ways
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responsible for the qualities and qualifications people have in their lives. Mass
education, specifically, is a recent development, that started in about the late
18" and early 19™ century. As mas$ education has become a concern of the
national state, it provides —directly or not— the means for identification with the
national group. In fact, through education in all levels, the state contributes
significantly to the formation of national identity. We shall refer here to three

aspects of national-oriented education: school teaching, language, and sports®.

As Zerubavel argues, “schools play a prominent role in the socialisation
of national traditions” (1995:6). In early childhood education (from nurseries to
first grade schools), children “learn about major historical figures and events
from stories, poems, school plays and songs. These genres often blend facts
with fiction and history with legend, for this colorful blend is believed to blend
literature more appealing for the very young. These commemorations
contribute to the early formation of sentiments and ideas about the past that
might persist even in the face of a latter exposure to history” (1995:6). This
shows that the collective unconscious of a nation is not just the one they learn

from history courses, but also the perceptions they have of'it since childhood.

Apart from perceptions of national history one may have from narratives
and myths, history taught in latter classes (i.e. high school) is mostly subjective
and nation-oriented when it refers to national issues; in fact, it does not come in
contradiction to myths and perceptions one may have from nurseries. In real
history it is rarely the case that one side is always and totally right or always
good. However, national histories tend to present those aspects that are in
favour of the national group. This happens through certain omissions and
modifications brought about in the presentation of the facts that result in the
schematisation of perceptions towards a specifically determined view that

favours the nation —each given nation. Christos Katsikas'® (2002), in his article

'3 All of three aspects can be relevant, or contain elements that are also relevant in the life of a grown-up,
beyond education. Sports, for example, is not only an aspect of education, in the sense that they may
concern everybody; however, they are initially introduced to children and, so, we shall analyse it in the
context of education.

16 Christos Katsikas is the author of several books concerning education, and the Greek educational
system in particular; the most relevant to our subject are Dodeka Mythi tis Ekpaidefsis (Twelve Myths of
Education), Tramakia publications (1997), and 7a Paramythia tis Sholikis mas Zois (The Tales of our
School Lives), Ellinika Gramata publications, 1999.
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concerning ‘The Image of the Other: the 1921 Revolution in the History
Textbooks of Greece and Turkey’, argues that wars, massacres and injustices
are presented as a national characteristic of the Other (nation). According to
Katsikas, despite the tendency towards amelioration of history textbooks
according to UNESCO’s recommendations'’, the contemptuous description
that constructs the image of the other, hostile nation as ‘a nation of evil’ is
evident to the eyes of the analyst. In that way, autarchic governments,
imperialism, violence etc. are naturalised as characteristics of the ‘bad’ enemy
instead of been presented as social and historical phenomena. History is thus
displaced and substituted by memory —a memory selective, that uses hyperbole
in certain aspects and events or keeps silent in others, as Katsikas describes—
which becomes a commonly used word that serves the need of the present and
is determined by present relations between nations. For example, the Greek
revolution of 1921, that led to the creation of the Greek national state and
largely initiated the dissolution of the Ottoman Empire, is presented in Greek
textbooks as the absolute expression of freedom and self-determination of an
oppressed nation by the barbaric “Turk’; the same event is presented in Turkish
textbooks as the result of foreign intervention in the affairs of the Empire, but
also as an initiative of a nation that was the most privileged and affluent in the
Empire and, hence, the most ungrateful and greedy, bellicose and expansionist

by definition.

Such perceptions are enhanced and supported through rituals and myths.
Rituals involve national anniversaries, celebrations and parades where children
are invited to say poems that glorify the national cause, to sing songs that pay
tribute to the ‘great heroes’, and to march behind the waving flag. Myths and
narratives render the desired message more appealing, while they contribute to
its effortless reception in the unconscious, as history is presented in a way that
can be easily ‘accommodated’ in the unconscious structures. It is interesting to
remark at this point that, while these myths and rituals are present through

education (along with history teaching), they are also apparent in latter life as

