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INTRUDUCTION

Prof, Sulzbach has written a helpful and hopeful book. In the
age of nationalism which embraces the higtory of the nineteenth
and twentieth centuries for the peoples of Europcan descent and
that of the twentieth century for all the peoples of the earth, the
sound understanding of nationalism, its nature, and its function, is
of fundamental importance. Ever since the end of the eighteenth
century, nationalism has been the most important single factor
molding the public mind and determining history. It has filled
peoples with the passionale belief that the organization of mankind
into separate and sovereign nation-states is the ideal and “natural”
form of political organization, that man’s supreme loyalty is due the
nation-state and that his existence is dependent upon cultural values
nationally rooted and different from all other “national” wvalues.
From Western Europe this belief has gradually spread all over the
globe. Today, in spite of all ity fundamental gqualities of division,
nationalism is the most universal religion of all times. Under these
circumstances it ig easily understandable that many nationalists he-
lieve that nationalism is innate in man, instinetive and natural and
therefore eternal. However, as I pointed out twenty years ago in
my book Nationalismus (Vienna, 1922), nationalism is a late product
of historical development, subject to disappearapce thwesmgh chang-
ing circumstances and the rise of new ideas. Further research and
thought has only deepened my convietions as to this.

Prof. Sulzbach is in my opinion entirely right when he states that
“adneation and agitalion rather than ingtinet and faith are the terms
explaining this greatest modern mass movement.” He supports his
thesis with a felicitous wealth of arguments and examples. In dis-
proving the often heard “economic interpretation” of the rise and
the development of nationalism, he greatly enhances the value of
his book. Though economic interests and motivations are of course
interwoven with many human actions and desires and have there
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vi NATIONAL CONSCIOUSNESS

fore affected nationalist movements and aspiraiions, nevertheless
nationalism has time and again acted in contradiction to all rational
economic considerations. It may well be argued thatl the breakdown
or weakness of capitalism is due to nationalist interference with
economies. As Prof. Sulzbach puts it, “Natlional wars are connected
more with the concept of honor than with the idea of wealth. The
nation is not an economic group.”

Prof. Sulzbach’s book is so hopeful because his conclusions point
in the direction that nationalism and national consciousness need not
exist forever. The de-politization of nationalism can happen in the
future as the de-politization of religion has happened in the past.
‘When interminable and ferocious religious wars threatened to de-
stroy human happiness and eivilization, the movement of enlighten-
ment arose as a counteracting foree. As a result, religion lost the
element of coercion which had been so “natural” {o it for many cen-
turies; and its connection with the power of the state was severed.
Gradually, religion retreated into the intimaey and spontaneity of
the individual conscience. A similar de-politization of natiomalism
may arise out of the present war. For in this war there is a pro-
found struggle between iwo different interpretations of nationalism.
One of these attitudes is fundamentally opposed to any common
human values, and therefore 10 any possible peaceful world order
on the basis of equality. On the other hand, there is a viewpoint
whiceh recognizes the essential oneness of mankind and the desir-
ability of a rational world order. These two different forms of
nationalism are at death grip in this war.

A deepened study of the nature of nationalism is indispensable
at the pre’s_ggt time. Through our understanding of its origin, its
development, and fts characteristies, we will be better equipped to
shape the future.

HANS KOHN
Sydenham Clark Professor of History
Smith College, Northampton, Mass.



PREFACE

In 1929 T wrote a book in German entitled National Consciousness
and Economic Interest® In it I tried to demonstrate the impossibility
of explaining national consciousness and imperialism in economic
terms.

The problem of national eonsciousness has become increasingly im-
portant in the years that have passed since that time. The basie prob-
lem of the peace conference afler this war will be the adjustment of
national eonscionsness to post-war conditions. New boundaries are
already forming; old boundaries will either have ceased to exist or
they will need revision because more than one nation will lay claim to
dispuied territories. Questions involving ‘“‘what is right” will be
raised, but more important will be the problem of limiting armaments.
Rampant nationalism will have to be adapted to the demands of world
security through the ereation of some supernational organization.

‘Whatever the merit of the theories concerning nationalism set forth
in the second part of this volume, the prevalent deseriptions and ex-
planations of national consciousness (discussed in the first section) are
certainly most unsatisfactory.

The literature on nationalism is enormous, and some of it is excel-
lent ; nevertheless scholarship has left much to be degired in this field.
So little original thought is to be found in books on nafifalism that
one ig reminded of Jokn Stuart Mill’s remark about preconceived im-
pressions: ‘‘The information which an ordinary traveller brings back
from a foreign country, as the result of the evidence of his senses, is
almost always such as exactly confirms the opinions with which he set
out. He has had eyes and ears for such things only as he expected
to see.’’?

1Nationales Gemesinschaftsgefiiehl und wirtschaftliohes Interesse (Leipzig,
1929).
24 System of Logie, Ratiocinative and Inductive, Book V, Chapter IV, para-
graph 3.

ix
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It is with a profound feeling of obligation that I acknowledge cer-
tain debts. I owe more than formal thanks to the Emergency Com-
mittee in Aid of Displaced Foreign Scholars and to Claremont Col-
leges for the opportunity to work and teach in this country; and I owe
more than mere words can convey to the late Dr. Russell M, Story,
President of Claremont Colleges. Without his generous encourage-
ment and advice this book would not have been written. To Mr.
Willis Kerr, Librarian of Claremont Colleges, Mr. Luther J. Lee, of
the faculty of Pomona College, and William Jay Gold, former manag-
ing editor of the Virginia Quarterly Eeview and consultant of the
American Counecil on Public Affairs, I am obligated for invaluable
editorial assistance.

WALTER SULZBACH

Associate Professor of Social Economics,
Claremont Colleges, Claremont, California.
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CHAPTER ONE

MODERN TRENTS

National consciousness is by far the wmost important foree in
modern times. Religion does not influence men so profoundly; and in
times of stress even class solidarity has yielded to nationalism.

In the past men went to war against the followers of other ve-
ligions. Today religious tolerance is symptomatic of a widespread
indifference to religious controversies. Though there are points of
friction between the Catholics and Protestants of almost every Oecci-
dental country, they are of little significance. It is more likely that
the German and Czech nations will fight each other than that German
and Czech Protestants should combine to make war against the Catho-
lies of both countries. The Pope’s influence is so unimportant in inter-
national affairs that modern history can almost ignore it. Nor has
religion been able to maintain unimpaired its power over the followers
of Islam. The attempt of the last Turkish Sultan to unite all Moham-
medans against the British and the Russians in 1914 was a dismal fail-
ure; instead, the Mohammedan Arabs revolted against the Moham-
medan Turks and allied themselves with the Christian British. No less
significant is the fact that revolts of “‘pagan’’ colored races against
white peoples invariably assume the form of natiopal rather than re-
ligious movements.

The ““class’’ conseiousness so ardently fostered by the Communists
has not been able to compete against the feeling of nationhood. Until
August 1914 many people believed in the Marxist doetrine of the unity
of the proletarians of all countries in spirit and interests, but with the
outbreak of the First World War it immediately became c¢lear that
international solidarity was nothing more than a fiction which dis-
appeared when the manhood of each nation, rich and poor alike, an-
swered the call to arms with equal enthusiasm. When that war was
over, Soviet Russia initiated a tremendous propaganda campaign in-

1



2 NATIONAL CONSCIOUSNESS

tended to unleash an international proletarian revolution. The at-
tempt was futile. The Communist parties failed to win even a ma-
jority of the industrial laborers, let alone the whole population, in any
country. Instead, Soviet Russia itself developed nationalistic ten-
dencies; Peter the Great was reinsiated as a national hero and admired
together with Lenin and Stalin,

National consciousness has shown steady growth from the begin-
ning of the nineteenth century. The wars for the unification of Italy,
Germany, and Yugoslavia were fought for national aims. The move-
ments and revolutions that brought about the downfall of the old Otto-
man and Austro-Hungarian empires were national in character. It
was chiefly national ambition which aroused enmity between France
and Germany, each of which claimed Alsace-Liorraine as its rightful
““pogsession.’” The First World War, too, was waged {or national
purposes, Some nations claimed ‘‘unredeemed’’ territory; others as-
serted that they could not feed their surplus populations unless they
had colonies; still others were moved by the pressure of an alleged
national ““mission’’ which bade them fight for glory and more land.
The peace treaties that followed the cessation of hostilities were de-
signed to establish a better international order—a world “‘safe for
demoeracy’’—by drawing the boundaries of European stales in con-
formity with the principle of nationality. Millions of people were
freed from ‘‘foreignm rule’’ in this way.

Still there was no lasting peace. New movements in Italy and
Germany made a religion of nationalism, The slogan with which
Hitler geized control in Germany and which Ied to the Second World
War was ‘‘One Reich for all Germans and Lebensraum for the Reich.’!
For the second time in one generation nationalism and national im-
perialism <ereatengd to destroy the foundations of Western culture.

In the United Stales, a single bond of patriotism has been able to
overcome the competing group feelings of the states of the Union. The
history of the United States is primarily the history of melting-pot
amalgamation and economic progress rather than a story of boundary
disputes. The Latin American countries, on the other hand, have
constantly bickered over boundaries. Asia and, to a lesser extent,
Africa have been torn by ‘‘national awakenings®’ ginee the ‘‘peace’
of 1919,

If we turn from a consideration of the outward manifestations of
national feeling to its psychological aspects, the firsl fact to be ob-
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served is that men apparently regard their affection for their com-
patriots as ‘‘instinetive.”” They do not, however, believe in'‘‘instine-
tive”’ attitudes in religion, social ideals, or economic institutions.
‘What we know about religion we learn from our parents and teachers
or from books. Christians are not Christians because of some special
somatiec or psychological endowment which the followers of other
religions lack; they are Christians because Jesus Christ preached a
doctrine that has been transmitted from generation to generation.
There would be no Mohammedans if the Prophet had not existed. In
the same way it is generally taken for granted that the solidarity, if
any, of the proletariansg or of the middle class or of the landowners is
built up through learning, thinking, choosing. There is nothing ‘‘in.
stinetive’’ in the origin of trade unions or trusts, nor does & man in-
stinctively join one political party today and another tomorrow. But
every patriot asserts that his ““nation’’ holds first claim on his loy-
alty; he believes himgelf to be controlled by ‘‘instinet’’—sometimeg
described as the ‘‘voice of the blood.”” If he is an American, he has
affection for the American people; if he is a German, he prefers the
(termans; if he is a Brazilian he must feel Brazilian national con-
sciousness. Furthermore, all nationally eonscious people tend to talke
for granted their own indifference to, or their own dislike of, members
of otber nations and foreign nations as a whole.

The truth is of course different, It should be evident that no one
would have national eonsciousness if he had mnever been instrueted
in the differences that exist in the languages and histories of various
nations. But the patriot feels that in learning these things he merely
becomes aware of ideas already existing in his unconscious mind. He
believes that his parents or teachers assisted him in exploring his own
mind, but contributed nothing beyond that.

The convietion that national consciousness is in some way ‘“‘in-
stinetive’’ is so generally accepted that it is at times almost inimical
to the interests of democratic governments. Hitler was able to fulfill
purely imperialistic aims by shattering the French and the British
will to resist through the effective manipulation of the slogan of
“‘national self-determination.”” It was certainly not in the interests
of the Western democracies to permit Germany to grab Austria and
the Sudetenland on the pretext of bringing Germans back to the
Reich. The majority of the French and the English felt that the
demand for ‘*one Reich’ was not artificial, but ‘“‘natural’”’ and ““in.
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stinctive’’; indeed Kurope might have remained at peace indefinitely
if guch national *‘instinets’’ had not been allowed to have their way.
Had England and France been ruled by absolute monarchs in 1938,
they might have regarded Germany’s eneroachments upon her neigh-
bors as a menace to the balance of power, and they would have been
unmoved by the theory that the boundaries of states should depend on
the popular sentiments of their subjects. In that case Hitler could not
have scored all his initial successes in the international field simply by
uging the democratic prineiple of ‘‘national self-determination.’

It is not necessary here to discuss at length the definition and mean-
ing of ““instinet,”’ for an extensive substantial literature on this sub-
ject has been developed. It is enough to point out that the impulses
a mother feels toward her children differ from those Of a person join-
ing a commercial partnershlp or a social e¢lub, The natmnally con-
sclous patriot believes that his relationship to his nation is primarily
that of the family pattern and not that of the commercial type. This
does not mean that T 1§, a8 @ rule;uraware of-the-relatet economic in-
terests involved. Since the general meaning of *‘instinet’’ is disputed
and even its application to the parent-child relationship is questioned,
the term ‘‘impulse’’ more accurately describes the natural force which
allegedly draws co-natijonals together.!

The existence and dynamic power of modern national eonselousness
cannot be explained by the theory of the ‘‘voice of the blood,”” by a be-
lief in the congeniality of people with the same ‘‘national character,”’
a eommon language, common traditions or economic interests. Belief
in these factors is in itself a secondary phenomenon of national con-
seiousness. Where an intense national consciousness actually has arisen
from other causes, various illusions have developed as a comsequence.
Although fiiny impulses underly national solidarity, they differ from
those whose existence is generally assumed,

Even more perplexing than the self-delusions of nations as to their
raison d’8fre is the paradox of the private and the national lives of
modern patriots. The national wars of the last hundred years have
cost more lives than all the dynastic wars of past centuries. Future
warg, the armaments race, and worldwide unrest now threaten to im-
poverish entire populations and destroy our civilization. Yet every-
where millions of people willingly sacrifice their lives and fortunes in

1For definitions of ¢ “instinet?’ see Pierre Bovet, The Fughiwmg Instwnct (Lon-
dom, 1923), p 41
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order that their nations may live and thrive, Although their emotions
reach a peak only when stimulated by confliet and war, or by situa-
tions involving national honor, they earnestly helieve that their indi-
vidual lives are worthless outside of the frame of their nation.

But the same people, as individuals, act as if such a thing as a na-
tion did not exist. The majority of the inhabitants of Danzig certainly
desired reunion with the Reich, at least during the period of the Ger-
man Republic. But because Danzig prospered economically as a Free
City under the control of the League of Nations, there was no migra-
tion from Danzig to Germany ; the reverse was true. To the Germans
of the Sudetenland their national grievances were important enough
to lead them toward a European war but not strong enough to cause
them to leave the Czechoslovak Republic in any appreeiable numbers.
The politically minded Germans, no matter what their party loyalties
were, had one all-important objective after 1919—the destruction of
the Versailles Treaty. But an analysis of the suicides in Germany
during the post-war period reveals that, practically speaking, no indi-
vidual thought his life was worthless becanse Germany was forbidden
10 have an army based on conseription, or becaunse the Rhineland was
garrisoned by foreign troops, or because the Polish Corridor was cut
through German territory. Suicides were motivated, as usual, by
poverty, unemployment, illness, and frustrated love. During the same
period, as members of a nation, Glermans were faced with national
grievances constantly presaging new wars with a fresh toll of millions
of lives. To individual Germans, however, these national grievances
were of little significance, In Buropean boundary regions—that i
where Poles and Lithuanians, Jtalians and Yugoslavs, Germans and
Danes live in close contact—national strife and rivalry affect the daily
life of the people. People living in such regions are eonvingTed that axg
unchangeable law of nature determineg differences between neighbor
ing peoples, Thus a few square miles of territory along a boundars
assume overwhelming importance.™ If the same people emigrate 1
America or Australia, the whole matter is forgotten—if not by the»
certainly by their children. In their new environment they can’
congenial with a former enemy,

Obviously any account of modern national consciousness mustﬂke !
into corisideration this contradiction between a man’s attitude as Pn"

vate individual and his attitude as a member of a nation. Oertaﬁm("
tions, not usually present, may move men to entertain such ¢uded



6 NATIONAL CONSCIOUSNESS

views of themselves and of the soclety in which they live that they be-
come blind to the forees behind their own ideologies. Onmly logie and
experience can uncover them. Our starting point, then, is the fact
that contemporary man regards as ‘‘natural,”” and more or less fated,
a pattern of group solidarity that is fietional, TUnless study or experi-
ence hag convinced him to the contrary, he believes that national feel-
ing has existed throughout all history; actually it is of very recent
origin. e imagines that under the stress of certain emotions he would
be willing to live and die for his nation although in his daily life he
follows a course of action that practically ignores the existence of a
“nation.’’

An investigation of the phenomenon of national consciousness must
approach the subjeet from two points of view: that of the individuals
who compose a nation, aund that of the nation as an entity.

Where does the individual’s knowledge of his country and its his-
tory, his political opinions and concept of patriotic duties come from?
Chiefly from parents, teachers, newspapers, books, and propaganda.
Some men add their own ideas to what they have learned from others,
making selections from a mass of conflicting views; but the majority
follows the beaten frack. Otherwise there might be as many opinions
as there are human beings, and there would not be enough political
parties or nations to express so many different aims,

But men have been taught different ideas at different periods; and

where there is liberty of opinion, they are free to choose any doctrine.
The medimval church was anti-patriotic and internationally minded;
50 is modern Marxism, although for different reasons. Man is to a
great extent the produet of his environment, so that education as well
ag agitation can achieve much. The dictatorships of today have proven
anew how=wompargtively easy it is to make the younger generation
believe whatever it is told. The dictators adapted educational systems
to their own purposes and thus molded the youth of their countries as
they liked,
% It is only a small step from these premises to the conclusion that
gl}.tional consciousness it not inevitable. If it is man-made and man-
‘eojmunicated, man can destray and replace it. Education and agita-
Ztio rather than instinet and fate are the terms explaining this great-
‘est hodern mass movement,

%ﬁ when the investigator considers not individuals as sueh, but a

natiof as an entity, he may reach a different conclusion. Now he no
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ionger notices the single wave, but the ocean. The thoughts and actls
of millions of individuals straighten out into a common level, and the
result is a general view of history that has form and pattern. Cer-
tain great changes seem to overtake all peoples at some stage in theiwr
history. They have all gone through the stage of totems and laboos.
A} were at one time hunters and had to invent or copy the skills of
agriculture. Slavery has been almost universal. Where a high degree
of culturs has developed, skepticism has undermined religion, and has
itself often been followed by a religious revival. The indusirial revo-
lution has swept over every continent. National feeling has arisen or
has appeared to arise wherever there are human beings,

Therefore, as soon as the investigator chooses a method of approach
more or less similar to that of a philosophy of history, the emphasis
on the influence of teachers and agitators on individuals seems mislead-
ing. There is evidently something fundamental in mass attitudes such
as national consciousness that is more than coineidental. It is very
donbtful whether in the long run the convictions of men can be molded
arbitrarily, The task of the investigator requires him not merely to
show, in the words of Leopold Ranke, ‘‘how it has really been,’’ but
also to explain why it was bound to happen in this way, and this way
alone,

No answer to the question ‘“What is a nation, what iy nalional
conseiousness 1’ will be satisfactory that does not atlempt to give the
proper place 1o both necessity and coincidence.



CHAPTER TWO

THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

The following pages do not by any means offer a history of national
consciousness. A satisfactory survey of the historical development of
national feeling could not be made at the present time because, extra-
ordinarily enough, considering the importance of the subject, the pre-
liminary studies necessary for such a survey are lacking. Tver since
national conseiousness has developed into a world foree, most histori-
ans seem to have more or less unconsciously felt that, as René Johannet
has put it, ‘‘la méditation des origines’’ may have consequences fatal
+0 a nationt

“An g study of nationalism, historical facts must be recognized and
interpreted within the frame of the general problem. The ancestors
of modern nationally-conseious man were as a rule quite indifferent
toward state boundaries as related to language bonndaries; none the
less, the modern nations which strugeled for a century and a half to
form and limit themesives as well ag to expand were determined by the
states of the past.

Greek patriotism came very close to the modern version insofar as
intensive aflachmemt to the state is concerned. However, at certain
points it differed from modern patriotism. A large part of the inhabi-
tants of the Greek city-state was neither expected nor allowed to take
an interest in public affairs. This was reflected in the use the Greeks

1¢¢The only thing pertaining to nationalism about which I should be willing
at present to commit myself in definite language is that it is the most fertile field
for doctoral dissertations in modern history with which I am aequainted. . .. It
offers the richest possibilities of immediate return of any speecies of historieal
undertakings now in sight. I do not think I exaggerate when I say that hundreds
of monographs must be written before it will he possible to say with authority
what nationalism was in the past, what it i now, or what it is likely to become.”’
William T. Laprade, ‘¢ Nationalism,’’ dnnual Beport of the American Historical
Association for the Year 1916, p. 228,

A very useful Bidbhographical Introduction to Natwonalism, by Koppel 8. Pin-
gon, has been published by the Columbia University Press (New York, 1985).

R
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made of military conscription. In the Greek cities, every citizen was
cornpelled to perform military service; but the citizen was also a pro-
prietor who lived by the work of his slaves in the fields or in the work-
shops. He had a direct interest in defending the sacred soil of his
forefathers, for it actually belonged to him. The slaves, the freedmen,
and foreign residents were never called to arms. Even poor citizens
who eould not afford military equipment were left behind. ‘‘Nobody
would ever have dreamt of imposing the burdens of military service
and the terrible risks of war upon men who, having nothing, had
nothing to defend.’’?

The Greek city-states had an inter-relationship in which the *‘bar-
barians’’—the stutierers who spoke in incomprehensible iongues—
found no place. A number of institutions like the Olympic Games
and the Oracle of Delphi were common to all the Greek-speaking peo-
ples, but the barbarians were excluded. Nevertheless, wars of the
Greek cities againsl each other oceurred frequently ; they were not felt
to be “‘unnatural’’ or criminal as civil wars are thought of at present.
There were no attempts of any importance to bring all the Greek-
speaking peoples together into one community—the goal of modern
national consciousness. The traditional Greek religion was so strongly
associated with the ecity and its gods that every voluntary amalgama-
tion of several cities would have involved a difficult religious adjust-
ment, The Greek conception that the State is the City, that ‘“he who
goes out of the City goes out of the State,”’ was reflected in the eolonial
system. This was entirely different from the type developed in mod-
ern times. To quote Sir J. R. Seeley: ‘* Though it seems not to have
occurred to Corinth that it could possibly carry on government at the
distance of Sicily, on the other hand it seems just as little to have oe-
curred to the Spanigh or Portugnese or Duteh or French or Xnglish
governments that their emigrants could pretend to independence on
the ground that they were hidden away in the Pampas of South Amer-
ica or in the Archipelagos of the Pacific Ocean.’’?

The patriotism of the Romans at the beginning of their history
meant pride in the city, its gods and legends. In this Rome followed
the Greek pattern. But it never came abont through the expansion
of Roman rule that all inhabitants of Italy or all who spoke Latin
became Roman patriots, although foward the close of the Hmpirse

2Francis Delaisi, Political Myths and Eeonomic Bealities (London, 1925}, p.
209,
38ir J. R, Beeley, The Expansion of England (London, 1885), pp. 46-47,
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Roman citizenship was made universal. Between the earliest and the
latest periods, selected individuals from all parts of the Empire, freed
slaves, and sometimes entire tribes, were honored with the gift of
citizenship. Roman patriotism was reserved for the citizens of Rome,
but gratitude for the Paz Romane was shared by many of the con-
"quered. There was 1no doctrine or demand that certain people, pos-
sibly defined by their language, ought to have a sovereign government
of their own. If there had been, the Roman Empire might have been
destroyed earlier. As it was, external forces contributed more to its
downfall than did internal unrest.

The Christian Middle Ages, as well as the suceeeding centuries up
to the end of the eighteenth, were characterized by an almost complete
indifference on the part of the people to state boundaries and the na-
tionality of their rulers! To be sure, people of the Middle Ages made
a distinetion between just and unjust, lenient and eruel rulers; they
were aware that they were ‘‘Germans,”’ ‘“‘Frenchmen,”” “‘English-
men,’’ or ‘‘Scotchmen’’; there were ‘‘national’”’ eonflicts during the
Crusades; and the students in universities were often housed aceord-
ing to their respective ‘‘nations.”” But it did not oceur lo the people
that language, state, and government should form the basis of a cer-
tain relationship, There were no slogans eomparable to ‘‘France for
the French’’ or ‘‘Germany for the Germans.”’

The discussion among various historians as to whether modern na-
iional consciousness in Burope began with the French Revolution or
had its origin much earlier is a dispute over words. The answer de-
pends on how ‘‘national consciousness’’ is defined, Bveryone agrees
upon two points: people speaking different languages were aware of
their differences and offen proud of the accomplishments of other
members of theiy own language groups; on the other hand Germans,
Spaniards, I'renchmen, ete., had no conception of or desire for a na-
tional state. As late as the eighteenth century Voltaire could write:
“That the princes are all the time maintaining so many soldiers, is
really a deplorable disaster, But . . ., this disaster produces some-
thing desirable: the people take no interest in the wars of their mas-
ters. The inhabitants of beleaguered cities pass often from one sov-
ereignty to the other without a single one of them having lost his life.
They are only the prize of him who has the most eannons and money,’’t

4 ¢Frsai sur les Moeurs,’’ quoted by Julien Benda, La Trahison des Cleres
(Paris, 1027), p. 253.
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Until fairly recent times it was possible for the king of HEngland to be
at the same time king of Hanover in Germany; for the king of Prus-
sia to rule in Neuchitel, Switzerland ; and for the Hapsburg dynasty
to have provinces in Germany, Hungary, Italy, Belgium, Switzerland,
and Alsace,

When the Germans first came in contact with the Roman world
they felt various tribal solidarities, but no national consciousness
whatever, HEven in the tenth century we find Widukind mentioning
the regnum of the Saxons but not of the German nation. In the battle
of the Catalonian plaing, 451 A.D,, the Eagtern Goths fought on the
side of the Huns, the Western Goths on the side of the Romans, The
Goth, Jordanis, declared that it was the mission of the Goths to sacri-
fice themselves for the Roman people. During the war of the Byzan-
tines against the Goths, a part of the latter sided with Byzantium.

After the realm of Charlemagne had been divided, the Franks in
the Hast and in the West continuned to feel that they were all Franks.
The same can be said of the Saxons and Anglo-Saxons after they had
separated. The Bavarians felt a relationship with the Langobards, al-
though the latter had been strongly Romanized. But no sentiment
knitted all Germans together.

Some great battles of the Middle Ages, considered today as national
events, were in reality nothing of the kind. The battle of Legnano
in 1176, in which the Lombard Leagne defeated Emperor Frederick
Barbarossa, was a local affair, and Italians fought on both sides. At
Bouvines, where the king of France gained a vietory over the king of
England in 1214, there were Frenchmen in both armies.? Medizval
man regarded himself as a knight or a peasant, according to his
‘“‘estate.”’ He was a Christian, and as such, was opposed to Moham-
medans and pagans. But it is very doubtful if the Frank of the ninth
century thonght of himself as a German when he came in contact with
Slavs and Arabs. Voluntary loyally was valued more highly {han
attachment to one’s people and one’s eountry. On this voluntary 10y~\
alty the feudal system was built. The dominant factors motivating
the loyalties of the Middle Ages were, first, the universal tie of religion,
and second, the bond of regional relations, In between these two ties
there was nothing. )

In 1240 Vincent de Beauvais said: ‘‘He is yet weak who is capti-

ERobert Michels, *‘Zur Higtorischen Analyse des Patariotismus,’’ drchiv filr
Svsiglwissensohafien und Sozialpolitik. Band 36.
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vated (chained) by his native land. Ile is strong to whom any coun-
try is his native land, he is perfect to whom the whole world becomes
a place of exile.”” If there was no feeling of relationship between all
the Germanie and between all the Romanie peoples, a strong tendency
exisled In the West to regard the Eastern, Byzantine Christians, the
““@reeks,”’ as altogether different from the ‘‘true’’ Christians, and
not very different from the Mohammedan Saracens.$

A German scholar, Clara Redlich, has made an interesting study of
the guestion of national consciousness in relation to the medisval
colonization of the Slavic East by the Germans.” She shows that the
(Germans regarded themselves as Christians fighting pagans. That
thelr pagan enemies were also Slavs was of no importance. Had they
been Germans, the attitude of hostility would have been the same. The
moment the Slavs were converted to Christianity, they were regarded
as friends, The Slavie nobles were fully accepted by the German
nobles. In Pomerania the German princes concealed from their war-
riors the fact that the natives had already been converted to Christi-
anily as they were afraid that their men would decline to fight. The
‘Wends, a Slavie tribe east of the Elbe, put up no resistance whatever
against absorption by the Germans, The upper classes were even eager
10 be aceepted by their German peers. There remained only Wends
of low social standing who were despised because of their soeial in-
feriority, nol because they were Wends.

Beginning with the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, expressions
bringing language and stale into some relationship hegan to be more
frequent. Ti may be said that these statements are ‘‘national’’ in the
modern sense. The Czech reformer, Jan Hus (1370-1415), proclaimed :
“‘The Bohemiang,must be the first in the kingdom of Bohemia, as are
the French in the kingdom of France. The laws, the divine will, the
natural instinet, ecommand that they shall oceupy the first place.’’®
This is similar in thought to the words of King Henri IV of France
(15563-1610), when he received the deputies of the newly acquired
provinces of Lia Bresse and Pays de Gers: ‘‘ As you speak the French
language by nature, it is reasonable that you should be the subjects of
a king of France. I quite agree that the Spanish langunage should

SRichard Wallach, Das abendldndische Gemeinschaftsbewusstein im Mittel-
alter (Lewpzig and Berlin, 1028).
TNationale Frage und Ostkolonisation im Mitielalier (Berlin, 1834).
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belong to the Spaniard and the German to the German. But the whole
region of the French language must be mine.’’

In the beginning of the sixteenth century Machiavelli advocated
the unity of Italy, and Ulrich von IIutten sought the same for Ger-
many, The latter proclaimed that the Germans ought not to be domi-
nated by the Italians; actually he referred to the Catholic elergy and
the Italian Pope in Rome rather than to the government. Hutten, it
should be remembered, was a Protestant. Protestantism made it pos-
gible for the people to read the Bible in their own language, and dealt
a strong blow to Latin, which was gradually replaced by the national
idiom as the language used in literature and by educated people. In
the break-up of medisval internationalism, Protestantism played an
important part.

Utterances like those of ITus and Ilenri IV are significant in that
they closely approach the definition of nationality in our times. Are
we to infer, in spite of indications to the contrary, that this prineiple
has been acknowledged for several centuries? Hardly. The kings and
aristocrats who ruled the various countries and cities were eager either
to keep and protect the terrilories under their sovereignty or to en-
large them; where expansion was their aim they paid no attention
whatever to the languages and the traditions of the conquered people.
The intellectuals of the era were mainly cleriecs, governmental ad-
visers, or teachers whose livelihood was dependent on the good will of
the church, the government, or hoth. They produced few ideas which
would have brought them into conflict with the aims of the exisiing
authorities.

Ag to the masses, we hear a great deal about occasional revolts
against hard and cruel rulers and about religious struggles, but noth-
ing about popular movements aimed at uniting “‘nations’’ under “‘na-
tional”’ governments. The statements of Hus and Henri IV were not
typieal for their centuries. Even in modern times, when we find some
intelleetuals clamoring for national states, the extent of their influence
upon the masses should not be overrated, Carlton J. H. Hayes, in
The Iistorical BEvolution of Modern Nalignalism, speaks of Rousseau,
Herder, the Jacobins, Bentham, Mazzini, Maurras, and others, Fried-
rich Meinecke, in Weltbiirgertum und Nationelstagt, writes about
Humboldt, Schlegel, Fichte, Hegel, Ranke, Bismarck, ete. These were

g.T . Novieow, Conscience et Volonté Sociales (Paris, 1897}, p. 818,
Ihid.
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all intellectuals or political leaders. A history of national consecious-
ness should not, like a history of philosophy, simply describe the
thought of a limited number of eminent men without regard to the ex-
tent of their following. As in the histories of religions, we need to
know what response the masses have given to different doctrines. Be-
fore the nineteenth centnry it appears that the people at large were
indifferent to what we call the ‘‘principle of nationality.”” Every-
thing happened as if they had experienced no national consciousness.

The Reformation did not have the effect of secularizing polities
immediately, although it contributed to this process in the long run.
The interest of the reformers was, of course, primarily theological, and
under their influence men continued to regard ag justified only those
wars in which the belligerents represented different theological con-
cepts. ‘‘One mass,’’ exclaimed Knox, ‘‘is more fearful to me than if
10,000 armed enemies were landed in any part of the realm.”’

“‘Dogmatic agreement still formed the principle of alliance and all
co-operation with heretics was deemed a sin. . . . Ttaly, Spain, Germany
and the Netherlands swarmed with writings denouncing the alliance
of the French with the Swedes as little short of apostasy from Chris-
tianity.”’® As late as the early eighteenth century when Northern
France was invaded during the war of the Spanish Sucecession, it was
possible for Fénelon to tell the suffering population that this was a
just chastisement for their sins. A modern French anthor who relates
this adds: ““One may imagine what would have been the reception
given to a preacher who might have spoken in the same way to the
French in August, 1914,7"11

At the time of the French civil wars the Leaguists appealed for
help to the Spaniards, while the Hugnenots appealed to the English
and the Dutch, Irr the German religious wars the German Protestants
appealed to the Danes and the Swedes, and later even to the Catholic
French. The German Catholics asked the Spaniards and Italians for
help. Naticnal loyalty counted for so little that the Protestant League
of Schmalkalden sought an alliance with France against the Emperor.
The Grand Elector of Brandenburg, in the seventeenth century, was
willing to help the Emperor against the Turks only on condition that
the latter should recognize the oceupation of Strasbourg by Louis

WWilliam B. H. Lecky, History of the Bise and Influence of the Spirit of
Rationalisml in Europe (Londen, 1913), Vol, II, pp. 42 and 108.
11rylien Benda, La Trahison des Cleros (Paris, 1927), p. 205,
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XIV. In the Thirty Years’ War a soldier fought for whoever paid
him. During the wars of the Fronde the Prince de Condé and Marshal
Turenne went over {o the Spaniards and besieged French fortresses.
Condé remained in the Spanish serviee for nine years, He was treated
by France, not as a traitor, but as a belligerent party, and was gra-
ciously re-accepted after he had written an execuse. A few years later
he again commanded a French army against Spain. And at that time
the idea that one’s native land had some claim to loyalty found more
approval in France than in any other country.1?

The German people in general believe today that the French are
their ‘‘hereditary enemy’’ (Erbfeind), and the French believe the
same of the Germans. But history tells a very different story. Every
German prince who ever had trouble with the Emperor, looked to the
king of France for help. German Proteslantism could resist the Haps-
burgs only with French support. It was Richelien who suggested
and financed the entry of the Swedish king, Gustavus Adolphus, into
the Thirty years War. The Grand Elector of Brandenburg, one of the
great Hohenzollerns, favored the annexation of Alsace by France be-
cause it was detrimental to the Emperor. Frederick the Great of
Prussia held that France should have the Rhine as her frontier in the
Bast. In short the numerous German sovereigns were concerned
golely with their own positions and possessions. For them there was
no German ‘‘nation.”

In 1930 a nationally-minded modern German historian, Johannes
Haller, wrote a book, Tausend Jahre Deutsch-Franzdsischer Beziehun-
gen. This book containg 230 pages, but the author arrives at the
French Revolution on page 63, and on page 94 he beging to discuss
events after 1815, The reason for this apparent lack of proportion is
that until the French Revolution, dynastic rathere¢than nalional con-
siderations determined the foreign policies of states; and there were
really no relations between a *‘Germany’’ and a ‘‘France.”’ Haller
emphasizes that national factors played no role in determining the
seciions into which Charlemagne’s Empire was divided at Verdun in
843. ‘‘It was not the contrast and antagonism between the Germans
and the French which brought about the states of Germany and
France; on the contrary, it was the separation of the kingdoms which
made possible and favored the formation of the nations. It was not

12Michels, ap. cit.
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50, as we are prone to think, that the states grew out of the nations;
it was the nations which owe their origin to the states.”’

Many Germans have fought under French kings. In the old
French army, regiments were called Royal-Allemands, Royal-Baviére,
Royal-Deux-Ponts, and so on. And even in 1813, when Napoleon had
been defeated at Leipzig, the vietorious Allies—including the Austrian
emperor and the king of Prussia—offered Napoleon the ‘‘natural fron.
tiers’” of France—which meant the Rhine in the Bagt. They did not
find it objectionable to hand over o France millions of Germans on
the left bank of the Rhine. That Napoleon was short-gsighted enough
to refuse their offer is another matter,

Frederick I1 of Prussia (1740-86), who plays such an important
role in the German national myth and is elaimed by Hitler as the ‘‘first
National Socialist’’—his portrait is said to adorn Ilitler’s private of-
fice—is remembered chiefly because he was a successful army leader,
But there was nothing German in his inelinations, His {riends, Vol-
taire and La Mettrie for example, were French ; he wrote his books in
French; and, when he was forty-six years of age, he confessed to
speaking German ‘‘like a coachman,’’ but thought that he was then
too old to learn it properly. Though he fought and defeated French
armies, strange as it appears, his patriotism was French. ‘‘Frederick
regarded his subjects as strangers and the French hommes d’esprit
as hiy compatriots.’”*® In 1785 he made an attempt to bring all the
German princes into a defensive all’ance against the (German!) En-
peror. His minister, Hertzberg, drafted a memorandum which was
written in French and intended for ithe European governments. TIi
was inspired by Prederick, This doecument by the ‘‘frst National
Socialist’” should be of interest to those who believe that national
feeling is ‘‘naturad’’ and has always existed. It states that all the
powers of the Continent are as muech interested in the constitution
of the German Empire as its own members, ‘ Germany is situated in
the middle of Europe, it is densely inhabited, and its people are war-
like. A great number of distingnished princes under a powerful
chief rule the country, Germany need not fear an attack from out.
side; at the same time she is unable to conquer other countries,
But should it ever happen that Germany would be ruled by a sole
shrewd, and ambitious momarch, he would find it eagy to subdue

18Mme. de Btagl, De L’4llemagne (Paris, 1813), Vol. I, p. 151.
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one neighbor after the other, even the most powerful one, and open
the way to the Universal Monarchy (Universalmonarchie) of Burope.”
The document cites Charlemagne and Otto the Great, and their sub-
jeclion of Germany, Italy, Denmark, Poland, and Hungary. ‘‘For
this reason the neighboring powers have always come to the help of
the German princes, when these were in danger of being overcome
by the Emperor.”’ Such assistance was given by the kings of France
and Sweden. Eventnally, the constitution worked out at the end of
the Thirty Years War put Germany under the protection of France
and Sweden.1*

“Tven Bodin and Montesquieu, though {hey recognize the in-
fluence of climate and soil on the character of peoples and the na-
ture of their constitutions, have nothing to say of the spirit which
makes a nation or the significance of nationality.’’*® Rousseau held
the opinion that the area of a state should be determined by the ideal
of autarchy for its populaiion. ‘‘Voltaire and his friends have their
infatuations but they are for peoples and countries other than their
own; England first, then China and America.”'® Frenchmen of
11770 were completely Europeans; they were probably the most ma-
ture Furopeans that Europe has produced.

The classical German poets and philosophers were also radically
cosmopolitan and anti-patriotic. Johann Gottfried Herder said:
“ Among all those who are conceited the one who glories in his na-
tion and the one who glories in his birth and nobility are in my
‘opinion the greatest fools,”” Lessing once called patriotism *‘a heroie
weakness.”” Schiller declared in 1784: ‘T write as a citizen of the
world (Weltbiirger), I have lost my native country at the right time
and exchanged it for the wide world, Germans, don’t attempt to be a
nation; be content to be human beings.”’ In 1789 he wrote in a let-
ter: ““The patriotic interest is important only for immature nations,
for the youth of the world. ... It is & miserable, narrow-minded ideal
to write for a single nation. A. philosophie mind finds these bounds
quite unbearable.” Kant was interested in the suppression of war
and in a league of nations. Goethe’s cosmopolitanism is well known;

14Rarl Rlfipfel, Die Deutschen Binheitsbestrebungen in ihrem geschichtlichen
Zusammenhang (Leipzig, 1853), pp. 270f%,

15Emest Barker, National Character and the Factors in its Formatwn (Lon-
don, 1927), p. 123.

1671, ¥, Steward and Paul Desjarding, French Patriotism in the Nincteenth
Century (1814—1833) {(Camlridge, 1923), p. XXVIL.

17K)iipfel, op. cit.,, p. XXXII.
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he was an admirer of Napoleon, and when his son wished to volun-
teer for the War of Liberation of 1813, Goethe deterred him,?

Unirivg and DivipiNg ForRcES AT WORK

Instinet seems to have played no part in the formation of groups
that later experienced national comscionsness, History supports the
premise that such groups are man-made.

One of the few really important books on national consciousness
and nationality is René Johannet’s Le Principe des Nationalités.'®
Johannet, a French nationalist and royalist himself, sheds light on the
part played by dynasties. ‘‘The cause of the statue is not the marble
bul the artist. In case of nationality, it is primarily the dynasty.’'20
Kings invariably know their aims, and are able to organize their
people. This fact was first noliced by a Frenchman, Ernest Renan:
¢“If there is one nation which was created by a family, then it was
the French nation, which owes its existence to the Capetians,’’#

In England it was dynastic forees which first linked Scotland
with England, and later incorporated it into Great Britain. The
decay of Ireland can be attributed to the lack of a dynasty. The
case of Spain is more pertinent. Spain’s emergence as a power in the
fifteenth century was the result of a marriage. In the Iberian penin-
sula the destinies of Catalonia were bound up with those of Castile.
Portugal remained by itself becaunse of the existence of the house of
Braganza at Lisbon. There was no equivalent strength at Barcelona
or Valencia, for their Arab dynasty had been expelled in the thir{eenth
century.??

