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ACHEBE, CHINUA 1930-, Albert Chinualumogu
Achebe, Africa’s foremost novelist whose first novel,
Things Fall Apart (1958), set in an Igbo clan at about
the close of the 19th century at the time of Europe’s
“pacification” activities on the continent to make room
for the imposition of alien rule, opened a new literary
window on Africa and its cultures to the world—the
book’s worldwide sales figures run into several millions
in several languages. In later years Achebe, who is Igbo
himself, disclosed that he wrote the book in response
to books on Africa by Europeans who relied on preju-
dices and myths about Africa circulated in Europe by
travelers and amateur anthropologists to misportray Af-
ricans as savages and to denigrate their cultures. Achebe
claims that such books as Joyce Cary’s Mister Johnson
(1951) and Joseph Conrad’s Heart of Darkness (1903)
are narrated in ways that control readers’ sympathies
and make it impossible for them to take sides with the
African characters in the books. His quest to correct
such misportrayals of the continent, its peoples, and
their cultures has driven all of Achebe’s works and has
in turn placed him at the center of Africa’s cultural
nationalism.

Achebe continues to play a frontiers-clearing role in
Africa’s literary scene. His recognition and utilization
of the immense cultural resources that abound on the
continent in his art attest to this assertion. Achebe be-
lieves that colonialism has placed the burden and role
of teacher on African writers, who must educate both
their fellow Africans and non-Africans alike about Af-
rica in their art. Achebe’s four other novels—No Longer
at Ease (1960), Arrow of God (1964), A Man of the People
(1966), and Anthills of the Savannah (1987)—three
children’s books, numerous poems and short stories,
and three collections of essays equally attest to his role
as a consistent African cultural nationalist. Achebe is
the founder of Okike: An African Journal of New Writing
and African Commentary: A Journal for People of African

Descent (defunct). He was the founding president of the
Association of Nigerian Authors.

Achebe argues that African literature does not need
to pander to the paradigm of universality in order to be
relevant—that its relevance as an art form must begin
with the efforts of its creators to understand their soci-
ety and feel kinship with it rather than be alienated
from it in the quest for universal acceptability. He in-
sists that African literature and society must be under-
stood together and the way to do that is to search for
beneficial knowledge from works of African literature,
i.e., that colonialism left otherwise viable cultures in a
state of disorganization and forced the people to em-
brace views and attitudes that have threatened their sur-
vival. Achebe’s nationalism is not restricted to the arena
of culture and art. In 1967 he suspended his art interests
and joined hands with the rest of his people in their
quest to secede from Nigeria as the Republic of Biafra
on account of the pogrom they suffered at the hands of
a rampaging mob in Northern Nigeria. (The social an-
thropologist Simon Ottenberg, who has written and
published extensively on aspects of Igbo culture, once
described Achebe as “a writer who moved from being a
literary figure to being a political individual.”)

Achebe is emeritus professor of literature at the Uni-
versity of Nigeria, Nsukka, where he taught literature
for several years.

ADAMS, GERRY 1948-, Leader of the Irish political
party Sinn Féin. As an elected member of the Northern
Ireland Assembly, his supporters have lauded him for
his vital contributions to the peace process in Ireland
and as a politician of the people. Alternately, his critics
have denounced him as a sponsor of terrorism for his
links with the Irish Republican Army (IRA).

Gerry Adams was born in West Belfast, Northern Ire-
land. He was first elected President of Sinn Féin (Irish
for “we ourselves” or “ourselves alone”) in 1983. Sinn
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Féin is an Irish Republican party whose primary goal is
unification of the 26-county Republic of Ireland with the
six counties which compose Northern Ireland. Those
who support the reunification of Ireland, whether Re-
publican or not, are termed Nationalists and are pre-
dominantly Catholic. In 1983 Adams was elected as a
Member of the Parliament of Great Britain and North-
ern Ireland. His nationalist beliefs, and those of other
Sinn Féin members, led him to refuse to take his seat at
Westminster in part because of the required oath of loy-
alty to the Queen.

In September of 1993 Adams worked with John
Hume, leader of the Social Democratic Labor Party
(SDLP), toward finding a negotiated settlement for a
lasting peace in Northern Ireland. He was later credited
with having influenced the IRA leadership in announc-
ing their cessation of military activities. Although this
cease-fire was later to be renounced and the IRA’s mili-
tary campaign to resume, Adams continued to seek
mechanisms by which a democratic process could lead
to peace. These efforts, along with the contributions of
many others, led to a public resumption of the cease-fire
and the continuation of the peace process in 1996. These
combined efforts led to the Good Friday Agreement.