7 In the Recommendation for education (article 15, 1974), UNESCO stresses that history textbooks must
present all the determinants behind a dispute or conflict among nations so as to reveal the real interests of
nations and groups that monopolise economic and political power and foster conflicts.
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well, where they serve to ‘remind nationhood’ and maintain attachment to the
nation in the whole life of an individual. These rituals and anniversaries, such
as USA’s and Myanmar’s Independence Day (4™ of July, 4th of January),
Norway’s Constitution Day (17" of May), China’s Grand National Day (18" of
September), involve parades and other celebrations, which are organised by the
state and in which schools and the army are most commonly involved. Indeed,
almost all of the contemporary national states hold such celebrations and
rituals, with the exceptions of Russia, Yugoslavia, East Timor and Belarus
(which are newly-born, but hold several local celebrations and rituals), Western
Sahara (whose legal status of the territory is still unresolved), a few Pacific-
island states (Kiribati, Nauru, Palau, Tuvalu), and the notable exception of

Britain.

So, we see in history learning three main processes. One is the
modification or selective presentation of historical facts in a way that conceals
those aspects that are not in favour or are controversial for the nation. Second,
there is a reconstruction of historical myths and narratives that strongly appeals
to the unconscious drives as they create a good image for ‘us’ and bad image
for ‘them’, idolise persons and make them heroes who manage to defeat the —
usually much more numerous and barbaric— others. Third, rituals and
commemorations help foster and maintain these images. The specific message
conveyed depends on the context and historical period that it is employed. For
example, in the early 19" century Britain, education was celebrating masculine
heroism as an expression of Britishness'®, while in 20" century Myanmar
children take part in the celebrations of the Independence Day (that start on the
4" of January and last for a week), a national holiday in memory of gaining

independence from the British colonial reign'®.

Education fosters nationhood in an additional way: through language.
Language does not only provide the means for communication and the means

to educate a given population: it is by itself a “fundamental attribute of self-

¥ Foran analysis of the transition from private to mass education in Britain, see Colley, 1992, chapter 4.
' These two examples are selectively chosen so as to show the connection between events and
perceptions among countries, irrespective of their temporal and spatial remoteness.
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recognition” (1997:52), as Castells argues, and the most distinctive barrier of
nationality. It is very important because it conveys our desires and it acts as a
‘vehicle’ that transports people’s wishes to the outside world: “it provides a
linkage between the private and the public sphere” (Castells, 1997:52). It is
also the first determinant, the first distinctive element of one’s nationality. As
Anderson (1991) argues, language is the external and visible badge of these
differences that distinguish one nation form another, and the most important

criterion by which a nation is recognised to exist.

Language is of major importance not only as an attribute of self-
recognition, but also as a means of socialisation for children into speaking a
single or common national language. For example, the translation of the Bible
by Luther, which became very popular in a very short time, facilitated German
unification because it provided the Germans with a single German language
(Wittels, 1954:271-7). The transmission of one communication code, a
language, among the members of a delineated territory is essential for their
unification in a single state, and in a single nation to0o®®. Certainly, there are
several examples where there is one common official language and yet the
coherence or existence of the given national state is questioned (i.e. Spain, UK,
Canada). However, these cases —mainly instances of multinational/multiethnic
states— actually verify the argument that language is an important unifying
factor for a state and a nation, only that the two are not equated in practice,
meaning that most states are composed by more than one nations. More
explicitly, in these cases the stafes are unified under a single language;
however, their national coherence and unity is undermined by other, existing
languages (or dialects?) that serve as uniting bonds for the nations within these
multinational states. This importance of language in uniting nations can be
shown, for example, in Quebecois’ perceptions and claims to national
distinctiveness: the French language is a distinctive barrier for those who
perceive themselves as distinct from the rest of Canadians, but also a uniting

bond among the Quebecois. On the other hand, there are few cases where there

% Hastings (1997) and Anderson (1991) are two prominent scholars that have analysed the function of
language as a factor contributing to national unification.
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are two officially recognised languages (i.e. The Netherlands) and yet the
national coherence is not undermined. Thus, language serves as a feature that
socialises and integrates people into their nations; yet, its efficacy varies
according to the character of the state and the existence or not of multiple

nations within it.