The unity of France is the result of the imperialism of the Capetian dynasty,
just as the unity of Italy is the result of Roman imperialism. At the time of the
Punic Wars numberlesf interpreters were needed to travel from Milan to Tarentum,
The people still spoke Gallic in the valley of the Po, Etruscan near Lake Trasi-
nemo, Greck and Mesgapian in Sounthern Italy, and in addition, there were Italian
idioms much alive right at the vary doors of Rome. More recently, the name of
France brought maledictions in Brittany and in Provenece, . . . What Proudhon
calls la politique umitaire, a phenomenon of which an immense part coineides with
what the nineteenth cenfury has known under the name of the principle of na-

tionalities, is a collaction of territories which the imperialistic idea could explain
better than the national idea.®8

71’3Pau1 Barth, Die Philosophie der Geschichie als Soziologie (Leipzig, 1915),

. 772,
10 (Paris, 1928).
20Tpid,, p. 400,
2Tbid,, p. 400,
22Thid., 1. 400.
287 hid., p. 808,
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This implies that certain individuals and groups of individuals
have united people, and likewise have separated them. Those who have
been molded in this way, later feel that they belong together because
of a national consciousness, which they assume is an inviolable part of
their very nature.

A view of history convinces us that the nation of the theorists—the pure,
closed, independent nation—has never existed, But the Empire has had a very
real existence; and the flourishing eondilion of the contemporary nations is only
one aspect of the new methods introduced in the sixteenth century by the cternal
imperialism. The modern fact of nationality exists only as a consequence of the
fael of imperialism. . . . The empire explains the nation better than the nation

the empire.2¢

Karl Marx, despite his preference for great nations and his indiffer-
ence toward small ones (he expected the proletarian revolution to talke
place first in large indusirialized countries), gives the following ae-
count of the unification of the French nation:

During the Middle Ages, the nation of Southern France was not more related
to the nation of Northern Prance than the Poles are today to the Russians. . . .
Nevertheless it suffered the fate of Poland, and was fist divided between Nortih-
ern France and England and later subjugated by Northern France alone. .
The people of Sonthern France fought for centuries against their oppressors.

But history had no mercy. After three cenfuries of struggles their beautiful
language had degenerated to a patois, and they themselves had become Freuch-

men.

Their end came during the Great Revolution. The Constitnent
Assembly deprived them of the last remnants of their autonomy by de-
stroying the historieal provinces, but ‘‘as a compensation for their
nationality”’ the Southerners received democraey.?

The brutal methods of the old dynasties have sometimes been re-
peated in contemporary times. The Bulgars and the Greeks made use
in Macedonia of what might be called massacres plebiscitaires. The
Turks exterminated at least 150,000 T.ebanese between 1914 and 1918,
not to mention the deportation of the Armenians?®

In many cases governments have erected boundaries based upon
language differences and, as a consequence separated groups otherwise
cohesive. In this way the boundaries were drawn between Germany
and Holland, and between Spain and Portugal, Originally there were
numerous dialects in Germany and in the Iberian Peninsula. Through

2¢7hid., p. 306,

28Article written 1848; quoted by Heinrich Cunow, Die Marxzsohe Geschichls-,
Gesellsehafts- und Staststheorie (Berlin, 1921), Vol. II, p. 12.

26Jchannet, op. cit, p. 256.
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causes having no relation to the language situation, Portugal and
Holland became separate sovereign slates; Portuguese and Dutch in
time ceased to be dialects and evolved into separate languages. Eventu-
ally language cifferences added to the boundary lines between the
states, resulted in the creation of separate nationalities.

Dynastic marriages have been responsible for the establishment of
several nations. The union between England and Scotland came about
in that way. Henry VIII’s secession from the church of Rome origi-
nated in his desire for a divorce and a new marriage. Its consequences
were tremendous. Luther kept himself and Protestantism in good fa-
vor with his Sazon prince by accepting the latter’s right to two legiti-
mate wives at the same time. By helping German Protestantism at a
critical time, he thus became an important factor in German national
history. That wars have produced or molded nations is not quite as
paradoxical as the fact that marriages have had the same effect. But
this involved no paradox to predemocratic minds; both war and love
are quoted together in the famous verse addressed to the House of
Hapsburg:

Bella gerant alii,

Tu, felix Austria, nube,
Nam gnae Mars aliis
Dat tibi diva Venus,27

One must beware of the word, ‘‘impogsible,’” in matters of national
molding and remolding. The Germans and Russians were by no
means sentimental toward the Poles; yet they acknowledged the com-
mand ‘‘Thou shalt not kill’’ and recoiled from extreme brutality. Had
they treated the Poles as the Turks treated the Greeks after the vie-
tory of Kemal Pasha, or in the way Hitler has treated the Jews, there
would have been fewer Poles left, and these might have been more

- willing to give up their language and forget their nationality. Per-

secution is ineffective when done half-heartedly ; but, when it is done
so that even the lives of the persecuted count for nothing, it can be
very successful. The several modern dietatorships have proved that if
one kills, deports or imprisons all who disobey, the results are far-

27TMay others fight wars,
You, happy Austria, marry!
For what Mars gives to the others,
Divine Venus gives you.
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reaching. The age of intentional and unintentional nation-making
has not yet come to an end.?®

The so-called aristocratic groups have also played the role of na-
tion-makers, These groups are made up of the elite to whom the peo-
ple at large look for leadership, and whom they are inclined to believe
and imitate. The elile may be an aristocracy of birth or an aristoc-
racy of culture and knowledge. In the latiter case it coincides with the
intellectuals.

The aristocracy was sometimes the first group Lo give up the native
language and customs, and to agsociate with conquerors, in the event
of defeat. This was true of most of the Slavie nobles at the time of
the German conquest of the territory east of the Elbe. They acknowl-
edged the superior culture of the Germans, and the latter’s Christian
religion impressed them. Having lost their own aristocracy, the Slavie
masses were ready to be Germanized without further resistance. Other
cases could be cited where the aristocracy of the vietors took over the
land of the conguered, identifying themselves with the vanguished
people and becoming thewr aristocracy. Part of the German higher
strata thus influenced the Czechs after the early seventeenth century.
English aristocrats who settled in Ireland made themselves to some
extent leaders of the Irish people. In both cases a strong new force
was added and the consequences became evident in the course of time.

Avristoeracy of birth has played an important part in strengthening
national consciousness and in leading national resistanece and aggres-
sion in countries where the people continued to hold the nobility in
particular respect; this is true in spite of the rise of democratic ten-
dencies which have everywhere coincided with the development of
modern nationalism. Such was the case with the Hungarians and the
Poles. But in mosl countries the intellectual leaders, rather than the
aristocrats by birth, have been regarded as the pace-makers.

The part played by the intellectuals has been and continues to be
extremely important. ‘‘Patriotic enthusiasm and patriotic activity
are represented in the history of the people, first and foremost, hy the
aristocracy of education and culture.’’?® It was mot the people of

28¢¢ A fatherland (patrie) is a group of men who live under the same laws,
becaunse they themselves or their forefathers have been induced to obey the same
sovereign, the same government, either voluntarily or because they were forced;
as & rule they were forced.”’ Gustave Hervé, Leur Patrie (Paris, 1907), p. 11

20Robert Michels, ITtalien von heute (Ziirich und Leipzig, 1930), p. 20.
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Prussia who rose against the French in 1813, but prineipally the intel-
lectuals. The same holds true of the Italian Risorgimento. ‘‘ Among
the ninety-five patriots who were executed in Naples in 1799 hecause
they had been the ringleaders of a movement against the Bourbons,
there were twenty lawyers, twenty officers and non-commissioned offi-
cers, seventeen professors and authors, twelve owners of houses and
land, ten physicians, five merchants, three fencing masters, two offi-
cials, one banker, two peasants and only three workmen,’’3® In Novem-
ber, 1939, the German aunthorities had twelve Czech nationalist ring-
leaders shot at Prague. Nine of them were students.

Speaking of the various types of elite, Johannet points out that the
bourgeoisie of Alsace put up the strongest resistance to Germanization
and that Gaul’s Romanization was undoubtedly brought about by the
alliance of her aristocrats with the Roman democracy. ‘‘There is
hardly a nationality without aristoeracy.’’®® The French Canadians
have continued as such and have muliiplied, thanks to their clergy.
They have even assimilated many Anglo-Saxons. ‘‘The same thing
can be said of the Bulgars, the Serbs, the Greeks under the domina-
tion of the Turks, and the Parsis in India. The nationalities without
aristocracy, intellectuals, and clergy are more easily assimilable,’’82

It goes without saying that every philosophical, soeiological, and
political attitude is represented by some intellectuals—*‘a social class
which lives from the trade in ideas.’”® Qur task here is to show that
the idea of nationality, like other ideas, originated with and was pro-
pagated by intellectuals. Their weapon has been persuasion, not force,
Though many of them have argued in favor of national conseiousness
as a “‘natural’’ affection fell by compatriots for each other, it would
be difficult to find a clags of human beings more removed from nature
and natural instinets, and professionally more rationalistie, than the
intellectuals. A cerfain amount of suspicion is warranted when, of all
people, the intellectuals discover a ‘‘natural’’ pattern of social affec-
tion.

The intellectuals, who include poets and artists, have stimulated
eoltural relationships and an awareness of common interests among
peeple speaking the same language, without always suggesting political

807pid., p. 21.

81Tohannet, op. ¢it., pp. 405-406.
327bid., pp. 395-396.

831bid., p. 236.
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aims. Pan-Hellenic feeling in antiquity had its roots, in a great meas-
ure, in the common knowledge and appreciation of the Homerie epics
narrating the conquest of Troy by an expedition in which every Greek
tribe participated. Through all the centuries of Roman and Turkish
rule the Greelts never entirely lost the pride in their past. In regard
to modern Italy, we are told by G. A. Borgese: ‘‘Italy was not the
creation of kings and warriors; she was the creature of a poet,
Dante.’’®  Yet Dante himself had no national consciousness what-
gver. After having composed his earlier writings in Latin, he chose
the Florentine vernacular for his Divine Comedy, possibly for the sole
reason that he shrank from writing in the same langunage which Virgil,
the greatest of Latin poets, had used.

The Divine Comedy created a nation. Dante never had such a purpose in mind.
His life had moved between a negative and a positive pole: hatred for the walled
city of Florence, love for the boundless universal empire of all mankind. What-
aver stood between kingdoms like France and England, nations or principalities,
he either eursed or ignored. But baving set his aim at the absolute, the arrow of
his desire hit somewhere half-way. .. . Thus Italy was bown: a compromisc bo-
tween the infinite and a eity, between etornity and the daily news.35

In the eighteenth century a Bulgarian monk named Payssius was
distressed because the Bulgars were regarded as having no history of
their own and were, therefore, despised hy the Greeks and Serbs. In
order to remedy this situation, he set out in 1762 to write the history of
his people. He exaggerated and idealized, asserting that the Bulgars
had been the most famous of all the Slav people. The effecl of Pays-
sius’ work, printed only in 1844, but evidently cirzulated somewhat
before that time, was considerable. Pan-Slavism had its origin in the
writings of the German authors, Schiszer and Herder. The Rumani-
ans were brought to their first ‘‘awakening’’ by young priests who
learned to admire the old Romans in Rome and felt that they were
their descendants.®®

“In most cases . .. the national revival began as a purely eultural
movement. Almost the only exception was that of the Serbs, who,
characteristically, fought before they thought. Elsewhere, nearly
always the first symptom of the new age was an eager delving into
national history and philology, the collection of legeuds and folk-lore,
the compilation of grammars and text-books.”’®™ Such breuds seemed

34 pliath, The March of Fascism (New York, 1838), p. s

35Borgese, ap. cit., pp. 19 ff.

’;ﬁGeorges Weill, L’Europe du XIX+s Sitele ¢t [°Idée de Nationalité (Paris,
1938}, p. 36.
87C, A. Macartney, National States and National AMinorilies (London, 1934),
D, 94,
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harmless to the Austrian Chancellor, Metternich, who feared only
political congpiracies and failed to see that the latier were the result
of interests originally purely intellectual. Indeed, he encouraged ihe
Czechs and Southern Slavs in their literary studies, and was glad
that they had something to keep them busy. A historical falsifica-
tion, the Koeniginhofer manuscript, first exposed as spurious by the
late President Masaryk when he was a young professor, has done
much to build up the national eonsciousness of the Czechs. In such
matters, truth is of less importance than popular appeal.

A people lacking intellectual leadership sometimes gets its first
impetus in the direction of national consciousness through foreign
influence. Tven today the national pride of the Lithuanians is
strengthened by the opinions of non-Lithuanian scholars regarding
their language, remarkable for its preservation of early forms and
regarded as a Sanskrit of the West.

It might seem that the purely scientific interest of a small band of scholars
could have no influence on the fate of a language or people. Bui in this case,
and it is not the only one, it certainly did, by reason of the reaction on native
gentiment. If the Lithuamang aie reminded, as they often are by the Poles, that
their language ean boast no great lterature, they retoit that it is one of the most
Tughly prized by scholars, and is studied in the grealest universities in Lurope.8®

Indian national consciousness was first fostered by intellectuals
who had studied in England. Chinese national consciousness was
stimulated by men who studied in the universities of Hurope and the
United States. According 1o George Antonius, the Arab national
movement began in Syria in 1847 as a result of the foundation in Bei-
rut of a modest literary society under American patronage.

Carlton J. . Hayes has aptly observed:

If we were to review the actual course of nationalism in any European coun-
try in the nineteenth century, we wounld be struck by the early promincnee of
professors, lawyeis, physicians, merchants, and bhankers. The most conspicuons
nationaligts in France during the Restoralion and the Second Empire were of those
callings and so were the bulk of the deputies in the German National Assembly
at Frankfort in 1848 and in the Slav National Assembly at Prague in the same
year. Alike in the national states which were developing nationalism and in na-
tionalisms which eventually produeed national states, members of the upper middle
class were active. In France, Spain, and England, and also among Germans,
Ttalians, Greeks, Poles, Czechoslovaks, and Jugoslavs, it was the sams story,3?

38Carl Darling Buek, ‘‘Language and the Sentiment of Nationality!’ Ameri-
oan Political Science Revew (1916), Vol, X,

BEtienne Fournol states: ‘A language, a history: these are the two first needs
of a people. . . . There is not a new nation in Europe which has not been pre-
cedegi by from fifty to eighty years of philosophy and archaeological studies.”” Les
Nations Romantiques (Paris, 1031), p. 206.

89fssays on Nationalism (New York, 1926), pp. 70, 71.
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Onece the doctrine of nationality has been accepted, the govern-
ments make certain that it is assiduously spread and consolidated by
the schools and universities. However, education alone can never
explain national consciousness, for the latter must first have been
propounded and accepted before it can be transmitted to the younger
generation. But, with this reservation, its influence is strong. The
influence of edneation on national consciousness in Burope is analyzed
in detail in the University of Chicago series e¢ntitled ‘‘Studies in the
Making of Citizens.”” One of the series is Carlton J. H. Hayes’
France, A Natwon of Patriots.®® Hayes finds: ‘‘The current supreme
loyalty of Frenchmen to their country-—French nationalism, if we
may 8o style it—is an artificial, not a natural, ereation. It depends
exclusively neither on physical heredity nor on geographical environ-
ment; it does not conform to canons of biology or bolany.”’** The
masses in France, as elsewhere, ‘‘receive on faith what they are taught
about the past, and the past of France has been vendered by publicists
and popularizers highly conventional, highly artificial.’** Hayes re-
ports that the work of French intellectuals, during a half century
after Napoleon, established the ideal that all Frenchmen should be
supremely loyal to France® Hislory text-books have had a tre-
mendous influence on the way in which each generation sees itself
and the outside world Significantly, the League of Nations has en-
deavored to encourage the elimination of nationalistic stories from
the school texts. But the cooperation promised by governments and
educational boards has not been given,

People have in some instances learned to be loyal to their former
enemies and to dislike their compatriots. The eity of Strasbourg
enjoyed a vigorous autonomy within the framework of the old German
Reich when it was annexed by Louis XIV of France withoul any
justification whatever and against the wishes of its Glerman-speaking
citizens. A hundred years later the inhabitants of Strasbourg had
developed a deep affection for France and the French.

Unlike the people of Strasbourg, who identified themselves with
the French, the people of the Rhineland in 1918 were loyal to Ger-
many. After the Rhineland was conquered by the armies of the

40New York, 1930.
417hid,, p. 15.
42Thid,, p. 16,
48Tbid., p. 13.



26 NATIONAL CONSCIOUSNESRS

TFrench Revolution, it took only fifteen years of French rule to de-
velop sympathies toward the French, Then the Rhineland was taken
over by Prussia. Again its inhabitants hesitated in their sympathies.
Even in 1866 Bizmarck was not sure whether the Rhenish regiments
would fight against the Austrians, and he was surprised and pleased
that they did so without reluctance. When the French ocecupied the
Rhineland in 1918, they hoped for an enthusiastic welecome as repre-
sentatives of the Great Revolution. But nothing of the kind hap-
pened, The Rhineland had become German in its sympathies, and
attempis of the Freneh to found an autonomous Rhenish republic
were supported there only by second-rate and venal elements.

Danzig was a Free City up to 1793, when Prussia foreibly annexed
the town against the wishes of its citizens, In 1807 the people of
Danzig greeted Napoleon as liberator, and at the Congress of Vienna
they moved to beecome once more a Free City althongh connected in
some way with a new Poland. As a matter of fact, Poland was not
regtored and Danzig remained Prussian. In 1919 autonomy was
forced upon the people of Danzig at the will of Poland; they them-
selves did not want it.

This historical survey is perforce not all inclusive; many nations
have not been mentioned and only some facts have been emphasized
in connection with those nations considered. However, the facts given
here will show that nations are to a large extent man-made social
groups and have become what they are by more than a natural impulse
of the people concerned. Dynasties have molded their subjects,
Coincidence hag brought same human beings together and has sepa-
rated others. When democracy took the place of the dynasties, the
loyalties toward former sovereigns were transferred to ‘‘nations,’’
and the intellectuals elaborated doctrines to aid the cause of nation-
ality. Yet the national patriot assumes that nations developed ac-
cording to some law of nature. Without this illusion, national eon-
sciousness would possibly be a less virulent and explosive force. The
truth is that nations have been man-made although they themselves
believe they have always existed and hold that the unconsecious im-
pulses toward nationalism were destined to become conscious, pur-
poseful aims. They are resolved that what has actually happened in
the past shall not under any circumstances happen in the future.
And millions are determined to sacrifice even their lives in order to
carry through this resolve.
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RACE

A nation consists of individuals who share sentiments and who
sometimes act in unity, There are certain external characteristic cir-
cmmstances whieh, if taken separately or in a combination, are said to
produce a social pattern ealled a ‘‘nation.’” These are generally as.
serted to be identity of descent, similar customs and opinions (some-
fimes described as ‘‘national eharacter'’), the same langnage, a com-
munity of habitation, tradition, and interests. John Stuart Mill
contends that a ‘‘feeling of nationality’’ may generate from various
calses.

Sometimes it is the effeet of identity of 1ace and deseent, Community of
language and community of religion greatly contribute to it. Geographical limits
are one of its causes. But the strongest of all is identity of political antecedents;
the posgession of a national history, and consequent commumty of recollections;
collective pride and humiliation, pleasure and regret, connected with the same
ineidents in the past. Nane of these circumstances, however, are sither indis-
ponsable or necessarily sufficient by themselves.!

‘When and where does a nation begin? It sometimes happens that
the members of a group are of identical descent, but speak different
languages; or they have the same tradition, but different customs. Not
all of the causal situations referred te are present gimultaneously.
Actually, the eirecumstances that are thonght to contribute to the for-
mation of a nation are not as decisive ag they appear, Concerning the
guestion of identity of descent, Sir Henry S, Maine says: ‘‘Of this we
may at least be certain—that all ancient societies regarded themselves
as having proceeded from one original stoek, and even labored under
an ineapacity for comprehending any reason exeept this for their hold.
ing together in political union.’”” He emphasizes that ‘‘the history of
political ideas begins, in fact, with the assumption that kinship in

1Representative Government, Ch, X VL
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blood is the sole possible ground of community in political funetlions.’’®

The solidarity felt by national compatriots toward each other but
not toward foreigners is a psychological fact. Granted that men who
come from the same stock share certain somatic attributes—their
cephalie index, the color of their skin, their slature, ete.—these factors
do not provide the explanation for mutual sympathies. Unless bio-
logical characteristics actually affect sentiments and thoughts, they
cannot be said to explain behavior. Either the members of a nation
feel an instinetive affection for each other because blood ties promote
such impulses, or their common heritage has made them similar in
character and tastes. The significance of the second explanation will
emerge when we investigate national eharacter. The first explanation,
based on an assumption of instinetive liking and dislike because of
descent from a common stock, will be examined first.

People who are related to each other by blood ties do not necessarily
belong to the same race. The offspring of & man and wife of different
origin will represent two racial strains. Individuals of the same racial
origin are not inevitably identified with the same nation or tribe, even
when the latter is based on desceni from a common stock. However
we may define race, it will always include a great number of indi-
viduals who may belong to the same race but to different families,

. tribes, or nations. Unfortunaiely, the assertion that national soli-

{ darity is founded at least partly on blood relationship is often
! expressed by the claim that the members of one nation belong to one
: race, and those of another nation belong to another race. This is a
* confusion of terms. Many anthropologists have given up attempting

to define “race.” Any such attempt involves the same insuperable
difficulties as does a definition seeking to make a distinetion between
language and dialeet. What the anthropologists have in mind when
they speak of a raece is an extensive group of individnals who have
].n common a number of physical attributes that are transmitted by
heredlty to their offspring.® Modern research has shown that 4 large
number of characteristics formerly believed to be constant actually
vary with the environment,

24neient Law (London, 1874), pp. 128-129.

81¢A raee , . . must be conceived as a biological unit, as a population derived
from a common anceatry and by virtne of its descent endowed with definite blo-

logieal characteristies,’’ Franz Boas, The Mind of Primitive Man (New York,
1038), p. 37.
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There are two general types of “race theories”: those of the his-
torians, philosophers and politicians, and those of the anthropolo-
gists. The various doctrines of some of the former—e.g., particularly
Arthure de Gobineau and Houston Stewart Chamberlain—have been
quite popular. Chamberlain’s The Foundations of the Nineteenth
Cenlury is one of the few books that Hitler seems to have read. The
theories of the anthropologists, among whom Franz Boas is ouistand-
ing in the United States, are known chiefly to scholars. They have
not exerted an influence on polities and eertainly have not inspired
any mass movements, but from the point of view of science they are,
of course, far more important.

When the anthropologists speak of races, they mention (though
they no longer over-estimate) cephalic indices, types of hair, stature,
ete. The races are designated under varions headings—for example,
the Mediterranean, the Alpine, the Nordie. When the layman speaks
of races, and the same can be said of some historians, the categories
are usually determined by language groups, snch as the English, the
(Gtermans, and the Arabs. Sometimes the eolor of the skin is taken
as the mark of differentiation, e.g., the white, the black, afid the yel-
Tow races. Though men have oceasionally been classified according
to the food they prefer, the popular conception of the divisions of
mankind is based on distinctions of color and language. Historians
emphasize that the inhabitants of the British Isles have sprung from
several “races”—the Celts, Romans, Saxons, and Danes—which lived
in different countries and spoke distinet langnages, As to hereditary
physical qualities, it is very unlikely that any existed which were
not common to all. The migrating and struggling groups were not
“races” even in the most lenient sense of that word. On the other
hand, the dolycephalics and brachycephalies, or the several blood-
groups into which modern medicine divides men, are not the concern
of historians.

The following statements are now generally accepted: (1) Ger-
mans, Englishmen, Russians, Brazilians are not “races,’’ for they lack
hereditary physical qualities which distinguish them from other
groups; (2) the “races” of the anthropologists, based not on a study
of history but on investigation of the human body, do not eoincide
with the groups traditionally regarded as “nations.” If the race.
concept of the anthropologists, as applied for example to Eurape,
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should be taken seriously by politicians, civil wars would immie-
diately destroy all the existing “nations,” because Homo Europaeus,
Homo Mediterraneus and Homo Alpwnus are all to be found in almost
every country of Europe. If sympathies coincided with what the
anthropologists call “races,” a great part of the inhabitants of North-
ern Germany would feel closer affiliation with the people of Northern
France than with those of Southern Germany; and many Northern
Ttalians would feel more intimately identified with the Swiss than
with the natives of Naples or Palermo.

As Ernest Barker so aptly remarks, “A race is a physical clagsi-
fication and a nation a spiritual fact.”* Though German National
Socialism has from the first pretended to base patriotism on race
consciousness, Hitler and Rosenberg by no means know what they are
talking about. It is not a coineidence that Gobineau, of all men,
called patriotism “a Canaanite monstrosity.” German nationalists
are in the habit of saying: Plut will 2u Blut (men of the same blood
long for each other). It is very doubtful whether this applies even
to close relatives, who are often quarrelsome; it is certainly far more
unlikely in the case of several million different persons. Whatever
“races” may be, they are pot identical with nations,

If men eould feel with any degree of assurance that some persons
belong to their own race and others do not, it would be much less
difficult to divide mankind into races, One would merely catalogue
the sentiments of every individual, If the Germans could actually
define races by listening to the “voice of their blood,” as Hitler as-
serts, it would not be necessary to require every inhabitant of Ger-
many to prove whether his descent is ‘‘ Aryan.”” “‘partly Aryan,”
or Jewish, Every German Aryan would be aware of his ancestry
and of the Jewish blood in others by instinct.

Most people do not even kmow who their great-grandparents were,
t0 say nothing of their ancestors ten or more generations back. No
instinct makes relationships recognizable. The tracing of correct
genealogies is difficult in most cases. Furthermore, the concept of
blood relationship is elastic. Brothers and sisters are closely related,
cousins less so, second consins even less so. Somewhat related to one
another are groups of a dozen people or less, of a few hundred, of a

4Barker, ¢p. oit, p. 23,
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few thousands, of many thousands, or of several millions. If we go
back far enough into the past, probably all human beings are
“brothers.” Where, then, are the boundaries which would define the
“nation” if nationhood were based upon blood-ties? No one has ever
contended that blood relations feel an antipathy to other individuals
in proportion to the distance of relationship.

We may therefore conclude that whatever may be the underlying
cause of national consciousness, it is not common descent. Julian S.
Huxley and A. C. Haddon knew whereof they spoke when they said,
“A nation has been cynically but not inaptly defined as ‘a society
uniied by a common error as to its origin and a common aversion to
its neighbors.’ ’®

The Semites believed in their descent from Sem, while the Teu-
tons believed in a mythological ancestor, Teut. In 1484, an Emglish
author claimed for knighthood “an antiquity not less than that of
Adam and Tve, asserting that it was the earliest divine deviee for
the recovery of the human race from the ruin of the fall, and iden-
tifying the archangel Michael as the first knight.””% At the time of
the slavery controversy in the United States, a southern author as-
serted that the Negroes were not descendants of Noah and therefore
were not related to the white people. When the Bavarians were
allied with the French at the time of Napoleon, a Bavarian author
set out to prove that the French and the Bavarians, but not the
other Germans, were of the same Celtic descent,

‘Where there is solidarity, a common ancestry is assumed to be
the underlying cause. Preachers, politicians, and scholars have long
promoted this pattern. In the fifteenth century French monks
“proved” that the two peoples who together made up the French,
namely the Ganls and the Franks, were both descendants, through
different lines, of the Trojan Iking Priam.” Such legends cannot
stand against the eriticism of more skeptical ages. But the appeal
of the idea of common ancestry is so strong that some nationalists
would rather give up seientific history than relinguish this illusion.

“Maurice Barrds, one of the leaders of modern French nationalism,

SWe Buropeans (London, 1935), p. 16.
8F. C. Hearnshaw, ‘¢ Chivalry,’’ Enoyclopedia af the Social Sciences.
7Jobannet, op, cit,, p. 35,
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actually declares that it is a patriotic duty to wrap in mystery the
origins of the French nation?

Ii is clear that national consciousness is not rooted in common
descent. History and anthropology disprove it. Psychological anal-
ysis leads to the same conclusion. It might appear, therefore, that
after the assumption of race instinets has been refuled, it would be
superfluous to investigate whether national feeling, rooted in com-
mon descent, leads to “national character” and common customs and
attitudes. But national character must be investigated despite the
fallacy of the race doctrine, It is not bound up with the latter. In-
sofar as “national character” stands as a reality, it may be the con-
sequence of environment or it may have other causes.

8., R. Curtius, Maurice Barrés und die geistigen Grundlagen des fransdsischen
Nationalismus (Bonn, 1921), p. 146,
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NATIONAL CHARACTER

The character of an individual is his way of reacting, doing,
behaving, his ‘““modus reagendi’’ condensed into a formula. It is the
sum of acquired tendeneies built upon native bases; it reflects “an
identity whieh is constant, and expresses itself in what we may call
‘expectable’ action.”! One may describe the behavior of people in
detail or say that their general “character” malces them act in a
given manner. In either case character is the hypothetical cause be-
hind human behavior. If isnot an actual organ like the heart or the
liver. It is a fiction invented to simplify a description of human
behavior, a formula through which to determine what to expect from
human beings.

That there is such a person as a {ypical American, Englishman,
Russian, or German is generally accepted as true. “There is,” accord-
ing to Prof. Bdward Alsworth Ross, “an imposing stock of facts
which seem to prove that the Negro has a fiercer sex appetite than
other men, that the South Italian has a bent for murder, that the
Irishman has an uncommon taste for fighting, the Jew for money-
making, the gypsy for wandering, the Levantine for lying, the Slav
for anarchy, the Frenchman for gesticulation, the Yankee for asking
personal questions,” The English, it is said, are known for the pre-
dominance of will in their character, ithe French, for their elarity of
thought; the Germans, for their inclination toward discipline and
metaphysics, As Charles E. Merriam has pointed out, although much

1Barker, op. ¢it., p. 5.
2Edward Alsworth Ross, The Principles of Sociology (New ¥ork, 1920), p. 60,
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has been written about national character, its seientific value should
not be overrated.®

‘When we say that the American is an individunalist, an optimist,
and a shrewd businessman, we do not mean that this applies to every
American, It is obvious that some Americans are fond of discipline,
others are pessimists, and not all are money-makers. It is the typical
Ameriean or Irishman we have in mind when we speak of national
characteristics. The notion of “typical” behavior involves a score
of problems which cannot, of ecourse, be investigated here.

The concept of a type develops in our minds from general impressions. If
the majority of a people are tall, long headed, of light complexion, with narrow
faces and straight noses, we construet this combination of features as a type. We
may perhaps consider as typieal that half of the population whose tiaits are the
most frequent and that lie near the most frequent value. BSupposing that the
features under consideration are mutually independent, one half of the population
will have one of the typical traits; one half of these, that is one quarter, will have
two combined traits; one half of these, that is one eighth, will have three of the
typieal traits combined, so that when ten such traits are counted only one in 1024
individuals will combine all the typical traits. . . . The type is not an individual
but an abstraciion.t

Assuming that national character is a pattern of behavior of
iypical representatives of a nation, it must be emphasized that not
only the importance of such characteristics in general but also their
constaney throughout history have often been exaggerated. Roman
anthors described the old Gauls as war-minded and sociable and the
Germans as morally pure and divided among themselves; travelers
to Spain and Great Britain centuries ago wrote about people whose
traits might apply to our contemporaries. But while some traits of
certain peoples have persisted, others have changed substantially
with the altering circumstances of history. When these characteris.
ties are believed to be eternal and unchangeable, they begin to
assume a quasi-metaphysical aspeet. Israel Zangwill states the
other side of the story graphically:

81 Volumes have been written in alleged analysis of national characteristics,
but most of them possess little value, either from the comparative point or view or
of that of an analytieal student of civie edneation. They are so deeply colored
with national prejudices, either native or alien, and so little allied to the modern
methods of analysis, that they possess value chiefly as examples of the national
metheds of celebration and pglorifieation,”” Charles B, Merriam, The Making of
Citizens (Chicago, 1931), p. 338.

4Boas, ap. ¢it., . 47
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The Mongols twined firom agrieulture to militarism and back again. The
Magyars were Oriental shepherds before they eame praneing westward as mounted
archers. The Germans were once meek and musical: a native editor of Schiller’s
Robbers opined that ‘‘even the Germans’’ could produce great passions and char-
acters, Now Germany’s future is under the water. The people of Magna Charta
clamor daily for more bureaueracy. The heirs of Mazzini demand court-martialling
of free spoken Deputies. The oldest monarchy in the world has just turned into a
Republic, and Bushido bound Japan has acquired a National Debt.5

Two conditions must exist in order that it may justly be said
that national consciousness and international antipathies have their
origin in similarities between members of a certain group and in
their differences from other groups. The similarity of people belong-
ing to the same nation must be stronger than that of members of
economie, age, or religious groups on an international scale-—other-
wise the strength of national feeling cannot be accounted for. More-
over, individuals of the same nation must know that they share cer-
tain similarities and have the same national character. If they do
not know it from experience but take it on faith, then their belief,
rather than the existence of characteristics, must be assumed to be
the underlying cause of national consciousness and solidarity.

With respect to the first condition, we take for granted that al-
though many Americans bear more resemblance to Englishmen or
Frenchmen than they do to fellow Americans, yet a “typical” na-
tional behavior is apparent on the basis of empirical research. But
it is not only through belonging o the same nation that individuals
share certain characteristics with others. Society is, after all, di-
vided into numerous classes; members of the same class have similar
tendencies. Moreover, sex determines certain attributes.

The prevalent opinion among rough old farmers when they are by themselves
and talking freely is that women generally are touchy, unstable, flighty, vain, irre-
spongible and sly. But their women folk gathered around 2 quilting frame agree
that for the most part men are coarse, sensual, self-willed, violent, egoistie and
unreasonable. Fach opinion has something in the way of aolid fact to go om, .. 8

Communities in which there is a large numher of young voters axre less swayed
in their political choices by partisanship and prejudice, more critical of party
management, less governed by feelings from the past and more hospitable to pro-
gressive idems. A community dominated commereially by men from twenty to
forty five years of age will reflect the moncy making spirit and will sympathize

5The Principle of Nationalitics (New York, 1917), p. 48.
8Ross, ap. ¢it., p. 184,
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with every form of legitimate entcrprise and individual initiative. If, on the
other hand, men above forty-five constitute the tone giving element, the money-
keeping or business-keeping spirit will get the upper hand of the money making
spirit.”

Environment exerts its influence upon men, modifying their char-
acteristics, Large cities produce characteristics dissimilar from
those developed in a rural environment.” People who have grown up
and continue to live in large cities appear quicker, more intelligent,
and more ambitious than the agricultural population. The inhabi-
tants of plains, on the one hand, and mountaineers on the other, share
certain characteristics. People who live close to the ocean—fisher-
men and sailors, for example—have attitudes transcending national
boundaries. 'The professions and trades also have special character-
isties. If it is possible to distinguish an American from an English-
man or an Italian, it is equally possible to tell a professor Irom a
salesman and an actor from a soldier. It is interesting io note that
in medieval farces the cobbler is usually a philosophically-minded,
solid person; the tailor is lighthearted and fond of guizzing; the
master baker is plump and comfortable; the butcher is brutal and
violent, Miiller-Freienfels has commented :

Certain qualities are demanded from the soldier wherever he fights, whether
at Marathon, at Pavia, or on the battlefields of the Great War, In the same way,
there exist marks of distinetion of the nobility which shine through in spite of all
national and temporal differences. The type of the peasant is fundamentally the
same when the Athenjan, the medieval, or the modern comedy puts him on the
stage. If we set aside the language and culture, as far as it is bound up with a
specific language, the similarities between a German and a French physician, s
German and an English naval captain, and a German and a French factory work-
man are much greater than the community between a German physician, a German
naval eaptain, and o German factory worker,8

Bducated and cultured persons of different nations find no dif-
ficulty in earrying on an interesting conversation, provided they have
a common language. But the same thing does not hold true for in-
dividuals of the same nation when their cultural backgrounds are
dissimilar. Members of a ruling class show traits different from
those of the class over which they rule. Religion influences and is

Ibid., p. 11

8Richard Miiller-Freienfels, Persinlichkeit und Wellanschauung (Leipzig,
1919), p. 41,
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influenced by national character. Certain peoples are inclined to-
ward Catholicism, others toward Calvinism or Lutheranism, and still
others toward Buddhism or Islamism. These religions, in lurn, in-
fluence national charaeteristics. It has sometimes been said that
Protestaniism makes its followers better fitted for capitalistic think-
ing and competition than does Catholicism. In India, Mohamme-
danism has molded its followers, who were formerly Hindus, into a
quite different type. The Hindu is adaptable; he is a merchant and
ambitious. The Mohammedan is a warrior, s believer in force.

Not only do entire national populations have distinet characteris-
ties; smaller geographic divisions also determine traits. A French
sociologist, Demolins, has described the various regions of France in
terms of the typiecal behavior of the inhabitants of each. Anyone
who reads his monographie surveys might easily believe that various
nations, rather than French provineces, are their subjeet.? Actually,
society falls into many ecategories, in addition to mnational groups,
and the members of each of these categories invariably show iden-
tical tendencies.

Individuals of one nation are undoubtedly aware that they pos-
sess certain characteristics that differentiate them from people be-
longing to other nations, Specifically, what does the American, the
Englishman, or the German know about his own countrymen? And
what does he know about foreigners?

It is true, of course, that everyone knows a certain number of his
co-nationals personally, perhaps a few hundred or a thousand, but
in any case the number of his acquainiances ig insignificant com-
pared to the number of those he has never even seen. In the city-
state of antiquity, as in the small Swiss cantons, somelhing ap-
proaching acquaintance with all fellow-cilizens was possible. But
in the populous states of our time, a person’s opinion of hig comntry-
men cannot possibly be based on his own experience and conclusions.
‘What does an American really know of other Americans, except
that they are of many different origing and live on different eco-
nomic levels? He assumes that they all speak English and are appre-
clative of American democracy. But in business matters, he does not
rely on sociological descriptions of ‘‘the American’’ as a means of

9For an abstract of Demoling’ work, see Edward Alsworth Ross, Foundations
of Sociology (New York, 1920), pp. 312 £,
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judging a customer desirous of obtaining credit, a prospective partner,
or any contracting party Ile asks a bank or a credit bureau for the
information he needs. What Americans think of ‘‘the Ameriean,”
the Germans of ‘‘the German,”’ the English of ‘‘the Englishman’
cannol very well be the result of inevitably limited personal experi-
ences.

Relatively few people ever see a foreign country, and of those
who do, only a minority is able to form its own opinion of foreign
citizenry, TFor one thing, there are language barriers. Moreover, a
visitor to another country is necessarily limited in the number of
persons he is able to meet. Little is gained by attempting to sup-
plement such contact by meeting foreigners in one’s own country,
for no real knowledge is gained in this way. By and large, a person’s
opinions of other nationalities are even less a result of his own expe-
rience and conclusions than are his opinions of his fellow country-
mmen.

It is often said that a man cannot feel an affection for humanity
in general because he cannot know the whole of mankind. Love of
humanity is an unattainable ideal because it is so vague. Yet it is
assumed that a man loves the people of his own nation because he
knows them. ' Bul if the conception of “knowledge” is not used in
an inadmissably broad sense, we cannot “know” the millions of peo-
ple who constitute a nation.

How do we picture our compatriots or other nationalities? One
thing is certain, The picture cannot be adequate, for the powers of
imagination are limited. We cannot clearly conceive of millions of
human beings at the same time. When we think of the Germans or
the Russians, it is impossible to unify the endlessly different charac-
teristics of innumerable individuals, When we are asked to think
of the American landscape, we think, perforce, not of one composite
seene but of a plain, a mountain, a city, or a beach. In the same way,
we cannot think of the Germans or the French as a whole, but are
bound to concentrate on a German or a Prenchman. In so doing we
choose an ideal which we consider typical. The reduction of many
individuals to the picture of a single person is not a seientific proce-
dure comparable to the reduction of the area of a continent to the
limits of a map. Unavoidable though it may be, the reduction is
bound to falsify reality. Note, for example, the success of the Ger-
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man slogan that Germany had been “encircled” by enemies, first in
1914, then again in 1939. When an individual is “encircled,” he
thinks of himself as standing alone against a majority. But a large
country can be “encircled” by a number of small countries with a
combined population smaller than the state against which they com-
bine. In time of war, it may be advantageous to be encircled ; to pos-
sess the inner lines of communication may be a strategic advantage.
The translation of a concept affecting millions of people into terms
involving only a few individuals has a strong emotional impact upon
the unthinking and uncritical masses.

The way in which we arrive at the concept of the German, or the
Frenchman resembles the method used in drawing cartoons. The
cartoonist is indifferent to general characteristics and exaggerates
the variation from the norm. A tall person is drawn as a giant, a
small man as a dwarf, baldness is shown ag a glittering mirror, and
so on. The same process takes place when the popular imagination
envigages the various nations. The result, as deseribed by Francis
Delaisi, appears thus:

The Frenchman is of average height, his hair is brown, anburn or fair ... he
gonerally drinks wine; he is lively, witty, nimble minded, an individualist, an
idealist and a rationalist, The Englishman is tall, fair, empirical, practical, a
meat-eater, and a sporteman. The German is fat, fair, sentimental, methodical,
diseiplined, slow minded, a Kantian and a drinker of beer. The Ifalian is small,
brown skinned and eats macaroni; he is sober, aitistie, subtle and inclined to
perfidy. The Spaniaid 1s brown skinncd, proud, indolent, and so on,?