Through his political career, critics of Adams and
Sinn Féin have repeatedly sought to link him with the
paramilitary activities of the Irish Republican Army.
The Irish Republican Army has engaged in a para-
military campaign to attempt to force the withdrawal
of Great Britain from Northern Ireland. Because of these
activities many have termed the IRA a terrorist organi-
zation. Because of Adams’ Republican activities the Brit-
ish interned (imprisonment without trial) him in 1972.
As evidence of his stature within the movement, he was
subsequently released to engage in negotiations with
the British regarding a cessation of violence and, later,
a possible British withdrawal.

Gerry Adams was elected as a member of the North-
ern Ireland Assembly in landmark elections, held in
June of 1998, pursuant to the terms of the Good Friday
Agreement. Adams, a key participant in negotiating the
terms of the Agreement, stated Sinn Féin viewed the
Agreement as a steppingstone to a united 32-county Ire-
land and not the final peace settlement.

Gerry Adams writes a weekly column for an Irish
American newspaper, the Irish Voice, and is the author
of several books. Among his more notable writings are
Falls Memories (1982), Cage 11 (1990), and Free Ire-
land: Towards a Lasting Peace (1995). Books about Ad-
ams and the Republican struggle include A Biography
of Gerry Adams by Colm Keena and The Troubles by
Tim Pat Coogan.

ADENAUER, KONRAD 1876-1967, Chancellor of the
Federal Republic of Germany (FRG) from 1949 to 1963.
He was mayor of Cologne from 1917 to 1933, when he
was removed from office by the Nazis. He was arrested
in 1934 and 1944. After the Second World War he be-
came a founding member and the first national leader
of the Christian Democratic Union (CDU). He played a
leading role in drawing up a new constitution for the
FRG and was elected the FRG’s first chancellor in 1949.
He also played an important part in making Bonn, a city
close to his home on the Rhine, the capital of the FRG
in 1949.

Adenauer’s opponent in the 1949 election was Kurt
Schumacher, leader of the Social Democratic Party
of Germany (SPD). Both proclaimed national reunifi-
cation to be their highest priority, but Adenauer and
Schumacher contrasted sharply in their views of how
to achieve this end. Whereas Schumacher advocated a
middle path between the Cold War superpowers, Ad-
enauer argued that a policy of strength through integra-
tion in the Western camp was the FRG’s only realistic
path to national reunification. The CDU’s electoral vic-
tory in 1949 meant that Adenauer’s “integration ide-
ology” became the foundation of FRG foreign policy.
Under Adenauer the FRG entered NATO and, in part-
nership with France, became the engine of West Euro-
pean economic integration.

Adenauer was criticized for his autocratic leadership
style. Adenauer did not trust the German populace in
the realm of foreign policy making and was determined
to consolidate power in the office of the chancellor.
Adenauer’s domestic critics described the FRG in the
1950s as a “Chancellor Democracy.” In order to ensure
a firm hold on FRG foreign policy, Adenauer served as
his own foreign minister until 1955. The success of the
FRG economy (the Wirtschaftswunder) in the 1950s and
the solid anti-communism of the majority of West Ger-
mans allowed Adenauer to pursue his Western integra-
tionist priorities free from any serious domestic oppo-
sition. In the 1950s the SPD repeatedly condemned
Adenauer for his willingness to forego the immediate
pursuit of national unity in favor of an anti-Communist
devotion to the Western alliance. Kurt Schumacher la-
beled Adenauer the “Allies’ Chancellor.”

There has been considerable scholarly debate over
Adenauer’s true concern for national reunification. It is
well known that Adenauer saw Prussia as the primary
source of past German militarism and aggressive nation-
alism. Adenauer was a devoted Rhinelander who saw
Germany’s proper orientation as toward the West. His
contempt for Prussia is captured in his claim that “when-
ever I cross the Elbe  must draw the curtains [in my train



car] to avoid looking at the Asiatic Steppe.” Many histo-
rians argue that Adenauer actually welcomed the 1945
division of Germany, because it created, in Adenauer’s
view, a new German state (the FRG) dominated by the
Western, liberal, and industrial elements of Germany
and free to the Eastern militarism responsible for two
world wars.