Languages are former dialects, or a combination of dialects. Their
difference is that languages are written and so they can be transmitted outside
the borders of a local community. As stressed by the German example (the
translation of the Bible by Luther), the more a written language develops a
literature, the more it can unite a nation. According to Renan (1996), language
does not necessarily unite people, however, as the examples of US and Britain,
and Latin America or even Spain show. Not necessarily indeed, for other
factors play a significant role. But, the transition from dialects to written
vernaculars has been a unifying process that largely contributed to the
formation of the national state. Contingency has played its role in this process
to a large extend, for the criteria out of which a dialect becomes a language are
not specified. Dialect is a new concept, Billing argues, and it today connotes
the fact that “not all speakers of a language speak the same way” (1995:31).
Their difference is not specified, as it is not easy to decide if two languages are
different or they are two dialects of the same language. Haugen has suggested
that, “a dialect is frequently a language which did not succeed politically” in
becoming a language®'. Thus language is a very important element of national
identity, much more so than it is for ethnic identity; an ethnic dialect may not
‘succeed’ politically or even be absorbed and forgotten. Whole ethnic groups

can ‘disappear’ like this.

Last, we should refer to sports. Sports are a very important component of
education because they involve physical exercise and could thus be an
indispensable aspect in the process of sublimation, in the diversion of drives
towards socially constructive ends. For example, according to Langman,
American superbowl is a substitute for actual territorial competitive violence,

“a simulation of phallic aggression and male combat™ (2001:201); through this

a Haugen, ‘Dialect, Language, nation’, American Anthropologist, 68, 1966, quoted in Billing, 1995:32.
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simulation it can act as to displace violence and move the ‘battle’ in the
football field (p.205-6). Similar was the idea, and implementation, of the
Olympic Truce in 8" century b.c., which was been put in force seven days prior
and after the Olympic Games where the athletes could compete with one

another in sports.

It seems, however, that the efficacy of sports as a replacement of violent
conflict is contested by views that envisage their contemporary practice as a
preparation for the battlefield in the name of a national cause. Billing locates
sports in those processes that constitute the daily banal preparation of nations
to sacrifice for their ‘causes’ and are at the same time bearers of nationhood
(1995:124). Indicatively, athletes have been reported as saying about a sport
event that “when your country needs you...you cannot say no”, or that “this
was a do-or-die situation. The tour had to be saved” (in Billing, 1995:124), thus
articulating a warfare rhetoric. Indeed, it is evident in international
contestations that identification with the national team comes as a natural
outcome and, also, victory becomes a matter of national pride, particularly
when the other national team is that of an ‘everlasting enemy’. After the end of
the (contemporary) Olumpic games, for example, each nation counts its
national successes while the gold medals confer a symbol of national pride —or
humiliation. I can still remember the speaker on the radio saying, when a Greek
athlete won the gold medal in weight-lifting in 2000, that ‘today all Greeks are

golden champions with him...”.

These images are largely transmitted through the mass media®®. As
Billing concludes from a survey on newspapers’ rhetoric, “personal sacrifice in
the cause of the nation was applauded on the sports pages” (1995:124) and
constituted a major part in nationalistic rhetoric. Similarly Lasch describes
what he calls ‘the cult of victory’, meaning that the “mania for winning has
encouraged an exaggerated emphasis on the competitive side of sport...”
(1980:103). Lasch ascribes this exaggerated emphasis on the media, which in

the pursuit for profitable topics have connected spectatorship with violence and

22 We shall refer to the mass media right below, but let us make this reference here in direct connection
to the issue of sports.
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competition. In such a context, where sports are used as an additional way to
appeal to the co-nationals and transmit nationalistic values, sports are
incorporated into the process of national identification; in Hobsbawm words,
they are “a medium for national identification” (1983:300)®. Thus, sport
activities in school cannot be indifferent to the wider context and values
praised in the wider society. At the same time, however, sports function in this

way both during and beyond education.

Mass Communication Media

By media of mass communication we mean the media that transmit news
and information, and offer entertainment as well; we refer here to radio,
newspapers and television’*. The mass media act mostly as reminders of
nationhood, but they also influence individuals and groups further to a large
extend. That happens because they convey meanings to a large population and
reference points for the nations. The mass media are nationally focused, no
matter how internationalised their means of transmition and organisation are.
Not only because they ‘speak’ a national language, but, as Smith argues,
because through them “the world is largely seen through the lens of one’s
nations state” (1995a:93). For example, “Britons Killed” was the headline of a
British newspaper when an airplane crashed in Taiwan and more than a

hundred people were killed or injured, only four of them being British®’.