These concepts are not constant but undergo changes, incidental
to the widening or narrowing of experience. To quote Graham
Wallas:

An American working man associates . . . the Far Bastern physical type with
that lowering of the standard wage which overshadows as a dreadful possibility
every trade in the indusirial world. Fifty years age the middle class readers to
whom Punch appealed associated the same type with stories of torturcd mission-
aries and envoys. Affer the battle of the Sea of Japan they associmted it with
that kind of heroism which, owing to our geographical position, we most admire;
and drawings of the unmistakably Asiatie features of Admiral Togo, which wonld
have excited genuine and apparently instinetive disgust inm 1859, produced a thrill
of affection in 1906.1%

When we become interested in foreign conntries and their peo-

10Delaisi, op. ¢if., pp. 196-97.
UGraham Walles, Human Nature in Politics (New York, 1921}, pp. 79-80,

x
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ples, we wish to learn how they differ from our own people and con-
ditions. Several factors contribute toward simplification of reality—
over and above the tendency to exaggerate the differences between
the nations. Our propensity for simplification is strengthened by
the fact that, though individual Germans may be honest or dishonest,
elever or stupid, industrious or lazy, the Germans—organized in one
state and represented by one government with a foreign policy—act
as a unil. A nation’s foreign policy matters more to other nations
than its individual characteristics. Germany, Britain, and the United
Siates are at the moment thought of as either enemies or allies by
the rest of the world. In consequence of such ecircumstances, each
nation tends to overraile the unity existing in other nations and to
helieve that internal conflicts of interest and party, though danger-
ous to one’s own national welfare, do not seriously affect the others.
This belief intensifies the assumpilion that beyond one’s own horder
the individuals composing other nations have identical character-
istics,

The desire to find a meaning in the struggles between nations
contributes to assumptions of mnational characteristics. Nations
sometimes fight each other, and it is understandable that thinking
people should seek to interpret this clash, just as they try to under-
stand individual experiences and psychology. In simplifying more
than cautious research permits, they identify nations with notions,
and declare them 1o be strongholds of liberty or despotism, material-
ism, or idealism, ete. In time of war, this may make sense. Buf it
should be remembered that in the process of simplification and iden-
tification, individuals are conceived to be representative of whole
nations.

We have suggested two conditions under which national con-
sciousness and international antipathies'may be hased on differences.
The characterislics of the nation as a whole must outweigh the char-
acteristics of certain of its groups, between whom a similar antag-
onism is lacking; and the nations must realize and not simply have
faith in the existing differences. A third point, not quite so impor-
tant, might be added. It would seem that similarities should pro-
duee sympathy, and diversities should create antipathy. But this,
too, is far from self-evident. There are two German proverbs on the
essentials of friendship between man and man., One of them says
that equals associate easily, and the other says that contrasts attract
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each other. If is an often-repeated experience that friendship, as
well as sexual love, flourishes where there is contrast. Where there
is nothing but similarity, boredom may stifle affection. If antagonism
inevitably resulted from contrasts, this would be reflected within
each separate nation. For example, aversion would constantly arise
between the various character-groups, and also between the nation-
ally typical and the nationally non-typical individuals.1?

Every great nation produces idiots and geniuses, c¢riminals and
saints. It is impossible to find a eommon denominator for Goethe
and Goebbels, Kant and Hitler, except that they are all Germans. A
prominent Nazi, answering English Protestants who had condemned
the treatment of the Christian churches in Hitler’s Germany, empha-
sized that the homeland of Martin Luther was not in need of en-
lightenment from foreigners on the meaning of Christianity. But
the assumption that all Germans must be good Christians because
Luther was one 1s absurd, In reality, the attitude of various Ger-
mans toward the Christian religion, as toward everything else, proves
that to be a German is not the same thing as to hold a certain
opinion.

The problem of character-groups is analogous to the relationship
between races and nations. Psychologists divide men into optimists
and pessimists, the confident and the timid, the introverts and the
extroverts, those with an aggressive and those with a sympathetic
social viewpoint, These categories have no relation to nationality
and language.

The differences between man and man are far outweighed by
what is eommon to them. To emphasize differences only is like
thinking, for example, of automobiles in terms of their variations,
forgetting that all makes are the same general type of machine and
perform the same services. No explorer was ever in doubt whether
the beings he found in a newly discovered region were men or not.
Columbus may have had a wrong conception of the origin of the
natives on the Caribbean islands, but neither he nor anyone else
ever questioned that the Indians were human beings. The similarity
between members of even remote races is, in any case, strong encugh

12This was noted by Aristotle, ‘‘Not o fow things abont friendship are mat-
ters of debate. Some define it as a kind of likeness and ssy that we love those
who are like oursclves, whence come the sayings ‘Like to Like,’ ‘birds of a feather
flock together,” and go on; others on the contrary say ‘two of a trade mever
agree,’ *  Nicomachegn Ethics, VIII, 1.
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to make the breeding of offspring between them possible. Even to-
day it is an open question whether the differences between the men-
tal endowment of Lhe “highest” and the “lowest” races are due to
environmental or hereditary factors, with the balance swinging de-
cidedly away from the assumption of invariable inherited charac-
teristics.

The highest accomplishments in science and art are most certainly
international, A scientific theory is true or false, a work of art is
beautiful or ugly, regardless of whether they have originated in
Germany, France, or China. The index of any textbook in any
science records the names of seholars of all nations. But an attempt
to find all scholars united in one school of thought, on the basis of
their nationalities, would be entirely futile. Quly nationalists who
have a very erude knowledge of what science means use seience for
political propagands. Differences along national lines mean only
that the members of any group share gualities which are reflected in
their respective attitudes toward seientific problems and methods,
National seience is nonsense. Insofar as it is science, it is not na-
tional, and insofar ss it is national, it is not science, Whether a
statement is true and important or false and unimportant eannol
possibly be decided by investigating the national origin of its author.

It is the same with art. True, there are certain national traits in
Ttalian painting, German musie, and French novels, But Michelan-
gelo, Beethoven, Homer, and Shakespeare appeal to all mankind. To
guote Goethe: “The world remaing ever the same, the same situations
Tecur, oue nation lives, loves, and feels like the other, why then
should not one poet wriie poetry like the other?’?® And again,
“There is no patriotic art and no patriotic science., Both, like every-

thing good and great, belong to the whole world.” (Spriiche in
Prosa.) 1t |

1BEekermann, Gespracche mit Goeothes,

14¢‘Tn Romeo and Juliet, we are interested not in the fend of Montague and
Capnlet which rages in an Italian city of the fifteenth eentury, but in the sternal
drama of two young creatures loving one another in defiance of the soeial conven-
tions by which they are separated . .. It comcs to this, then, that a work is a
masterpiece, not for those qualities that are specifically national, but precisely for
the qualities thaf pertain {o humanity and are therefore universal.

¢Literary and artistic produnetions will assume a local character in propor-
tion to their medioerity, and this may explain why modern historians whose pri-
mary eoncern is to emphasize differsnces in periods and nations have applied
themselves to rescuing so mueh second-rate work from well merited oblivion.*’
Delaisi, op. cil,, pp. 179, 181.
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It has often been asserted that men instinctively dislike what
they do not know because they fear it. This may be true of an
animal or a small child. But with grown men, reflection and ab-
stractions determine to a great extent the known and the unknown.
Most co-nationals are personally unknown; so are the individuals of
other nations. We do not know but rather are told about the differ-
ences between individnals and nations, People neither fear nor feel
aversion toward individuals who belong to other nations and speak
foreign languages. It is characteristic of the Germans, who ecertainly
are nationalistically-minded enough in our day, to disparage some-
thing by saying, ‘‘it does not come from far’' (es ist nicht weit her
damit),

Some hold that antagonisms between nations would be lessened
by closer acquaintance. A hundred years ago great hopes were placed
on the rajlway and the steamship as means of communication likely
to bring the nations together. In the twentieth century the invention
of the airplane evoked similar hopes.' But during the same period
in which iravel has expanded nationalism has increased. Therefore
one may conclude that national consciousness is not greatly influ-
enced by either ignorance of or familiarity with foreign nations.'

National consciousness is weaker in older people or in those who
have traveled and formed their own opinions. It ig, as a rule, most
intense in young people whose opinions are influenced more by emo-
tions and suggestion than by experience. If the difference hetween
certain types of human beings normally inspires antipathy, there
should be even more between young and old, farmers and ecity-
dwellers, the cautious and the daring, than one finds hetween Ger-
mans and Frenchmen, Spaniards and Russians. The national groups,
it could be argued, know less of each other, are less aware of each
other’s differences, and hence feel less antipathy. In reality, the
contrary is true.

When people meet, either as individuals or as groups, they may

18Curions to relate, nobody ever seems to have suggested ihe telephone in this
conneéction.

18The Germans are a good example, On the one hand, when Germans becoma
citizens of the United States or of s British Dominion, they are often eager to
forget their old country as fast as possible and are very successful in adjusting
themselves to their new environment, On the other hand, the most chauvinistic
German patriots have in many cases been the duslanddsuische, the Germane in
foreign countries.
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like or dislike each other. When the Olympic games were revived,
sponsors of the event expected it to contribute to international good-
will. The French nationalist, Charles Maurras, at first anticipated
a similar result and he condemued the plan for this very reason. But
later he was reassured “for he was convinced that when several dis-
iinet ‘races’ meet and are constrained to associate with each other,
they are mutunally repelled and withdraw at the very moment they
think themselves joined.”t?

If personal contaet meant anything in polities, we would find
that neighbors separated only by a man-made frontier would sym-
pathize more strongly with each other than with people living on the
other side of the globe. But neighboring nations see each other pri-
marily as potential enemies on the battlefield. Therefore the old
saying of Manu still holds true: ‘“We must conceive of all the States
on our own frontier and their allies as being hostile, and for the same
reason we must consider all of their neighbors as being friendly to
1s.”18 The same point is emphasized by Brnest Barker:

The temper and character of Germany before the war, more particularly in
her relations to France, were affected to no small extent by the fact that her
population exeeeded 60,000,000 and was still increasing; while the population of
France was under 40,000,000 and was stationary at that amount. In the same
way the suggestion of Home Rule for Ireland raised ome aet of feelings about
1841, when the population of Ireland was over 8,000,000 and that of England and
Wales was under 16,000,000; it raised other feelings about 1921 when the popula-
tion of Ireland (apart from the six northern counties) was something over 3,000,-
00C and that of England and Wales was nearly 38,000,000.19

National characteristies or their equivalent have existed at all
times. National eonscionsness is relatively recent. It is inadmissable
to explain a change through a factor which has not chanped. Simi-
larities and differences of opinions, customs, and attitudes are not
responsible for feelings of unity or aversion. These feelings must
first arise from other causes.

TWilliam Curt Buthman, The Rise of Integral Nationalism in France (New
York, 1939), p. 244,

18Quoted by Friedrich Nietzsche, The Will to Power, Vol. II, p, 183; The
Complete Works of Friedrich Nietzsche (London, 1924), Vol. XV.

19Barker, op. cit, p. 109,



CHAPTER FIVE

UNITY AND ANTIPATHY

PFeelings of unity within a national group and of antipathy between
groups are commonly supposed to arise from four main sources. It
should be noted, however, that these factors have not had as great an
effect on national character as commonly supposed.

Lavguaen

Language differences separate the various groups more obviously
than any other cause except color of the skin. When we say that we
“understand” our compatriots better than other folk, we may be
referring to spiritual harmony, but it is more likely that we simply
mean that we speak the same langnage. There are many langunages,
and it is not surprising that political groups often coinecide with
language groups. But this mutual inclusiveness has not always
existed and is not, obviously, the case everywhere today. There is,
however, a distinet tendency at present toward making, language
groups coincide with state boundaries,

In a few instances, people speaking different languages share the
same government and are quite satisfied with their conditions. The
majority of the Swiss people speak German, and a minority speak-
French or Italian, without losing an intense Swiss national con-
sciousness. The several cantons have no wish {o secede from the;
federation and join Germany, France, and Italy respectively. Bel-
gium, too, has two language groups—one speaking French and the
other Flemish; yet they have managed fairly well together, as have
the English-speaking and the French-speaking Canadians. But most
nations that comprise several language groups are in danger of being
undermined through the quarrels of their language groups. Con-
versely, people who speak the same language but are d1v1ded into
several nations generally wish to remain separate.

45
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The French-speaking Canadians quite clearly have some group
consciousness, but they are not eager to join France. The Irish have
hated the Finglish for centuries in spite of a common use of the Eng-
lish Janguage. English is the language of the educated classes in
Ireland, notwithstanding the artificial revival of the old Gaelic. The
Jews speak the languages of the countries they live in, but this has
not prevented anti-Semitism. Negroes in the United States, though
they speak the language of their country, are not regarded by all
white Amerieans as equals. The Brazilians speak Portuguese, but
they have a strong Brazilian national consciousness. The Spanish-
speaking people of South and Central America do not wish to come
again ynder Spanish domination, and they are themselves divided
into national groups despite their common language. England and
the United States though bound together by language ties do not, of
course, have the same national eonscionsness.

An example of the elasticity possible in the relationship between
language and national sympathies was the outcome of some of the
plebigeites held in contested territory after the First World War,
According to German statisties, more than 50 per ecent of the popu-|
lation and two-thirds of the school children in Allenstein, Bast Prus-'
sia, used Polish as their mother tongue. Nevertheless, 97.86 per cent
of the voters cast their votes for Germany. The reasons were prob-
ably that they were Protestants, while the Poles were Catholics; they
looked down on Polish as compared with German culture; moreover,
they feared that the Russians might conquer Poland, In Klagen-
furt, elaimed by both Austria and Yugoslavia, many more votes went
to Austria than had been indieated by earlier Austrian language
statisties. Here too the reason was presumably the belief in the
superiority of the German over the Slav, both as governor and as
business man.!

There have been cagses in which a language-conscious or a color-
conseious group wanted to separate from another group, but formu-
lated its demands in the language of the group against which it pro-
tested, India has so many idioms that English is the medium of
commurrication for educated Indians from different provinces and is

10, R. M. F. Cruttwell, 4 History of Peaceful Change in the Modern World
(London, 1987), pp. 1734,
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used in Indian congresses.? The Czechs had to revive their language
artifieially when all of them, except the lowest class, spoke German
and wrote in German. The first volumes of Frantisek Palacky's
Czech history, which contributed muceh to the formation of Czech
national consciousness in the nineteenth century, were published in
German. At the time of the Hapsburg monarchy, a nationalistie
Czech paper called Union was writien in German.

v All this might point to the conclusion that language, after all, is
not so closely interwoven with the identity of certain soecial groups
as the recent universal “awakening of the nations” might suggest.
There is, of course, another side to the matter. Languages differ
from each other so greatly that many words cannot even be properly
translated into another language without losing a part of their
meaning. But it is surprising how fast people learn a second lan-
guage and forget their native tongue while living in a new counfry.
Their children begin to talk in the new language and master it so
well that it is quite impossible to tell from their vocabulary or pro-
nuneciation from what stock they have sprung. They have no feeling
whatever that there is anything unnatural in the fact that they speak
a different langnage from their forefathers,

Incidentally, it has happened sometimes, though not often, that
whole peoples have changed their languages. The Bulgars originally
spoke z language which was related to Pinnish. When they had
gubjugated certain Balkan Slavie tribes, they took over the lan-
gunage of the conguered. The Danes who settled in Normandy early
in the tenth century adopted French, but when their descendants
settled in conquered England, they again became, from the linguistic
point of view, Germanie,?

We tend to accept expressions of national consciousness and im-
perialism as a matter of course today; therefore, linguistic intol-
erance appears to be natural and is accepted as if it had always

#67t s important to remember that the members of the Indinn national
movement do not use any single languags in common except that of the alien rulers
whom the movement seeks to expel.’’ ‘Nationalism,’’ 4 Report by ¢ Study Group
of Members of the Royal Institute of International Aﬁmrs (London, 1939}, p. 158,

See also A. P. Newton, 4 Hundred Years of the British Empire (London,
1940), pp. 228 £,

3Alfred Kirchhoff, Zur Verstindignung iber die Begriffe Nation und Na-
tionalitit (Halle, 1905), pp. 23-24.
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existed. Bui history tells a different story. The widespread use of
the Roman language was a result of Roman conquests. But the
Romans did not interfere with the people of Naples insofar as they
preferred to continue speaking Greek. Greek inscriptions from as
l1ate as the seventh ecentury A. D. have been found around Naples. At

resent, each nation is eager to get as many people as possible to
{speak its language for reasons of prestige and power. But for iden-
tical reasons, the opposite policy was pursued in the past ‘. . . the
Caliph Motewakkel ordered the Jews and Christians in 853 to teach
their children only Hebrew and Syrian, and forbade them to speak
Arabic. Today he would do just the contrary.’”* The Turks made no
attempt whatever to suppress the languages of their subject nations.
Had they been less tolerant during the centuries when they domi-
nated the Balkans there would possibly be no Greek, Serbian, Bul-
garian, and Rumanian languages left, and Turkish would be the only
idiom of that part of Europe.

At no time before the end of the eighteenth century did the govern-
ments regard the language of the people as a matter which concerned
them. They did not attempt to destroy a language when they ac-
quired new subjects through conquest or peaceful annexation. In
spite of the wars against Italy and Spain, Italian and Spanish were
spoken at the court of France, and French at the court of Elizabeth.
‘When the Jagellons, princes of Lithuania, had conquered White Rus-
sia, they gave preference to the Russian language over their own.
Slovene was aceepted at the court of Vienna. The first to ery out
against the ** jargons’’ were Barrére and Grégoire, at the time of the
French Revolution,®

But though linguistic intolerance is a recent phenomenon, it is un-
tenable to assume that the areas oceupied today by different language
groups have been shaped without purposeful interference, particularly
by governments, Such action was not taken because a certain language
was spoken by certain people. Considerations of expedience were at
the root of the matter, and no attention was paid to the language used
by the lower classes, But a decisive change has taken place since the
French Revolution.

4Johannet, op. cit., p. 364.
G“A;;old van Gennep, Traité Comparatsf des Notionalitée (Paris, 1922), I,
pp. 69-78,
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The speech of the government . . . may become the speech of the governed;
the use of the court and the chancery may become the use of society and of men
. of letters; and the State may give to the nation the unity of a common and uni-
form language. It was in this way that the Bast Midland dialeet became the
general standard of English; that the langue d'0il became the language of France;
and that the High German used by the Hohenstaufen chancery became the German
of Luther and the whole of Germany.8

As Delaisi points out, the kings of France extended their influ-
ence over the law courts. From that moment it became customary to
address royal officials in the language of the king. Gradually the
dialect of Ile de France assumed a preponderance over the other dia-
lects of France, Then French became the language of culture and to
speak it was the mark of social superiority. Books were printed in
French and no longer in Latin. The stage was another effective in-
strument for diffusing the language.

But the greatest change came when, in the nineteenth century,
eitizen armies replaced mercenary armies, and illiterate peasants and
unskilled laborers were called up for military service. The recruits
had to know the language of their leaders, otherwise they could not
obey orders. In this way the knowledge of French was forced on those
who had previously spoken only their own regional patois. In Ger-
many, too, military considerations brought about governmental de-
crees which affected the F'rench-, Polish-, and Danish-speaking parts
of the population.

It is clear, therefore, from the experience of a century, that a national army
implies a national language. Hence, the strenuous efforts made by every European
government to make linguistic boundaries, so far as was possible, coincide with
territorial frontiers. One soil, one langnage, became the modern slogan unknown
to the old monarchies with their armies of mercenaries . . . In every country the
diffusion of the national language was assentmlly a8 mﬂltary necessity; it was
xmposed?’r'o';; above by means of comfﬁﬁﬁry education and, in many regions, it
was nothing but an artificial ereation. Dialects, far from having made the nation,
were themselves compulaorily unified by the nation.?

The same conclusion is reached by Arnold van Gennep: ‘‘It is with
language as with the other elements of civilization—houses, costumes,
every kind of technique : Language does not depend on nature, becanse
it is itself a means of forcing nature to obey man.’’® Whether an idiom
finally becomes a ‘‘dialect’’ or a ‘‘language’” depends to a large extent

SBarker, op. oif., p. 146.
TDelaisi, op. eit., pp, 159-165.
80y. cit., p. 185,
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on the question, ‘“Who rules over Whom?’’ Not the philologists but
political history will decide whether Slovak is a distinet language or
only a dialect of Bohemian, and will determine the relationship of
Little Russian to Russian.

The German *fdialects’’ of Westphalia and Bavaria differ from each other
much more than do the Danish and Swedish ¢‘languages’’ or Servian and Bul-
garian. The High German of Luther’s Bible translation was finally adopted by the
Low German-spesking population of North Germany, but never in the Nether-
lands, though, from the purely linguistie point of view, its use there would not
have been materially more difficult or artificial. {In Franee] an ordinance of 1539
requiring the use of French in all the courts brought a formal protest from the
Provinces against being forced to use a language which must be learned like
Latin, Had the absorpiion by Castile of the other kingdoms constituting Spain
extended to that of Portugal, its standard language would be the same Spanish,
based on the dialect of Csstile. There would be Portuguese dialects eoordinate
with Spanish dialects, but no Portuguese langage in the conventional seuse®

14 is clear that the language map does not reflect the pattern laid
out by nature, Why modern governments are eager to enforce a
single language within the boundaries of their states is understand-
ahle. But why is there a strong mass feeling that the language map
should coincide with the political map, even when this means, ag it
foften does, a conflict with the existing government? Why are there
irredentas? The answor to this question will be considered in detail
later in this book, The following summary of the situation must
suffice here. Men generally prefer fo belong to a group distinet from
other groups, and possibly opposed to the others; they want to know
with whom they are allied, not artificially, but by “‘nature.”’ Tt seems
“‘natural’’ that if there are many states, their boundaries should gen-
erally follow language lines, Governments of the past contributed de-
cisively to the spread of some dialects and to the suppression of others.
There followed a period during which the nations considered language
a matter of the very highest political importance. Then came the
creations of linguistic “‘haves’’ (e.g., the Bnglish and the French) and
linguistic ‘‘have-nots”’ (e.g., the former Germans and Italians, and the
present-day Hungarians and Bulgarians), The claims of the ¢‘have-
nots’’ make headlines in modern political history.1?

9Ruck, op. cit., p. 60.

10:¢Ong might say that mother Europe has produced her nations in two
broods: one goes back about five hundred years and the other dates from the
nineteenth century. Some nations began their growth at the time of the absolute
monarchy; others have been shaken up in the midst of the revolutions. The for-
mer are the children-of facts, tha latter of ideas.’”’ Fournel, op. eit., pp. 217-218.
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(GEOGRAPHY

Possession of a certain territory is often considered essential for
the formation of a certain nation. This ordinarily implies one or
both of two different attitudes. Seemingly, national consciousness
grows out of affection for the native soil. Seemingly, too, mountains,
rivers, and seas provide ‘‘natural frontiers’’ which bind together in
one nation the people living in a certain territory—thereby separating
them from other nations.

A glance at the map of Europe shows that the large plain which
characterizes the eastern part of Germany (in which Berlin is situ-
ated) is aleo the Polish plain, the Lithuanian plain, and the Russian
plain, If it were not for the towns, the roads, the various languages,
and certain marks of culture, a traveler on a journey from the Elbe to
the Urals would fail to notice that he had left one country and entered
another. A man’s affection for the small local area in which he lives
from day to day hardly conditions his national eonsciousness, for in
that case, it would be much smaller than the tervitory actually occu-
pied by his nation, If plains, mountain ranges, eoast lines, and the
entire length of certain streams determine unity, then the natural
boundaries of Eastern Furope would far out-distance those of each
nation. A mountain dweller in Swiizerland may love his particular
valley, but this will hardly make him feel affection for his canton. Or
if he loves only the Alps, he will ignore the frontiers of Switzerland
and inelude the French, German, and Italian Alps within his sphere of
affection. Terrain and attachment to their native soil would not give
the Swisg their conception of “*Switzerland.’”’ If geography were the
decisive factor, a German in eastern Germany should feel more affec-
tion for Poland and Russia than for the hilly Rhirneland and the Aus-
trian mountains, and coast dwellers all over the world would associate
together rather than with the people living inland.

That peasants, who have ordinarily a stronger attachment to the
soil than city dwellers, may feel relatively indifferent toward the ques-
tion of a national government is attested by C. A. Macartney. Speak-
ing of the right to choose one country or another, sometimes conceded
to the inhabitants of regions annexed by the victor after a war, he
states: ‘‘The right is seldom exercised by peasants, who almost in-
variably prefer to remain on their land, even at the price of being
placed under an alien and often aggressive régime. And the popula-
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tion of frontier distriets is almost always a peasant population.’’*? Ag
the land remaing unchanged when frontiers are shifted, this attitude
is comprehensible.

The surface of the earth iz a unified whole. Nature begins and
ends everywhere and nowhere. On the other hand, nations, like prop-
erty rights, begin and end at certain points. It is, therefore, difficult
to understand exaetly what those historians, sociologists, and poets
mean who think that the ‘‘territory’’ in which men live is and should
be a political entity. Bossuet, as quoted by Lord Acton, declared:
“Human soeiety demands that we should love the earth where we live
together or should regard her as a common mother or nurse . .. Truly
men feel themselves bound together by something strong, when they
think that the same earth that supported and nourished them as long
as they lived will receive them in its bosom when they will be dead.’”2
This reasoning can lead to cosmopolitan, continental, or simply re-
gional emotions, just as well as to national feeling.

The foregoing criticism of the viewpoint that attachment to the
land produces national feeling applies also to the second attitude—
that the geographical configuration of the earth shows distinet divi-
sions which account for the national solidarity and aversions to for-
¢ign nations.

The influence upon the development of the various peoples of such
factors as soil, climate, ease of communication, and natural harbors
admits of no argument. But despite this influence the globe cannot
be divided into areas that harmonize with those oceupied by the sev-
eral nations. Germany, it is true, is colder than Italy; but Milan is
eolder than Naples, just as Koenigsberg is colder than Munich, The
weather maps drawn by meteorologists overlap national frontiers
everywhere, Storms and earthquakes, as well as the conditions favor-
able or unfavorable to a good harvest, take no account of man-made
frontiers.

Ernest Renan declares: ‘‘There is not the mouth of a river from
Biarritz to Tornes which has, more than one of the other rivers, the
character of a boundary. Had history willed it, the Loire, the Seine,
the Meuse, the Oder as well as the Rhine would have taken the char.

1 National States and National Minorities (London, 1934), p. 431,

121,0rd Acton, ‘*Nationality,’”’ The History of Freedom and Other Hssays
(London, 1922), p. 294. Maurice Barréa’ often repeated remark runs: La ferre
et leg morts,
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acter of natural frontiers. ...’'® And Carlton J. H. Hayes holds the
same opinion:

The physical geography of the land which admittedly is and has long been
Freneh includes mountains, sea-coasts, river valleys, fertile plains and relatively
barren plateaus; and if physical geography were the main determinant of national
character, then there would be not one French nation but at least five.1¢ ., , When
we congider that some four mnationalities—Porfuguess, Castilian, Cafalan and
Basque——coexist in the geographic unit known as the Iberian Peninsula, that the
Polish and Magyar nationalities occupy parts (and only parts) of great plains,
that the Greek nationality inhabits rocky coasts and islands, that Norwegian geog-
raphy is similar in many significant aspects to Swedish, Yugoslav to Bulgarian,
and even German to French, we must conclude that the idea of natural frontiers
between nationalities is 2 myth.16

Bven if there were more truth in the geographical argument than
it actually contains, it should be kept in mind that new inventions and
technical improvements—such as railways, tunnels, and roads—are
making frontiers less ‘‘natural’’ than they were originally.

In Germany, a whole school of political thought has been eager to
prove that politics has its roots in geography. It has named its doe-
trine geopolitik, and it sponsors a periodieal, the Zeitschrift fiir Geo-
politik, edited by Xar! Haushofer, a retired general.® The prophets
of Qeopolitics wonld deserve more confidence if they sometimes advo-
cated having the areas of their respective fatherlands (mostly Ger-
many) reduced rather than enlarged. That they are always in favor
of expansion is suspicious” (eographical arguments were used by
conquerors and imperialists long before German scholars tried to put
them into a elear-cut system. Napoleon econtended that Holland ought
to belong to France because it was a deposit of French rivers. And in
1832, when Lombardy and Venetia were still Austrian, the Austrian
Count Ficquelmont posinlated, in a volume entitled Lard Palmerston,
England und der Kontinent, that the plains of Northern Italy must
always be part of a German realm, because all the rivers which watered
them originated on German Alpine soil,

‘We may eonclude that wherever national consciousness or imperial-
istic aims exist, a belief in ‘“‘natural’’ divisions of the earth’s surface
will arise, comparable to that in common racial descent.

18y 'est-ce qu’une Nation (Paris, 1882), p. 304,

Y France, A Nation of Patriots (New York, 1930), pp. 15-18,

15K ssays on Nationalism, p, 7.

1807, Richard Hennig, Geopolitik (Leipzig, 1928); Earl Haushofer, Geo-
politik des Pozifieohen Ozeans (Berlin, 1938),
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TrADITION

Bivery nation has traditions, and feels that they are an important
bond between its members. John Stuart Mill states that of the causes
which generale the feeling of nationality, ‘‘the strongest of all is
identity of politieal antecedents; the possession of a national history,
and consequent community of recollections; collective pride and hu-
miliation, pleasure and regret, connected with the same inecidents in
the past.””?” According to Renan, ‘‘To have common glories in the
past, a common will at present, to have achieved great things together,
to intend to achieve more of them in the future'’ is essential for a
stion® ‘“What is the national spirit (I’esprit national)?’’ asks E.
Fournol. And he answers: ‘It is tradition and nothing else. Every
generation may well add a trait to the national character and may
even subtract another, but it will know the nation only as a product
of the past.”’*9

‘When the members of a nation believe in their common descent, the
tradition of ‘“‘race’ arises. But tradition may also arise without a
ecommon ancestry., Armies, regiments, and universities have tradi-
tions; so have ececlesiastical orders such ag the Franciscans and the
Jesuits, and institutions such as the Roman Senate and the Suprems
Court of the United States. The national traditions of the American
or Argentine people are similar to those of England and France in
their general characteristics, but the belief in common degeent plays no
important part, as these nations are composed of immigrants from
various countries and their degcendants.

A tradition may exist for an institution or socisl group. Indi-
viduals may enter and leave the institution or group through birth,
death, or a voluntary act, and may partake of the respective tradition,
either for life or temporarily.

Traditions may be of many kinds, The outstanding national ones
cluster, as a rule, around wars and vietories, Says Israel Zangwill:
““Death was the seal of Nationality that stamped it as sacred. If
men would heneeforth die for it, it was because men had died to give
it birth. More binding than ecommon blood in the veins is the blood
that is shed in common.’’? The same thought occurs to Henri Hauser:

1T Representativa Government, Ch, XVI.
18Renan, op. cit.

180p, cit., p. 121.

20Zangwill, op. oit., p. 56.
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“‘It is the struggle, the armed conflict between the human groups which
has created the nations. To foree the invader out of the territory is
the elementary form of patriotism, the instinctive reaction of the
invaded. It isenough to recall the role of Jeanne d’Are in the forma-
tion of the French national eonsciousness.’’2!

War is of immense importance in the formation of national con-
sciousness, But in order that groups of human beings may fight each
other (and thereby allegedly become nations), they must first exist;
and it is not true in all cases that blood shed for a common cause
brings about national consciousness. Many groups, large and small—
tribes, towns, classes, brigands, and others~~have fought each other in
the course of history; but nations have emerged only in relatively few
cages and, during the greater part of human history, not at all. The
Germans and Italians did not achieve national unity under single
government until the latter half of the nineteenth century. Before
that time, Italians fought Italians and Germans fought Germans in
many wars involving the various Italian and German states. The
German and Italian national movements were launched parily to give
the people in each country a eommon national history which had not
actually existed in the past. When Bismarck made np his mind to risk
a war against France in 1870, the idea uppermost in his mind was that
he might unite the separate German states in a struggle for a common
vietory and that this would pave the way for the formation of the
German empire. The will for national unity was first; blood shed in
common and a common glorious tradition were consequences.

When several nations are antagonistic to each other, wars fought
together may do nothing to amalgamate them, The various nations of
the old Hapsburg monarchy remained aloof in spite of their common
army and pumerous wars fought under the Hapsburg dynasty. The
Irish have not become nationally-conseions Britishers. The Jews, since
they have been emancipated, nourish the illusion that if they show
their patriotism on the battlefield they will be fully accepted by the
countries for which they fought. But this never happens. In other
words, the struggle between groups has had consequences of the great-
est historical importance, but it hag resulted in national traditiong and,
perhaps national eonsciousness only under certain conditions.

In considering the more general thesis that common historical ree-

21Le Prinvipe des Nutionalités (Paris, 1918), pp, 12-13.
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ollections are at the root of national consciousness, it should be noted
that history is not confined to a record of the Greeks, the Italians, the
French, ete. After all, almost all groups and movements have histories.

A group may have a common tradition, and the stories handed
down to its members may be true or fictitious. But it can have no
“‘yemembrance’’ of a past beyond the memory of men still living. To
“‘remember’’ an event is a psychological phenomenon restricted to in-
dividuals. A person who bas lived through the First World War re-
members it; a person who was born after 1918 or who was an infant
at the time has mevrely heard of it. Events which lie remote in the
past have all been handed down by the written or spoken word; they
are known but not remembered.

Frenchmen think of Jeanne d'Are and Americans think of the
Pilgrim Fathers and the Revolution of the thirteen colonies against
England as belonging to ‘‘their’’ national history. Yet comparatively
few Americans claim that their forefathers came over on the May-
flower or Fought in the Revolution. They have learned their national
history from teachers and books. A contemporary German no more
remembers the hattle of Leipzig of 1818 A. D. than he does the battle
of Salamis of 480 B. C. But in thinking of them, his feeling toward
one is different from his feeling toward the other. The battle of
Leipzig is his ‘““own’’ history, whereas the battle of Salamis eoncerns
the Greeks. But if Buropeans had a European instead of a national
conscionsness, the history of Europe wounld be as stirring as the history
of their several nations. Many Europeans hope that some day the his-
tory of a battle fonght by the Greeks and one fought by the Germans
may convey the same sentimental associations and have the same sig-
nificance. But group eonsciousness must precede group tradition.

The vietory of Clovis at Tolbiac i8 presented as a personal suceess to the chil-
dren of Toulouse, whose ancestors at that period were still under the heel of the
Goths. The Battle of Bonvines is welcomed as a happy event by the small child of
Provence, who is not told that his ancestors at that time were subjects, not of
France, but of the Holy Roman Empire of the Teuton. For the small Breton
children of t{oday Crecy, Poitiers and Agincourt are national disasters, whereas
actually their ancestors were often allied to the English during the Hundred
Years® War, . . . Apart from a handful of scholars, people are interested in the
past only in so far as it is a justification of the present.2?

22Delaisi, op. oit, pp. 167, 168, 170,
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Barrés, as has been said above, thinks that it is beter to suppress
the truth than to undermine national consciousness. In this opinion
he was preceded by Renan:

Oblivion, and, I shall say, even historieal error, are an essential faetor in the
creation of a nation, and that is why the progress of the historical studies is often
a danger for the nation. . . . It is the essence of a nation that all the individuals
should have many things in common and also that all of them should have forgot-
ten many things, . , . Bvery Frenchman must have forgotten St. Bartholomew and
the massacres in the South during the thirteenth century.?8

Nations are not created by, but are themselves the creators of, na-
tional traditions. Since national traditions are transmitted from one
individual to another by oral and written means, the belief that na-
tional conscionsnes is a matter of tradition is tantamount to holding
that it i3 something that is tanght and learned.

CoMMUNITY OF INTERESTS

It is often taken for granted that the members of a nation share the
same ‘‘interests.”’ Sometimes this idea is stated explicitly, though
rarely with as much emphasis as by John Oakesmith:

Bverywhere we find a specific mark of nationality in the reeognition of 2 com-
mon interest. Where the sentiment or convietion of nationality is weak, we find
that the nationalizing process has not succeeded in establishing perfeet community
of interest, as in the case of Ireland in regard to (reat Britain; in Finland as
regards Russia; in Alsace as regards Germany. . . . The history of every people
represents a separate stream of continuity of national life; and the national ad-
jective, English, French, and so on, which significes separateness from other
peoples, signifies also continuity and identity of interest for the peopla it includes.+

Most explanations of national foreign policies are based on the
assumption that the ‘‘interests’’ of nations differ and perhaps even
clash. Because the British have certain interests and the Germans
have other interests, they must allegedly come into conflict. They
may agree to talk it over peacefully and split the differences, but they
cannot eliminate the basic fact that their interests are not the same.
It is pertinent to ask: What are interests? What does the word con-
note, and what do harmony and conflict of interests mean?

The word ‘‘interest’’ has several meanings, of which two are im-

230p. oit., pp. 284-286,
24Race and Nationality (London, 1918), p. 86.



58 NATIONAL CONSCIOUSNESS

portant in the sphere of the social sciences. The first is equivalent to
concern, curiogity, aim. In this sense we speak of artistic interests
and of religious interests. The second meaning of ‘‘interest’’ is equiva-
lent fo ‘‘advantage,’’ and in this sense we speak of a common interest
when people collaborate becanse they believe that something is mu-
tnally advantageous. Thus, for example, the Allied Powers pursued
different aims in the war of 1914-18: the British wanted to eliminate
the German Navy, the Freneh wished to recover Alsace-Lorraine, and
the Russians wanted to carve several Slavic states ount of Austria-
Hungary. But their common interest was to destroy Germany’s mili-
tary power, because if this were aceomplished, the aim of each partiei-
pant in the alliance might be fulfilled. The manufacturers of an ar-
ticle have a common interest in a tariff, as they can all secure higher
prices when foreign competition is minimized. On the other hand, all
consumers are bound together by a common interest in free trade
(even if they are not aware of it) because low prices make the money
of each consumer go farther,

‘When we speak of the common interest of people belonging to the
same nation, we may mean nothing tangible and thus we move in a
vicious circle. To say that national interest is common to all mem-
bers of a nation ig the same as saying that what is ecommon to all
Smiths is their Smith-interest, and that what is common fo all Joneses
is their Jones-interest. Actually, those who assert that the members
of a nation have common interests are thinking of economic ends. They
mean that some things help the economic well-being of all Germans,
others those of all Englishmen, and so on, and that this factor, to-
gether with others if not by itself alone, lies at the hase of national
consciousness, This assumption can best be analyzed by considering
the various associations into which men enter when they wish to ad-
vance the economic well-being of every partisipant.?

First there are innumerable associations for making money by
contributing some work or thought to production and exchange in
our economic society. Under primitive conditions the family ig the
producing group, and the product is distributed among its members.
Under more complicated conditions, partnerships of every kind, and

25The subjeet of economie interest and economic groups receives treatment
also in the author?s article ‘‘Clasg and Olags Struggle,’’ Journal of Social Phileso-
phy, Val. VI, 1940-41.
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joint-stock companies represent the collaboration of any number of
persons who may contribute capital or labor or both to achieve a
comraon economic purpose—dividends to the participants. There are
many associations of various kinds in every branch of economie life in
every country, competing against each other and thus proving that
their interests are not identical. Fach one of them expeets to gain
at the expense of others, whether they belong to the same nation or not.
The investment of capital in foreign countries, where it gives work
to foreign labor, is a common oceurrence. Nationalists all over the
world constantly deplore the ‘‘capitalistic’’ system because it sets fel-
low-countrymen against each other, and they praise some socialistic
system which supposedly would utilize all the economie forces of the
nation for a common end. But when people are left to themselves,
they are not conscious, either in word or deed of any community of
economie interest among fellow-nationals,

A particular type of economie assoeiation is the kind formed by
persons who collaborate with others, similarly situated, in order to
eliminate competition and secure a larger income by influencing prices
and wages through a monopoly. This is accomplished by trusts, car-
tels, associations of employers, and trade-unions. All these attempt
to obtain a greater share of the national income throungh limiting com-
modities or labor thereby raising priees or wages. The clash be-
tween these economic asscciations leads to the so-called ““class-strug-
gle,”” and this may become a menaee to national unity. It is said that
the trade unions in the United States are only slightly sympathetic
with foreign workmen, and do their best to keep them out of the
country. But this does not happen because all American workmen
ghare common interests against all foreign workwmen, but simply be-
cause they wish to limit the supply of labor in general, and of cheap
labor in particular.