Adenauer remains one of the most controversial fig-
ures of postwar German history. He dominated West
German politics from the creation of the FRG until he
stepped down in 1963 at the age of 87. He laid the
groundwork for the FRG’s Cold War pattern of multi-
lateral and antinationalist foreign policy priorities by
firmly embedding the FRG in West European and At-
lantic organizations. He had priorities of national rec-
onciliation with France and with the Jews through his
support of Israel. He was also one of the staunchest
European supporters of U.S. anti-Communist foreign
policy.

For further reading see Hans-Peter Schwarz’s Konrad
Adenauer (Berghahn, 1995), Terence Prittie’s Adenauer
(Stacey, 1971), and Anthony Glees’ Reinventing Ger-
many (Berg, 1996).

AFGHANISTAN, NATIONALISM IN  The Republic of
Afghanistan is a country in Central Asia sharing borders
with Pakistan (to the south), Tajikistan, Iran, Turkem-
istan, Uzbekistan, and the People’s Republic of China.
Kabul is its capital city and has been the site of consid-
erable violence over a long history stretching from the
colonial struggles between Britain and Russia in the
19th century to the Cold War conflicts between the So-
viet Union and the United States in the 20th.

Evidence of human habitation in the region dates
back as early as 100,000 B.C.E. Today it has been drawn
into the international scene lying, as it does, at the
crossroads between the Middle East, Central Asia,
South Asia, and East Asia. Before the Soviets occupied
Afghanistan in 1979 the country was not widely known
outside the region; indeed, some Western journalists
used to refer to being sent to remote, uninteresting as-
signments as being “sent to Afghanistan.” Since the So-
viet invasion, however, Afghanistan has been in the in-
ternational news frequently, although because of events
that have inflicted great suffering on its people.

Early attempts at independence by Afghanistan na-
tionalists involved a revolt in 1709 led by Mir Veys
Khan against the Persian ruler of the region. His success
in routing the Persians from his part of what became
Afghanistan subsequently inspired his son to expand
the territory, a move that was unsuccessful.

Modern Afghanistan was allowed some autonomy in
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the 1880s after ‘Abdor Rahman Khan returned from
central Asia, where he had been living in exile, pro-
claiming himself amir of Kabul. Although never com-
pletely colonized, Afghanistan was also not completely
independent, and served as something of a buffer be-
tween British India and Russia.

In the Republic of Afghanistan (1973) Prime Minis-
ter Daud Khan initiated a series of reforms and at-
tempted to move away from both the Soviet Union and
the United States by weaving bonds with other Muslim
countries. The National Assembly approved his new
constitution in 1977 but a major leftist opposition
movement emerged, angered with the government’s
corruption and nepotism.

In a successful military coup in 1978, Daud Khan
and most of his family were killed, inaugurating the
Democratic Republic of Afghanistan on April 27 of that
year. The Soviet occupation the following year lasted
until the unraveling of its empire began in 1989. How-
ever, the Soviet Union had never been successful in
subduing opposition movements and guerilla activities,
and Afghanistanis taught the Soviets the lesson that the
Vietnamese taught the United States: even a well-armed
superpower will have difficulty defeating a nationalist
movement fighting in its home territory.

AFRICAN NATIONALISM  The historical narrative of
African nationalism began at the end of 1950s, when the
European imperial rule loosened its grip on the conti-
nent. The advent of independence in Ghana preceded
British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan’s prophetic
“the wind of change is blowing throughout the conti-
nent” speech. It was in the South African Parliament on
February 3, 1960, when Macmillan eloquently advo-
cated the cause of liberation for the world’s colonized
peoples in general and for Africa in particular. The pre-
science of his metaphor in South Africa was not real-
ized until some three decades later in the 1990s, when
Apartheid collapsed. The prime minister also spoke of
the “African national consciousness” and reminded his
audience that, “whether we like it or not, we must all
accept [independence] as a fact and come to terms with
it.” What followed was a period of tranquility before the
storm. The process of decolonization was rather swift in
character. It swept across the continent with varying
speeds and signaled Africa’s entry as an active partici-
pant into the international arena and hence the dawning
of a new era in world history.