“Propaganda and advertising transmitted by mass media... have the real

aim of mobilising narcissistic needs and offering means of narcissistic

2 For analyses on sports and their role and transformation since the late 19" century see Hobsbawm,
1983:288-303, Billing, 1995:123-7, Lasch, 1980:100-123, and Langman, 2001:201-8.

24 1 will refer only to these media here and not to the Internet because, first, these are the ones widely
transmitted up to now and the ones that exert the widest influence, and second because the internet has
been used a means of information and communication in adolescence and beyond until now and so, as it
is not used by very young children, its influence is less determinative than that of other media (earlier
images and internalisations are most determinative in later life, as it has been argued). A third reason why
we shall not refer to the Internet is that it has an international character and, also, it is highly ‘egalitarian’
in the sense that each one can create a site of his/her interest while access to it is as easy to everybody as
access to a governmental site etc. So, there are significant particularities of the Internet that have not been
subject to adequate scientific research, let alone from the specific perspective of this thesis.

» Evening Standard, November 1%, 2000. I shall refer in more detail and present certain relevant data
regarding the national orientation of the mass media in chapter 6, pp.233-239.
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gratification”, writes Parin (1988:127), particularly connecting it with
consumerism, on an individual scale. On the national scale, mass media offer
narcissistic gratification by using a nationalistic language that appeals more to
the sentiments of the co-nationals: the media transmit dramatised images and
organise the national imaginary through distance. Ethnocentrism and
‘patriotism’ are standard rhetorics used in the ‘News’, for instance (Demertzis,
1996:335-7). Billing writes: “Anderson is surely correct in stressing the
importance of newspapers in the reproduction of nationality. They operate
directly through their messages, stereotypes and deictics, rather than by setting
up the possibility of what Freud called ‘secondary identification’, or a
perceived feeling of similarity” (1995:125). Secondary identification, however,
is initiated before one reads newspapers: a feeling of similarity is already
perceived, which is the reason why newspapers can transmit their stereotypes

so easily.

Another important issue is that the mass media (particularly television)
exert great influence upon individuals. This is not so because individuals are
passive receivers of the television images, but mainly because the media have
the power to make the selection of the issues for discussion and to impose them
on the public sphere. Citizens today are largely under the influence of the mass
media and submitted to their power. To the extent that the ‘agenda setting’ is
decided with criteria of appeal and easy reception by the public —leaving aside
political and economic criteria— their content is mainly national, while it can
occasionally be nationalistic. Of course, as Demertzis argues, their influence
can be a matter of circumstances, such as the international conﬁngency, the
media’s competition, their status (private or state controlled), the influence of
nationalism on public culture, etc (1996:377). In any case, however, they exert
great influence and largely contribute to the formation and, particularly,
maintenance of nationality. This is the reason why politicians today use the

media, particularly television, to address the nation.
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Elite and Mass Manipulation

By the term ‘elites’ we refer to intellectuals and politicians. The role of
elites in the construction and reproduction of nationhood is an issue largely
discussed: the critique that originates mainly from scholars of the modernist
strand has orientated the contemporary discussion towards the direction of
considering nationhood as the outcome of a deliberate action of mass
manipulation. This has often been the case, indeed, particularly in current
politics; as studies have proliferated, there is a wide field of knowledge about
the ways to mobilise people. However, there is an aspect of that matter that is
largely ignored, and it should be useful to refer to it —although this does not
mean that the aspect of deliberate manipulation is of less importance. The
additional aspect is that the elites themselves are often strongly identified with
the nation, and their promotion of nationhood is not always a deliberate action

but their effort to promote and secure their nation and their national identity.