Producers of every kind often combine in order to put pressure
on their government 1o grant subsidies or protective tariffs, Where the
state and the nation coincide and do not overlap, it appears that the
manufacturers, and the agrarians or workmen associated with them,
stand for the ‘‘protection of national labor.”” This is the usual slo-
gan, but it proves nothing. Everyone tries to secure economie aid in
the form of a tariff, subsidy or dole at the expense of other people.
The national government is the agenecy to which one may apply with
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the greatest chance of success, and it is approached for this reason
alone—not beeause it is ‘‘national.”” At the same time, Americans are
very happy, if they are New Yorkers, to be protected against the
competition of Massachusetts or California. That is true in every
country. France has been conspicuous for the obligation imposed
by its voters upon almost every deputy of the French Chamber to
secure something for the distriet which has elected him,

If it were technically possible, not only every county but every
city, every village, every street, and every individual would attempt
to secure a subsidy from all the others and, in addition, some restrie-
tion upon the ecompetitive power of rivals. It is expediency rather
than national consciousness that erects tariffs along national instead
of other frontier lines. Where there are no tariffs, trade ignores fron-
tiers. Where tariffs exist, frontiers are created artificially. If people
followed their economic interests, the consequences might just as well
be international free-trade as intra-national obstacles to the free in-
terchange of goods and services.

It has often been claimed that the several national movements re-
sulting in the unification of Germany, Italy, and other countries
have in reality been only the ideological concomitants of economie
necessities; in order to work out its benefits for the rising bourgeoisie,
the industrial revolution needed reasonably large national areas. But
this is a very superficial thesis. First, from the purely economic point
of view, there is no reason why Italian-speaking Lombardy, for ex-
ample, should prefer to be joined to Italian-speaking Rome or Sicily
rather than to German-speaking Austria; or why German-speaking
Hanover should prefer an economic merger with Prussia to one with
Duteh-speaking Holland. Secondly, if nothing mattered to the na-
tionally conscions people but the size of their free-trade area, the
national states ought to have been eager long ago to relinquish their
economic sovereignty in favor of larger states or the League of Na-
tions, But this is the one thing that they have so far declined even
to econsider. Instead, they fortify their frontiers, build up tariff walls
and possibly aim at autarchy. The frontiers of the states——them-
selves factors in the formation of national consciousness—are the out-
come of conguests, dynastic marriages, revolutions, and national ambi-
tions. They have not been mapped by the economists.

There are many types of economic relations between men. They
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can be competitors, buyers and sellers, landlords and tenants, credit-
ors and debtors, entrepreneurs and workmen. All these relationships
cut across the nations.

The groups we have considered so far are bent upon securing an
income for their members by doing something more or less useful and
getting the highest price for it. They are exchange-groups. But there
15 another way of securing wealth. One can just seize it from other
people, or else force them into a position where they must pay tribute.
Within the sphere of a state this may be done by gangsters and rack-
eteers. On an international seale it can be accomplished by a group
strong enough to defeat armed opposition. Do war, conguest, an-
nexation, and colonies—in one word, imperialism—constitute good
businessf This point will be discussed later. Here it suffices to ask:
Which has the better chance of success—a nation or an association
of a different structure—when it attacks another group, disregarding
the risks and thinking only of the gains? It cannot he held thaf na-
tions stand a better chance than other groups. Men who share any
common denominator—or even those who do not—may decide to unite
against another group and try to secure the latter’s property and
income, The larger the attacking group, the smaller will be the
risk, but at the same time the probable dividend for each participant
in the attack will also be smaller. On the other hand, the smaller
the group the greater will be both the risk and the possible gain.

The Germans can attack the Poles, or the Japanese the Chinese,
But Prussia can also invade Bavaria or Austria; California can, theo-
retically at least, declare war on Oregon; Western Europe can stand
against Eastern BEurope; the Americas can aftack Asia. The same
position might be taken by the poor against the rieh, or by Catholics
against Protestants, or by non-Jews against Jews, Leaving aside the
details of each actual case, every conceivable human group ean (in
theory) pin its hope on violence and imperialism, Bxperience shows
that a few people have a greater chance of suecess than many mil-
lions. An Al Capone is more likely to become rich by threats and
violence than an imperialistic nation,

Tt need hardly be mentioned that if the members of a nation had
the same econmomic interest (which they have not) and if the way
of achieving wealth indicated that they must take it from other na-
tions, the normal economic project of every nation would be war.
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Actually, warfare has a great deal to do with national conseiousness,
as we shall see later, But national wars are connected more with
the concept of honor than with the idea of wealth. The nation is
not an economic group.

This leads us to the conclusion that the belief in common eco-
nomie interests of all the members of one naticn is an illusion and
3 very dangerous one. Renan knew better: ‘‘Community of interests
brings forth commerecial treaties, . . A Zollverein (customs-union) is
no fatherland.’’2¢ Chateaubriand once wrote: ‘‘Men don’t allow them-
selves to be killed for their interests; they allow themselves to he
killed for their passions.”’

Logical reasoning does not indicate that the races of the anthro-
pologists, the character groups of the psychologists, the conceptions
of the geographers, the tradilions of the historians, or the interest
groups of the economists, lead us to the concept of a nation. National
conseiousness may serve to explain these doctrines, but it must itself
be explained in a different way.

280p. eit., p. 303.



CHAPTER 81X

WHAT 15 A NATION?

The question ‘“What 15 a mnation?’’ is usually answered by
using a number of words of rather indefinite meaning—nation, peo-
ples, patriotism, nationalism, imperialism. The attempt is made here
to define the various concepts in words which will mogt clearly de-
seribe their real nature.

The historieal evolution of partieular words and their meanings
is a task for the philologist. The sociologist, on the other hand, is
primarily interested in human attitudes, It is, therafore, not of
primary importance to know that the word ‘‘nation”’ is of Latin origin
and originally had the connotation of ‘‘descent,’’ for in modern na-
tions belief in common descent is only one factor Nor is it alto-
gether necessary to trace the development of the word ‘‘nation.”’

‘When we think of nations, national consciousness, national aspira-
tion, and unredeemed nationalities, what impresses us most strongly is
that certain groups of people are concerned with the area and the
frontiers of the state to which they belong or wish to belong. This
concern has had, and continues to have, tremendous influence on mod-
ern political history, henee it must be taken into consideration in at-
tempting to define the word ‘‘nation,”

There are three general concepts of a nation. The first defines
it as the people belonging to the same state, regardless of their lan-
guage, deseent, ete. Thus Abbé Sieyds, famous for his participation
in the French Revolution and conditioned by experiences of the eigh-
teenth century, writes: ‘“What is a nation? A body of associates liv-
ing under one common law and represented by the same legislature.’*
This use of the word, excluding national movements against the politi-
eal status quo, is at present rather universally disregarded. The sec-

1Quotad by Macartney, op. oit., p. 46.
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ond concept is objective, According to Pascal Mancini, ‘A nation
is a natural society of men bound together by the unity of territory,
origin, eustom, and language, in harmony with their community of
life and social conscience.’”® Mazimilian Littré defines a nation asg
‘“A group of people inhabiting the same territory, subject or not sub-
ject to the same government, and having had for a long time suffi-
cient inferests in common to be regarded as belonging to the same
race.’’® The third concept, by contrast, stresses the subjective aspect,
and makes the existence of 2 nation dependent upon the thoughts and
feelings of the individuals who compose it

The significance of a common language and traditions has been
discussed above. One point, however, should be emphasized No es.
sentially new national pattern has been get up since the French Revo-
lution on the basis of deseent, language, and customs Mankind hag
always been divided into a great number of groups according to these
factors, 'What is new is that people build political demands upon these
factors, and find it important to know with whom they share their
state and with whom they do not; and that language and tradition
are believed to have a connection with sueh questions as fromtiers
Lnd government, The word ‘‘nation’’ applies to these contemporary
dynamic groups, rather than to the traditional subdivisions which
existed in some form or other long before there was a written history

A satisfactory definition must, therefore, be sought along the lines
of the third concept, the subjective one. By far the best known defi-
nition is that of Ernest Renan, who stated that a nation is ¢ :,M plébis-
cite de tous les jours” (an uninterrupted plebiscite).* \ Xccording to
John Stuart Mill, A portion of mankind may be saild fo constitute
a nationality if they are united among themselves by common sym-
pathies which do not exist between them and any others—which makes
them co-operate with each other more willingly than with other people,
desire to be under the same government, and desire that it shonld be/
government by themselves or a portion of themselves exclusively.,’i‘//

These and mwany similar definitions point in the right direcfion
Their chief weakness is that they are not sufficiently clear and leave

2Quoted by Johannat, op. eit,, p. 7.
3rdid., p. 2.

40p, eit., p, 307.

80p, oft., Chapter XVI,
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a nunber of guestions unanswered ; their principal merit is their em«
“phasis on the connection between national feeling and the state. But
which of the various activities of the state have a direct bearing on
national feeling? Self-government is usually the aim of groups which
believe they would be better off ruling themselves than being ruled.
Renan’s plébiscite de tous les jours has a wider meaning than he in-
tended because the question remains as to the nature of the subject
on which the plebiscite is taken. It has sometimes been held that a
group is a nation insofar as it wishes to be one. Sir Alfred E, Zim-
mern states: ‘‘Broadly speaking, one can ounly say that if a people
feels itself to be a nation, it is a nation.”’® But an equation using the
same unknown on both sides is anything but helpful, A bridge club,
strietly speaking, is a collection of people who play a definite game—
bridge,, It is not a group of people who feel that they form an associa-
tion called a ‘‘bridge club.”’

ational consciousness became an historie force of paramount in.
fluence, not because races or languages or cultures had changed, but
because certain human groups had adopted a new attitude toward
matters previonsly regarded with indifference. Therefore, a nation
must be defined by the subjective attitude of the people concerned. "

The question ariges: ‘“What are those social groups, which we call
““nations’’ demanding? What is their object? It is evident that they
desire separate and independent states for themselves, and that in
each state the right to legislate and govern is fo be reserved to mem:
bers of the group. But people may desire a state of their own either
because of the nature of the objectives which they wish to achieve in.
ternally or beeause of the position which their state may hold among
other states. Hence a unational entity implies that the international
aspect of the state is of basic importance.

There are certain laws, facilities, and institutions that men de-
sire and others which they dislike. It sometimes happens that people
can achieve certain objectives only if they are willing to acquiesce in
the policies of a foreign government. A nation is a group of people
which, when put to this test, prefers its own government to any for-
eign government,

After the First World War the French were eager to have the
inhabitants of the German Rhineland secede from the Reich and join

SN ationality and Government (London, 1919), . §5.
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France. The French had much to offer: an orderly government in-
stead of the chaotic conditions prevailing at that time in Germany;
the gatisfaction of being on the side which won the war instead of on
the losing side; the tested democratic institutions of France; lighter
taxes than Germany weighed down by reparation debts could prom-
ise. Yet the people of the Rhineland almost unanimously retained
their loyalty to Germany. Certainly not because Germany was better
able to fulfil their everyday wishes, but rather because they felt that
it was their duty as Germans to belong to a state which repre-
sented the German people in foreign polities.

Tn 1935, the Saar declined to stay under the humanitarian rule
of the League of Nations and joined Hitler’s Germany from no
other than purely ““national’”’ motives. Turther examples are the
Irish people, who are willing to sacrifice their trade with Eng-
land for the sake of a sovereignty of hardly more than symbolic sig-
nificance, and the Palestine Arabs, who light-heartedly reject the tre-
mendous economic adventages of a preponderantly Jewish Palestine
for Arahic antonomy and poverty.

A nation may be defined as a group of pecple which wishes to be
sovereign among other peoples and therefore desires a state of its own.

When men revolt against their government in order to found a new
state or join another state already in existence, they may do so becanse
they have their own national consciousness. But this is not the case
when their aim is simply to have certain grievances removed, and
when the proposed change of government is only a means to this end,

Bismarck, in his later years the founder of the German Empire
of the Hohenzollerns, had one of his first parliamentary controversies
over a question of national consciousness. A deputy of the Prus-
sian Chamber declared that when the German people revolted against
Napoleon in 1813 one of their chief motives had been the wish for
self.government and an elected House of Representatives. Bismarck’s
rejection of this view was a typically national attitude. He was
amazed that anyone could imagine that considerations of internal pol-
icy should have played a part in the decisions leading to the War
of Liberation; the true motives had been the ‘‘feeling of shame that
strangers commanded in our country, of ill-treament and humiliation,
of hatred against the strangers.”

Germany, with little national feeling as late as the eighteenth
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century, further illustrates how national conseiousness focuses upon
the relation of the nation to foreigners beyond its borders. “When the
German Bund was formed after the defeat of Napoleon, a proposal
was made to have this loose federation of all German states guaranteed
by the big European Powers, The greatest German statesman of that
time, Baron vom Siein, while having certain misgivings, did not turn
down the proposal altogether but thought that only England and Rus-
sia should be allowed to participate. The modern German historian,
Triedrich Meinecke, who relates the story in conmection with the evo-
Intion of national consciousness in genersal, emphasizes that Stein
stopped halfway but that modern national consciousness will proceed
to the end and will ‘‘reject every, absolutely every, constitutional pos-
sibility to have the free movement of one’s own power policy dis-
turbed by foreign countries,®’?

National movements aim at unity or liberty or both, and in every

~case the international position of the state is of paramount importance.

The German national movement of the nineteenth century was a move-
ment for unity. The Italian risorgimento aimed at unity and, in ad-
dition, at liberation of Northern Italy from Austrian rule. The
Czechs were a united but not a free people before 1918, The Yugo-
slavs were not united and only partly free. Colonial nationalism aims,
as a rule, at liberty. This applies to the Americas in the past and to
Brltlsh India at present, -

National eonsciousness does.not.arige because people find $hat some
co-nationals are suffering from poverty, or loneliness, but when the
péople 88 ‘A whole are sm‘fermg (actually or allegedly) from foreign
domination.” National, as distinguistted from human, sympathy is al-
ways associated with citizenship and the state, Hence, national 1 feeling
Wm&s Qne nation alone ‘on_the. surfacs..of the
earth is a psychological 1mp0551b111t§{ n the same way that there can-
1ot be Ghie partner or one pariy. (What the totalitarians call a single
party i in reality & monopolistic organization). In this plurality of
states every nation elaims certain territories and people that are sup-
posed to form a sovereign state. Other nations may not interfere with
one’s own nation, but the latter may wish to interfere with them.

The foregoing answer to the question ‘‘What is a nation?'’ con-
tains implications which must be analyzed. So long as we speak

TMeinecke, op. cit., p. 185,
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about the psychological attitude of an individual, we are on relatively
firm ground, But with the numerous individuals that form a group,
there is the probability, amounting almost to certainty, that they may
differ in their opinions. If, for instance, some Slovaks want a sover-
eign Slovakian state while others do not, are the Slovaks then a na-
tion or not? Who decides, and how is a decision reached ?

The answer nearest at hand is, of course, that the majority of the
people concerned must decide. This would solve the problem were
it not for the preliminary question: Who determines the people, the
majority of whom are to make the decision? The ‘‘self-determination
of the nations’’ is not so simple & matter as it appears at first sight.
"The Irish, for example, say that all people living in Ireland belong
to the Irish nation, 'The people of Ulster, though a minority, deny it.
If they are eventually annexed to the Irish Free State, one way of
deseribing what has happened would be to say that within the legiti-
mate boundaries of a single nation the minority has had to conform
to the will of the majority. (This is what Dublin would contend).
But the same event might also be deseribed by asserting that people
who feel British, and therefore are British, have been foreibly sub-
jected to an alien rule. (This would be the stand of Belfast)., The
group whose size may be the deeisive factor cannot decide who shall
vote on the question of national allegiance, If a vote were taken
throughout Germany on the question whether a (erman provinge
named Austria should exist by itself, the majority would eertainly
vote ““No;"’ but if only Austrians were asked the same question,
the outcome might be doubtful. The Republic of Panama had a safe
majority in favor of antonomous existence, but Columbia, of which it
once formed a part, was opposed to the independence and autonomy
of its province,

‘When plebiscites are held in order to determine the nationality of
people living in a certain region difficulty is bound to arise. For ex-
ample, the size and the boundaries of the electoral distriet chosen de-
termine whether the Macedonians will be considered Macedonians or
Serbs or Bulgars. In 1921 Upper Silesia, taken as a whole, gave a
majority to Germany; bui certain portions of the area returned a
Polish majority. It would seem that an outsider must define the
electoral body, and his definition may carry with it an implication
of the result of the plebiscite.
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As a consequence, a group may call itself a nation by right of the
majority, while at the same time the status of a part of it remains
doubtful. A distinetion must be made between two cases. A minor-
ity may feel that it is a part of the nation, while the majority rejects
ity claim. Take, for example, the Jews in many countries, ineluding
some where they enjoy full legal rights and where they have not been
made pariahs as in Nazi Germany. Even before the Nazis eame to
power, a number of Germans took the position that the Jews were at
best tolerated aliens but not Germans. Many Hungarians and the
majority of the Poles and Rumanians feel the same way toward the
Jews,

In the second case, the majority elaims the minority as a part of
the nation, while the minority feels a different loyalty. Though this
is by far the more important of the two sitnations, it does not rep-
resent all typieal ‘‘national minority’’ problems. For example, the
Ttalians do not claim that the German speaking population of the
Southern Tyrol is Italian, and the Rumanians do not claim that their
Hungarian-speaking subjects are Rumanians. But the Germans held
in 1871 that the Alsatians were Germans, although the Alsatians de-
nied it. The Serbs claim the Croatians for the ‘‘Yugoslav’'’ nation,
although the Croatians do not concur. Demoeratic opinion will natu-
rally favor the smaller group and deny the larger group the right to
coerce. This i3 a noble sentiment, but its econsequences are not alto-
gether pleasant. If one million people hag the right to secede from a
country, why not one thousand or one hundred, and why not every
individual? And if considerations of nationality give a group the right
to sever allegiance to a government, why may not questions of economic
poliey, taxes, education, and religion confer the same right? Assum.
ing that they do, how then can an orderly administration be main-
tained anywhere at any time?

This book is concerned with the scientific analysis of national
feeling and not with politics or ethies. We are investigating what was
and i, not what ought to be. Navertheless, one observation may be
made here on the international consequences of the right of national
self-determination if this right is pushed to an extreme, Granted that
there would be no white or Negro people in the Americas and no
European colonies in Africa and Asia today had the original in-
habitants decided the question, what of those areas to which access
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is all-important for the economic life of other nations? It is not a
matter of ‘““exploitation’’ that the inhabitants of the regions around
Suez and Panama allow ships of all nations to pass through these
two artificial waterways, It is to their advantage. Yet the Egyptiansg
living next to the Suez Canal, or the people of Panama, might de-
clare that they wish to be let alone and might close their territory,
ineluding the waterways, to further traffic. Though this would be in
agcord with their right to self-determination, few democrats in other
countries would acquiesce. They would probably contend that the
right of national self-determination must give way in certain eases to
otbher broader prineiples,

The diffculties discussed do not nullify the existence of national’
feeling as such. The definition of national consciousness as the wish
of certain people to have a sovereign state among other states, still
holds, even though it is impossible in many cases to tell which groups'
come under the definition.

National conscionsness does not see the social world as a whole,
but rather as separate groups, each standing for itself—partly with
and partly against all others, In nature transitions and changes are
gradual, Notura non facit selfum. The sun moves slowly over the
surface of the earth from Russia, over Poland and Germany, to
France and England. Nowhere is there a variation from this uni-
formity. Geographically, Berlin and Paris are much nearer {o each
other than New York and Los Angeles, but from the viewpoint of
national feeling the former cities are much further apart than the
latter. The time may be 8 a.mn, in two places somewhat remote from
each other on the same degree of latitude, while it is 7 am. at an-
other place slightly further to the west. This is a man-made law. In
nature there iy continuity and gradual change®

A plain may streteh for numberless miles without any natural di-
vigion. But property laws, being human institutions, make divi-
sions; where the property of one man begins, another man's ends,
The human races shade one into another. But when taboos, cus-
toms, or laws intervene, certain groups remain apart, It is man who

B¢ Tntarnational boundaries are thus sharply defined lines, fixed by nations
like fences between their respective properties, In natnre, however, thera are no
sharply marked boundnries of any sort, only zones of transition.”* H. Whittemore
Baggs, International Boundaries (New York, 1940}, p. 6.
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brings discontinuity into nature. It is man who divides the social
world into nations, each wafching jealously over its sovereignty.

In speaking of definitions, Spinoza states: ‘*Omnis determinatio
negatio.”’ It is the same with nations. The German, insofar as he
is nationally conscious, is non-French, non-Polish, non-English; the
Spaniard is non-French, non-Italian. ‘“The two tendencies, the cohe-
sion and the repulsion, are strietly correlative; each involves the
other,”’?

The method which the modern dietators have used to stir up the
national sentiments of their subjects has consisted almost entirely in
making them hate ecertain ‘‘enemies,’” such as the ‘‘plutocratic democ-
racies,’’ the French, the Bolsheviks, or the Jews. To judge from Her-
mann Rauschning’s conversations with Hitler, even the latter’s perse-
cution of the Jews is in part nothing but a coldly caleulated policy for
uniting all Germans by giving them a commmon enemy.!® After the
downfall of France in 1940, the government of Marshal Pétain imme-
diately looked for ways and means to build up anew a basis of French
unity and national consciousness. An attempt was made to concen-
trate on a new common enemy, and as the vietorious Germans were
for the time being too dangerous for the purpose, the British, the Jews,
and the recently naturalized foreigners were put forward as objects of
common national hatred.

Por the sake of clear and concise terminology, some words related
to “‘nation’’ and ‘‘national consciousness’’ should be defined at this
point, ‘‘People,’’ as distinet from ‘‘nation,’’ means a large number
of individuals who rightly or wrongly believe that they share a com-
mon descent. Natious, too, believe this. It seems expedient to ecall
a proup ‘‘people’’ as long ag the group sees no political implications
in guch a belief, In this sense the Germang were a people throughout
the Middle Ages. They believed in a familylike relationship but did
not argue that, therefore, all Germauns must live together in one state.
The moment the greater part of them took to this view, the German
people became a nation,

“Patriotism’’ is the loyalty of individuals toward the state to

9John M. Robertson, Pairiotism and Empire (London, 1900), p. 5.

10¢¢T agked whether , . . the Jew must he destroyed,

¢¢ tNo,’ he replied. ‘We should have then to invent him, Xt is essentisl to
have a tangible enemy, not merely an abstract one.’

‘“Hitler instanced the Catholic Church: ‘It did not ¢ontent itself,’ he said,
‘with the Devil; it had to bave visible snemies in order not fo relax in the strug-
gle.? ? Herman Rausehning, The Voiee of Destruction (New York, 1940), p. 237,
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which they belong, regardless of whether it is a state in which their
owu_g_qtmn is dommant When an Italian who was under Austrian
“rule before 1859, 1866 or 1919 felt allegiance fo the Hapsburg em-
pire, he was patriotic; so is his descendant who has transferred his
loyalty to the Italian national state. Men were patriotic before they
felt that their allegiance ought to belong solely to their nation.
‘‘Nationalities,”” as distinet from ‘‘nations,’’ are national-feeling
groups who are spoken of as ‘‘nationalities’’ by other groups. This
oceurs when their national consciousness has not achieved a national
state, or when they exist as minority groups within sovereign nations.
Thus the Germans and the Hungarians are ‘‘nationalities’’ in Ru-
mania, but not in Germany and Iungary. Old Austria was com-
posed of a substantial number of nationalities, none of whieh, at least
legally, had fewer rights than the others. Imperial Russia had, and
Soviet,Russia now has, scores of nationalities within its boundaries.
ationalism’’ is a certain condition of mind. It i's the essence
of modern nationalism, sccording to Cgelton J. H. Hayes, that “all
other loyalties must be subordinate o loyalty to the national state,
that is, to national patriotism.”"k/ This condition is not necessarily
implied in national conseiousness. A national patriot may well sub-
ordinate his national sentiment to the teachings of the Catholic Church
when the two come into conflict. He is nationalistic when he feels
toward his nation as those citizens of Florence felt toward their
city, who, according to Machiavelli, valued its greatness more than
the salvation of their souls, A spirit of aggression often goes hand in
hand with such an evaluation of the true or alleged interests of on#%
nation. 'When national consciousness embraces the idea of imperial-
ism, nationalism emerges as a national tendency toward conquest.}?
National consciousness can be very strong or very weak or some-
thing between strength and weakness. The individuals who together
form a nation belong also to other groups (economie, religious, so-
eial}, and their minds are not at all times and exclugively possessed
by the longing for a sovereign state. The definition of the concept
““nation’’ given above does not coineide with the actual state of af.
fairs wherever there is national feeling; rather it reflects the *‘ideal
type” of the nation in the sense in which this expression was ereated
by Max Weber,

10p, cit., p. 26,
12For the problem of terminology see also ‘! Nationalism,’? op. oit., pp. XVI-
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{The wdeal type is] an ideal construction of a tyyieal cowse of aetion, ot
form of relationship which is applicable to the aualysis of an indefinite plurality
of concrete cases, and which formulates in pure, logical consisten{ form certain
elements that a1e 1elevant to the understanding of the several conerete situations.

. . [Tt is] a construction of elements abstracled from the conerets, and put to-
gether to form a unificd coneeptual pattern. This involves o one-sided exaggera-
tion of certain aspects of the concrete reality, but is not to be found in it, that
is, conerctely existing, exeept in a few very speeial cases, such ag purely rational
action. It is Utopial3d

The ideal nation, if we may use (he term, bas perhaps nol ma-
terialized anywhere. There are cases wher the staunchest national pa-
triot may prefer a foreign regime io some greater catastrophe. Such
was the attitude of the Russian ‘ Whites’' when they welcomed Allied
and Polish intervention againgt the Bolsheviks. Such will almost cer-
tainly be the attitude of German nationalists if and when they are
confronted with a real, not with an alleged, danger of communism.
But reality can come very near to the ideal type. National conscious-
ness, like family attachment and religious sentiment, is a matter of
degree.

The importance which is assigned to the national ideal may vary in
proportion to the place reserved for other ideals—personal, eultural,
religions, and humanitarian. The Germans of 1930 were more preoe-
cupied with the German nation than those of 1830, The modern
Greeks are more a nation than the Chinese have been during the
greater part of the latter’s history.

In some countries local alleglances compete with national feeling.
In Germany, loyalty to the Linder—Bavaria, Saxony, Mecklenburg,
and so on—was at one time stronger than German national feeling
and may hecome so again. Some of the people in the United States
coneentrate on the political interests of a particular state and regard
national affairs of minor importance. The perceniage of people tak-
ing an interest in national aims varies. It is greater in the United
States than in India, and greater in France than in Rumania. Also
variable are the lengths to which the several nations will go in sac-
rificing for the achievement or preservation of their sovereignty as
states.

18T glcott Parsons, The Structure of Social detion (New Yark, 1937}, pp.
603, 606.



CHAPTER SEVEN

HOME AND HOMELANI]

Inevitably, a psychological and sociological analysis, such as this
study iy, treads npon controversial ground for the subject of national
feeling is broad and is open to unavoidable dispute al many points,
Controversial issues can, however, be reduced to a2 minimum hy some-
what limiting the scope; of the inguiry. In this and subsequent chap-
ters the altempt is made to show that men enjoy belonging to groups
which stand against other groups; that they wish to be considered
courageous, and that under certain cireumstances they enjoy fighting.

The existence of a pattern of in-gronp and out-group attitudes is
supported by psychoanalytical theories. According fo I D. MacCrone,
an investigator of race problems who has been influenced by psychoan-
alysis:

The internel conflict which is inseparable from the life of the individual as
a member of a gronp becomes externalized as a conflict between groups, and so is
made more tolerable. The psyehological distinetiom, thercfors, between in- and
out-groups corresponds to a real division within the individnal himself. As a form
of ipsurance, the existence of the out group covers the in group against the risks
of internal conflict and aggressiveness, If we could imagine a siate of affairs in
which such a group did not exisi, it would hecome necessary to invent one, if only

to enable members of the in-group to deal with confliets, internal and external,
without wrecking their own group.}

This may be true or false, but in any event the thesis of the writer

does not depend on the acceptability of either the psychoanalytical or
other psychologieal doetrines.

The present study does not elaim to be a history of national con-
sciousness. Historical data are used as illustrations only. The author
does not assert anything affirmatively or negatively regarding the

LRnoe Attitudes in South Africs {London, 1937), p, 252,
74
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existence and meaning of human ‘‘instinets’’ in the sense in which
this conception is controversial among biologists and psychologists.
And least of all does he take sides in the ultimate philosophical inter-
pretations which can be attached to social and historieal phenomena.
Theories which consider national attitudes as forming a part of the
nniversal struggle for existence; those which interpret them as events
within an ever recurring alternation of rational and irrational histori-
cal epochs; those which classify them as falling within the categories
of progress or regress or recurrence—these and many others are of
great interest and value. Bul the method of the present study is in-
tentionally nearer to the surfaces of the phenomena,

An obvious [actor in national consciousness is man’s love for a cer-
tain couniry and a certain group of people. Patriotism in general,
and national feeling in particular, are generally taken to mean attach-
ment to one’s native place and soil, and to the people among whom
one has grown up. This is illustrated by the following examples.”

Alfred William Howitt tells of an Australian native who, on leav-
ing his ecamp for a trip of about a week, burst into tears, saying to
himself repeatediy: “*My country, my people, I shall not see them.”
It was with the uimost diffienlty that the Veddahs of Ceylon could
be induced to leave their accustomed solitude even for a short time,
The Stidns of Cambodia are so strongly attached to their forests and
mountains that to leave them seems almost fatal. Not infrequently
Solomon Islanders die from homesickness on their way to the Fiji
or Queensland plantations. The Hovas of Madagasear, when set-
ting out on a journey, ofien take with them a small portion of their
native earth, on which they gaze during their absence, invoking their
god that they may be permitted fo return to restore it to the place
from which it was taken.

Odyssens, even in the arms of a friendly goddess, longed for his
native island.# Napoleon on St. Helena thought with emotion, not of
Paris where he had lived as emperor, buf of Corsica, his poor native
island, and he asserted that nowhere elss was the air as healthy and
life more pleasant. The Swiss are particularly susceptible to home-
sickness, Swiss mercenaries were known to desert when homesick-

20f. Bdward Westermarck, The Origin gnd Development of 1he Moral Ideas
{London, 19263, 11, pp. 169 ff.

8Cf, Robert Michels, Der Patrictismus (Munich, 1928), pp. 54 £,
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ness overcame them. Iun order to keep them with the colors, the French
kings forbade them temporarily, on pain of death, to sing their na-
tional song, Le ranz des vaches. Chateaubriand thinks that Provi-
dence has, so to speak, attached the feet of every man to his native
soil; therefore, even Iceland with its glaclers and the flaming sands
of Africa do not lack population., Robert Owen, who had iried to
build up a new soeial order in America through communities or-
ganized on the basis ol his ideas, returned to his native Newtown,
in Bngland, when he {elt death approaching,

One objeet of homesickness for males is often the type of women
they have known at home, while another is their native food, Michels
quotes G. A. Borgese as saying: “‘Tor nine-tenths of the people their
fatherland is the square kilometre where their kitchen smokes and
their salad grows.”’ It is said that during the American Civil War,
Danes fought on both gides without any extraordinary feelings in the
matter. But when some Union Danes eonquered a camp of Confed-
erate Danes and found their native dishes, they were moved to the
eore and began to sing Danish national songs.

French writers have often claimed that there can be no patriotic
sentiment except for the small corner of a country where one has
been born and has grown up. As has been noted above, peasants
who have to decide between their native soil, which ig to be trans-
ferred to an alien state and government, and their national siate,
to which they have belonged hitherto, usnally choose the former.
“The sympathy with one’s group carries with it its own limitation.
Face-to-face contact being limited, the size of the group that one
ean be spontaneonsly interested in is also limifed. The phenomenon
known as campanilismo among the Ttalians, the devotion to one’s vil-
lage campanile, village inlerests, and village members, indicates more
nearly the extent of original patriotisn:.”**

What would national consciousness be like if it depended only on
love of home and homeland? There would be no definite frontiers
between ‘““our’’ land and the rest of the world, for in the conception
of home, there is only continuity. There would be no determina-
tion of ene’s own group by the single fact that it excludes all aliens
(omnis determinatio megatio). The affection felt for one’s own people

4Max Sylviug Handman, ¢ The Sentiment of Nationalism,!® Political Science
Quarterly, Vol. 36 (1921).
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would be strongest for those nearest to oneself gradually becoming
weaker the further one moved from the center to the cireumference
of one’s immediate environment. There would be neither a definite
breach anywhere between self and the whole of mankind nor a place
for the national ‘‘One for all and all for one.”” No particular interest
would be felt in the alfairs of people one has never seen, even though
they spoke the same language. There would be no national imperial-
ism; and a tradition of war and heroism, if it existed at all, would
attach itsell merely to one’s own small group and the little piece of
land the group defended in the past.

The situation is of course different. In the first place, people
may experience a very serious conflict between love [or their home
and allegiance to their nation. Obviously, then, the two cannot be
identical. Severe threats and diseriminatory laws were needed to
force the Germans in the Baltie states 1o leave the region where
their forefathers had lived for centuries and to move to Germany.
Pursuant to an agreement between Hitler and Mussolini, the German-
speaking people of the Southern Tyrol were asked to choose between
Ttaly and Germany in January, 1940. Under very strong Nazi pres-
sure two-thirds of them deeided to go to Germany; one-third pre-
ferred to remain in their homeland., A number of Turks live in Ru-
mania, and the Rumanians have tried hard to indwuce them to re-
turn to Turkey, but they refuse.

There is one situation, however, where a conflict between national-
ity and homeland is unlikely to arise—when the state which asks
for the loyalty of its citizens is very small. In this case, home and state
usually, coineide. This is the reason why Plato and Aristotle, as well
as numerous polilical scientists of a later period, have been so strongly
opposed to great empire states. Plato and Aristotle “‘recognized that
collective deliberation and volition are essential fo the true state. . . .
The limits of the political organismn capable of a collective mental
life were rightly held to be set by the number of citizens who could
live so close together as 1o meet in oune place to discuss all public af-
fairs by word of mouth.® Aristotle maintained that a eity should
have a moderately sized population, for, ““who could command it in
war, if the population were cxcessive, or what herald short of a
Stentor could speak to them?’’ Antiquity, says Henri Hauser, knew

5William MeDougall, The Group Mind (Cambridge, 1920), p, 181,
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la patrie but not la nation. The territory of the former can be seen
with the eyes, that of the latler only with the nund (qvec Vesprit).®
Between the one and the other, there is the same gap as between the
concrete and the abstract, experience and faney. Voltaire thought
it might be difficult to feel affection for a great nation. Rousseau was
convineed that if democracy had a chance anywhere, it would be in
a small city like his native Geneva. He advised ihe Poles to draw in
their frontiers. Auguste Comte favored small states because of the
more intense pairiotism of their citizens,

The {eeling which the niembers of a nation have toward each other
is by no means identical with the sentiments which grow out of child-
hood attachment to a community or neighborhood. Man knows his
home, bomeland, family, neighbors, and local acgnaintances. He has
a definite picture of his home community and the persons who live
in it, based on his own experiences. Bul in an altogether different way
Le arrives at a picture of foreign nations and of his own nation when
its size transcends his experience. In this case consciousness of the
duty of patriotism gives rise to a certain kind of affection; this, in
turn, produces a more or less arbitrary picture of the country and its
inhabitants. The same thing happens, to a certain extent, in the realm
of family relations. The individuals belonging to our family are not
always the persons we might love best should we meet them as strang-
ers, Buf having felt from early childhood allegiance and affection
for our family, we are inclined to picture its members (regardless of
their individual gnalities) in a special way, apart from other persons,
Hence the pains taken by nationally-conscious people the world over
to prove that the members of one nation are racially related.

The American learns that it is his duty to love Ameriea; the
Glerman, to love Germany, This is the first eonscious contact the in-
dividual makes with his nation. It is a matter of morale, not ex-
perienge. The patriot endows his nation with superior gualities, and
elothes it with his ideals. But various people have various ideals,
with the result that the images they hold differ substantially, For
example, two Germans, one a demoerat and humanitarian and the
other s National Socialist, both feel thai they love Germany. Both
may possibly find numerous short-comings in many Germans around
them, But that will not detract from their patriotism, for they will

SLe Prineipé des Notionalités (Paris, 1918), p. 14,
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insist that the Germany to which their affection is due, is not the
transitory Germany of the day, but the ‘‘real,’’ the ‘‘true,’’ the ‘‘eter-
nal’’ Germany. The humanitarian’s concept of Germany means
Goethe, Beethoven, Kant, the Rhine, Heidelberg, wine, musie, lieder,
lyric poetry, and philosophy. But the National Socialist’s concept is
entirely different; to him Germany connotes Ifitler’s discipline, the
Germans as a master-race, soldiers and armaments, great battles,
and the latest Nazi victories in Europe. There are more and wider
differences between these two pictures of Glermany than between
the pieture a humanitarian German patriot holds of Germany and
that which a humanitarian Frenchman holds of France. This is easily
understandable, for their differing patriotic images have not been
gained by personal experiences and induection, but have been created,
unconscionesly to be sure, for the purpose of moral edifiecation. A
patriot may possibly love ‘‘ America’® or ‘“‘France’’ and at the same
time dislike practically every individual American or Frenchman
whom he knows, In the same way, some anti-Semites hate the Jews
but make an exeeption of every individual Jew with whom they hap-
pen to be personally acquainted,

The associations with eertain symbols also play an important part.
According to Graham Wallag, ‘“When a man dies for his country,
what does he die for? . ... If he is an Italian it may be the name,
the musieal sylables of Ttalia. If he is a Frenchman, it may be the
marble figure of France with her broken sword, as he saw it in the
market-square of his native town, or the maddening pulse of the
‘Marseillaise.” Romans have died for a bronze eagle on the wreathed
staff, Englishmen for a flag, Scotchmen for the sonnd of the pipes.’””
The larger a country is and the more its inhabitants are unknown
to one another, the greater is the significance of symbols such as the
national flag and the national anthem.

Roger Soltau describes the way in which Maurice Barrés (who,
incidentally, invented the word ‘‘nationalism”) constructs his own
“true’’ France®

7 Human Nature in Politics (New York, 1921), pp. 93-04,
STrench Political Thought in the Nineteenth Century (Noew Haven, 1931),
p. 381.
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Parrés reveals in faet to o stiiking if not unique degree the extraordinary sub-
jeetivism of this would-be objcetive traditionalism. Tle begins by wiping ont or
ignoring over a century of ¥French development, life, and thought, of French tra-
dition in a word, beeause it does not fit in with his conception of the course
Trench life should have token. But having gone back to the ancien régime he then
proceeds to eliminate all thot does not square with what we would have liked the
ancien régime to be, the Fiance of Voltaire and Fontenelle, the Fiance of disas-
trous wars and humiliating peace treaties, ithe F'rance allicd to Turk or Protestant
against the most Clnistian Kiugs of Spain, the France of peasant revolis and
bread riots; that Fiance is non-existent, and M, Parodi does not exaggerate when
he ways that ‘lus ercating ego elaims, God like, the 1ight to ereate his own France,
in the likeness of his own instinet, aud of making her real to all other men by the
very aet of this eonceiving and willing her.’’ Believing as he does in his intui-
tions, as & true individualist, his intuition is truth, so that ‘‘the natural instinet
becomes one with the instinet of M. Bairés, and the soul of France is but the soul
of M. Barrds exteriorized?’’ , ... ‘My ¢uairel with Barrés,”’ writes Lrmmanuel
Berl in his provocative and amusing Mort de lo Pensée bourgeoise, ¢‘is that while
dexiving his polities from o walk nlong $he Moselie, he sees only the pham-trees and
ignores the blast-furnaces, Who would ever reslize, on reading this Lorrainer,
that he deseribes a metallurgical country??’®

If the parallel is used with caution and not tfoo greatly stressed,
it may be said that the love of one’s nation rescmbles the love of God.
In hoth vases the feeling of Thow shalf precedes the more or less arbi-
trarily represented qualities of the object for which love is demanded.
An analogy is also to be found in the attitude of extreme Marxists
toward the proletariat. *‘In bolshevist Marxism,’’ says Nicholag Ber-
dyaev, ‘‘the proletariat ceased to be an empirical realily, for as an em-
pirical reality the proletariat was a mere nothing; it was above all the
idea of a proletariat that mattered, and those who became vehicles
for the expression of this idea might be an insignificant minority.’”*0

Love of one’s nation is something entirely different from love of
all one’s co-nationals. The greatest patrviots are often men and women
who, without eonseience, have killed or imprisoned or olherwise sac-
rificed the majority of their ecountrymen-—for the good of the mnation.
The most hardened egoists who often have no friends and are tyranis
in their homes may be fanatical nationalists, not only according to
their own claims but also in the opinion of their contemporaries. The
dictators of our time are outstanding examples, Psychologists agree
that Mussolini and Hitler are absolutely egocentric. There is proba-

M bid., p, 385,
10T he Origin of Bussian Communism (London, 1937), p. 125,
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bly not a soul on earth whom Mussolini does not despise. Hitler has
apparently never had a warm feeling toward anybody. It is said that
during all the years of the First World War, he did nol once receive
a letter or a parcel, and that he has never felt affection for a woman,
Mussolini has no real interest in Italian literature and art, and Hit-
ler does nol even know what German literalure is, (His own (erman
is deplorable.} Yet both men are national patriots. Can anybody doubt
that the sentiments which they represent are different from those whicl
grow out of childhood altachment to one’s home and neighbors?

Members of large nations obviously do not view each other in the
same way that neighbors do. Affectionate attachment to one’s home
and neighbors cannot lead to an in-group, out-group feeling, It is
like family love, sexual love, and, in another sphere, the love demand-
ed by the Christian religion, in that it is not based on antipathy. How,
then, ecan discontinuity—determinatio negatio—be explained? There
must be something besides love of home and country underlying na-
tional conscionsness. But before investigating this second source, let
us see how differently men react under conditions of war and peace.