To begin with, it is both reasonable and predictable that the elites
regulate much of the ‘nation-states’ functions and apparatuses; they are those
who have the means, the education and the position to do so; they, by
definition, influence people and politics. It is the elites, particularly the
intelligentsia, Smith argues, “who guard and run the cultural and educational
institutions... they do so not just in terms of their material and status interests,
but as an expression and embodiment of the identity, unity and autonomy of
the people of the nation, who are generally represented by ethnic intellectuals
and professionals who direct the nation’s cultural policies and authenticate its
heritage, culture and symbols on behalf of ‘the people’” (Smith, 1995a:100).
They are also the ones who were first inspired by the nationalistic ideal and
gave birth to the ideology of nationalism; it is the role of the intelligentsia to
systematise mentalities and culture, and thus ‘produce’ ideologies, the ideology
of nationalism included®®. Elites have a weight in shaping national identities,
but they are also influenced by previous perceptions of national identity
themselves. As historians and intellectuals search in their past to find their

origins, their perceptions and ideas pass on to wider strata of population.

26 On the transformation of mentalities to ideologies see Lipowatz and Demertzis, 1994:66-69.
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Archives, for instance, that historians use today are biased to some extend and
are products of nationalistic predilection: in a study on ‘Libraries as a Locus of
Cultural memories’, Traister shows that, the materials available for study are

themselves a construction, a selection made prior to historians (1999:220).

Nationalistic rhetoric is evident in contemporary politics, and it is uttered
in a way that is largely organised and planned in advance, independently of
whether the politicians are themselves nationalists or not. Today all rulers,
including dictators, claim ‘national legitimacy’ for their governance. There is a
whole set of professional advertisers and image makers who know how to
appeal to people and are, thus, indispensable to the politicians, even if they are
themselves sometimes biased and subject to nationalistic and other stereotypes.
Yet

nationalistic rhetoric to be influencing, although circumstances have to match

, the psychological factor is always determinative for an extreme
as well. For example, people will react eagerly when the national image is
threatened, because the national image corresponds to the good image of
oneself. Similarly, when the good image is damaged, people are led into
depression and inhibition. Le Pen’s nationalism has taken advantage of such
depression and inhibition, as Kristeva (1993) stresses the example. The
national image can be most commonly hurt when national pride is hurt.
“National pride”, Kristeva argues, “is comparable to the good narcissistic
image of the child” (1993:37). National pride gets hurt when a shameful event
occurs;, and, “shame easily turns to anger” (Billing, 1995:101). Anger is
directed against those who caused the suffering, the enemies. A scapegoat is
not difficult to be found: Le Pen’s scapegoats are the foreigners. Certainly, not
many people have followed Le Pen thus far, but in certain contexts his rhetoric

can become more widespread and successful®’.

So, my argument is that there are certain cases that elites are influenced
by nationalism while it is also true that nationalistic rhetoric and stereotypes
are used deliberately. Nationalism and nationalistic rhetoric seems to have

become a constantly used means of manipulating propaganda, particularly in

77 For example, in a context of great uncertainty and insecurity such extreme political positions may
become the receivers of despair, as it will be argued in chapter 6.
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serving the personal interests of politicians through manipulation of their ‘own’
people, even when they do share the same national identity. That happens
because, ‘playing the patriotic card’ has proved to be a valuable weapon of
political propaganda. At the same time, however, it would be inconsistent to
believe that the elites can (always) escape the influence of nationalistic
messages and manipulate them with composure in order to achieve its political
or economic goals, since these messages find fertile ground in the unconscious

desires of every individual.

To conclude, national and ethnic identities are different in their potentials
and dynamics, although they originate in the same type of groupings and the
process of identification with these groups is qualitatively similar. The main
reason is that national identity is also a political identity. Through the state,
national identity is preserved, advocated, enhanced, and occasionally
manipulated, while it acquires additional strength because of the transformed
structure of the state in modernity. National identity is not invented as such, but
its strength and spread are created and, to some extend, imposed. In the shadow
of such dynamics, the potentials of ethnic identity are either to strive in order to
become national identity (that is, for an ethnic group to become national state),
or to remain marginalised or oppressed; that is, to be recognised or to be
absorbed. In the era of nationalism, however, ethnic groups are more likely to
strive towards recognition as a minimum guarantee for their existence, due to

the widespread influence of the political ideology of nationalism.