National solidarity is strongest in wartime and when there is the
possibility of a war; but it is very weak in peacetime. Co-nationals
are amazed at the sudden feeling of unity and mutual confidence that
inspires them when facing a common enemy. They call it a ‘“national
miracle’’ and boast that the enemy never thought such a thing pos-
sible. They believe that their union sacrée, their Burgfrieden, repre-
sents the expression of the national soul and will survive when the
war is over. This optimism is invariably followed by strong disillu-
sionment because, as soon asg the fighting is over and there is no lon-
ger a common enemy, peace turns out to be what it has always been:
a relurn to an unheroie, unromantic everyday life laden with compe-
tition, envies, and personal frictions, War lessens internal party strife.

Wilhelm II observed, with shrewdness, on Aungust 4, 1914: *‘T do
not know parties any longer, I know only Germans.”’ But when the
war was over and poverty gripped the nation, the remembrance of
common years in the trenches was powerless to prevent party strife
and even political murder from becoming much more bitler than they
had ever been before. This hag been well stated by John M. Robert-
son, in contrasting the psychology of peace and war.
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Ha whose life’s task has been to create burdensome tariffs in his own favor,
to undersell and ruin his competitors, to keep down his workmen’s wages, to enrich
himself, is found offering to equip at his own expense a regiment of soldiers, as
the expression of his new-found delight in the notion of fellowship. Bul it takes
the old brute instinet of battle, of hate, to work the change, and they who think
that, with that instinct asleep again, he will continue zealous lo promote the com-
mon weal in normal life, are extravagantly astray ... .

Twenty years of nominal national union in enmity to another nation [follow-
ing Biitish victory over Napoleon] had left the wealthy not more but less capable
of beneficent fellow-feeling for their own ¢“‘hind’’ who had fought the fight with
them, The English anstoerat had no more learned to care for his luckless eountiy-
men than had Coriolanus in 1epublican Rome. Tho old psychological proeess had
had the old result, A generation of indulgence for the prineiple of enmity, with
the usual growth of militant fiateinily ad hoe, had left society much less fraternal
us regarded the works of peace and merecy and building up, than it had been a
goneration before.ll

The affection co-nationals {eel for each other is somewhat pecu-
liar, It differs, not in quantity, but in quality, from simple love of
home, family, and land. National consciousness has been universally
misunderstood because it has been econfounded with the love of home
and homeland. Actually, it iy a manfestation of imperialism,

11 pgtriatism and Empire (Loundon, 1900}, pp. 8, 19,



CHAPTER BLAU1

THE FIGHTING IMPULSE

Men have always lived in groups, small and large, but universally
organized social life has never materialized. The inclination of all
nmen is to belong to groups with more or less distinet aims.

Gustav Riimelin, a German author of the nineteenth century, ex-
pressed this very neatly: If men had the impulse to attach themselves
to the biggest ecrowd, their dwelling-places would be near each other,
not too remote from the common eenter, and we would find fewer hu-
man beings the nearer we approached the periphery. Probably all
men would share the same language and eulture, though both would
be of a low rank. In reality, man has an impulse toward particular
groups, not one of gemeral gregariousness. ‘‘QOur impulse does not
aim to join others without limils but to belong to a group, to enter a
definite circle which tends to assert itself as a distinet group against
others. Joining goes inseparably with setting apart. The content
and form of the human social impulse is to enlarge our self-conseious-
ness to that of a group, to merge with it, to intertwine our interesty
with the interests of the group.’”” The innumerable assoeciations of
men with men, found wherever governments do not forbid them, tes-
tify to the truth of this statement. Edgar A. Mowrer remarks: ‘*The
Germans are a gregarious nation of organizers. As much ag, or more
than, Americans, they love to belong.””® The same may be said for
many other nations.

A group has a particularly strong feeling of solidarity when it
competes or fights with other groups. Groups often consider them-
selves superior and are eager to have this superiority acknowledged
in words and deeds. There are nations whose national consciousness

1ber den Begriff des Volkes, Reden und Aufsitze, I (1875).
2@ermany Puts the Clock Back (New York, 1932), p. 91,
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and attitude toward other nations imply little beyond the gratifica-
- tion of belonging to a group that is distinet from other groups. The
Duteh and the Swedes, for example, remembering with pride the hat-
tles and victories of their ancestors in earlier centuries, were content
with their political status and had no reason to agitate for a change.
They have always admired courage, but in recent times they have not
had any aggressive ambitions, They are not moved by a conception of
their distinetion from other peoples, and consequently their foreign
policy has not been dynamie.

People who have a particularly strong aptitude for enjoying mem-
bership in a group which segregates itsell from other groups are lond
of societies, clubs, and political parties having their own symbols and
possibly secret rituals. This gives them the feeling of additional im-
portance, needed by most human heings as a counterpoise to their
insignificant soeial position in the everyday world. From such im-
pulses spring the various lodges, such as the I'reemasons, and organi-
zations like the Ku Xlux Klan, It is self-evideni that men in general
are proud of ‘‘belonging.’’ Arthur Schopenhauer expressed the
opinion that pride in one’s pation is indicalive of lack of personal
individuality.

The cheapest sort of pride is national pride; for if a man iz proud of his
own nation, it argues that he has no qualities of his own of which he ¢an be proud;
otherwise he would not have recourse to those which he shares with so many
milliong of his fellow-men. The man who is endowed with imiportant persomal
qualities will be ounly too ready to see clearly in what respects his own nation
falls short, since its failings will be constantly before his cyes. But every
miserable fool who has nothing at all of which he can be proud adopts as a last
resource, pride in the nation.to which he belongs; he ia ready and glad to defend
all its faults and follies tooth and nail; thus reimbursing himsel? for his own
inferiority.?

This sounds very plausible, but man is not a logical animal. Many
persons, outstanding in their own right, have felt more pride in their
family tree than in their own achievements. Secores of eminent intel-
lectnals and artists have in all ages gloried in their membership in a
city or nation. An Austrian critie, Kar] Xraus, once wittily remarked :
“‘The Germans pride themselves on being the people of Sehopenhauer;
Sehopenhaner was modest enough not to call himself the philosopher of

8The Wisdom of Life, London, 1897, p. 70,
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the Germans.”” But Schopenhauer was an exception. DMany intellee-
tuals have felt as much national pride as have any other class,

Allied, as we shall show, with the desire for gregariousness is man’s
impulse to fight. This impulse is not equally strong in all men, yet it
is strong enough to make some psychologists, such as William Me-
Dougall, assume that there exisls an ‘‘instinet of pugnacity.’’* In
this connection Pierre Bovei has written an excellent treative, The
Fighting Instinct.5 The fact that this impulse has been called an
“ingtinet,”” controversial though the definition of this word may be, is
significant.

Nothing is more absurd than the assumption, popular not only
with Marxists, that the sole motive behind human actions is man’s
search for economic well-being and that, when man fights, it is only
for material gains. The behavior of children disproves ihis theory.
““The great majority of children of nine to twelve years of age pick a
quarrel for the pleasure it brings them; in other words, fighting is
play to them. ... We have to lay it down as a general rule that feelings
of hostility are by no means the cause of quarrels, They are their
effect. The quarrel does not arise from hatred, but gives rise to it.”’®

The ‘“fighting instinet’’ takes two complementary forms: it creates
fighters or spectators of fighting.” Men may like to fight, to be watched
and admired when they fight, or they may like to wateh others fight.

Both patterns are important. HErnest Barker finds:

In a great population men divereify their lives by taking ‘‘sides.’” They may
simply espouse an athletic side and hecome the fans of a team, In the eircus of the
great and populous Constantinople there were already Blues and Greens four-
teen hundred yems ago, and the Blues and Greens, fiom being civeus faetions,
spilled over into politics and shook the throne of Justinian. Therg is no ‘side’’
more faseinating than the polilical, and nothing more calculated to diversify life,
especially if it be organized with pomp and banners and uniforms.’®

Tt is hardly conceivable that in the many wars of religion, whether
between Christians and non-Christians or between Catholies and
Protestants, the masses really grasped the meaning of what they were

«An Introduetion to Social Psycholagy, Boston, 1923,

English translation by J. Y. T. Greig, London, 1923,

6Bovet, op. cif,, pp. 39, 30,

TTbid., p. 181.

8 ¢The Social Background of Reeent Tolitical Changes,” The Sociological
Review, Vol. 28, 1936.
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fighting for. But because they were willing to fight, one slogan was
as good as another, Much blood has been spilled over the guestion of
whether Christ has two natures or ome. Probably the theologians
themselves did not understand the controversy, Gibbon recounts thai
in Alexandria one religious faction chanted, ‘‘Glory be to the Father,
and to the Son, and to the Holy Ghost,’’ to which the other replied,
“‘lory be {0 the Father, in the Son, and by the Holy Ghost.”” Thereby
sireet crowds were led to a fury that ended in head-cracking.? Ac-
cording to Gaetano Moseca :

Buiton reports that if a certain number of stags are shut up in a park they
will inevitably divide into two herds which will always be in conflict wilth cach
other. An instinet of vely much the same sort seems to make 1its influence
Lelt among men. Human beings have a natural inelination towaid struggle, but
it is only sporadically that the struggle assumes an individual chaiaeter, that one
man is at war with another, Even when he fights, man remains preeminently
a social animal, Ordinanly, therefore, we see men forming into groups, each
gioup made up of leaders and followers. The individuals who make up a group
are conscipus of 2 specigl brotherhood and oneness with each other and vent
their pugnacious inatinets on members of other groups.10

War s, of course, the greatest and bloodiest conflict and carries the
most far reaching consequences for society as well as for the individ-
uals involved. Terrible though war is, it gives a eertain pleasure to
the non-combatants. This was emphasized by the late Liord North-
cliffe, editor of the London Deaily Maeil and London Times, who found
that of all topies which fill the pages of newspapers, none appealed to
the public as strongly as war; next in interest came sex. This view is
corrohorated by the strange paradox that the suicide rate in warring
countries decreases, whereas one might expeet it to inerease. The
overwhelmingly dramatic interest in the combat, coupled with the
stimulus of group solidarity, adds zest to life. Wars appeal to the
imagination. Yar more peopls die every year in the United States
from automobile aceidents than were killed in the Spanish-American
War; the great influenza pandemic of 1918-19 caused the death of
some twenty million people, twiee the number killed in the war of
1914-18. But wars hold first place in history, while antomobile acei-
dents are a matter of routine and the influenza pandemic is chiefly
remembered by those who lived through it. Bertrand Russell wrote:

SWilliam Albig, Publie Opinion (New York, 1939), p. 81
WThe Ruling Clazs (New York 1939), p. 163,
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The instinet for romance, when it is denied an outlet in one’s own life, geeks,
as wmstmets will, a vicaious satistaction wn umagination, . . . At the outhreak of
war, the delight of many of those who expect to be non-combatants has the same
souice; the gladiatorial show 1elieves the deadly monotony of the officc or
the factory even Detler than a football match or a horserace. And In spite of all
knowledgo to the contiary, non-combatants persist in imagining modern war
on the Homene pattern, ag an aftarr of individual bravery and initiative; for
the dreary mechanistic mass-action that constitutes the actual operations affords
no outlet to the starved instinet for individual romanece.ll

When to the joy of fighting is added the lust for killing, the re-
sult is either crime or war. But ‘‘what the police [orce of peace
restrains as crime, war releases as heroism; what that force condemns
as degradation, war glorifies as nobility.’"? 1t is idle to pretend that
all men in general hate the idea of killing. Some do, but others do not.
Ta quote Jerome K. Jerome: ‘‘This game of killing—of sticking a
bayonet into a fellow human creature’s entrails and there twisting it
round and round—the common man, together with his betfers, likes
playing it. During the war it was the common people—the invalided
soldiers—who broke up the peace meetings, stoned the peace-makers.
The love of killing, the lust for war is a human instinet that has grown
stronger rather than weaker with civilization.’**® As Horace M. Kallen
has expressed it: “‘Like Dionysiac religion, mass mysticism, evangelical
revivals and their peers, war acts as a liberation; it seems fo answer
to some deep-lying need for a moral holiday, & need, perhaps primor-
dially biological, to live with utter abandon in utter danger.””** Many
motives converge in the lust for fighting and war. Buf although it is
of great significance for the psychologist to discover whether it is
idealism or sadism, personal insecurity or the longing for adventure
which is the most imporiant factor in bringing sbout the result, the
present investigation is not coneerned with these problems because it
aceepts the existence of the fighting impulse.

The conception we have of certain things often corresponds to a
state of affairs that once existed but is now past; we retain our idea
because we prefer romanticism to truth. As Bertrand Russell justly
remarks, that is the way many men view war. There iy practically

117he Praspects of Industrial Civilization (New York 1923), pp. 32-33.

12Horace M. Kallen, ‘‘On War and Peace,’’ Social Research (Vol. 6, 1930).

13:¢War apd the Common People,’’ Foreign Affairs, 4 Jowrnsl of Interna-
tional Understanding (Febryary, 1921),

140y, oit.
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nothing in ecommon between the duels under the walls of Troy and the
(allegedly) chivalrous fighis in the eva of the Crusades, on the one
hand, and the mechanized mass slanghters of modern war on the other
hand, exceept the mutual killing. But we persist in believing that
nothing essential has chang :d.

Dostoievski has said that the decpest reason for war is peace.

Those astringent thinkers who lay bare for us the economic cavases of war
rarcly trouble to point out one imporiant faet. It is that no war of any size
has actually heen fought on those issues. . , . In no 1ecent campaign have the
troops marched to battle with an economie slogan: For our Chairman and Deben-
ture Holders or Death or Larger Dividends or Cheaper Raw Materials for
the Motherland. . . . Obvionsly yon eould not rmwse a division of tioops by talk
ing about raw mateiials and dividends., Ordinary men always go to war for
purely romantie reasons. . . . There has to be a 1omantie appeal. Men fight for
the glory and honor of the Efatherland, the motherland, for right against
might, for the Ling and the flag, for the women and children. Not the most
iron discipline, not the most urgent necessity for new markets and old coal-
fields, can keep armies from crumbling away once the romantie appeal is discov-
ered to he a tricky lie, ouce the last glimmer of chivalry has yanished. This
may not be true of all races, but it is certainly true of the Bnglish, the Ameri-
cans, the Germans, to name no others. The ordinary folk, who furmsh the ae-
tual fighting forees, are all romanties.1d

The Arabs of Palestine would have benefited tremendously by the
inflox of Jewish settlers and Jewish eapital and they would have wel-
eomed them wholeheartedly if they had thought in purely economic
terms. Instead, they preferved to wreck the whole economic structure
of the couniry, including their own interests, rather than share Pales-
tine with the Jews. Their attitude was thus deseribed by Lorcd Peel in
the Report of the Palestine Royul Commission: ‘The schools are breed-
ing-places of patriotism, and the young Arabs who emerge from them
are then caught up by the Youth Movement. This movement is un-
affected by economic arguments. ‘British talk,” writes one who knows
the Arabs well, ‘of balanced budgets and higher standards of living is
poor cold stuff when compared with the heroies of the nationalists. No
gallant youth of any race would hesitate for a moment under which
banner to enlist,” 716

Even the pacifists appeal to their followers to wage ‘‘war against

‘15.T . B, Priestloy, ¢¢The Public and the Idea of Pence,’’ Challenge to Death,
Philip Noel Baker and others (Tondon, 1934),
18The Times (Londom, July 8§, 1937),
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war.”’ It is a more rousing slogan than ‘‘peace for peace.”” The emo-
tional impact of war terminologies has been siressed by Kallen:

Is il for nothing that the bird of peace is a dove and the bird of war an
eagle? Is it for nothing that songs which most deeply move the heart are songs
of war and not of peace; that the ‘‘Star Spangled Banner’’ and every other
hymn of every other nation, that ihe ¢*Marseillaise,’’ the ‘‘Internationale,’’ and
gvery other hymn of cvery other libertarian movement is a hymn of war and not
of peace; that the imagery of the western religion of love is prevailingly an
imagery of battle? ‘‘Onward, Christian Soldiers,”’ we are commanded, ‘“march
ing as to war.’’17

At the time of Augustus, noble Romans had such an impulse to
fight that they chose to take the place of their slaves in the arena. The
early Christian church was radieally paeifist and only very relue-
tantly allowed any Christian to become a soldier. DBut the church
had to make concessions after il had established peace with Rome and
later, when the Barbarians had been converted and their states were
ruled by Christian governments, It declared that a Christian was
allowed and even obliged to fight a “‘just’’ war, but tried in every pos-
sible way to keep the Christians at peace among themselves. But the
combal ingtinet of the knights was so sirong that during the Middle
Ages, fighting and bloodshed never ceased for any length of time.
Denial of a Christian funeral to those who had been killed in tourna-
ments proved useless; and the Treuga Dei was more in the nature of a
eonpromise than a solution.

So strongly does war appeal to man that the Christian chureches,
whose founder taught non-resistance to evil, have found it necessary
and useful to address their followers in warlike language. They seem
to have felt as Georg Christoph Lichtenberg, a German philosopher of
the late eighteenth century, did when he asked: ‘‘Is it not strange
that men so like to fight for theiv religion and so dislike 1o live aceord-
ing to its commands?’’> Adolf Harnack has shown the imporiance of
terms in Christian speech borrowed from military vocabularies.®
Saint Paul deseribes the panoply of the faithful, and speaks of the
campaign, the army, ransom, prisoners, baggage, companions in arms,
the fight, and the c¢rown that is to be the reward of the conqueror. In
Clement, of Alexandria are to be found the frumpet, the phalanz, the

1TRallen, op eif,
18)filitiq Christi, Die Christlicke Religion und der Boldatenstand in den ersten
dret Jahrhunderten (1905), Bovet, op. eit., p. 117.
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general. In Origen, and in Tertullian especially, such metaphors are
still more abundant. Therealter, they pass into the status of hack-
neyed phrases. Christians speak of themselves as warriors enrolled in
an army, the leader of which is Christ. Those who are not of them
are civilians, or pagans,

Ignatius Loyola was the most redoubtable fighter that ever stood
for Catholicism and against the Reformation. He was a Christian sol-
dier before his wounds, received at the siege of Pampeluna in 1521,
combined with long meditations led him to sublimate his earlier ideals
and become a soldier of Christ. In his famous ‘‘Exercises’’ he devel-
oped ‘‘a military method, which made the soul and its different facul-
ties march under orders, act by act, modality by modality.”’t® Ile
wished the soul to be trained in such a way thal it obeyed the ego as
the soldier obeys his commander. He called his society ‘‘The Com-
pany of Jesus,”’ and it was led by a ‘““‘general.”” The Jesuit sees the
world as a place in which friend and foe, God and the devil, are ever
battling with each other.

In more recent times another militaristic Christian organization,
the Salvation Army, was founded by William Booth. It, too, is led by
officers, headed by generals; its chief publication is named the War
Cry, and its language abounds with warlike imagery. The Salvation
Army marches, conquers, storms fortresses, holds positions, and car-
ries attacks.

Though the apostles of the religion of love and forgivensss use
military language and though Christians have fought many wars for
their religion, patriotism appeals to the fighting impulse even more
strongly than religion. Bovet mentions missionaries who in their
Christian mission stations would no doubt have hesitated to revert to
force, even if attacked by savages, but who nevertheless hurried from
the ends of the earth in 1914 to take up arms in the defense of their
country. They might have been willing to undergo religious martyr-
dom joyfully, but as citizens of a political state in which the warlike
instinet had not been sublimated they were conseious of duties imposed
by this relationship.29 .

In purely secular struggles between political parties, successes
such ag the various faseist movements secured in certain countries

19Bovet, op cit, p. 118,
207vid, p. 159,
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were greatly aided by their superior use of militaristic langunage, sym-
bols, and organization. Hvery political party speaks of offensives,
ireachery, resistance, battles, and victories. But the Fascists in Italy
and National Socialists in Germany did more than that. They ad-
dressed people who had become acenstomed to warlike concepts in the
World War. Mussolini was somewhat influenced by Nietzsche and
Georges Sorel, the spiritual father of syndicalism; his temperament
made him sympathetic to the glorification of violence, Sorel teaches
in a number of books, the hest known of which is his Réflexions sur la
Violence (first published in 1906), that the proletariat can achieve
Secialism only if it knows how to fight and if it has a myth in whieh
it believes. According to Sorel, no social movement in history ever
achieved anything on the basis of rational calenlation; those who won
were possessed of a blind belief and conceived of themselves as way-
riors eager for battle. The enemy of the proletariat is the bourgeoisie,
and the proletarian myth must be the general strike. The social-
democratic parties only falk and bargain in assemblies and parlia-
ments, which have no relation to fighting. Socialism will be victorious
not through parliamentary procedure but through the syndicats
(unions of the workmen). These must act, not talk; their weapons are
hatred, sabotage, and the general strike.

Syndicalism does not shun bloodshed, but prefers civil wars to
““Imperialistic’” wars. Writing in 1924 when the Russian Bolgheviks
had disposed of their ‘‘white’’ enemies and had defeated Koltschak,
Denikin, and Wrangel, a prominent syndicalist, Edonard Berth, pre-
dicted that the vietories of the Red armies would form the nuecleus of
a new myth for the international proletariat. He deseribes a battle as
““an event whose influence in the historie drama is marvelous. Nothing
glge in the world elecirifies the heart as much as a victory which is
worth more to a cause than tons of arguments and all the dialectics of
our intellectuals.”’2!

The influence of syndicalist ideas is apparent in Bolshevism and in
Fascism, in Lenin and Mussolini. Nothing need be said about the
myth of war in Fascist Italy and Nazi Germany, evidenced by the
black shirts and brown shirts, the fasees and the swastika, (Hovinezz
and the Horst Wessel Lied, the terms Duee and IMlihrer. The impor-
tance of militaristic conceptions for bringing about group enthusiasm

21Guerre des Etals ou Guerre des Classes (Paris, 1924), p. 81.
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in Soviet Russia are not so generally recognized. Xlaus Mehnert, who
wrote a book on the youth of Soviet Russia, relates: In an often quoted
sentence Stalin calls science a fortress to be ‘‘conquered’” by youth.
The daily papers look like war bulletins., Every economic and intel-
leetual event becomes a ‘‘campaign’™ on a “front.”” ‘“ Armies’’ fight
‘‘battles,”” ‘‘brigades’’ take ‘‘narrow passes by storm,’”” “‘iron bat-
talions’’ put a fighting-zone under ‘‘machine-gun fire,”” ‘‘traitors’
are ‘‘exposed,”’ and ‘‘staffs mobilize,’ 2

Men are gregarious and like to combine in groups and they have,
moreover, a fighting impulse that breaks through into the social life,
Thus the groups arousing the strongest loyalties will be those whose
aim is to be ‘‘in-groups’’ in opposition to ‘‘out-groups.’”” The mem-
bers of the former groups will view ihe world as an assemblage of
unrelated sections. They will cherish traditions of war and glory. In
peacetime individuals and groups will quarrel among themselves, but
in war “nations’ will stand together, believing that they differ radi-
eally in character, traditions, and ideals from their enemies.

22nie Jugend in Sovielrussland (Berlin, 1932), p. 76.



CIOIAPTER NINE

NATIONAL HONDR

The connection between the fighting impuwise ana nationat con-
sciousness is so close that the latter would not exist without the for-
mer, Innumerable human groups have warred with other groups for
thousands of years. The groups whose members were war-minded and
courageous obviously had a better chance of survival than those whose
members disliked war and looked upon courage with indifference
Natural selection inevitably worked in favor of groups holding war-
like courage in high esteem. This evaluation still exists in our mod-
ern society. Men are despised when they fail to live up to the general
standard of courage. Bravery is such an important ingredient of
male-appeal that the female worshippers of warlike heroism are often
more enamored of war than men are. If courage, or what is sup-
posed to be courage, should one day lose its prestige with women, the
lust for war would suffer a tremendous set-hack, possibly a fatal blow.

Not even the most ardent nationalist advocates war merely for
the sake of war, regardless of whom the war is to be fought against
and the circumstances under whieh it begins. A war must be justi-
fied; otherwige a bad conscience may more than counterbalance the
glory and joy of fighting. The lust for war has lately decreased al-
most universally, But even before this recent tendency became mani-
fest, a ballot taken on the guestion ‘‘which ig preferable, war or
peace?’’ would certainly have found the wmajority of the votes cast
for peace. However, if the question had been changed to read ‘‘which
is preferable, war or peace, when the honor of the nation is at stake?”’
the resnlt would have been quile different. The honor of the nation
is a very vague conception. To a certain extent, people know what
they mean when they say that they are defending their property and
personal liberty, but they are quite unable to define national honor.

a3
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Yet the phrase brings about a warlike reaction. It produces the atti-
tude: this we shall not suffer; war is preferable.

The Second Iague Conference assumed questions of national honor
to be of such outstanding importance that it decided that it could not
investigate or pass judgment on disputes of an international nature
involving honor or vital national interests. Hitler, in whose speeches
ihe word ‘‘honor’’ oecurs countless times, wrote to the British Prime
Minister on August 23, 1939: ‘I have already more than once de-
clared before the German people and the world that there can be no
doubt concerning the determination of the new German Reich rather
10 accept, for however long it may be, every sort of misery and tribu-
lation than to sacrifice its national interest, let alone its honor.”’ Leo
Perla goes so far as to hold that ‘‘national honor has been the canse
of almost every war of history.’’?

The Encyclopaedic Britannica? calls honor ‘‘a ferm which may be
defined as respect, esteem or deference paid to, or received by, a per-
son in consideration of his charaeter, worth or position; also the state
or condition of the person exciting the feeling or expression of such
esteem ; particularly a high personal character coupled with conduet
in accordance with a nice sense of what is right and true and dae to
the position so held.”” Arthur Schopenhauer defines it thus: “‘Honor
is, on its objective side, other people’s opinion of what we are worth;
on its subjective side, it is the respect we pay to this opinion,’’

The respeet {0 which individuals are entitled varies aceording to
their status in soclety. The honor of an unmarried woman, in West-
ern soclety, is insulted when her chastity is questioned, but chastity
does not enter into the honor of men., Veracity is more strongly as-
sociated with the honor of businessmen than with that of artists, for
example. Courage, some feel, has little to do with women’s honor;
but with men it is extremely important, snd with soldiers it over-
shadows every other quality.

The manifestations of individual honor are different in several
major respects from those of national honor. When a man loses his
honor, he knows it through the reactions of the persons around him.
Ag social standing and the respect paid by others make strongly for

1 hat Iz Natonal Honor? (New York, 1918), p. xxvil.
214th Edition, Vol. XI.
30y, cif., p. 73.
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happiness, his well-being is seriously affected. But a nation which
loses its honor has as little capacity to feel this as anything else for a
group cannot experience sensations. Only the individuals who com-
pose a group perceive and feel. Therefore, the honor of the nation,
which depends upon the attitude of people belonging to otlher nations,
is revealed only to persons who live outside of the country or have
the means of eommunication with sources of foreign opinion. These
persons alone can tell by their own experience il and how far the repu-
fation of a nation has suffered. The masses, however, rely upon what-
ever their governments disclose,

The same cannot be said of all groups within society, In many
instances, certain groups strongly affect the respect in which their
individual members are held. It is generally considered a decided as-
set to come from a ‘‘good’’ family. To be a high government official
or an army officer provides considerable prestige in some guarters. In
many countries, physicians are socially more respected than dentists.
Jews have a Jower social standing than Gentiles almost everywhere.
Since the manual worker is generally ranked near the base of the
social scale he often wants to elimb into the white-collar elass, even if
this means less income. These valuations are, of course, set by flue-
tuating publie opinion and reactions to them are of a personal rather
than of a eollective type. A group may protest against its position in
society as a group or through some of its members, but the individual
who earnestly wishes for more esteem tries simply to rise into a higher
group. Workmen try to become clerks and send their children to
eollege ; Jews embrace Christianity and change their names,

When the honor of a nation is offended, the individual feels no
direct consequences. The respect in which foreigners hold a particu-
lar Peruvian, has no more connection with the fate of Peru than the
social standing of a clerk or workman has with the relative prosperity
of the firm for which he works; his honor is not affected when the
corporation becomes bankrupt. Fven the military achievements of a
nation, the essence of national honor, have no relation to the esteem
in which its citizens are held beyond its frontiers, A German was not
despised in England or the Uunited States because Germany had a
negligible army for some years; he is not more respected since Ger-
many has rearmed and proved anew her military strength, A Swiss,
a Dutchman, or a Scandinavian finds it as easy as an Englishman or
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an American to make social connections anywhere No one is inter-
ested in the ‘‘hounor’’ of their respective countries. Until the actual
declaration of war, the standing of a well-educated Japanese in the
United States was not affecled by the standing of his country as a
fighting nation. Fven after Japan was conceded to be a mighty force
in world polities anti-Japanese immigration legislation siill persisted
in the United States. When Germany was said to have lost her honor
through the peace treaty of Versailles, Germans did not flee from
their country oul of mortification. There has not been any discernible
tendency on the part of the citizens of less conspicuous nations to be-
come Germans or Italians just because Iitler and Mussolini have
claimed that they redeemed the honor of their respective countries.

When is the honor of a nation felt to have been viclated? The
German Nazis, certainly sensitive on the subject of national honor,
took no offense when, in 1935, the Swiss and the Dutch governments
cautioned their manufaclurers against exports to (Germany because
(Ferman promises of payment seemed worthless. The sentiment that
national honor is at stake arises only when a nation feels ihat it is
asked to do something or to acquiesce in something cowardly. Its
courage must be clearly involved. In showing a willingness to fight, a
nation proves that it is not cowardly and that it intends to punish
the offender, Several writers have stressed this fact. In speaking of
national honor, Thorstein Veblen remarked:

It will commonly happen that any material grievance must first be con-
verted into terms of this spiritual capital, hefore it is effectually turned to ac-
count as a stimulus to wailike enterprige . ... It is a highly valued asset, or
at least a valued possession, but il is of a metaphysical, not of a physiecal
nature, and it is not known to serve any material or otherwise useful end apart
from affording a practical grievance consequent upon its infraction.s

A, A, Milne has this to say:

You will notice that whenever a Patriot (who may De loosely defined as a
man who thinks that other people are not patriots) talks about England, he
meang always this third Eungland, the Great Power. He is not thinking of
the England of Shakespeare and Dickens, and calling his neighbors a traitor
for preferring the pleasure of Tchekov and Dostoievsky, Ile is not thinking
of English government, and extolling democracy over fasecism., He is thinking
of England as a nation in competition with other nalions: of England, that is,

tdn Inquiry into the Nature of Peace and the Terms of ifs Perpetualion
{(New York, 1917), pp. 27, 29.
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as a Power. . . . So when the Patriot ciies that England’s prestige is in danger,
he means that England’s 1epulation as a Great Power is in danger; by which he
means only this: that England’s reputation tor war capacity is in danger . .. .

A nation’s honor, then, is measured by a nation’s wilhngness to use force to main-
taln its reputation as a user of force.’

National honor is a purely military matter in that it is brought
to a nation’s consciousness only through offences connected with mili-
tary courage. This conclusion is supported by the following line of
reasoning,

1t is believed essentiially dishonorable for a nation to submit o
guestion of honor o the judgment of a third party. In sueh matters
the only alternative 1o discussion is warfare. ‘‘National interests may
sometimes be submitted to infernsational agreement, but national
honor never!’’® The code of the private duel preseribes ihat courage,
as shown by 2 man’s willingness to duel, restores honor. In matfers
of national honor not only must there be a fighting reaction, bul an
insult must have military implications.

Since honor is considered an instinetive feeling, long deliberation
over the gquestion as to whether the honor of the nation has been in-
sulted or not is in itself as dishonorable as an appeal to a court. The
decision of a nation to ask for restoration of its insulted homor is
never the outcome of lengthy public diseussion. It is characleristic
that in Italian the word ‘‘prudente’’ means both clever and cautious.
A nation sensitive eoncerning its honor wishes to be neither eautious
nor clever. It prides itself upon quick action without regard to the
cost, when its honor is at stake.

Additional proof of the assertion that national homor coineides
with military esteem is to be found in those cases in which it has been
considered dishonorable for a nation to ask for peace. To declare
war may be morally objectionable and economieally irresponsible, but
it is seldom regarded as dishonorable. But when a nation does not
attack a powerful neighbor until the latter has been rendered helpless
by a third nation, the world draws the conclusion that cowardice
rather than courage dictated the moment for the declaration of war.
Tor example, Italy’s entry into the war against France in June, 1940,
was generally regarded as detracting from, rather than adding to, the
honor of Italy.

i Peace with Honor (New York, 1934), pp. 34.87.
$Hayes, op efl., p. 187,
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‘When one nation is attacked by another and there is some chance,
however small, that the attacked may defend itself successfully, the
code of honor demands resistance, But when two forces are so un-
equally malched that a war can only mean a victory for the stronger
power, the weaker nation is not always expected to resist. The tre-
mendous development of armaments in the last twenty years has
worked in favor of the more powerful nations—especially through the
increased efficjency of the airplane. (one is the time when a few
Swiss eantons could defy the Hapsburg dynasty and the Duteh could
revolt suecessfully against Spanish world power, At the turn of the
twentieth century, it took the British several years to subdue the
Boers. But in 1939, the Albanians, who had throughout the centuries
often given serious trouble to their Turkish masters, were conguered
by the Italians within less than a week. In May, 1940, the Dutch
were overcome by the Germans in {four days. Where resistancs would
have been justified in former times, it is often utterly hopeless today.
In consequence, cases involving national honor have been diminishing.
Hitler obtained Sudetenland and Memel wilthout having to fire a shot.
In April, 1940, the Danes did not put up even a symbolic resistance,
and a little later Soviet Russia obtained Bessarabia from Rumania
in the same bloodless way in which she had taken the small Raltic
States (though not Finland). Under pressure of the Axis powers,
Rumania ceded Transylvania to Hungary, and King Carol was foreed
to abdicate.

If it does not involve eowardice to yield to an opponent immeasur-
ably stronger, it is not, then, cowardice to be lenient toward an op-
ponent who is extremely weak, Thus, prior to 1914, Austria-Hungary
used to boast that she bad tolerated the inimical behavior of the small
Serbian kingdom for many years, although she would not have done
50 in the case of a more powerful state. As the Austro-Hungarian
army was unguestlonably strong enough to defeat the Serbians, the
Hapshurg monarchy could afford an attitude of being ““too proud
to fight.” In Aungust, 1914, Germany invaded Luxemburg, Belgium,
and France, Luxemburg, with a population of 250,000 and a comie
opera army, let the Germans pass, and no one blamed her for not
fighting. 'When Belgium, which might have acted otherwise, chose to
go to war, the admiration of the whole world was aroused. ‘‘Poor
little Belginm’' won more national honor than either its larger or its
smaller neighbor.
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When a war has been fought between several nations and one side
has been defeated, the victor must decide whether he will rob the de-
feated of all military power and perhaps even of his existence as a
sovereign state, or merely of its position as a world power, In the
latter case, the chance of a new war, in which the role of vietor and
defeated may be reversed, is greater. There is also a greater chance
that the defeated nation will view its fuiure with renewed couwrage
and honor, After Poland had been divided among three neighbor-
ing stales in the ecighteenth eentury, the Poles claimed the right to
restore the Polish state and national independence, but they did not
say that their honor was involved in remaining dependent and di-
vided. Had there been a Polish state and had this state been foreed
by treaty to declare its sovereign allegiance each year to Germany,
Russia, and Austria-Hungary by some symbolic aet agreed upomn,
the Polish nation would have felt very sirongly the loss of ils honor.
There would then have been a possibility, though a dangerous one,
of defying the neighboring sovereignties and of discontinuing the
act of allegiance.

Amnnexations seem fo touch national honor less than unilateral re-
strictions of military power. Had the French annexed the German
Rhineland in 1819, as their generals wished, there would have been
eevn more ill-feeling between the two countries and even greater prob-
ability of another war; but the loss of the Rhineland would have
come under the conception of honor as little as did the surrender of
Alsace-Lorraine by France to Germany in 1871. The substitnie used
by the French-—to demilitarize the Rhineland while it remained Ger-
man, and to limit the German army to 100,000 men-—was bound
to convinece the Germans that it was dishonorable for them lo com-
ply forever with such conditions.

Obviously, a definition of viclations of national honor must be
elastic. The matter is open to different interpreiations. Not what
a nation does but what its actions mean or are supposed to mean
ig the decisive factor, This, of course, is analogous to our social at-
titudes in daily life. A blow accidentally given, and perhaps fol-
lowed by an apology, may be physically more painful than an inten-
tional slap in the face; but the former means nothing, while the
latter is an ingult. Insults to national honor are, for the most part,
not intended as such, and yet they are not fortuitous, There must,
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therefore, exist within every nation responsible interpreters of na-
tional honor capable of deciding the meaning of what other nations
intend.

Before considering the role of the interpreters of national honor,
a few hypothetical situations in whieh national honor may or may not
be involved may profitably be discussed. When the military strength
of two nations is s0 balanced that prolonged resistance appears pos-
sible for the eventually weaker side, any demand for the surrender
of territory is regarded as a case in which honor demands resistance.
Nations have often gone to war for strips of territory which were
quite useless to them and in some cases even a nuisance. But when
the demand for the surrender of territory is not accompanied by
threats, the situation may look differcnt. The United States bought
the Louisiana Territory from France, Florida from Spain, Alaska
from Russia, and St. Thomas from Denmark. England voluntarily
ceded the Tonian Islands to Greece. Sweden did not declare war on
Norway when the Norwegians decided to refuse further obedience
to the King of Sweden. When one nation desires territory owned
by another, the question of honor may be involved; on the other
hand, it may merely result in bargaining. The ‘‘interests’” which
are so often supposed to clash are less important than the sensibili-
ties.

If nalions were groups of persons with similar economie inter-
esls, or persons dominated by a bourgeoisie eager to pursue its class
interests in foreign policy, economie questions would be more likely
than anything else to draw nations into war, with national honor
used as n pretext, As a matter of fact, economic setbacks suffered at
the hands of foreign nations are less likely than other causes to bring
about the sentiment of outraged national honor. To impose tariffs,
to refuse to trade with other people, even to introduce autarchy, is
the undisputed right of every nation. The repudiation of an ex-
ternally incurred debt may have very serious consequences, but the
creditors do not mention thelr honor in this conneetion,

Man knows within himself whether he is happy or unhappy,
and 1o one needs to explain to him his likes and dislikes. It is quite
different with national honor, however, where interpretations are
innumerable, and we are not concerned as individuals but ag mem-
bevs of the whole nation,
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Who are the ‘‘keepers of the Code’’ (Veblen) who, by using or dis-
regarding the phrase ‘‘national honor,’’ can make or prevent war? In
the more or less totalitarian states there is no discussion, and hence
the government decides, The totalitarian government, whether ex-
pressed in a king or dictator, does not follow publie opinion; it
formulates public opinion. But where there is free diseussion, as in
democracies, anyone may raise his voice. In some countries, as in
England, men coming from noble or well established families are high-
ly trusted by the public. Generals are often important, especially
after a successful war record. Journalists, parliamentarians, trade-
union jeaders, and clergymen may be more or less influential. Dut
the government in power counts for more than all of these, even
n a democracy, for the government alone can translate foreign
policy into action.

‘When a government wants to avoid war or an imbroglio, it simply
floes not raise the issue of national honor, even in eases where it would
seem to be unavoidable. The American govermment of 1937 was
peace-minded and so were the people. In contrast with the Spanish-
American War in 1808, touched off by the destruction of an Awmeri-
ean warship, the destruction of an American warship by the Japa-
nese in 1937 led to nothing more than a protest and a demand for
indemnity. The British, so sensitive to questions of honor in the
days of Palmerston and Disraeli, merely protested the shooting of
their ambassador in China. The slapping of a French eonsul by the
Dey of Algier in 1827 ended the latter’s sovereignty. but a similar
affront to an American consul by a Japanese soldier in Jannary,
1938, was forgotten a few days later after the Japanese government
apologized, If a few really great leaders had stood up in France
and England in the fall of 1938 and had argued that war would be
better than the loss of national honor in abandoning Czechoslovakia,
the people would possibly have followed them. But becanse the
people were not told that national honor was of the highest national
value, the majority accepted the Munich agreement with little op-
position. Tn June, 1940, Paul Reynand and his followers urged
the French people to continue their fight against Germany alongside
of Qreat Britain for the sake of their national honor, if for no other
reason. Buif the Pétain Government declared ihe German armis-
ticg terms to be ‘““honorable’ and discontinued resistance,
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I'rom the above we may conclude that iniernational events are
traditionally associaled with the coneept of national honor. But
no matter how important these associations may be, the work of the
interpreters of honor is more significant. It is they who decide whether
the courage of the nation has been questioned and should be demon-
strated.

There was a time when the only honor to be defended hy force
of arms was the honor of the absolutist kings, They ruled their
countries, were honored by their subjects, disposed of the public in-
come, and fell themselves to be the descendants of congquerors and
warriors Their honor could be insulted, defended and restored,
whereas anything like ‘“‘national homnor’’—that is, the honor of the
king’s subjects—was beyond the conception of their times. The
kings were their own nterpreters in matters of honor. A feudal con-
cept in the Middle Ages, honor was a possession of kings and knights;
the rest of the people had no honor. But when the Third Hstate
became the nation, the honor of the kings and knights was appropriated
by the nations. They thereby inherited a concept, laden with possi-
bilities for war, far more remote from the interests of the average
citizen than it had been from those of the kings and their gelected
feudal followers.”

It becomes clear, then, that national honor refleets national eon-
scigusness in general, but is in no sense a synonym for interest or
happiness. As John Bright, British nineteenth century statesman,
said; ‘‘Crowns, coronets, mitres, military display, the pomp of war,
wide colonies and a large empire, are, in my view, all trifles light as
air, and not worth considering, unless with them you ean have a fair
share of comfort, contentment and happiness among the greal body of
the people.’’® This is conirary to interests of national honor. When
the French King, Francis I, said, after having lost the battle of Pavia,
‘“All is lost, except honor,”’ he stated rightly that one can lose every-
thing and keep one’s honor, just as one can lose one’s honor and

7i¢ Among the reasons of state, peculiarly appropriate to foudal ordors and
monarchies, thers early appeared a formula known as the ‘honor of the prince,’
which was easily transformed, with the growth of demoeiaey, into the idea
of ‘national honor.? !’ Charles A, Beard, The Idea of Natwonal Interest (1934},
p. 16,

8Quated by 'W. L. Blease, 4 Short Huwiary of English Inberalism (1913), p.
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keep everything else. National honor may preler a war, even one
destined to fail, to a cheap capitulation without a struggle. Cer-
tainly it would have been better for the happiness of the German
people had they lost instead of won many battles in the first World
‘War. They were destined to lose that war and a shori struggle
would have saved many lives and much wealth, From the same con-
sideration, it would have heen betler had the Poles not defended
Warsaw in September, 1939, but rather had kept their eapital intact.
But the Germans are proud of their vietories during four years of
the First World War and the Poles are proud of their defense ol
Warsaw,

Most people are in some way dissatisfied with the political and
economic conditions under which they live. Some desire more eco-
nomie equality ; others think there ought to be less. Large minorities,
and sometimes even majorities, are dissatisfied with the laws con-
cerning alcoholic liguor, trade unions, education, divorce, and taxes.
In a demoeracy many arguments are needed 1o econvert persons {rom
one opinion to another. Bui in spile of dissatisfactions, the average
man is ordinarily willing neither to change nor lo risk his life for
the sake of laws and institutions. He does not emigrate as a rnle,
and he does not aliempt to bring abont a revolution. Ile values hig
life and what comforts he has and carefully weighs his wishes against
possible risks,

When one takes into consideration the gdifficulty of convincing
people that they ought to pay higher taxes, it is nothing short of amaz-
ing how easily 1he same people are often satisfied with the arguments
proving that a certain war is justified or, possibly, inevitable. Until
1914, the Austrians and Hungarians took it for granted that the Haps-
burg monarchy must be a “Balkan power.”” A war which started
because 180,000,000 Russians could not leave a few million distant
Serbians ‘‘unprotected’’ was at first extremely popular in Russia.
For Germany, the inviolability of Austria-Hungary was a ‘‘question
of existence.”’ Many Germaus, including leading merchants and promi-
nent professors of history and economics, were convineed during the
last decades of the nineteenth and the first decade of the twentieth
century that Germany wonld have to fight a just war for her **place
in the sun,” that is, colonies, though it was clear that Germany her-
self, like Switzerland, Sweden, and many other countries, had devel-



)
104 NATIONAL CONSCIOUSNESS

oped a great foreign irade and had become prosperous without colo-
nies. After the first War World the slogan that Germany was in need
of Lebensraum, a vague and unintelligible phrase, had the same emo-
tional success.®

A war which is fonght for Alsace-Liorraine or Danzig sacrifices
the lives of more co-nationals than an eventual victory will add to
the vietorious mation. Purthermore, even if the war is won, more
wealth is destroyed than is newly aegquired,

Why, then, should nations be satisfied with absurd arguments
and unintelligible slogans? Evidently because a heroic war, and par-
ticularly a heroie vietory oflers considerably more than the official
war aims imply., After Hitler had started his dynawmie foreion
policy, scoring almost unbelievable suceesses without firing a shot,
many observers helieved that he would never rigk a war, beeause it
was evident that he had everything to lose and highly guestionable
whether whatever he gained would be worth a Buropean conflict.
This position overlooked the fact that Hitler stood to gain one thing
valued by nationalists above everything else—recognition of his
courage. Along with the visible spoils and against the drawbacks of
possible defeat must be ecounted the respect of the world for the au-
dacity of an aggressor. Once this is understood, the otherwise unin-
telligible foreign policy of certain aggressive nations and the attitude
of almost all of them in respect to national honor is understandable.
National honor is national consciousness condensed into a formula.
The political or intellectnal leaders of the nations interpret its mean-
ing, and the masses ave willing to be convinced that they are to fight
and die for it.

9¢Jome frreverent scoffer in an after-dinner speech the other night was
guilly of this ribald jest. Says Jones, f What ig this I hear, Smith, ahout your not
beligving in the Monroe Doctrine?’ Smith reforts, ‘It’s g wieked lie. T naver said
I did not believe in it. I would lay down my life for it. What I did say was that
I do )not know what it means.’ ** Norman Angell, The Public Mind (New York,
1927), p. 82,
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An inquiry into the nature of national consciousness may be re-
stated by a consideration of two questions. First, what do the mem-
bers of nationally-minded nations feel and think? This has been
answered in the chapters on ‘‘The Fighting Impulse’’ and ‘‘National
Honor.”” Secondly, which people feel national conscionsness and what
is their common denominator? The answer to this question involves a
discussion of the methods by which nations have been awakened and
formed in the past.

““Patriotism,’’ according to Veblen, ‘“‘may be defined as a sense
of partisan solidarity in respeet of prestige. . . Patriotism is of a con-
tentions complexion and finds its full expression in no other outlet than
warlike enterprise; its highest and final appeal is for the death,
damage, discomfort and destruetion of the party of the second part. . .
Patriotism is useful for breaking the peace, not for keeping it.”’t
Thus, though patriotism is regarded universally as a virlue, it has
practically no meaning in peacetime, Its ethical implications are asso-
ciated entirely with war,

Questions of morality have little to do with nationality and are
determined by other associations. A Hindu will submit to poverty
and oppression, and hope for better circumstances in later reincar-
nations; an Occidental democrat or socialist will strive to better his
situation immediately even to the point of revolution. For a Mo-
hammedan, war is a sacred duty and a privilege; for a Quaker, it is
a sin. Various religions and philosophies hold contrary attitudes
toward slavery, marriage, money, alecholic liquor, ete.®?. But what

10p. ait,, pp. 31, 33, 78.

2¢¢T¢ Buddhists beeame Christians or Christians beeame Buddhists, a corre-
sponding moral change would soon make itself felt. The difference hetween Hin-
doo and Mohammedan moials elosely follows the dilference between their eraeds.
Whether Christianity is true or false, and whether European morality is good
or bad, Buropean morality is in fact founded upon religion, and the destruetion
of the one must of necessity involve the rceonstruetion of the other.’’ James
Fitzjames Stephen, Liberty, Equality, Fraternity (London, 1874), p. 77.
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difference does it make in daily life whether a person is an American,
2 (Glerman, or an Italian? All over the world workmen are eager to
get the highest possible wage for their work. Regardless of their
nationality, employers calculate expenses against profits, physicians
try to lreat their patients properly, artists endeavor to create beauty,
scholars seek for truth. Honesty, charity, faithfulness, and other vir-
tues implied in the ten commandments are aceepted as the standard
of morality everywhere. In mormal times ithe average American,
Englishman, or Frenchman rarely finds himself confronted with moral
problems which he thinks of in nationalist terms. But when war
comes, each man thinks first of his nationality.

It is generally conceded that certain indications of the love a man
feels for his country are found only in people who are born and
reared on their native soil. The Rhinelander has an attachment to
the Rhineland that no one else ordinarily feels; the foreign tourist
admires the Alps without experiencing the sentimental attachment
of a Swiss; lyrie poetry and art forms centering around the family
or the native village almost always originate with persons who have
long been influenced by their artistic inspiration, But the will to
power, the fighting impulse, the pleasure of ‘‘belonging,’”’ and the
desire for political leadership within a certain group, do not presup-
pose an original affiliation with the nation for which a person chooses
to work. Poreigners may do as good a job as the native born. A
man may serve a country as a soldier or as a statesman without
claiming it as his birthplace. It is, therefore, permissible to conclude
that where foreigners play an important role as national leaders,
the fighting impulse and its implications—not the love for home
and homeland—have made this leadership possible.

Napoleon was emperor and dietator of the Prench people when
national feeling already ran high. During fifteen years he asked
them for unheard of sacrifices. Yet he was a Corsican and, there-
fore, more Italian than French. In his youth he had felt intense
Corgican patriotism and hatred against the IPrench, and he never
learned to speak French like a Frenchman, Cavour, who played
2 decisive part in bringing sbout the nationsal unification of Italy
was more French than Italian, and spoke French or the Piedmontese
provineial dialect almost exclusively. Gambetta, on the other hand,
was of Ttalian descent. Kossuth, the national hero of the Hungarians,
was 4 Slovak,
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Many national leaders have fought against the countries from
which their families originally sprung. In Hapsburg Austria the
Ozechs were led in their national struggle against the Germans by
men named Reiger, Zeithammer, Krumbholz, Purghardt, Engel,
Herold ; and the Germans followed leaders named Chlumecky, Schmey-
kal, Kozepek.® After the annexation of Alsace-Lorraine by CGer-
many, the chairman of the Alsation opposition in the Reichstag was
a deputy named Teutsch. Charles Stewart Parnell, champion of
the Irish cause against Bngland, was English by descent. Hamon de
Valera, Prime Minister of Rire, was born in New York, the son of
a Spanish father and an Irish mother. The family of the strongly
nationalistic ITungarian Prime Minister, Gmbds, came {rom the Ger-
man Rb'neland. The leader of the Belgian Tascists, Degrelle, is
the son of a Frenchman who settled in Belgium not long ago. Cod-
reanu, one time leader of the Rumanian “‘Iron Guard,”” was not a
Rumanian; his father was half Polish and half Hungarian; his
mother was German, Hitler is not, as is sometimes reported, of
partly Czech descent, but pure Austrian, The first man of interna-
tional renown to recognize Hitler’s ‘‘destiny’ (and who predicted
as early as 1923 that Hitler would become a leader of the German
people equal to Bismarck) was Ilouston Stewart Chamberlain, a
British admiral’s son. After having received his education in France,
Chamberlain developed into one of the foremost apostles of German
nationalism. Among Hitler’s most intimate advisers, a surprisingly
large number were not born in Germany. Many Germans living out-
side of the Reich have shown sympathies with imperialistic and pan-
Gterman ideas, though Germany was not, or only partly, their Heimat.
Hitler’s most intimate friend, Rudolf Hess, was born in Egypt. Al
fred Rosenberg, the author of The Myth of the Twentieth Century,
best seller second only to Mein Kampf, comes from the Baltic prov-
inces and is by origin at least as much Esthonian, Lettish, and French
as German. Ricardo Darré, Hitler’s Minister of Agriculture until
1942, was born in Argentina,

Present-day dietators have been seen fit, for various purposes,
to interfere radically with the beliefs, customs, and traditions of
their people, Kemal Pasha undoubtedly deserves to be called a pa-

SPriedrich Herts, Rasse und Eultur (Leipzig, 1925), p. 408,
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friot. Yet he revolutionized Turkish laws and ways of living which
had hitherto been unchanged for centuries, He abolished polygamy,
gave women equal status with men, replaced Arabic by Latin letters,
and reformed the laws of Turkey by simply adopting the statute-
books of various Furopean countries. Xemal’s policy resembles that
of Peter the Great of Russia in its lack of consideration for national
iraditions. Yet, however good his motives, they did not include a
desire to perpetuate the old beliefs, customs, and traditions of his
countrymen.

Mussolini and Ilitler are admitteedly successful champions of na-
tional power. But their understanding of the national character of
the Italians and Germans, respectively, has been limited by their
ideologized military plans. Significantly, military training and life
in barracks is more or less the same in all countries. A German
and a TFrench soldier lead similar lives in peace as well as in war,
During a conflict, however much it may be fought for ‘‘national tra-
ditions and peculiarities,’” the participating nations lose their pecu.
liarities for the duration. Preparations for war and actual warfare
make serious inroads upon individual ways of living, Increased taxes
take a substantial portion of all private incomes, curtailing the sphere
within which individuals ean live according to their own wishes and
talents.

National consciousness is not intrinsically related to the spirit of
war. The original Italian national movement, like the contemporary
Indian national movement, was based upon a struggle for democracy;
the alien opponents of these movements have stood in the way of demo-
crafie institutions as well as of national $elf-determination. It is the
democratie, not the national, spirit that makes a Mazzini and a Gan-
dhi believe in the abolition of war. When national self-determina-
tion is achieved and national consciousness is no Jonger dependent
upon the demoeratic ideal, nationalism and pacifism tend to rise as
competing forees.

Even nationally dynamic peoples are mever, except when there
is actually war, concerned primarily with national consciousness.
The historians of the American, English, and Italian peoples must,
perforce, neglect the average individual, because it is impossible to
describe individual lives. Their subject is the nation and their ap-
proach encourages the impression that mations ag such (whatever
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that may mean) are the actors in history, rather than the millions
of individuals of which the nations are composed. Historians have
always described the decline of the old Roman Hmpire as a period
of decadence in philosophy, art, civil loyalty, and military prowess,
Thus the reader sees only comparatively few tired and decadent
Romans and remains oblivious to what happened to the mass of the
people. During a dozen generations many millions were born, grew
up, and died. They played as children, made love as adolescents,
became rich or poor, successful or unsuccessful, ambitious or re-
signed, healthy or sickly—just ag men have been al all times.

A nation may be, according to Renan, a permanent plebiscite—
but plebiscites are not held continuously. An enthusiast is not al-
ways enthusiastic, a religious person not always religious. Similarly,
a nationalist is not possessed by the fighling impulse to the exclusion
of all others. The most aggressive and courageous peoples do not
go to war wilhout at least the semblance of a moral pretext, though
they are easily satisfied in this respect. They must have some induce-
ment. As soon as this becomes manifest they suddenly become aware
that actually they are not nearly as opposed to fighting as they had
believed.

In recent times ithe impulse toward war has been receding and
national consciousness diminishing, But wherever and whenever
national conseiousness constitutes a strong foree, those individuals and
nations who are possessed by it are thinking of the honor, the power,
and the glory of their nation as compared with other nations, The
psychology of national conscionsness is not concerned with the daily
thought and life of every individual but rather with certain dynamie
explosions of the mass mind and how the ground was prepared for
such explosions,



CHAPTER ELEVEN

IMPERIALISM

At all times there have been people who believed that a certain
social or political institution to which they were opposed for some
reason was also the root of war and that wars would cease as soon as
goclety had been reformed. Until the eighteenth century, religious
skeptics maintained that wars were a consequence of religious fanati-
cism. In order to establish peace, 1t would, therefore, be necessary to
get rid of the influence of the clergy. When democracy was fighting
absolutism, most democrats believed that wars were the pastime of
ambitions princes and would give way to universal peace with the
introduction of universal demoeracy. When it became evident that
demoeracy was no remedy for the spirit of conquest, the socialists
proclaimed that wars were bound to exist as long as there was private
property, competition, and a greedy bourgeoisie—in short, until so-
cialism did away with war as well as other social evils.

The most tenable of these three theovies of the causes of war and the
means for its suppression (to which many more could be added), is
the one holding that war is associated with absolutism. Monarchs,
princes, and dictators have invariably profited by vietories. Whether
they were aiming at more prestige or more wealth or both, a suceess-
ful war brought them what they desired. The victorions sovereign
received evidences of respect from his old subjects and, in addition,
from those whom he annexed to his realm. He was also admired
by the world at large. The income which he obtained from newly
conguered ferritory was at his disposal; there was no democratic con-
trol.  Speaking of the kings of France, Taine stated: “‘Tvery time
they made war during the hundred years from 1672 to 1774, the mo-
tive was vanity, family interest, personal interest, or condenscension
toward a woman,”’* The same can be said of most absolutist rulers,
regardless of the time in which they lived.

1Les Origines de la France Contemporgine, L' dneien Régime (Paris, 27 itme
ed., 1908), I, p. 127,
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The subjects of the European emperors, kings, princes, and aris-
tocracies were various peoples who often spoke different langnages,
followed different religions, and believed in different traditions. The
only link between them was their ruler, who was therefore justified
in claiming with Louis XIV, “L’Elat ¢’est moi.”” No one expected a
ruler’s foreign policy to take care of anything except his own inter-
est and that of his family, When Louis XIV engaged in the war of
the Spanish Succession, it was not extraordinary that he sacrificed
the blood and the wealth of his people in order to place a Bourbon
on the throne of Spain. His soldiers were mercenaries; many of
them were Germans, Swiss, Scoteh, or Flemish, On one oceasion,
when he was reviewing his regiments, he used the expression ‘‘the
French Army”’ and then corrected himself, saying, ‘I mean the
Army of France.”’”? The mercenaries who composed every army had
their professional honor as soldiers, Buk that they should feel that
they were fighting for their country was guite out of the question,
In pre-democratic iimes, not even those who were of the same na-
tionality as their ruler gained any power or honor, however imag-
inary, by subduing other peoples. As to the ecomomic prosperity
of the country for which they gave their blood, the majority of the
soldiers who fought in the armies of Frederick the Great and Maria
Theresa were serfs. In the eightieenth century, custom barriers sepa-
rating one province from another cut across France and other na-
tions. Obviously, the idea that the annexation of additional terri-
tory might mean a larger area within which to migrate and to trade
freely, with resultant general increase in prosperity, was not one of
the motives of Continental European monarchical wars, The Prince
of Hesse, who sold several regiments to the English to be used in
America, has gone down in history as one of the greatest scoundrels
of modern times. Yet what he did wag hardly different from what all
absolutistic rulers have done: he made his subjects fight for aims
which were entirely alien to them, but which were quite reasonable
from the point of view of itheir master.

‘When men attempt to predict the course of history, they gener-
ally base their assumptions on rigid logie, and try to figure out what
human beings are likely to do in the future under certain presup-
posed conditions. A century and a half ago, few would have guessed

?Delaisi, op. oit., p. 140.
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that people organized on a democratic basis would do no better than
to continue the foreign policies of their former rulers,

Herder, writing in the spirit of the eighteenth century, declared:
‘*Cabinets may betray one another, political mechanisms may be
driven against one another until one smashes the other, Not so do
fatherlands advance againsi each other; they live peacefully side
by side and help one another like families. Fatherland against father-
land in blood-strife is the worst barbarism in the human language.’’
Tn this Contrat Sociul, Rousseau transferred the notion of ‘‘the sov-
ereign’’ to the people at large, It did not enter his mind that the na-
tions would choose to act toward other nations much as their former
sovereigns had acted. Léon Duguit remarks:

Everyone knows the influence and prestige in France of the Ameriecan Con-
gtitulion. Tull of admiration for its teaching, the Constituent Assembly was
wet deeply impregnated with the monarchial coneeption. It was fortunately dis-
covered that by a smple veibal change the momnaiehical theory of sovereignty
could be easily reconciled with the teaching of the philosophers and the piin-
ciples of the American coustitution. All that was necessary was to substitute
the nation for the king. The king was a person, 3 subject of right, the holder
of sovereign power; like him, the nation will be a person, a subjeet of right,
the holder of sovereign power.t

The same easy transformation was effected in the realm of foreign
policy. The nations took over the role, the ideas, and the ambitions
of the kings. This did not happen, of course, as a result of some
paralogism of political scientists, It happened because war, power,
and heroism were the ideals of the people. Consequently, they were
prone o believe that what was good for monarchs was also good for
free nations. Historians have as a rule inferpreted the foreign poli-
cies of the various kings as being consciously or unconsciously in the
interest of their nations. But we gain greater insight into history
when we reverse the process and interpret the foreign policies of
modern nations as being the continuation of the erstwhile royal de-
sive for power and land, As Johannet has said:

Tven if one studies only a little of the nationalitarian literature which is so
sbundant in Europe during the last century and a half, one is atruck by its almost
complete ingineerity. All these people, whether they come from France, Cler-
many, Italy, or from elsewhere, magk their (Bometimes legitimats) appetites

8Macartney, op. ¢it,, p. 98.
4Law in the Modern Siate (New York, 1919), p. 11,
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behind more or less clever theories. I do not know any nationalitarian work
which does not attempt, mosily by tortuous ways, to demand an enlargement
of termtory. One can state this as an axiom corroborated by history: the na-
tional phenomena are phenomens of expansion in relation to the chosen center.
All natious are eager to grow.b

This is, of course, true only of some nations, But those for which
it holds are the nations Robertson had in mind when he said: “‘Ba-

T;MM%W of ecountry, now turns out
rather obviously to stand for love of more country.’’¢ If this is true,
national eonsciousness is just an instance of imperialism.

There are scores of definitions of imperialism, Many of them are
useless because they are confused with opinions which their respee-
tive authors hold upon the question of why imperialism exists. The
following definiiion, however, is purely descriptive: imperialism is
the tendency of a state to enlarge the area of its power.

The rulers of Babylon and Persia, Alexander the Great, the Ro-
mans, Charlemagne, the Spaniards of the sicteenth century, and Na-
poleon had imperialistic policies, In no case did the conception of a
national state enter the picture; even Napoleon started with well-
defended and already enlarged frontiers of France. An entirely non-
expansionist policy, on the other hand, is to be found in Sweden,
which seeks no new territory and has a population loyal to the
country to which it belongs. But between non-national imperialism
on the one hand and national conteniment on the other there are a
number of gradations. One type is found in nations that wish to lib-
erate co-nationals. Italy successfully made war on Austria with thig
aim in 1859, 1866, and 1915-18; Serbia, Bulgaria, and Greece de-
clared war on Turkey with the same purpose in 1912; Rumania and
Yugoslavia ‘‘liberated’’ people from Hungary whom they claimed to
be their co-nationals; and Hitler demanded the Sudeten territory
with the same argument. Some avoid calling these conguests im-
perialistic because they are in favor of national states and asso-
ciate the word ¢‘imperialism’’ with the sentiment of disapproval.
Ilowever, when sentiments and moral judgments are laid aside and
imperialism is seen simply as the tendency of a state to enlarge the
area of its power, there i no reason why wars of ‘‘liberation’’ should
not be called imperialistie.

The line of demarcation between conguests for the purpose of

50p, eit., p. 100,
80p. e, p. 138,
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subjugating and of liberating is not always clear. What of popu-
lations content with their lot, whose ‘‘liberation’’ is claimed by an-
other nation on the basis, for instance, of language? This happened
with the Alsatians in 1871; though they spoke German, they felt a
loyalty to F'rance. The German historian, Heinrich von Treitschke,
declared in this econnection, that ‘‘we’’ know better what benefits these
“‘anfortunate’’ people than they do themselves, Whether the Croats
wished to be liberated by the Serbians is doubtful. Future historians
will decide whether or not Hitler was engaged in ‘‘imperialism’’
when he annexed Austria,

Granted that imperialism means the addition of people and ter-
ritory to a state in conformity with or against the wishes of the an-
nexed, what of the forcible retention of people within the boundaries
of a state when they wish to secede? TFrom the moral point of view,
the conquest of a population awaiting its conqueror is preferable to
the forcible retention of people whose loyalty is not with their present
masters., But on this important point, most democratic peoples usu-
ally violate their own prineiples. Not only Iitler’s conquest but also
his retention of Bohemia and Moravia are called imperialism, The
same may be said of Great Britain in regard to India. But few peo-
ple would cry ‘‘imperialism’’if Switzerland forbade the canton of
Ticino to join Italy, provided the majority of the inhabitants of the
Ticino wished to do so, or if the United States interfered with the
self-determination of any of the forty-eight states. Every Ameri-
can is free to emigrate to any other country and to become a citizen
wherever he can be aceepted. He is free to encourage other Ameri-
eans to emigrate, He is not pupishable if he proclaims that the United
States might well take over the institutions of some other country,
demoecratic or not. He is free to sell his landed property, should he
own any, to foreigners. But no majority of Texans would be allowed
to form a new Lione Star State, and the people of California, Florida,
or Oregon would not be free to join Mexico or Canada except ag in-
dividuals, The Civil War proved that,

Since the attitude of Hitler toward Bohemia, England toward
India, and every modern democracy toward its own citizens have some-
thing, but not everything, in common with national conquests, the
concept of imperialism may be enlarged to include both statie and
dynamie imperialism, The latier covers conquests, the former the re-
fusal to let territories secede from the nation. Imperialism, in gen-
ergl, may therefore be defined as the tendency of a state to remain in-
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tact, even against the will of sections of its subjects, or io enlarge
the area of its power.

Static, more than dynamic, imperialism characterized the policy
of Franz Joseph’s Aunstra-Ilungary. In the decades before the first
World War, ihere was a continwous struggle to defend the realm
against anti-patriotic nationahities. There were similar struggles in
the old Ottoman Empire. Nationally unified ecouniries do not have
these diffienlties. Yet it should be recalled that the French revolu-
tionary Conventwn Nualwnale weleomed people to the privileges of
French citizenship on December 15, 1792, and that it sponsored a
decree emphasizing the principle that peoples have the right to self-
determination, But on the following day a curious footnote was added
by a decree to the effect that anyone who proposed or attempted
separation from France was subject to capital punishment.”

The 1936 constitution of Soviet Russia, if taken at its face value,
ig the mosl democratic that has ever existed, for it declares: ‘‘Hach
Union republic retains its right {reely to secede from the U.S.8.R.’*
Unfortunalely, there are a few drawbacks to this generosity. Only
one political party is permitted to exist. Moreover, the central gov-
ernment has light control over economie, fiseal, and monetary poli-
cies. Artiele 20 states: ““In the event of a law of a Union republic
differing from an All-Union law, the All-Union law prevails,”’ Arnold
Brecht stands on firm ground when he states: ¢ The generons award
of the right to secede which seems to challenge the timid federal strue-
ture of the United States, is illusory: how should it be exercised in
a union in which any political organization other than the Commu-
nist Party is forbidden to come into existence, to form programs of
secession and to nominate candidates?’’® It was not necessary to wait
for Soviet Russia’s march toward the West in 1939 to realize that
socialism and imperialism are not incompatible,

National econsciousness shows its inherent imperislistic character
when a nation forbids unwilling citizens to secede (static imperialism)
and when a nation aims at territorial conquest (dynamic imperialism).
Static imperialism oceurs under the following conditions: (1) The
section waniing lo shift its allegiance to another state, or wishing to
become sovereign itself, may consist of people belonging to the same

TMichagl Demiashkevich, The National Mwd (New York, 1938), p. 270.

8c¢ Pymdamental Law of the Union of Soviet Socalist Republhes,’’ Cf, Wil-
liam E, Rappard and others: Sowrce Book on European Governments (New York,
1937), Chapter 2, Artiele 7.

PitThe New Russian Constitubion.”? Social Research, IV, 1937,
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nation, The American Civil War is a case in point. Some abortive
proposals to detach Bavaria from the rest of Germany in the early
years after the first World War—because of alleged ‘‘bolshevization’’
of Prussia—also belong in this category. (2) The people who wish to
secede are considered members of the nalion by the dominant group,
but deny it themselves. The attitude of at least a part of the Alsa-
tians toward Germany from 1871 till 1918, and possibly the position
of the Slovaks in Czechoslovakia are examples, (3) The dissenters are
considered co-nationals neither by themselves nor by the ruling group,
as in the case of former Italia Irredenta and many other national mi-
norities. The Italians around Trento and Trieste were Italians in
their own eyes and in the eyes of the Austrians, The Germans of
the Sudentenland were Germans in their own eyes and those of the
Czechs. But this did not mean that the Austrians and the Czechs
were willing to allow their subjects to join other states.

Dynamie imperialism also oceurs under several different condi-
tions, (1) A nation may wish to ‘‘liberate’’ co-nationals waiting
to ‘‘come home to the fatherland.”” This was the attitude of Italy
toward Trento and Trieste, and of Germany toward Sudetenland,
Memel, and Danzig, It has been the aititude of the Hungarians
toward their co-nationals in Yugoslavia and Rumania, The na-
tionals states sheltering such minorities may refuse to let them go;
the dynamic imperialism of Italy, Germany, and Hungary is met by
the static imperalism of their opponents. (2) The co-nationals to be
‘“liberated’ are not always eager to return to the fatherland because
they themselves have a different opinion of their nationality. It is
unlikely that the Aunstrians wished to come under Hitler in 1938; the
people of Eastern Poland, though mostly non-Poles, were not long-
ing for ““liberation’’ by Stalin in 1939. (8} A nation wishes to subju-
gate other peoples and annex their territories. This would not ecome
under the heading of national consciousness at all, if conguests were
not as a rule justified with arguments backed by national ideologies.
Nothing of the kind was considered necessary by the eonquerors of pre-
national and pre-democratic days. The arguments used at present
to prove that aggression is in reality defence are economic, historie,
or cultural

In short, imperialism need not be assoeciated with the principle
of nationality, but national consciousness is always to some extent
imperialistic, ‘Without a touch of imperialism, which may vary in
degree, national eonsciousness would have a different meaning.



COAPTER TWELVE

A SECULAR RELIGION

All religions promise to the faithful redemption from the evils
of life. Some hold oul better times for the future on earth. Chris-
tianity promises a life after death, Brahminism and Buddhism migra-
tion of the soul and possibly mérvene. In some religions (par-
ticularly the more primitive type, but also those of comtemporary
India), the faithful are expected Lo redeem themselves by certain rit-
uals and by observing certain requirements; in others, they implore
the divinily to grant salvation. Judaism, Christianity, and Islamism
represent the latier type. Religions, as a rule, command individuals,
but when religions enthusiasm overtakes the masses, they proceed to
act in unison, as the history of the monotheistic beliefs shows.

The similarity between the behavior of men inflamed by religion on
ihe one hand, and by nalional convictions on the other, has been no-
ticed by a number of students of national consciousness, Carlion J,
. Hayes, in his excellent discussion of ‘‘nationalism as a religion,’”!
says:

Nalionalism has its parades, processions and pilgrimages. It has, more-
over, its distinetive holy days, and just as the Christian Chwch took over some
festivals from Paganism, so the national state has borrowed freely from Christian.
ity. In the United States, for example, the Fourth of July is a nationalist Christ-
masg, Flag Day is substituted for Corpus Christi, and Deecoration Day for the Com-
memoration of All Souls of the faithful departed, whilst in place of the saints’
days of the Christian calendar appear the birthdays of national saints and heroes,
such as Washington and Lincoln. Natiomalism also has its temples, and be who
would find the places and the buildings that are held most dear and most sacred
by the vast majority of Americans, should seek not Christian cathedrals but In-
dependence Hall in Philadelphin, Fanenil Hall in Boston, the shrine to General
Lee in Lexington, and that to General Grant in New York, and the eity of Wash-

1B ssays on Nalionalism, Chapter I'V, pp, 108, 109, 130,
117
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ington with its stately Capitol, its White House, its great monuments to Lincoln
and Washington, and its adjacent Arlington and Mounf Vernon,

Moderns, especially Americans, are inclined to regard the mediacval veneration
of images, icons and relics as savouring of ¢‘superstition,’’ but let them replace
a statue of 8t. George by a graven image of General George Washington, an
icon of the Blessed Virgin Mary by s lithograph of the brave Molly Pitcher,
and a relic of the Holy Cross by a tattered battle-flag, and they display a rever-
ence which they deem beautiful and ennobling, It is our contention that in
reeent times nationalism has been substituted for other religion as the impelling
source and object of that idealism which renders war popular. And such a sub-
stitution must be taken into gceount in any attempt to explain the modern in-
tensification of war.?

The French Revolution attacked Christianity and every other su-
pernatural belief: the priests were held guilty of many of the evils
of the past; Christian teachings in the schools and the Christian fes-
{ivals were abolished. However, the story of what happened to the
Rights of Man is worth repeating because it shows how a religious
attitude developed after the elimination of the traditional religious
doetrines. Hayes quotes Les Origines des Cultes Revolutionaires:

The written Constitution embodying the Declaration of the Rights of Man
became holy writ. At the first session of the Legislative Assembly, in the au
tumn of 1791, ‘‘{welve old men went in procession to seek the Book of the
Constitution. They came back, having at their head the archivist Camus, who,
holding up the Book with hig two hands and resting it on hig breast, carried
with slow and measured tread the new Blessed Sacrament of the French. All
the deputies stood up and bared their heads. Camus, with meditative mien, kept
his eyes lowered.

Dulece et decorum est pro potria mori, according to the Romans,
Machiavelli lauded those who valued the greatness of their city above
the salvation of their souls. When citizen-soldiers are called up in
a modern war, they swear that they are willing to die in order that
their country may live. The children of many countries are taught
that they owe everything to their country. To insult the national
flag or to remain seated when the national anthem is played some-
times amounts to a political erime. The national holidays are as sacred
for the patriot as the Sabbath for the pious Jew and Sunday for
the pious Christian.

All religiong preseribe cerfain duties toward the deity and to-
ward other men, and impose restrictions on normal impulses. In this

20p. oit,, pp. 52, 102,
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respect, all of them, primitive or highly developed, place restrictions
upon natural egoism. The pursuit of one’s own interest at ihe ex-
pense of others is considered sinful. Because religion commands men
to live socially, some philosophers and sociologists hold that the chief
characteristic of religion is its anti-egoistic social attitude. According
to this theory, the function of religion is to make society possible. It
may be said that national consciousness is similar to religion in that
it also exhalts the social gronup above the individual. The commands
of both the nation and religion seem to be considered by their follow-
ers as morally justified. But where religion promises some kind of in-
dividual reward, the supreme sacrifice which the nalion demands of
its members may deprive them of life. They die without hope of
personal reward in order that the nation may live.

But if both religions and national ethies appeal to egoism as well
as the restraint of egoism, they do so in different ways. Religion
promises a reward to the faithful who has done his duty: the duiy
comes first, the reward later. National ethics requires identification
with the national group, which means that the individual sacrifices his
own ego for that of the group. The nation wins honor and glory.
According to Renan, ‘‘The soldier of Napoleon was well aware that he
would always remain poor. But he felt that the epie on which he
worked would be eternal, that he would live in the glory of France. . .
It is impossible to make a soldier with the promisec of a reward on
earth. He must have immortality. If there is no paradise, there is
glory, which is a kind of immortality.’”®

For Christianity, there is God and the individual soul; nations,
classes, and other groups eount for nothing, For nationalism, the
nation is everything, and the individual has value only insofar as he
takes part in the collective life of the group. This contradietion
of goals accounts, more than anything else, for the conflict hetween
the Catholic Church and the doctrine of National Socialism. The
Christian is exhorted to meditate by himself and venerate God; the
nationalist is exhorted to merge himself with his group and 1o go fo
war for his ecountry. The supreme sacrifice can become the duty of
the Christian too, but martyrdom is an exception. In nationalism,
man does not fight for a belief, as in religious wars, but has made
fighting itself his belief. Both Christianity and nationalism work

3Quoted by Georges Sorel, Réflexions sur la violense {Pacis, 1910), p. 362,
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with conceptions which are beyond experience and cannot be veri-
fied. In Christianity, life after death is only an assumption but it is
based on a longing felt by most men. In nationalism, it is the other
way round: that the nation survives ithe individual, admits of no
doubt; but questionable, from every angle, is the alleged mystical
““participation’’ of the individual in the life of the nation.

HExperience and deduction can give only a fraction of the total
truth, for emotions go hand in hand with vague conceptions, con-
jectures, myths. Intolerance and persecution are methods of silene-
ing opinion on matters which lie in the realm of the uncertain. The-
ories in pure mathematics or in logic have produced neither inquisi-
tors nor martyrs. Renan has pointed out that there may be a deep
reason underlying the faet that Giordano Bruno died as a martyr to
his pantheistic convictions, whereas Galileo renounced his astronomieal
conclusions. Of the two only Galileo could feel assured that his doe-
trine would prevail without the help of martyrdom. ‘At bottom,”’
says Nietzsche, ‘‘man loses the belief in his own worth when no in-
finitely precious entity manifests itself through him—that is to say,
he conceived such an All, in order o be able to believe in his own
worth.”’**

As long as the Catholie Church was all-powerful in spiritual mat-
ters, the philosophers and scientists protected themselves by asserting
that their teachings were based upon the Bible. Today, when the
whole world believes in science and progress, the founders of secu-
lar religions assert that they are teaching science. Marxzian mil-
lenarianism comes forward as ‘‘scientific socialism’’ and the race
theory of National Socialism pretends to be derived from biology
and anthropology. However, it is not the scientific part of these doe-
trires which arouses enthusiasm (assuming they have scientific basis),
but the very part which transecends experience and logie, The ob-
seurity of great portions of the Marxian docirine has not hindered
but rather has furthered its suceess,

History has proved the impossibility of bringing about a feeling
of plety and adoration for purely scientific trath. Auguste Comte de-
veloped his philosophical system around the ‘‘law of the three stages’’
—meaning that theology is followed by metaphysics, which in trrn

4#¢The Will 1o Power,”’ Vol. I, The Complete Works (Liondon, 1924), XIV,
p. 13,
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gives way to science—and he invented an elaborate ceremonial for the
society of the future where selence and scientists would rule. Tis
doctrine has been aptly called ‘‘ Catholicism minus Christianity.”” As
might have been foreseen, his religion failed to have the slightest ap
peal, for where men completely comprehend, they are unwilling andl
even unable to feel piety. Wilhelm Ostwald, an cminent analytical
chemist and originator of a philosophical system of monism, tried to
make his contemporaries venerate the laws of nature, but he had as
little success ag Comte.

On the other hand, the French philosophers of the Age of Enlight-
enment, who were rationalists and worshippers of science, managed
to arouse tremendous emotional enthusiasm for their doctrines, With-
out them there perhaps would not have been a French Revolution,
But the two ideas which, according to Taine, mainly brought about
their suceess were entirely metaphysical. They were that definite
truth is at hand; and that this truith is universal and must be ac-
cepted by all human beings. *“With these two beliefs, the philesophy
of the eighteenth century resembles a religion, is similar to the Puri-
tanism of the seventeenth and to the Mohammedanism of the seventh
century.’’ Taine says in summary: ‘‘ A doctrine becomes active only
by becoming blind.’’s

That part of the various doctrines which stirs the emolions may
not impress the intlelligence. Associations working in the subcon-
scious tend to lose their efficacy when drawn into the light of day
and subjected to analysis. Men can make a myth of the “‘slate’’; but
let the siate be defined and il will appear immediately that no one is
willing to make sacrifices in its behalf. Renan has aptly said that
“ta Zollverein is not a fatherland.” At the time of the Zollverein
and the unromantic and unpopular German Bund, Treitschke wrote:
“The people have always spoken and sung of ‘Kaiser und Reich’;
but never has a (German hearl beaten higher at the name of the Ger-
man Bund.’’® Tt is evident that the subconscions associations evoked
by ““Kaiser und Reich’’ ars the decisive factor in producing certain
emotions. When the people of the Saar had to vole in 1935 on
whether they wished to continne their status guo under the Leagne
of Nations or return to Germany, which then meant Hitler, they gave

5Taine, op, ¢it., 1T, pp. 2, 12,
8Deutsche Geschichie im Neunzehnten Johrhundert, I, p. 710,
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a large majority to Germany in spite of strong misgivings regarding
the Nazis. As the leaders of the opposition pointed out after the bal-
lot had been taken, one reason for the popular stand was that the idea
of the German fatherland had a strong sentimental appeal, whereas
the status guo had none.

It is generally conceded that the traditional transcendent religions
like Hinduism, Judaism, Christianity, and Islamism have lost con-
siderable influence in the last centuries, Many millions of people
still call themselves Christians, have their children baptized, con-
tribute to churches, and attend divine serviece on Sundays, but in
many cases it would be difficult to say whether their attitude comes
more appropriately under the heading of religion or of customs and
traditions. Two facts indicate a significant change: there are no
longer wars of religion and conversions from one religion or denomi-
nation to another have become rare. Most present-day Catholies were
born as Catholies, most Protestants were born as Protestants; but
where religion is a living force, Catholics become converted to Protes-
tantism, and vice verse. Only where religious feeling is weak does
denominational affiliation become a matter of routine,

“Nothing is more dangerous than the void left by a lost religion,”
says Bdgar A Mowrer.” The void left by Christianity made men
say: “If I can no longer love the king, I can love mankind; if T can
no longer love God, I can love the nation; if I can no longer love the
country, I ean love the proletariat.”’® When the absolute kings passed
from the secene, the nations took over their conceptions of conquest
and honor. As the Christian churches lost their influence, new re-
ligions took their place. Of these, nationalism has become the most
important.®

Every religious doctrine takes a position in regard to the three
great realms of God, Nature, and Man. It must give an answer to
the questions: Is there a God? What is nature? What is man?

TGermany Puts the Clock Back (New York, 1932), p. 48.

8Harold D. Lasswell, World Polities and Personal Insecurity (1984), p. 156.
The same thought was expressed by L. T. Hobhouse: ‘“The best and the woist
things that men do they do in the name of religion. Some have supposed that only
supernatural religion could mislead. The history of our time shows that if men
no }onger believe in God they will make themselves gods of Power, of Evolntion,
of the Race, the Nation, or the S*ate. In the name of such gods will they drench
a continent with bload, and the youth will offer themselves up as willing martyrs,*’
The Metaphysical Theory of the State (Londom, 1926), p. 134,

?Rimbsll Young, Social Psychology (1980), p. 306,
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Philosophy centered around the concept of God in the Middle Ages,
and around nature from the Renaissance up to the Age of Enlighten-
ment. With the rise of the various philosophies of life in the nine-
teenth and twenticth centuries, man began to share with nature a
place in the eentral philosophical conception.