Nationalism has changed the political arena and has thus mobilised
people’s identifications and loyalties. As a sentiment is a large-scale
systematised loyalty. By large-scale we mean that it has trahsferred loyalty
from local communities to much bigger ones, to societies that it ‘dresses up’ as
big communities. It has altered localism and regionalism to nationalism. Not

that people today lack their narrower affiliations, towards their native town or
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village for instance. In reality, these attachments are equally strong
sentimentally®®. These local attachments have been formed in a fluid way, but
they are very strong because they constitute the familiar environment of birth
and belonging. Simultaneously, people learn to be equally attached to their co-
nationals —even if they have never met. So, while people are attached to their
‘private homeland’ because of the perceptions they have about it and about its
inhabitants, they also become artificially attached to the wider perceptions and
peoples of their nation. Thus, a Parisian and a southern French peasant are
sentimentally united in an imagined way. Their common identity is national
identity. In that sense, nationalism is a large scale and systematised

localism/regionalism.

Why has Nationalism Appeared in Modernity?

So, what are the reasons for the emergence of nationalism in modernity?
This is a huge question and its full account would probably require another
thesis in itself. Nevertheless, the development of my previous argument has
inevitably raised this question because, since nationalism has existed before as
a sentiment, the question rises as to why has it only appeared as an ideology
and a movement in modernity? So, what I intend to do is to briefly present the
arguments already offered by well-known scholars in the field, and to briefly as
well present my argument. The existing arguments will be briefly presented
because this is a task already accomplished by other analysts®: besides, this is
not intended to be an elaborate presentation of the existing bibliography on the
subject, neither a full critical assessment of them. I have examined nationalism
to the extent that it was necessary for the analysis of national identity; however,

the reasons for its occurrence in the modern era cannot contribute significantly

* The Eurobarometer survey has a question measuring the degree of attachment of the citizens of the
European Union towards their country, their town/village, their region, and Europe. The responses have
shown that, people feel attached by 89% to their country, 87% to their town/village, and 86% to their
region [and 56% to Europe]. These are the results of Eurobarometer 51, Spring 1999, p.8, but the
percentages remain similar throughout the 1990s.

*  For a summary and critical assessment of the answers provided to the specific question of the
emergence of nationalism in modernity see Hutchinson, 1994, chapter 1 (particularly pp.19-26), and
Hastings, 1997, chapter 1.
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to the further understanding of national identity and, thus, they will not be my
focus. As it was indicated, it will only be referred to because it has risen as a

question from my previous argumentdtion.

Gellner (1993) in his controversial yet influencing study on nationalism
places its founding causes on industrialisation. The transition from stratified
agrarian societies to the mobile industrial ones required a new and bigger
labour force whose training had to be generic. This required an educational
infrastructure so large that only the state could organise it. Thus, state and
culture had to be linked. In a quite similar way, Hobsbawm (1990) argues that
nationalism was necessitated by capitalism, which created the need for a mass
population in a specific territorial and political unit speaking the same language
that would be the fuel of capitalism. Two more developments largely
contributed towards the creation of the nation, according to Hobsbawm: the
democratisation of politics along with the attribution of voting rights to a mass
of people, and the creation of the modern state along with its increasing ability
to influence and mobilise the people. This last development is connected to his
argument that nationalism was an efficient way used by the rising bourgeoisie

in the capitalist system to unite separate parts of the people®®.

Some of the elements that appear in the analysis of Gellner and
Hobsbawm are central causal factors in other analysis of the emergence of
nationalism. The appearance of the modern state is on the focus for Breuilly
(1993), for whom nationalism is a form of politics that seeks to exercise or is
already exercising state power. It is the state’s inadequacies that generate
nationalism, he argues, either through nationalist movements that try to capture
state power, or through the use of nationalist arguments by the state in order to
justify its policies. On the other hand, Anderson focuses on capitalism, though
in connection with it’s “vernacularising thrust” (1991:39)*!. Capitalism, print,
and human linguistic diversity were the catalysts in creating national

consciousness: capitalism assembled vernaculars and “created mechanically

% This must also be connected with his argument that since 1870 politicians and analysts discovered the
importance of ‘group psychology’ because of the advanced studies of anthropology, social psychology
and psychoanalysis. So, they realised that “whatever held human collectivities together it was not the
rational calculation of their individual members” (Hobsbawm, 1983b:269).
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reproduced print-languages capable of dissemination through the market”
(Anderson, 1991:44), thus giving fixity to a language and a means of
communication for di