Nationalism is not concerned with God, but the concept of nature
oceurs frequently in its doelrines. National consciousness is pro-
claimed to be “‘natural’”’ and from this faet it is inferred that it is
our duty to feel national solidarity and to make sacrifices for our
nation. Unrestricted egoism, class feeling, and cosmopolitanism are
declared to be ‘‘unnatural’’ and symptoms of degeneration.

Although dependent on other human beings, we are more depen-
dent on nature. Man must have a certain body temperature; he must
breathe, and from time to time he must drink and eat. On the other
hand, il is quite possible for his contacts with other men 1o be scarce;
they may even cease altogether {or some length of time without bring-
ing about death. Alexander Selkirk, the English sailor who served
as the prototype of Robingson Crusoe, lived on an island by himself
for four years. It would have been impossible for him to live four
minutes without breathing, four days without drinking, or four weeks
without food.

‘We might expect nationalistic thought, which likes to refer to
nature, to admonish its adherents to follow nature’s laws. A na-
tionalistic gospel of struggle and courage might be assumed to be
concerned primarily with the struggle of man against nature. How-
ever, this is not the case. Natlonal thought and feeling center around
man, and the relationship between man and man is practically its
sole concern,

According to the Christian conception, all men are fundamentally
equal because they are children of God. They have immeortal souls,
which animals lack, and duties toward God. They ean be ‘‘saved.”
A few philosophers of antiquity formed a concept of humanity, but
they had no influence beyond a small cirele of scholars. It was
Christianity which made the idea of humanity a part of Western
thought ; and even the most radical atheists, including the Bolshevists,
are im this respect heirs of the Christian doctrine, little as they them-
selves may be aware of it. When national consciousness hegan to be-
come a forcee, the idea of humanity was by no means immediately chal-
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lenged, The eighteenth century was so cosmopolitan that where pa-
triotism was recognized as a virtue at all—which was exceptional—it
was justified only as it served mankind., The same attitude prevailed
during a great part of the nineteenth century, Sully-Prudhomme says
in one of his sonnets: ‘I owe 10 my country a heart that transcends
it. The more I feel French, the more do I feel human.”” Acecording
to Anastasius Griin, to be German means to welcome the whole of
humanity with open arms and at the same time to feel in one’s heart
the unigue love for the fatherland.’® DLater, it became the prevalent
idea that man has no other duty but to give his services to his nation,
without thinking of humanity at large; humanity, it would seem, wasg
served best by an intense patriotism. And finally, humanity was
dropped altogether. 'What was originally conceived of as a means
became an end in itself,

This is not unusual. The miser forgets that the purpose of money
is exchange and regards if as a goal. Modern protectionism, as set
forth by Friedrich List, originally maintained that tariffs are, for
weaker nations, the means to economic progress but that the ultimate
aim must be free-trade. Many nations followed List’s advice and took
the first step, only to forget the second. They introduced iariffs and
their industries began to blossom. Thereafter, they never again gave
a thought to free-trade. Nationalists no longer expect humanity to
profit from national patriotism, The consequences were predicted by
the Austrian poet, Franz Grillparzer, a century ago : ‘‘From humanity
through nationality to bestiality.”’

If national thought is so completely focused upon the single na-
tion why dees it not aim at walling itself off from the rest of the
world? Such was the ideal of Johann Gottlieb Fichte in his book,
The Self-Contained Economic State, published in 1800, Ile wished to
shut off his autarchic state from other states as far as possible. The
government would eliminate the causes of international frietion; for-
eign trade and the currency were to be regulated with this in mind,
Only scientists wounld be allowed to travel in foreigh countries; and
seience alone was to be common to the several peoples. The ideas ex-
pounded by Charles A, Beard in his book The Open Doar at Home!l
follow a similar pattern. Beard proposed that the United Sifites

10R, Michels, Der Patriotismus, pp. 27, 28,
11 Now York, 1934,
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should rely on her own economic resources as a means of avoiding
international conflicts,

Now in order to understand ihe system of thought promulgated
by modern nationalism, the following point should he clearly under-
stood: Though some nations have occasionally attempted to bring
about economic autarchy for military reasons, the pattern of all-round
autarchy and cultural self-sufficiency which was in Fichle’s mind is
not the national ideal at all. In modern national consciousness, the
world plays an essential part. It figures in the unconseious. It is
only superficially that nationalism denies humanity. Looking deeper
into the matter, one cannot fail to see that after having been expelled
by the front-door humanity enters anew through the back.

There is no fighting without an enemy, no honor and glory withoul
human beings able to honor and admire. Nationalism wants every-
thing for its own nation, but it wants things which presuppose the
existence of other human beings. Without them its aims have no
meaning. Nations draw their consciousness from human sociely, not
from nature alone, which is nnable to defy, appland, and admire.

Nations wish to be feared and admired. The means at their dispos-
al are threats and war, and when war astually comes, the ‘‘in-groups
versus out-group’’ feeling must be strong enough to give fo the whole
nation the neeessary impulse to sacrifiece. There must be hatred
against the enemy. The masses may not know what they are fighting
for, but they do know what they are fishting against. Hatred i3 a
{remendousg social force, Bolshevism, Fascism, and National Social-
ism all have won their followers by offering them an ohject of hatred.
And all three dictatorial systems have found it necessary to embark
on wars againgt other nations when the foree of internal hatred had
spent itself,

Dynastic wars were fought for egoistic thongh limited aims. The
King of France seized, or yielded a province or a colony to the German
Eniperor or the King of England without endeavoring to annihilate
the latter. The monarchs and aristocracies of pre-democratic times
did not claim that they or their people were fichting for their very
existence. No partieular hatred was aroused against the enemy, ex-
eept the hatred which was a consequence of the killing and looting.
In spite of all their wars, the several kings who based their anthority
upon Divine Right felt that they were one big family towering far
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above the common folk in all lands, Lord Acton asserts that Poland
would never have been extinguished and divided in the eighteenth
century had it been ruled by an hereditary dynasty akin to the other
Buropean dynasties. As it was, the Poles elected their kings.!? But
demoeratic wars mobilize the entire population and therefore must
fill the masses with enthusiasm and hatred.’®

When medieval man was in trouble, he found the cause in God; if
he was strongly religious, he believed that his misfortunes were his
own fault and a punishment for hig sins, Modern man as a rule no
longer blames God but rather ‘‘society’ or some particular class or
foreign nation. Xe restores his upset mental equilibrium by seeking
and finding a villain. It eases his mind to know that evil-minded hu-
man beings, preferably ‘‘exploiters’’ and ‘‘haves’ of some sort, are
the cause of his misfortunes and that he can make them pay for his
tronble and thereby have his revenge and his escape. Thus every na-
tion, while interested only in itself, has the human beings outside its
border perpetually in mind. Secular religion—in other words, national-
ism-—asks for sacrifices, but to offset them it promises the humiliation
of other human beings and esteem from other nations. Varying de-
grees of intensity are of course shown in the inclinations of nations
and groups to view the world only as the seene of human actions, vie-
iories, and defeats; to divide mankind into one’s own group on the
one side, and its enemies and potential admirers on the other.

As the history of philosophy shows, the human intellect when left
to itself and severed from politieal emotions, always tends to view the
social world as centered around both the individual and humanity as
a whole. One’s individual soul is the basic factor of everyone’s ex-
perience; the concept of humanity emerges from the observation that
man as o speeies is far more distinet from the animal world than men
are different from each other. The Stoies, the Christian philosophers
of the Middle Ages, and the rationalists of the last centuries were
equally interested in the individual and in humanity, while relegating
all groupings hetween these two poles to an inferior place. But in

-

12John B. B. D. Acton, The History of Freedom and Other Essays (London,
22)

18¢f, Guglielmo Fervero, Peace and War (London, 1938),
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recent times many intellectuals have stressed the division of the hu-
man race into nations and sovereign states. This shift in attitude is
a result of their religious needs combined with the fighting impulse
rather than of purely intellectual perception. When industrial work-
men feel the void left by a lost religion, they, for the most part, be-
come socialists. Intellectuals are probably more likely to beecome na-
tionalists, Obviously, the divergence in the attitudes of the two classes
is rooted in the differences in their economic and social positions.

In an industrial society based upon a highly developed division of
labor, where the number of employers is small and the number of
employed is large, many people feel that their fate depends upon the
decisions of a few. Farmers, as a rule, feel themselves dependent on
nature for the harvest is to a great extent a matter of chance. But
when the farmer’s produce brings poor prices or he is ridden by debt,
ha is apt to blame the government, the traders, or the speculators. But
as long as he thrives, the farmer’s philosophy is not concerned pri-
marily with man, Capitalists—however small their enterprises—en-
joy working ‘‘for themselves’’ rather than ‘‘for another,”’ and hence
have the same tendency as farmers. But industrial workmen, clerks,
and all persons occasionally unemployed feel that they depend on the
small group that hires and fires. They overrate the power of this
group, and as a class they are amenable to doctrines which preach
political and social changes and hatred toward those elements which
allegedly attempt, out of selfish interests, to frustrate either national
glory and prosperity or universal salvation. The result is nationalism,
or the doctrine of elags-war or a similar system of thought.

Americans are slightly less prone than Europeans to narrow down
their picture of the universe to hostile human groups. Though Ameri.
can nationalism is strong in war time and has been aroused occasion-
ally in peacetime to intense passion by dJeliberate propaganda, the
idea of aggressive nationality is not prevalent as a rule in the minds
of the American people; nor has the doetrine of class war had much
of an appeal for American labor, For this there are a number of
reasons, of which one is pertinent to the present discussion. In
American tradition man’s ficht against nature holds a larger place
than~his fight against man, At least one of the national holidays,
Thanksgiving Day, recalls the triumph over an unfriendly climate
and the natural scarcity of food. When Americans speak of the
“‘frontier’’ they do not think of the Canadian or Mexican border but
of that part of their country which at one time had not been settled.
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In no Buropean country does the idea of the frontier have this asso-
ciation. The American pioneers conquered nature. The Indians, of
course, had to be pushed out first, but their defeat was a foregone
conclusion, Individual struggle and competilion are the American
heritage and tradition. Therefore, it is possible in the United States
even today for strong mass movements to get under way without a
villain to unite their followers in common hatred. Prohibition was
popular in its hey-day not primarily because it was directed against
the profileers in the liguor business. The various old-age retirement
schemes, however deficient from the angle of economics, do not set the
older people against the younger because the latter are ‘‘exploiting”’
them.

Marxian socialism is a secular religion similar to nationalism.
There is the same mass enthusiasm, spirit of sacrifice, and belief in a
brighter future when the ‘‘enemy’’ has been disposed of. The foe is
the bourgeoisie, which thrives by appropriating what the proletarians
produce. The niggardliness of nature is discounted and the possi-
bilities of unlimited progress in taming the forees of nature are"taken
for granted. Asno ‘“‘natural” distinetion is assumed to exist between
the bourgeoisie and the proletariat, socialism finds its aim in eco-
nomie squalization. The fight is theoretically not against other men
but against an institution represented by a class, But actnally the
hatred of the masses is of the same type as in nationalism. In so-
cialism, the goal came first; thereafter a movement was started to at-
tain it, In nationalism, the movement came first and the goal was
vague and undefined. But the two religions have gradually become
more like each other. In socialism, the school of Sorel has taught that
fighting and myth are more important than a well-defined scheme of
planned economy; and in nationalism, seores of intellectuals have been
busy working out ideas of a future world-order based on national con-
sciousness, particularly that pertaining to their own nation. Of the
two competing religions, nationalism has been the more successful.
The chief reason for this is that nations really exist, whereas the in-
ternational revolutionary proletariat is a fietion, ¢

14¢<The proletarian revolution, in which Marx aud Lenin believed, seems to
be inecompatible with the real labour movement as it is, Certain elemefits of
Marx’s and Lenin’s revolutionary predictions have proved only too true . ...
Only one thing is certainly not true: the idea that, at the height of such a erisis,
the proletariat will rise and, throwing all the propertied classes inte the dust,
will take the lead of society, abolish private proparty in the means of production
and cregte a régime where there ars no morae classes.'’ ¥, Borkenauw, The Com-
mnist International (London, 1938), pp, 420, 421.
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National conseiousness is intimately associated with excelling
fighting, and defeating, because it is centered neither in theology no
nature but solely in mankind. The exelusive concentration on human
beings leaves the way open to several attitudes. Humanity may be
thought of as a unified whole (the Christian doetrine) or as divided
into natlons, each one walling itself off from all the others. In hoth
cases, a peaceful world may ensue. But when honor and glory, even
the rawson d’étre of the nation are found in its superiority to other
nations and in their admiration, the consequence is bound to be a
dynamie struggle. This can never be resolved and may well lead to
that sort of explosion which has been experienced in our time, and
which Hermann Rauschning has so apily named the ‘‘Revolution of
Nihilism.”’



CHAPTER THIRTEEN

CAUSES ANII CONSEQUENCES

When people live under a traditional or a free government and
have no particular grievances, they will as a rule resent foreign ag-
gression and defend the status guo, This they may do without feel-
ing any national conseiousness. The same is true when people follow
their government, even in an act of open warlike aggression, simply
because they are not aware of any other alternative, National con-
sciousness means that a substantial part of a group is willing to make
sacrifices in order to retain or join or establish a certain state for the
sake of its sovereignty among other nations,

This phenomenon is far too complex and widespread to be disposed
of by a few abusive phrases. National consciousness is not the ex-
pression of the economic interests of a small group of individuals, nor
is it the arbitrary invention of intellectuals who have managed to
spread their ideas by propaganda. On the other hand, so many strik-
ing coincidences have played a part in molding the nations that it is
untenable to see them as merely “‘natural’’ entities. The solution to
this apparent contradiction must be found in making a distinetion be-
tween national consciousness in general and its manifestations in par-
tioular. There has been inevitability in the rise of the former and
coineidence in the formation of the latter,

The meanings of ‘‘inevitability’’ and ‘‘coincidence’’ are contro-
versial within philosophical terminology, and it is beyond the scope
of the present book to explore them. To state that something has hap-
pened by coincidence does not mean that it has happened without
sufficient ecause, for every event has its eause. It means that, from
the point of view of the observer, something else might have happuned,
and that it is possible to ficure out what might have taken place.
‘When the result of a vote on a certain proposition is 51 per cent aye
and 49 per cent nay, we have good reason to believe that if some

130
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voters had not stayed at home, the outcome might have been reversed.
‘When a person migses a train and thereby escapes a railway accident,
we say he had good luck; he might as well have had bad luck. A few
historical examples will suffice to show the relative sense in which
the terms inevitability and coincidence are used.

There was no inevitability in the outcome of the battle of the
Marne in September, 1914, If {he German ITigh Command had had
a little more confidence, or if Marshal Joffre had had poorer nerves,
the Germans might well have won. Julins Caesar, Abraham Lincoln,
and other eminent men mighti never have been born or might have
died in childhood, Ilitler would possibly never have been heard of
if the directors of the Viennese Academy of Art had awarded him a
seholarship when he applied for one. These may be said to be exam-
ples of comecidence. But the discovery of America was inevitable.
1t would have taken place even if there had been no Columbus. The
end of republican institutions in Rome and the abolition of slavery
in the United States would have come about in the long run, though
po'sm somewhat later.

Among the many factors which have contributed to the building
of national consciounsness and of the various nations, the following
may be considered inevitable: The love of home and homeland:
this powerful force contributes to national consciousness mainly
through the logically untenable but psycheclogically understandable
confusion between the identity of the small locality and the few
people best known and the larger impersonal nation, Segregation: the
satisfaction felt in *‘belonging’’ to a social group which is distinet
from other soecial groups; the fighting impulse; and the respect felt
for courage. Man’s religious endowment: what Schopenhauer calls
his ‘““metaphysical need.’”” The void left by a lost religion calls for
another religion to fill the gap. The seeularization of human thought
in modern times through skepticism and enlightenment. It is super-
fluous to add that scores of other historical events, among them the
industrial revolution and the progress of democracy, wers needed to
bring about modern national consciousness at a certain time among
certain peoples. The following factors may be considered more or
less coincidental: The delimitation of the national groups: who feels
and stands with whom again whom; and the strength of national
consciousness, The latter varies even with the same people, increasing



132 NATIONAL CONSCIOUSNESS

or decreasing; it overcomes peoples who have never experienced it and
can lose its force with others who have been violent in the intensity of
their nationalism,

The philosophy of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries regards
man mainly as a being endowed with intelligence, homo sapiens, but
the philosophy of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries stresses such
irrational factors as will, life, instinet, impulse, and the longing for
power, In this, there is agreement among such widely diverse think-
ers as Sechelling, Schopenhauer, Nietzsche, Darwin, Marx, James,
Frend, and Bergson.

Certainly in national consciousness primal life forces and will
dominate over deliberate, detached, objective reasoning. ‘‘Observa-
tion proves that where there is free choice and the material conditions
are normal, interest subordinates itself io sentiment, If is with na-
tionality as with love: sentiment comes first, and only subsequently
does one atiempt to explain it by reasoning.’’? But though sentiment
comes firsi, man wishes to know why he makes one decision and not
another; and although the reasons which he assumes are 0‘1116[11’10' him
are often nothing but the produets of his emotions, yet he would not
act without them, We have seen that, in spite of the fighting impulse,
a war is not popular without the conviction that it is ‘‘necessary’’
““Just.”” It would be a fine thing if we were able to say just how
much impulse and how much intcllect are needed in every concrete
case. Unfortunately this is not possible.

Intelligence and thought enter into the formation of national con-
sciousness at two points, First, a number of intellectuals ‘‘awaken’’
slumbering national feeling and draw the line separating those who
are taught that solidarity is ‘‘natural’’ from those who are to be os-
tracized as ‘‘aliens.”’ Second, the nations produce ideologies, fietitious
notions, visionary speculations, concerning their origins, their mis-
sion, the ethical significance and the economic advantages of their na-
tional consciousness and policies.

Propaganda and education have played a great part in bringing
national consciousness to it present level. Hayes thinks that ‘‘the
success of the idea of supreme loyalty to nationality and the national
state is attributable fo 2 number of highly favorable circumshances,

1Arnold Van Gennep, Troité Comparatif des Nalionalités (Paris, 1922), I
p. 12,
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but quite specifically to the zcal with which nationalism has been pro-
pagated first among intellectuals and then among the masses. Events
of the eighteenth century predisposed some countries to nationalism.
Tropaganda during the ninetcenth century rendered nationalism a
nniversal phenomenon.’’? But we must be careful not to overestimate
the force of propaganda, The tremendous resources of propaganda
and the eduncational facilities of the several Christian churches have
proved inadequate to prevent a decline in response to the Christian
faith; and if international Communism has failed 1o make progress,
it is certainly not due to lack of propaganda, but rather because propa-
ganda is not equally effective for all doctrines. No commodity can be
made popular with the public through propaganda alone, and no
mythology calches the imagination of the masses if it fails to satisfy
certain wants,

(Geography provides the dividing line between nations when cer-
tain psychologieal attitndes and limitations dispose men to infer con-
gequences from geographical situations. Oppression leads to national
feeling when the latter is defined and propagated by an élite under
certain circumstances. Religion may foster division belween nations.
Hven in our time religion is the essential ingredient of national con-
seiousness in the Near East and in a part of the Balkans, The Turks
have always regarded the Mohammedan inhabitants of their country
as compatriots. Their erack soldiers in the old days, the Janizaries,
were men of non-Turkish origin who had been taken from their par-
ents during childhood and had been brought up as Mohammedan war-
riors. When the Turks and the Greeks arranged an exchange of popu-
lation in the early 19207%, after Kemal had expelled the Greek army
from Asia Minor, Greek Catholics and Protestants were allowed to
remain in Turkey. As they did not belong to the Greek church, they
were not considered to be Greeks, in spite of their language, Though
most nations hold thai solidarity of language is a “‘natural’’ phenome-
non and that religion carries no national significance, the Turks and
some other peoples feel that language is of minor importance, and
that religion is the decisive factor. This justifies the view that what
counts is to stand with someone against someone; the actual charac-
teristics of the respective partners are of secondary importance,

20p. cit., p. 61,
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The nations of Latin America have been very nationalistic and
jealous of their frontiers—though, with the exception of Brazil, their
peoples speak Spanish, are Catholie, and represent a mixture of the
white with several colored races. With them the dividing lines are
those of the old, more or less arbitrary, administrative districts of the
Spaniards, During the insurrection against Spain, the dwellers in
each Vieeroyalty or Captaincy General fought for themselves, accord-
ing to James Bryce. Whereupon, ‘‘that which had been an adminis-
trative division passed into a Republie.”” There are very insignificant
differences between the people of Columbia, Venezuela, and Ecuador,
and those of Guatemala, Honduras, and Nicaragua. Yet they have
often warred against each other,

In general, however, language is the foremost factor in dividing
nations. In some cases, as with England and France, it was the state
which first unified national languages, When the time of national
consclousness arrived, the boundaries of the slates coineided with
language boundaries, and the existing circumstances appeared to be
“natural.”’ In other cases, language and political frontiers did not
coincide. Here the ‘‘national awakening’’ of the various langmage
groups was started by the intellectnals; they proclaimed who should
stand with whom against whom. Where languages and states do not
conform, there is either one state with several languages, or one lan-
guage spoken in several states, Of the former pattern, the outstand-
ing example is Switzerland., For languages spoken by several na-
tions, the examples are more numerous. Portnguese is spoken in Por-
tugal and Brazil; English in Great Britain, the United States, and
the Dominions (which may eventually be sovereign nations); and
Spanish is the language of Spain and of more than a dozen American
nations, It is more diffieult to unite several language groups than to
split one language group; from this it might be inferred that men
have in general a stronger tendency toward segregation than toward
unification.

But all modern nations are the product of some mingling of peo-
ples originally separated. The fact that they have one national con-
sclousness proves that unification has been successful in greater or less
dégres. The Scotch have not lost their regional Seottish patri@tism,
but they have no desire to break away from England. Yet they are
Celts and have kept more of their original language in their High-
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lands than have the Irish, who, though also Celts, at one time spoks
almost nothing but English and have never wavered in their opposi-
tion to England. In Austria and Hungary, the various peoples did
not merge into one nation; but in Switzerland, the intimate association
of several language groups works very satisfactorily. The people of
the United States feal as one nation; yet as late as 1835, Alexis de
Tocqueville believed that the Federation would break up and that the
States would develop as separate nations. TFor anyone who vwishes to
undersiand the reasons for the formation of the nations, there remain
incomprehensible, irrational and imponderable factors.

Events in this field are unpredictable. It is assumed that in the
fature, as in the past, governments will be able to win new lovalties
and to destroy old ones. Whether Austrians will be Ansirians or Ger-
mans and Ausiralians will be only Australians or Britishers as well;
whether the various Latin American loyalties will remain ag divided
as at present; how the Serbians and Croats will feel toward each other
—=all depend partly on the purposeful acts of men, present and future,
and partly on unforseen historical eircumstances. But one thing seems
certain: the molding of new loyalties has become more diffienlt than
it was before the era of national consciousness. The Gauls were glad
to aceept the Roman language, as it represented a high culture and
they had no cultnre of their own to mateh it, The conguering Franks,
after taking France, accepted the Roman language for the same rea-
son, DBut today, even relatively backward nalions feel themselves
equal or superior to all others, and stick to their own langnages, When
France took over the Alsatians at the time of the French monarchy,
they did so with ease as there was neither German nor French national
conscionsness, exeept in an embryonic state, But when Germany an-
nexed Alsace in 1871 an endless unrest ensued in spite of the German
language of the Alsatians.

Karl Marx and his followers called the ‘‘ideclogical superstruc-
ture’’ those ideas which man unconsciously originates in order to jus-
tify his actions to himself and others. Marxism teaches that economie
motives are the reality in soeial life and that all the rest is more or
less illusion, thal human actions are properly nnderstood only when
reducdd 1o economic motives. In this doetrine, Helveting and his
school in Franee and, through some misunderstanding, the English
classical economists were his predecessors, Marx’s own conlribution
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consists in the concept that social groups (called classes) and not in-
dividuals struggle for existence and wealth. Partly because it fits in
with the natural inclination of most men and partly because Marx
and his school have asseried it, there is in our time a strong tendency
to explain human actions by asking: Where is the profit? The op-
posite procedure—to state that some sort of idealism, useful or harm-
ful, is at the root of certain human beliefs and attitudes (including
certain ideas on how to become wealthy)-—is generally looked down
upon and ridiculed. Yet this procedure goes far in explaining the
myths of the nations,

Our search for reasons for our actions and our hope that we will
find reasons which flatter or at least do not violate our moral senti-
ments and intelligence, result in a continnous process of rationaliza-
tion, The Greeks believed that they had slaves because nature had
predestined some people 1o slavery, Women have been denied equal
rights with men by arguments of much the same kind. Traditional
prejudices of every sort have been explained by hereditary instinets.
The man or woman who falls in love believes that the belo¥ed Las
unparalleled qualities. The person who is unable 1o achieve his goal
compensates for his feeling of inferiority by making himself believe
that it is virtuous to renounce; and he may build up a whole system
of morality based on resentment against the more successful. The
greatest discoveries in the field of self-illusion are, by the way, not due
to Marxism but to psyechoanalysis, There are a number of widely ac-
cepted national ideologies, in reality, rationalizations, The Arst is that
nations, 1.e., nationally-minded individuals, are eonvineed that of all
concelvable human groups and associations, the nation is the most
“natural.’’ It is diffieult to imagine why this should be so, for other
types of association have always been possible.

Harold D, Liasswell has formulated this very neatly:

The number of words which can be used to distinguish one person from an-
other is unlimited. All the curly-haired people might be united in cuily-haired
consciounsness versus all the straight-haired people; all the dry-skinned people
might be united against the oily skinned people; but words about propinquity
and tradition and economic standing have thus far outecompeted physieal words
in the rivalry for human loyalty . ... Dr. Carl Jung has done much to_cieate
an ffintrovert’? and ‘‘extrovert’’ eonseiousness in mankind, yet the introverts
and extroverts ave not yet demanding self-determination.’

8W orld Politios and Personal Insecurity (New York, 1935), pp. 32, 33.
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Class consciousness, internalional conseiousness, religious solidari-
ties, and many other group feelings are thought of as artificial phe-
nomena and possibly treason. Every individual Frenchman or Ger-
man may be in many respects deficient, yet the French or the German
nations are regarded as superior, ‘‘Mankind in all ages has had a
strong propensity to conclude that wherever there is a name there
must be a distinguishable separate entity eorresponding to the name.”*
The nation is supposed 1o exist by itsell and, as men are willing to
fight for their nationality, it is asstumed that for such depth of feel-
ing there must be an equivalent canse. The national group must evi-
dently represent either the will of mature or a particular moral and
¢ultural idea. In reality, men are willing to die for their country, but
they do not live for it.

The second rationalization is that the love of home and homeland
is a reality. Granied that this love is an extremely strong sentiment
with many men, it is an illusion that home and country, neighbors
and co-nationals, ave synonymouns. The consequence of this erroneons

“Peller 15 That men merge the nation with the home in their thoughts
and reinforce their inclination toward segregation and the fighting
impulse with the whole weight of sentimental associatlions arising from
youthful recollections and tradition. The affection for a certain place
and for certain persons is transferred to s more or less artificial, man-
made, distinet fighting group, headed by administrative institutions.
The nation profits from values not indigenous to it.

The claims made by nations with respect to their own comparative
merils conslitute the third rationalization. Few illusions are more
extraordinary, but in a psychological sense this one is not altogether
surprising, It was onece aptly deseribed as ‘‘Pooled Self-BEsteem,’”
Numerons primitive tribes and the intellectual and ruling elite of more
highly developed peoples before the age of national conseiousness held
similar views—as, for example, the Jews, the Chinese, and the Japa-

4John Stuart Mill, 4 System of Logie; Book V, Chapter 3.

5T I have an exorbitant opinion of myself, if ia continually criticized and
thwarted by extermal eriticism; , . . . It becomes impossible for me to beliave
that I am a wonder in the face of surrounding ineredulity . .. . What, thercfors,
we need, and what we get, is something which at the same time distinguishes us
from z Preat part of the human race, and yet is shared by nearly all those with
whom we come in contact. That we find in our country; and in our couwntry we
do most successfully and nnconsciously pool our self.esteem,’’ A. Clutton-Brocek,
«Pooled Self-Esteem,’’ The Atlantic Monthly (Vol. 128; Decomber, 1921).
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nese.’ A number of national mythologies regarding common and noble
descent have heen mentioned in an earlier chapter. One more may be
added here: Milton declared that the English are the chosen people in
succession to the Jews; and the Anglo-Israel-Identity Society, formed
in the second half of the nineteenth century, claimed that the English
people were identical with the lost tribes of Israel and therefore des-
tined by the 0ld Testament to a unique historical role.

Myths of merit and destiny are common, Michelet addresses
France: ““France, you are the word of the world! When you cease
to speak, justice vanishes from the whole surface of the earth.””” Lord
Curzon said: ‘‘The British Empire is, under Providence, the greatest
instrument for good fthat the world has ever seen.’’® German claims
of like nature are legion. Johann Gottlieb Fichte addressed the Ger-
man nation thus: “‘If you should perish with your peculiar gqualities,
the whole human race loses its prospect of being saved from the ter-
rible evils from which it suffers. There Is no alternative: if you be-
come engulfed, all mankind becomes engulfed with you, and there is
no hope left for restoration in the future.’”® American claim§of merit
and distinetion have been made with such phrases as ‘‘geographical
predestination,’” ‘‘extension of the area of freedom,?’ ¢‘the mission of
regeneration,’’ ‘“inevitable destiny,”’ and ‘‘manifest destiny,’"0

Suspicion of foreign nations is inherent in national conseiousness.
Ag a result, events of no significance, if they involve several nations,
may have tremendous congequences. Many thousands of lives are lost
every year in each country through automobile and other accidents;
the fact carries no political significance. But when a solitary aviator
loses his direction in peace time and flies over foreign territory, or a
shot is accidentally fired across a frontier, the consequences may be
gerious. Football, so unpolitical ordinarily, became a political issue
during the Olympie games of 1936 when there were demonstrations in
Lima, Peru, because a victory of the Peruvian over the Austrian team
at Berlin was subsequently questioned. The whole world outlook of
the nations, particularly small ones, is a product of their sensitiveness.

SWestermarck, op. ¢if., gives numerous examples.

7Michels, op. eit., p. 18.

8Prablems of the For East (London, 1804). =

9Reden an die deulsche Nation.

10ATpert X, Weinberg, Manifest Destiny, 4 Study of Nationalist Expansion-
{am in American History (Baltimore, 1935).
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Notice the following record by Hayes of grievances of the Alsatians
against the F'rench after France had reannexed them:

In Alsace-Lorraine a notary public had the right to open an office at will,
while in Franee he had to await an official appointment. Again, a druggist in
Alsace Lorraine had to obiain a license from the Government, while in France
he had only to consult his own pleasure. In Alsace Lorraine professors of medi
cine might c¢hoose freely their own internes; in France, a striet examination regu
lated 1he choice. In France there was a state monopoly of tobacco with inferior
produects; in Alsace-Lorraine, where no such monopoly existed, the citizens were
accustomed to good eigars. These differences and hundreds of others eomplieated
the re assimilation of Alsace Lorrainec by the French national State.tt

All these differences are, of course, less significant than the changes
which the laws and instilutions of the same country undergo within
a decade in peaceful let alone in troubled times. That they could be
reported as problems involving the relations between the Alsatians,
who were parily French, and the Freneh, is significant in itself. The
importance attributed to small differences is often nothing short of

Professors, journalists, and other intellectuals are fond of visiting
foreign eountries for the sake of giving lectures on their own coun-
tries, and thereby bringing about better ‘‘understanding’’ among the
nations. This is a pleasant and harmless pastime but it ecan aceom-
plish little in bringing the nations nearer to each other. Nations do
not mistrust each other because of a lack of mutual knowledge ; segre-
gation and opposition give them pleasure, and they have certain re-
sultant opinions eoncerning foreign institutions.

The assumption that the nation is superior to numberless other
aetual and potential groups in its ability to provide economic advan-
tages for its members is the final rationalization. As shown above,
the nation is certainly not an economic grouping of the joint-stock
company type, a trade-union, or a trust. Insofar as it is an economie
group at all, it belongs to the sociological pattern of the brigand gang:
both take away the property of other people by force.

There remaing then the question of what precisely it can achieve
in the economic field, Though nations fight primarily for honor and
glory, they are also convineed that victory pays and this eonvietion

110g1rlton J. H. Hayes, France: 4 Nation of Patriots (New York, 1930), p.
255.
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strengthens their warlike inclinations. There is the belief that the
so-called problem of access to the raw-materials and the question of
overpopulation can be solved by annexations in general, and the ac-
quisition of colonies in particular. Much has been written on this
subject since Norman Angell, in his highly sunccessful hook, T'he
Gireat Ilusion, first published in 1909, asserted that conguests do
not pay. The latest author to side with Angell is Grover Clark.'?

There is no simple answer to the question whether the annexations
achieved through victory pay a profit above the expenses of the war.
The balance-sheels will be different for the small and almost bloodless
war of the United States against Mexico, which yielded Texas, New
Mexico, Arizona, and California to the victor; for the South African
Boer War which cost Great Britain £250,000,000 before the Boers were
defeated ; and for a World War begun by Hitler for the sake of Lebens-
rowm, even should he manage to defeat all his foes.

Given social groups such as modern nations—ecomposed of people
of many professions, suspicious of other groups, and with a_hj
spect for warlike bravery-—ecertain economic assumptions are almosl
certain to follow.}® The first is that the economie interests of all mem-
bers of a nation are identical ; that all win and lose at the same time;
and that internal strife, particularly ‘‘class war,”’ is unnatural and
brings poverty to all. Common interssts are most evident when they
conflict with those of other nations. All the land on the surface of
the earth and all its actual and potential wealth ‘‘belong’’ to some
nation. As long as they belong to others, so runs the argument, they
cannot belong to us. Modern nationalism thinks in the first place of
the land to be taken, and not so mueh of its inhabitants, who in former
genturies, if defeated, were used or sold as slaves. For the military
mind, conquered square mileg prove vietory and power. Seen from
the economic angle, every portion of the globe is a source of potential
wealth, Whenever a country aequires a colony—for example, when
Italy obtained Hithiopia—the hopes of econmomic gain are boundless.
Yet no one believes that possessions in the Arctic mean anything, at

124 Place in the Sun (New York, 19868)., The Balance Sheels of Imperial-
jsm (New York, 1936). .

18The following argument mey be too condensed to be entirely conclusive,
But it suffices if it shows that the economic theories of the nationalists are ex-
tremely questionable, In this ease the cocksureness and intolerance with which
they are held prove their emofional origin,
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least at present. When Hitler tells President Roosevelt that the New
Deal economic policy has failed to live up to the standard set by Na-
tional Socialism-—otherwise the United States, with fewer inhabitants
per square mile than Germany, wounld know no umemployment—ithe
argument is so crude that it scarcely needs refutation.

In every country the idea arises in times of depression that with
men unable to find work and areas of uncultivated land, nothing is
needed but to seltle the unemployed on the land. They ean then pre-
sumably take care of themselves, The same panacea of colouies as a
drain for overpopulation is urged, but unfortunately it is an illusion.
Even men trained in agricultural work will starve if they have nothing
but their bare hands when taking possession of a piece of land. They
must have food to live on while crops mature, implements, possibly
access to a market through roads, and so on. In a word, the land is
of no use to them if they have no capital; without eapital they might

" better continue to live on relief. But if the government or private

—asgsociations find the capital needed for the new settlers, the question
remaing whether {hat capital and the work of the hitherto unemployed
cannot be made more productive by placing them in some nonagricul-
tural employment, for which new land is nol needed. As a matter of
faet, this is very likely to be the case. When all over the world people
increasingly desert agrieulture and move into the towns, there must
be a reason for it.

The nationalist will perhaps argue that it is the land combined
with labor and capital which produces riches, and that the value of
annexations and colonies must be sought in this direction. The ques-
tion then arises: Whose labor? The unemployed and poorly paid of
the victorious nation will say ‘‘ours,”’ and nobody can blame them if
they want remunerative jobs. But it is by no means certain that, af-
ter the defeated have been ejected from their country or allowed 1o
starve there, the work of the newcomers will necessarily be more pro-
ductive than theirs was., Furthermore, losses arise through the shift-
ing of the population, new adaptations, and the forsaking of homes
and technical equipment in the old country, It is economically ad-
vigable rather to make use of the lahor of the conguered people, and
in fa¥t this has been the almogt universal procedure.

There are two ways of disposing of the produce of the conquered :
either to leave it entirely to the producers or to appropriate a part for
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the dominant nation. The entire output cannot, of course, be ap-
propriated, for then the conquered people would starve, and that
would end the matter. If the inhabitants of the annexed territory
are treated as equals by the viclors, as in the case with the Boers in
the South African Union and the people of Eupen and Malmédy in
Belgium, and if they are not subjecled to diserimination and burden-
some taxation, there is obviously no profit from the annexation. In
the event that they are taxed more highly than the members of the
dominant nation or exploited in some other way, there is always a
limit to what can safely be taken; they must be able to keep up their
capital stock, replace machinery, houses, and so on. This reduces the
economic revenue considerably, and whelher it is worth-while to ap-
propriate the balance is doubtfnl.

If nalional economic motives were fundamental or anything but
an afterthought, we would find a great number of business people,
geonomists, and government offieials oceupied in peacetime with cal-
culations of the direct and indirect costs of war, the value ol of everk..
other country or colony if annexed, the additional taxes, thé visk of
revolutionary upheavals. These people would busily attempt 1o draw
a balance-sheet and to figure which war might pay and which cireum-
stances might be regarded as sufficiently favorable to warrant the risk,
There would be no vague allusions to ‘‘overpopulation,’’ ‘‘Lebens-
rgum,’” or ‘‘a place in the sun.”’ The procedure would resemble the
drawing up of a budget. But, in reality, emotion comes first; the be-
lief that annexations are profitable is merely a superstructure. Na-
tions do mnot, as is often held, seek profit while preaching the doctrines
of Christ; rather they speak of profit but actually think of honor and
glory. It is true that some capitalists may profit by war and annexa-
tion. But why do the masses, when nationallv-minded, believe the
capitalists who pretend it is all a matter of honor and security? If
it were true that the munitions-makers and profiteers instigate mod-
ern wars, this would actually prove very little; how could they arouse
enthusiasm for a cause whieh would be positively detrimental to the
balance of the nation, were it not that the latter wers eager to be
convinced? Direct subsidies are much cheaper for a nation than a
“eapitalistic’® war. Everyone agrees thal if American investord were
to ask their government to indemnify them for losscs suffered in Latin
Ameriea or Eurape, or to hand over the equivalent of the profils they
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think they might make if certain foreign countries were ruled by the
United States, their government would most assuredly not grant their
request, But millions of people believe that the same capitalists ac-
tually involved their country in the Spanish as well as the First World
War, and that they profited by so doing. Thereby those who believe
this acknowledge thai the man in the street can more easily be per-
suaded to go to war than to pay additional laxes*

There i3, as we have scen, no great possibility for an individual
Glerman to become wealthier by the incorporation of Czechoslovakia
and Poland into Germany, Not per capita wealth, but the aggregale
national wealth is Increased through annexation—and in a war, ag-
gregate wealth counts. The greater the taxable wealth behind an
army, and the more soldiers a nation can get from a large population,
the greater are its chances of winning. We may, therefore, infer that
annexations are valuable becanse they facilitate further annexations;
they are both the aim and the means of advancing imperialism. The

_System revolves upon itself.

To Swmmarize: the dramatic intervals in which nationalism is
felt and followed as a religion are the ones which historiaus in general
reeord as ‘‘history.”” But in a peaceful world, the ideology of na-
tionalism iz an illusion, based on rationalizations.

143ee Walter Sulzbach, Camtalistie Warmongers—A Modern Superstition
(Chieago, 1942).



COHAPTER FPOURTEEN

THE FUTURE

The future of natiomal consciousness is indissolubly connected
with the future of war. I the fighting impulse should vanish or be-
come directed toward different objectives, or should use peaceful meth-
ods, national consciousness would wither away. 'What, then, are the
chances that intelligence and knowledge can be made to prevail over
emotion and illusory romanticism? Can the experiences of mankind
be brought to bear effectively on peaceful international relaligps? s

The effect of modern war upon the economic and cultural life of
the people directly concerned and of the world at large during war
and for many years therealter are fully recognized. But the aims for
which nations go to war are not so clearly understood. It is generally
taken for granted that the problems leading to war are necessarily
very serious since war itsell is serious. The thesis of the present study
is that this is a paralogism. There are no problems hetween Germany
and Trance which are not matched by similar ones between Prussia
and Saxony, Massachusetts and Maine, Los Angeles and San Fran-
ciseo, and even between two blocks of houses in any city. There is no
conflict of interests between nations, There is a conflict of wills, Ac-
cording to Kant, space, time, casualty, ete.,, are o priort knowledge with
man; we understand the world by making use of these categories in
organizing the sensations which come to ns. However this may be,
there is such a thing as a social a priori: we see mankind in a certain
way and under certain aspects, and thereby produce problems and
conflicts which we ourselves have originated.

This being so, the opinion that the conflicts between the nations
can only be solved either by peaceful nnderstanding or through war
and that the world must choose between the two must be re-examined.
There is a third choice: it may be that onr soeial ¢ priori can be

144 ‘
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changed and that we will then feel indifferent toward problems now
considered of the utmost importance. This would certainly be true
if men should lose iheir national consciousness. The character of in-
ternational relations would necessarily change simultaneously. For
such a vevolntion, the precedent of religious consciousness may be
cited. There was a time when men considered it impossible that
Catholics and Protestants could live peacefully side by side. But
later men became indifferent toward the question of religious denomi-
nations and consequently the problems which had sprung from re-
ligious eonseiousness, though never solved, simply disappeared.

The question is: What can be done to bring about a social a priors
different from national econsciousness? Is it a matter of enlighten-
ment and education? Or ave the irrational forces in which national-
ism is rooted so strong that reflection and persuasion are powerless
againsgt them?

The Age of Enlightenment was convinced ihat men did the wrong

~thing gieause their education had been defective, Man was supposed
fo be open to conviction. The task was simply to achieve the proper
environment and introduce an adequate system of edueation. This
optimism has faded. The experience of the last century and a half
has proved that where emotion and interests conflict with reasoning,
the former may often have the better of i, All the arguments in
favor of free trade have been known since the days of Adam Smith
and Rieardo. Yet tariffs and export subsidies have come to prevail
everywhere. Bverything that can be said against militarism and the
acquisition of colonies by force was said long ago, without making the
slightest impression on the confirmed militarist and imperialist. He
answers the argument that the nations can get on by peaceful under-
standing by gquoting Moltke’s words that eternal peace is a dream but
not a beautiful one, and by contending that humanity will degenerate
in a world without war, When these assertions have been properly
refuted, he points out that the world’s riches must first be redis-
tributed before there can be any talk of disarmament; and if he is
foreed to admit that the economic value of colonies and other terri-
torial annexations is immensely overrated, he falls back on his origi-
nal thesis and insists that war is a law of natuve. It is the same with
all political and economic opinions rooted in emotions and interests,
‘When one argument has been disposed of, there is immediately an-
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other fo take its place, From this Marx drew the conclusion that only
the economic interests matter, while Pareto made a distinetion be-
tween the emotions and interesis (residut), which are decisive, and the
ideas and arguments (der wam), which move in a world of sham and
make-believe.

But the pendulum, which had swung too far in the direction of the
reasoning man, has now swung too far in the opposite direction. Both
Marx and Pareto were convinced that thelr own arguments carried
persuasive force; otherwise they would not have written their books.
One example of the force of reasoning is the enormous damage suf-
fered by the Christian churches at the hands of rationalism, the erit-
ique of the Bible, materialism, and Darwinism. Political propaganda
everywhere appeals to interests and emotions; but at the same time it
tries to convinee with arguments,

Turning now to the influence of knowledge and reasoning upon
the question of war and peace, the outlook seems discouraging when
considered prima facie. The interests in favor of war—in spite of,,
the myth about the munitions-makers——do not amount to 15?1'011, but
the emotions are so strong that they have been able {o prevail in some
countries even agdinst the terrible experiences of the years 1914-18,
In 1919, the whole world pinned its hope on the League of Nations,
and yet there has been no real peace in all the years since then. Ig
there, then, a chance that reasoning will stand a better chance in the
futnre?

Argurments alone ave geldom decigive, The ultimate effect is pro-
duced by the arguments plus all the circumstances prevailing at the
time. In order to evaluate the outlook for the future, the following
questions shounld be asked and answered : Where does the present gen-
eral trend appear to lead? What can be done to help the eause of
peaace ?

There may be a trend toward some state of society and opinions at
one time and a different trend at another time. Predictions based on
the tendency prevailing at a certain moment may, therefore, prove to
be entirely wrong. Universal atheism, universal free competition and
free trade, democracy everywhere, and socialism in every country have
all been eonfidently expected at some time. Basing his conclusifns on
the tendeneies he believed to be prevailing in 1857, an historian of
great intellectual calibre, Henry Thomas Buckle, made a tragically
ineorrect prediction about the future of war,
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That this harbarous pwisuit [the praetice of war] is, in the progress of
society, steadily deelining, must be evident, even to the most hasty reader of
Huropean history, If we compare one country with another, we shall find that
for a very long period wars have heen becoming less frequent; and now so clearly
is the movement marked, that, until the late commencement of hostilities, we had
remained at peace for nearly forty years: a cireumstanee unparalleled, not only
in our own country, but also in the annals of every other eountry whieh has been
important enough to play a leading part in the affairs of the world. [For this
great achievement, Buckle gives the eredit to the progress of knowledge.] Sup-
posing the remaining eireumstances to be the same, it must happen, that as the
intellectual acquisitions of & people increase, their love of war will diminish.!

Warned by the example of Buckle to be cantious with our eonclu-
sions, let us examine frst the tendencies which militate in favor of
war and national consciousness, and then those which militate against
them. Present economic trends are in the direction of giving ever
more influence to governments at the expense of individuals. This
tendency results from the infiluence of certain social and socialistic
ideas; il has gained strength sinece the 1870’ in times of peace ag well
A8 Wa*w, In the opinion of the present writer, demoeracy and private
property are intimately related, and democracy collapses when pri-
vate property is curtailed beyond a certain limit.2 In addition, every
great war, even one fought for the preservation of democracy and lib-
erty, has certain consequences which are deterimental to free institu-
tions and a paceful world order., Consequently, socialism~—whether
mild or full-fledged—and war both bring about eircumstances favor-
able to dictatorship, and dictatorship in turn favors national con-
scionsness.

Current ceonomie {rends are influenced by a number of extraordi-
nary and almost revolutionary experiments which have been made in
many countries since the TFirst World War., More experiments are
being proposed, hut the one experiment which would probably imply
no risk—the return to laissez-faire, unrestricted right of property,
free-trade, and free migration—is not even advocated now exeept by
a few isolated scholars who have no following. The tendency is alto-
gether away from laissez-faire.

The economic policies of the majority of the countries aim at pre-

Neistory of Civilization in England (New ed., London, 1882), Vol I, pp.
190-192.

20f. Walter Sulzbach, ¢ Tolerance and the Boapnomic System,’’ Ethics, Vol. L,
No, 3, 1940.
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serving private property and free individual competition in prineiple:
at the same time, their governments regulate—to a greater or less
degree—prices, wages, employment, the rate of imterest, dividends,
hours of work, imports and exports, and the investmenti of capital,
and control bauks, factories, means of transportation, and public utili-
ties. As a consequence, a host of people have a very personal eco-
nomiec interest in the guestion of who shall rule the country, whether
1t is 1o be their own friends and protectors or the friends and sub-
sidizers of other groups. DPolitical pariies tend to stand more and
more for definite economic groups and interests. Democracy works
where and as long as people are convinced that the interesls common
to them outweigh those on which they ave divided, and as long as there
is an ample sphere for private life independent of the political party
in power. By continually curtailing this sphere of private liberty
and by changing the character of the political party struggle into an
economic struggle, governmental control undermines the proper fune-
tioning of demoeratic institutions.

If mutual hatred and greed are not kept within limits, ¥t only
alternative is chaos or dictatorship. What has happened in Italy,
Germany, and several other Huropean countries resulted from nu-
merous forces other than the economic circumstances indicated above,
bul the latter played a significant role. The intimate connection he-
tween private property and individual competition, on the one hand,
and the functioning of democratic institutions, on the other, has not
been sufficiently noticed beeaunse the leading demoeratic countries have
not yet carried economic control to the ultimate limit. Though, as
everyone knows, democracy no longer functions as smoothly as it did
prior to 1914, it has been able to withstand communistic and fascist
propaganda in every country where there has been an honorable and
fairly long democratic tradition, The democratic system, it is true,
recently collapsed in Francee under the impacl of defeat; but that is a
story in itself.

Obviously, the position of the government becomes stronger and
the position of the individual citizen weaker under socialism. Accord-
ing to orthodox Marxian theory, the true socialist community will be
internationally organized and the individual sovereign states will be
abolished. There is to date no world government, but socialism hag
actually been tried in one country ou a broad seale. The experiment

‘
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in Soviet Russia has taught the world much—for instance, that there
is no such thing as a classless society, for the more effectively the
classes of the capitalists and the proletarians are liquidated under a
planned economy, the greater becomes the gap between the power of
the ruling class and the lack of power of the ruled. As the lust for
power is a normal human impulse, the rulers enjoy their positions and
do not think of relinquishing them voluntarily.

We find, then, that modern economic iendencies, when limited to
conirol, are—to put il cautiously—not favorable to the smooth work-
ing of democracy, and that full-fedged socialism and dictatorship are
intimately related. Before we investigate the relationship between
ahsolutist government and national consciousness, we must consider
the tendencies arising from actual warfare such as the present world
conflict.

It is certainly no coincidence that up to 1917, when Russia fell
into chaos as a result of war, defeat, and revolution, the Bolsheviks
were 8 little known and uninfluential group, and thai no one pre-
dicted amsthing like Fascism and National Socialism in highly eivil-
ized countries. Even the word ‘‘Fascism’’ in its present-day meaning
did not exist in the political vocabulary. Mussolini, Hitler and the
conditions under which they came to power would have been impos-
gible without the First World War and its aftermath.

John Stuart Mill points out that the economic havoe caused by
wars is overcome with surprising speed® The houses, factories, and
roads which have been destroyed or damaged are repaired, and after
a short time life goex on ag if nothing had happened. This holds true
not only in respect to the wars of which Mill had knowledge—among
which were the wars of the French Revolution and Napoleon—hut
also in respect to later wars. But unfortunately the damage to the
physical equipment of the countries invelved is not the main economie
set-back, The experience of the two decades since the First World
War has shown that the disorganization of capital investments and
international {rade, the breakdown of currencies, the impoverishment
of certain classes but not of others, the struggle between capital and
labor, the inerease in gocial hatred, and universal ingeeurity are far
moressignificant. Physical equipment is a matter of the eapital

8 Principles of Political Feonomy, I, Chap. 5.
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existing at a certain moment, but the other factors mentioned above
affect production and income and may curtail the people’s economic
well-being for many years.

Certain evenis following the First World War are likely to be
repeated after every similar catastrophe. The international gold
standard, wilth the help of which international trade had funectioned
until 1914, broke down. Even before the opening of the Second World
War in 1939, its reconstruction seemed very remote. Tariff walls were
raised higher and higher. Confiscation of foreign capital, introduced
by the belligerent powers, became universal in the form of the repu-
diation of foreign debts, The masses, who had suffered so terribly in
the years 1914-18 and had been promised a better-social order as a re-
ward for their sacrifices, demanded the fulfilment of this promise and
became more easily converted to radieal doctrines than ever before.
There arose among the defeated nalions a class of unemployed and
desperate former soldiers who continued to see the world as a place of
legitimate slaughter and violence, and therefore constituted a first-rate
danger to the social order of the countries eoncorned. Neves did in-
telligence speak more strongly for ithe removal of violenece from inter-
national relations; but the emotions which had been stirred up by
war did not die immediately when peace came, It was not evident to
everyone that violenece and killing, which had been virtues for four
years, had suddenly again become crimes. The economie conditions of
1he victors, the defeated, and the neutrals had been more or less on
the same level until 1914, Thereafter, they became widely divergent.

Tunternational trade can function only where there are proper cur-
rencies and where tariffs and export subsidies are kept within reason-
able limits. Democeracy functions only where there is respect for the
law, abhorrence of internal viclence, an unswerving determination to
keep the rules and to obey the legitimate government, and a willing-
ness on the part of the ruling party to relinquish power when the op-
posing party is in the majority. As these conditions were not realized
in most countries when the First World War was over, democracy
was no longer able to continue its march, which had been a victorious
oite since the American and the Freneh Revolutions, Diclatorships
arose and in the international field, the League of Nations broke dlown,

Bvery absolute government is interested m blaming its own short-
gomings on others and in making its own people see the supposed rea-
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sonableness of obedience to the laws of the land. Tt will try to give
them a [eeling of superiority over other people, thereby compensating
them for the total lack of influence, dignity, and liberly in the life
of the individual. The enemy, on whom poverty and disiress are
blamed, need not in the beginning be outside the national frontiers.
Originally the bourgeoisie served as the scapegoat in Russia; the war-
profileers and the communists in Italy; the Jews and the communists
in Nazi Germany. But when some time has elapsed and the internal
foe has been disposed of and the tirades against him have become
wearisome, external foes are put in the foreground. This evoluiion
took some time in Soviet Russia, but was clearly visible even before
the Bolsheviks became obviously imperialistic. The end result is the
same, whether a people is urged to feel nationally conscious because
upon it falls the honor and the duty to redeem the world from capi-
talism, or whether rampant nationalism arises without the latter argu-
ment. The Ttalian and German brands of dictatorship were strongly
nationalist from the beginning. They gained their following with an
anti-Bodhevik slogan, and set one secular religion against another.
Nationalism alone appealed, and they made ample use of it.

The social universe contains systems of interactions which have a
tendency to regain their equilibrium when upset. Of these, the most
significant is the price system. Where there is demand for a com-
modity, it fetches a good price and the producers make extra profits;
thereupon competition sets in, the price goes down, and profits return
to their normal level. A superabundance of a commodity results in
a low price; there is then no profit in producing it, output is cur-
tailed, competition decreases, and in the end its price goes up again
and profits return.

There are other systems of social interactions which not only lack
this tendency toward an equilibrium, but tend toward a stabilization of
disequilibrium, onee it has come about. The relationship between the
Jews and anti-Semitism may serve as an example. The disagreeable
qualities of some Jews bring about and intensify anti-Semitism, which
in turn intensifies the peenliar qualities of the Jews and is a further
bar to their adjustment and assimilation. Hence the Jewish question
persdsts,

Mo which of the two patterns do war and peace belong? There
can be no doubt that during the greatest part of human history every
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war has been the father of the next war. But it is fortunately by no
means certain that the same rule will be valid in the future,

Foremost among the tendenclies favoring peace and working against
national consciousness is the increasing strength of pacifism. As no
one can know for certain how the people feel in the dictatorial coun-
tries where they are not allowed expression. the contention that hatred
of war is increasing must be based on what is happening in the de-
mocracies. The democracies are at present, and have been for some
time, intrinsically pacifist; the national consciousness of their citizens
is fading under the convietion that war is senseless and ought to be
abolished. But prior to the rise of democracy, only the ruling classes
showed any interest in public affairs. The masses were indiffcrent
and silent. According to James Bryce:

Tor nearly fifteen centuiies, from the days of Augustus till the Turks cap-
tured Coustantinople, theie was never among the Romans m the Bastern Empue,
civilized as they were, any more than there had been in the West till the imperial
power ceaged at Rome in the fifth century, a eerions attempt either to restore free
government, or even te devise a regular constitutional method fo1 ¢hoosing the
autoeratic head of tha state.

Few things in history are more remarkable than the total eclipse of all
political thought and total abandonment of all efforts to improve political con-
ditions in 3 highly edueated and infelligent population such as weie the inhabi-
tants of the Western half of the Empire till the establishment thore of barbaian
kingdoms in the fifth and sixth centuries, and such as wore the Helleno-Romans
round ihe Aegean Sea till many centuries later . .. . Men were tired of politics.
. . . The few active minds cared for other things, or perhaps despaived. The
masses were indifferent, and wonld noet have listemed. When a rising oecenrred
it was bhecanse men desired good government, not self-government*

With the rise of democracy and with the spread of liberty-—which
was by no means abgent in some non-demoeratic states, as, for instance,
the German Reich of the Hohenzollerns~—the political attitude of the
people became ascertainable.

Prior to the American and French revolutions, at a time when
absolute monarchs and aristoeracies still ruled every European coun-
try and the ‘‘philosophers’’ had to furn to antiquity for examples of
democratic institutions, a number of politically-minded authéfs held
an opinion ou patriotism which is worth quoting, It emphasizes a
truth which is not limited to particular historical circurstance§. La

4Tnmes Bryee, Modern Democracies (New York, 1021), Vol. I, p. 27.
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Bruydre wrote, toward the end of the seventeenth century: “There is
no fatherland nnder despotism. Other things take its place: interest,
glory, the service of the prince.’”” Voltaire stated in 1752: ‘‘The eciti-
zen of a republic is always more attached to his country than the sub-
ject of a prince, because one loves one’s own possession more than the
possession of one’s master.”” All the philosophers of the Age of En-
lightenment were in accord that there is no fatherland where there is
no liberty. They praised the BEnglish Puritans who went to America
and the French Protestants who went to Prussia, Hngland, and Hol-
land, and thereby chose, as their voluntarily adopted fatherlands,
countries where they felt that they could be free.’

‘When the ideals of democracy took hold of one people after an-
other, the problem arose concerning the best constitution; another
problem was how to delimit the several national growps which were 40
have democratic institutions. We have observed how the dividing
lines between nations originated and how the nations continued the
foreign policies of the princes in order to satisfy the human fighting
impulst= Demoeracy did nol mean pacifism, The leading demoeratic
countries have gone to war many times as aggressors, particularly
when it was a question of colonial expansion. But recently a faet of
outstanding importance has emerged : the democratic nations are relin-
quishing imperialism, and in some cases are even willing to give up
territory they already possess.

Great Britain has given complete self-government, not only to its
dominions overseas, but also to Ireland, and is emancipating one col-
ony alter the other. India is definitely on the way to dominion status.
The same tendency has been evident in the colonial policy of Franee.
The United States liberated Cuba but did not anmnex it, and it was
eager (up to its entrance into the war) to get rid of its responsibilities
in the Philippines. The idea that all the existing colonies should be
taken out of the hands of the powers which are today their masters
in order to turn them over to a future League of Nations is very popu-
lar even in England, where the proposal to return Germany’s lost
colondes was widely acclaimed hefore the rise of Ilitler. As far as the
policy of the democracies is concerned, the traditional ideas about
colonies are fading, and the colonial system is in full dissolution.

SA. Aulard, Le Patriotisme Frangais de la Eenaissanoe d lo Revolution (Paris,
1921, pp. 26, 44, 30.
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There are also significant signs that national conseiousness itself,
when left alone and not artificially stirred, is moving in the same di-
rection. Before the present war, and even in some countries after il
had started, the people in the demoecracies have shown a surprising
indifference toward the eonservation of their national states, thrir
honor, power, and glory. The will to make sacrifices for national
ideals has evidently weakened.

‘What happened in England and France in 1938 was guite sympto-
matic. France was bound by treaty to stand with Czechoslovakia,
and England had indieated that she would probably do the same. In
giving way to Hitler at Munich, both countries acknowledged them-
selves beaten before they had fought, and thus sacrificed their na-
tional honor. This was the first time a sacrifice of such magnitude
had been made in modern history. No misinterpretation was possible.
Had there been strong nationalistic leaders in either country, or in
both, things would possibly have been different. But the masses, left
to themselves, showed themselves overwhelmingly in favor of peace
at almost any price, When Chamberlain and Daladier retuw=ed from
Munich, they were cheered. Of all the implications of the Munich
capitulation, this was perhaps the most important. [ts meaning was
that in Fngland and France the average man had decided that there
were values higher than war-like eourage and prestige. It is, of eourss,
true that both countries went to war a year later. But this they did
only because there was practically no other choice.

Men generally believe what they wish fo be true. Future his-
torians will continually be amazed by the blindness with which coun-
tries like Belgium, Holland, and particularly France and England
failed to arm adequately when faced with the growing menace of
Hitlerism. They will ponder the question of why the demoecracies did
not stop German armament at a time when it would have been possible
almost without firing a shot. The main reason for the apathy of the
Democratic nations is to be found in the fact that they had become
go peace-loving and so little disposed to sacrifice the pleasures of eivil
life for the sake of making their national sovereignties unassailable,
that they chaose 1o believe that Hitler’s future behavior would be dif-
Perent from his record in the past. -

In France particularly, the love of home and the attachment to
the local ‘‘petite patrie’’ have undergone no change. Buf the deter-
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mination to consider the frontiers of France sacred and inviolable, so
strong with almost every Frenchman in 1870-71 and 1914-18, must
have become weaker in the two decades after the first World War.
Many Frenchmen were willing even to discuss Alsace-Lorraine with
Germany, il only peace eould be secured; others were so absorbed in
party sirife and haired that they coined the slogan: ‘‘Rather Hitler
than Léon Blum.”’ The Brilish people put up a magnificent fight al-
ter their cherished self-deception had been desiroyed by Hitler, But
it may well be that even the British position no lenger fundamentally
tends toward British nationality, Winston Churchill was willing to
merge Great Britain and France into one single state, and very many
Englishmen would welcome a fusion of the British Empire with the
United States. That is a long way from the feeling of the nations at
the turn of the ecentury!

The United States, having entered World War I after the right
of neutrals Lo sail their ships had been violated, enacted a neutrality
law by which il forbade its ships access to areas dangerous to shipping
in the eveni of new hosiilities, Quile clearly it was hoped that this
legislation would make another embroilment in foreign conflicts im-
possible. Bul gradually the attitude of the majority of the American
_people underwent a change. Significantly enough, the change was
brought about almost enlirely by rational reflections on the dangers
threatening an isolated America in ihe event of an Axis vietory. Emo-
tions played a minor part, How otherwise can it he explained that
while the older people favored all-out aid to Britain, the majorily of
the younger generation stood for isolationism—a veversal of the nor-
mal reaction in similar emergencies.® Tt is also characteristic of the
pacifism of the nation during the last decades that many Americans
have felt that the First World War was an enterprise into whieh they
had been unsuspectingly tricked for the sake of British and French
imperialism. When there is strong national feeling, the people view
their military history very differently.

It is quite possible that when the present war is over, the smaller
nations will be more willing than before to give up voluntarily a part
of their national independence. When people come to the convietion
that gertain things, however high their value, can no longer be feasibly

80f course, when Japan attacked the United States, national unity, as was
to he expected, was achieved immodiately.
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defended and saved, they may acquiescently accept a new order. In
the light of their recent experiences, the small nations may desire to
voluntarily forego a part or the whole of their national sovereignty for
the sake of security.

‘When a religion loses its force, it is either replaced by another
transcending or secular religion or it is succeeded by all-round in-
dividualism. At present, no new religion is taking the place of na-
tional conseiousness. In eonformity with developments in ancient
times and at the end of the Middle Ages, religion is now giving way
to individualism. This does not mean that we are heading toward
the state of society antieipated by Herbert Spencer. At a time when
the masses look to the state for the improvement of their well-being,
this would be the last thing to expect. What we are witnessing is the
normal disintegration of formerly aceepted values. As Bertrand Rus-
sell pute it:

In the sixteenth and eaily seventeenth centuries, the wars between Catholics
and Protestants filled Burope and all laige-seale propaganda was in favor of one
or olher of the two ereeds, Yet ultimate vietory went lo neither paws, bul to
those who thought the issues between them unimportant . .. . If the woild, in
the near future, becomes divided between Communists and Fasecists, the final
vietory will go to neither, but to those who shiug their shoulders and say, like
Candide, ‘‘Cela est bien dit, mass o foul culbwer notre jardin.’’ The ultimate
limit to the power of creeds is set by boredom, weariness, and love of ease.”

The relinguishment of the prineiple of national honor by some
small states, and by the large democracies under certain circumstances,
is to a large exteni the consequence of the evolution of armaments
and war technignes in recent times, War has been mechanized; and
the more this has been the case, the less room remains for personal
heroism. That nation has the best chance of winning which is most
thoroughly industrialized and which is best able and willing to spend
large sums for armaments. The Ethiopians and Albanlans were just
as brave as the Italians; the Poles were just as brave as the Germans.
But they had no chance against superior machines. In the words of
Winston Churchill: *“War, which nsed to be eruel and magnificent,
has become eruel and squalid.’’

The naval blockade has become an ever more efficient weapon, be-
anse the civilized nations have evolved an economic system baséd on

]

TPower; A New Social Analysis (New York, 1938), p. 1586,
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international irade and dependent upon mports from loreign eoun-
tries. An efficient blockade may decide a war, as 1t did in 1914-18
and possibly will do in the present confliet; but a blockade is nol
romantic. Most signifieant of all is the airplane which draws the
civilian into the war zone., He is no longer able to enjoy the excite-
ment of war as a well-protected witness, I is true that enemies with
equal power in the air have the possibility of revenge for every dam-
age suffered. But the less civilized combatant has the advaniage. The
destruction of the famous French and BEnglish cathedrals eannot be
compensated for in the minds of the English people by the possible
destruction of the eathedral of Cologne, but for men like Hitler and
Gocring the latler means nothing at all. With the airplane as a
weapon, a nation may vieloriously defend its frontierg, possibly eon-
quer foreign territory, and win the war, but in so doing its own
country may be wrecked from the air.

Romanticisin can live longer than the vealily it glovifies, as has been
evident immihe case of war, Bul when the gap between the iwo
grows wider and wider, romanticism will have to give way in the end.
In war, this phase has possibly been reached. When the First World
‘War bhegan in 1914, the war was popular in all countries involved.
When the Second World War began in 1939, it was popular nowhere,
nol even in Germany.

Balancing the several conflicting tendencies against each other,
we come 1o the following conclusion : International attitudes and rela-
tions, as they had developed between 1919 and 1939, could not possibly
persist. The several nations paid nothing more than lip-service to
the internatlonal order represented by the League of Nations. The
most they were willing to do in order to make this international order
effectual was the introduction of ‘‘sanctions’’ against the violator of
peace, Even this was not doune thoroughly; and the majority of the
members of the League, not to meniion those nations whick were not
members, went this far with reluctance, While the majority of the
peoples of the earth were in favor of a mechanism for the peaceful
settlement of all international conﬂiet@, they were not willing to grasp
the méans implementing this result. They did not attach sufficient
imporiance to the outlawing of war. Their interest was limited to
measures short of war. But at the same time, while boasting that they
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would always fight for their own national interest and homnor, in a
world full of aggression the democralic nations were partly unable
and partly nol really determined to do so, Where there was demoe-
racy, the will to fight had abated; where this will was strong, democ-
racy had vanished.

At present the dictatorships have gained ground everywhere. But
this tendency may soon be reversed. And though the dictators have
effectively plorified national consciousness, their successes do not
necessarily mean a strengthening of this impulse. ILike every other
great social movement——especially Christianity and democracy-—na-
tional consciousness has risen and grown under a measure of liberty
and free discussion in competition with other ideas. Whatever en-
thusiastic followers these movements have had they have stood by
their idea because they had chosen it voluntarily and believed it rep-
resented truth. They might have made a different choice. It is with
this background of freedom that ideas become living forees. Under a
dictatorship, men are forced to confess a certain faith, and can no
longer listen to divergent views; though the vigor with #vhich they
pronounce their commanded convietion may become greater, the faith
itself loses its power and becomes a matter of rouline. Spontaneity
vanishes and the confessions of the faithful, repeated over and over
again, cease to evoke any genuine sentiment, All this happened to
Christianity at the end of the Middle Ages, alter the Church had
monopolized all thinking and {eaching; and only when the Reforma-
tion had challenged the Church of Rome did Catholicism awalen from
its stupor and once more become a living creed. Should national con-
sciousness be glorified in the future only under dictatorial govern-
ments, it will lose the spiritual impulse to which it owes ils original
greatness. While flourishing externally, it will die internally.

But the present war may possibly eall a halt to the decay of na-
tional econseiousness in those democracies which survive, The fate of
France will be taken to heart and hammered into the minds of the
younger generation. And the new glory won in the present war will
be turned to the best account, It must be remembered, on the other
hand, that nations which have fought for democracy are not always
in a position to preserve democracy in their own countries a®er the
devastations of war. The finanecial and social eonditions of England,
after a war which began when the effects of the years 1914-18 had
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still not been overcome, may render the working of her democratie
system of government well-nigh impossible, at least for some time.
The fate of France is even more obseure.

To summarize: Current ecomomic tendencies and the probable
ghort-run consequences of the present war favor dictalorship and
an increase of nationalism; but where the truth is brought to bear
against errors and a fallacious romanticism, truth will as a rule pre-
vall. The [orees working against war are so strong that one is justi-
fied in feeling relatively optimistic. Obviously there is greater hope
for a peaceful world if the fascist powers are defeated.

We come now to a consideration of the second question formulated
above, What ean be done to help the cause of peace? The assumption
is made that the democracies, emerging victoriously from their strug-
gle against fascism, will be favored in their task of recomstruction by
predominantly pacifist trends, The proposals in behall of peace fall
into two groups; firsl, the organization of iniermational collaboration;
and second, education and propaganda.

The TRague of Nations did not fail because of technical deficien-
cies of the League covenant. It failed beecause the nations which were
members of the Licague acknowledged the supreme value of national
conseiousness and vejected a curtailment of national sovereignties.
Thus they attempted to uge an international organization for national
aims,

As long as nations and their governments continue to think in
terms of territory, honor and power, problems which would otherwise
simply not exist will predominate, and the best that can be hoped for
is mutnal tolerance, with occasional arbitration of differences. The
various governments will be eager to give away the minimum and
secure the maximum; and when this does not succeed there will be
national indignation. One gide will always be pressing for a new ar-
rangement or will threaten revenge.

If the participants in a league of nations consider the specifically
national values as the highest values, international collaboration
against aggressive and treaty-breaking states will not work, regardless
of any clever scheme invented for an international parliament and the
distridbution of voting power among the several states. What happened
when the Lieague imposed sanctions against Italy in 1985-36 and ex-
pelled Russia in 1939 will probably happen again in the future. Every
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member will ask: Which nation is the most interested, which the least;
who ruuns the greatest political and commercial risk, who runs the
least? No international organization for the preservation and enforce-
ment of peace will funection along these lines. But if national con-
sclousness should recede into the background, and the consciousness
of values common to all mankind should gain in strength, a new
League of Nations may very well succeed. No greater task faces the
victorious powers once Germany and Japan are defeated.

The framers of the future peace treaty will be confronted with
the principle of nationality as were their predecessors in 1919, It
is a safe guess that their point of departure will be the right of all
the people to national self-determination. They will be well aware
that the peace treaties of 1919 were based on this principle, and ac-
tually gave national self-determination to millions of people who had
not had it previously; but that nevertheless in regard to ibe elimi-
nation of armaments and future wars, the treatlies of Versailles, St.
Germain, Trianon, and so on, have proved to be conspicuous failuves.
And they may accept the great legend of 1919-1939 that i ouly Ger-
many had kept her colonies, had not been ordered to disarm and pay
reparations, if Ialy had received more territory in Africa, if ITun-
gary had not been forced to cede a great part of her area to her
neighhors, the hope for a hetter world order entertained in 1919 might
have come true.

But if this happens they will be laboring under a ithoroughly su-
perficial political theory and a doctrine pregnant with dangers for
the future. For the failures of 1919 resulted from a false inter-
pretation of the essence of national conselonsness. When the states-
men once more sit down round the conference table, this iime to
clear up the wreckage wrought by the Second World War, nothing
will be more important than that they shall understand the frue
meaning of the principle of nationality better than did their prede-
cessors at VersaillesB

What did the principle of nationality mean to the framers of the
peace treaties that ended the 1914-18 war? Imbued with the teach-

8Tneidentally, the defeat of the Axis powers and Japan is mot the guly con-
dition for bolerable intevnations) relations in the fwture. It must also come about
that Ghrent Britain and the United States will have the power to restrain the
Russians, Poles, and Crzechs from seizing as much Geiman ierritory as they can
and tresting the Germans as they have been treated by them.
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ings of the Age of Enlightenment, and conscious of the more recent
theories of ‘‘progress,’’ they founded their decisions on the convietion
that man is fundamentally social, peaceful, and good. Lel the war-
mongering rulers of the various aggressive monarchies be removed,
give to all the people national! self-determination and democratic
inslitutions in general—thus they believed—and those who have been
formerly oppressed will become advoeates of mutual tolerance, while
the former oppressors will learn to disdain wars and to appreciate
the benefits of a peacelful economy and international goodwill. To
be sure, men like Clemencean did not puni much confidence in the
Germans, at least not in the short run. Bui he, too, belicved in the
prineiple of nationality as the proper basis for the organization of
the world. Little progress has been made since 1919, We still find
the vast majorily of the political and intellectual leaders of the
democracies Jaboring under an entirely mistaken concept of 1he es-
sence of national consciousness. They still associate it with liberty
instead ofljhvith power, and still believe that “national sell-determina-
tion” concerns only ihose who enjoy il, and is no concern of their
neighbors, But, as the tragic events of the present war have shown,
the lives of millions of hmman beings are involved when ‘““national
self-determination’’ leacs to the glorification of power—and to war,
The enthusiastic believers in the principle of national self-deter-
mination with theiy demands that every nation should “work out its
own destiny”’ should not atlempt again to frame a nmew world order
without clearly understanding the meaning of “natiomal destiny.”
A nation’s ‘““destiny’? is nol concerned with its culture butl with its for-
eign policy, where the prize is the distribution of power. Even
at Versailles, where the League of Nations was set up, the several
governments should have had more insight into the meaning of
national econsciousness. The mere idea that the League should be
entitled and empowered to take away territory from one member
state and give it to another was universally seorned; thus it was
acknowledged that no nation could be asked to acquiesce in growing
smaller; and (by inference) that it is to the advantage of a nation
10 addnto its territory. While dynamie imperialism was understood
and condemned, slatic imperialism was not understood; and na-
tional consciousness, instead of being inierpreted in the ierms of
imperialism, was mistaken for the love of home and homeland.
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At the future peace conference there may possibly be some who
believe that the case for peace will be strengthened if minorities
are exchanged and thereby made harmless. This has been done
before, between Turkey and Greece, and belween Greece and Bul-
garia. The resul{ seems to have been satisfactory, though toward
the end of 1941 the Bulgarians evidently have started a new move-
ment 10 expel Greek inhabitants from territory “originally” Bul-
garian. Were the principle of nationalily statie, the exchange of
minorities might well be a solution for frontier troubles. But mi-
norities are not always oppressed. Where they are, their position is
quite often the consequence of their own political ambitions to join
another state where they may be of the dominant group. This am-
bition, in turn, is more often than not the consequence of the im-
perialism of the neighboring nation. When a nation is imperialistic,
it produces its own arguments. KEugene Sialey has shown in a re-
markable book® that foreign investmenis have rarely led to wars,
but that the leaders of ambitious nations have often used private
investments as pretexts for political and territorial de=mands, Tt
is the same with national minorities, Whether the existence of mi-
norities involves problems is [requently decided, not by the min-
norities concerned or the people among whom they live, bul by per-
sons and groups not directly involved.

Too much attention may be paid to minority exchanges by the
believers in nationality as a slatic principle, with the resultant neg-
leet of another problem of great significance, When the boundaries
of the several states are drawn in conformity with langunage and
other national lines, a number of states emerge that are unahle to
defend {hemselves when attacked by stronger neighbors. In a
world in which future wars are a possibility, these states are not
only themselves permanently imperiled but their weak position con-
stitutes a danger to other peaceful nations, In such a world, the
principle of the balance of power is logical and sound. But the prin-
ciple of nationality, pure and simple, is no solution at all.

The peace treaties of 1919 and 1920 put their main emphasis on
the principle of nationality, and the newly founded League of Na-
tions was subordinated to it. If the peace treaties of the Second
World War are to be better than their predecessors, they must re-

Far and the Private Investor: 4 Study in the Relalions of International
Politics and International Private Investment (New York, 1935).
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verse this relationship and subordinate the principle of nationality.
No objection can be raised against frontier lines drawn as far as
practicable in conformity with language lines or other national con-
cepts and demands. But first there must be a strong new League
of Nations with the power to interfere with national sovereignties
and restricl them in the interest of the world at large, To bring
about such an organizalion will be the foremost task of the future
peace settlement, a task which far transcends all other international
problems awaiting solution. Let us hope ithat when the time comes
to remold our world wrecked by {wo world wars, the people at
large and their leaders will have given enough thought to the prin-
ciple of nationality to rid themselves of misplaced sentimental as-
sociations,

The provisions of the covenant of the future league and the sur-
render of a part of the sovereignty of every state to a central world
executive will in themselves mean little unless national consciousness
is deemphasized,

It showdd be noted that though the League of Nations did not
achieve what it set out to accomplish, its failure was not a factor in the
present catastrophe. Things happened more or less as if the League
of Nations at Geneva did not exist. Those who venture into a see-
ond league experimeni should be armed with more insight as well
as more power than was possessed in 1919. They have much to win
and absolntely nothing to lose.

What can education and propaganda do to prevent war in the
future? The American philosopher, William James, hag probably
given the best answer. According to James, what is needed is a
“moral equivalent for war,” a “subslitute for war’s disciplinary func-
tion.””> As pointed out by Horace M. Kallen: “‘Peace should be more
than the mere absence of war it appears to be; it should be a substi-
tute for war, liberating the same impulse, evoking the same virtues,
developing the same strengths, without exacting the price of war
in personal freedom and general wealth; withont, that is, coercing
cooperation for ends of destruclion.”™ The fighting impulse, then,
wonld be conserved; there would still be idealism and sacrifice; but
the aims as well ag the means of what had hitherto been war would
become different. We quote Bovet:

10Ths Moral Equivalent of War (New York, 1910), pp. 13, 15.
1107 War and Peace, p. 385,
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In discussing the sublimation of the instinet in the individual, we distinguish
threa characteristic stages: first, the ciude instinet realising itsclf in physical
behaviour; then an intermediate stage, in which physical hehaviour, though still
in evidence, is enhalved by the ideal at the service of which it is put; finally, com
plete sublimation, the primitive behaviour having disappeared, and ihe psychic
forces within it being now utilized for the good of society. In the history of
political states this evolution of pugnacity has so far haidly passed beyond the
second stage.

We are no longer at the fist stage . ... A laige number of politieal states
are in the second. They fight as hard as of yore, but they commii brutal acts
only in the serviece of an idea—the fatherland, liberty, right as against might,
““the war to end war’’. ...

The third phase, in which the whole of instinctive pugnaeity would be trans
formed into a grand colleetive effort on behalf of humanity, has not yet been
reached by any political statel12

In the world of the fulure—should wars and their evils be elimi-
nated—svhat outlet will men have for their fighting impulse, who or
what will be the foe? It would no doubt be to the grealest advaniage of
mankind if enthusiasm could be aroused for a sustained effort toward
overcoming and taming nature. ‘‘Man against microbe’’ is one of the
glogans that has been recommended. The only statement that can
be made with certainty in this connection is that the proposition has
as yet never aroused mass enthusiasm. Men know and acknowledge
that the progress of mankind has come through fighting nature, hut
this fails to excite and inflame them. A description of the exertions
and sacrifices which have been necessary to achieve technical prog-
ress and overcome epidemic diseases does not as yet stir the same
emotions as does the epic of the battle of Marathon or Waterloo.
Predictions concerning future human attitudes are always risky.
All we can do is to stale the task and add a notle of skepticism,

The prime task is the negative one of getting rid of the tradi-
tional war-spirit. For this, it is necessary firgt, to sublimate the
fighting impunlse; and second, to refute and ridienle naiional ideolo-
gies, Infellectual reasoning alone will not aceomplish the task. But
if the desirability of heroism is recognized, ridiculing the heroic
concept held by the nationalists may bear fruits, To a certain type
of romanticism, Cervantes’ Don Quizote once gave the deatll blow.
The same procedure may succeed again,

120p, oit,, pp. 158-159.
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The romantie hot-head, with his assortment of woll-tried metaphors, ¢an sur
Vive any number of pacifist appeals and warnings, but laughter kills him at once.
... The only thing to do is to make the gentleman who is roaring about mailed
fists, shining armour, hearts of oak, look the fool he is, and to demonstrate clearly
that the war to which he is heading us would not be a fine adventure but a stu
pendous piece of glapstick, a faree ag big as a eontinent. . . . If someone offered
me fifly thousand pounds . .. to makc a pacifist film, I should not hesitate o
make it a comic satirical one, in which wolle armics were unmercifully guyed.13

Should it be possible to bring about a lasting fighling spirit
against stupidity and romantic pompousness, this would serve the
cause of peace better than the Marxist indignation and proclama-
tions againsi the “bourgeoisie,” the “exploilers,” and the “capitalis-
tic war-mongers.” In the meantime, nothing must be left undone
in analyzing and destroying the prevailing concepts of race, na-
tional characier, and national interests; this is important despite
the fact that these concepts are secondary phenomena and will van-
ish automatically with the passing of the spirit and appeal of war
which have brought them about.

The ddy will certainly come when national conseionsness will
have meaning for the historians alone. It has not existed during the
greatest part of history and it will not exist forever. The question
at present is simply how long it iz still destined 1o determine the
fate of mankind, and what can be done to bring about ity speedy
end. When this end comes, nothing will be lost and mueh will be
gained. The love of home and homeland will not be affected at all.
But the several states, representing the administrative organizations
under which men must necessarily continue to live, will be able to
cover a larger area than heretofor, particularly in Europe. Their
number will shrink when frontiers are no longer determined by the
principle of nationality. Once the love of home and homeland has
been separated from the impulse toward segregating and fighting
and the spirit of imperialism has died, mankind will at last be set free
for the problems and tasks which are really imporiant.

18Priestly, op. ¢it., p. 310.
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