In the following decades of decolonization, African
intellectual leaders, more adamantly than ever, rallied
under the banner of nationalism. Their ideological
stand on Pan-Africanism and African unity was also
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seen as a supranationalistic manifestation of anticolon-
ialism and Africa for Africans sentiments. For George
Padmore, one of the foremost ideologues of Africanism,
“Pan Africanism [offered] an ideological alternative to
Communism on the one hand, and Tribalism on the
other; it [rejected] both white racialism and black chau-
vinism.” To be sure, the African human yearnings for
equality, justice, and independence did not operate in a
vacuum. They were deeply rooted in the centuries-old
European domination of non-European lands, peoples,
and cultures.

Prior to independence, African nationalism exempli-
fied itself in many forms. Within and outside the conti-
nent, it varied in its intensity from moderate protesta-
tion to violent and revolutionary movements against
colonialism. In Algeria, Angola, Congo, Djibouti, Egypt,
Eritrea, Ethiopia Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Ghana, Kenya,
Morocco, Mozambique, Namibia, Nigeria, Tanzania, Tu-
nisia, Somalia, South Africa, Sudan, and Zimbabwe mod-
ernizing nationalism assumed divergent, yet arduous
paths. Following independence, however, African na-
tionalism lent itself to what Azikwe depicted as a frame-
work of “mental emancipation” from the grip of coloni-
alism. Above all, it embraced the preservation of African
culture, identity, tradition, and distinctiveness.

Negritude, as both a cultural movement and a phi-
losophy of humanism, had its birth in Paris during the
1930s and drew Senghor (future president of Senegal
from 1960 to 1980) and the Caribbean intellectuals,
notably Aime Cesaire, together. They romanticized the
African heritage and offered a rationale for its pecu-
liar characteristics. Senghor defined negritude as “the
sum total of cultural values, which characterized black
people.” In large measure, African nationalism was also
a manifesto of revulsion against the evils of imperial
domination as expressed in the political and social
thought of many Western-educated African elites. For
them, the theory of the state and the modernizing na-
tionalism included postulates on Marx and Gandhi as
well as other European thinkers. And for many pioneers
of independence, the implementation of the democratic
single-party system offered an alternative approach to
governance. In retrospect, Julius Nyerere, Kwame Nkru-
mah, Sekou Touré, and even Leopold Sedar Senghor
sought to achieve progress and development within the
context of African socialism. They advanced various
theoretical justifications for the concepts of democracy,
freedom, sovereignty, feudalism, federalism, and the re-
sponsibilities of the state.

By historical standards, however, the European colo-
nization of Africa and its partition under the provisions
of the Berlin Conference in the 1880s was of relatively

short duration. One would hardly have expected that
the European colonial involvement in Africa would end
as it did some eight decades following the partition. But
characteristic features of the 19th century were different
from those of the 20th. The political tempo of the for-
mer was one of relentless domination, and that of the
latter was benign liberation. In essence, the 20th cen-
tury parameters of power witnessed two great world
wars and the emergence of East—West polarization. The
economic strains of the two world wars were too enor-
mous and left their indelible mark upon the old colonial
empires. Moreover, the world division into two hostile
ideological camps of the Communist totalitarian East
and the capitalist democratic West produced its own
discourse on Africa. These forces both hindered and
hastened the process of independence and invariably af-
fected the nationalistic sentiments throughout the co-
lonial settings.

The ascendancy of nationalism in Africa before and
after independence assumed varying interpretations
and analyses. For James S. Coleman, African national-
ism was synonymous with anti-colonial movements. It
traversed the “traditionalist,” “modernist,” and “syncre-
tistic” paths. Lord Haily, however, in his seminal work,
African Survey (1956), coined the term “Africanism” to
define African nationalistic aspirations. Thomas Hodg-
kin, in his Nationalism in Colonial Africa, considered Af-
rican nationalism to function on varied ethnolinguistic,
territorial, regional, and ultimately Pan-African strata.
At times, the nationalistic movements in lower levels
tended to generate conflict with the ideal objectives of
the higher or Pan-Africanist level. Finally, for Gabriel
Almond and James S. Coleman, in the Politics of the De-
veloping Areas (1971), “African nationalism emerged to
challenge, compete with, and ultimately displace” the
vital colonial socializing structures. These structures in-
cluded political, educational, religious, and other social
organizations. In recent decades, many African coun-
tries have undergone the triumph and defeat of nation-
alistic fervor, changing in the process the loci of the
centralizing state power and patrimonial state.

For additional sources see Claude Ake’s Democracy
and Development in Africa (Brookings Institution, 1995);
N. Chezan, R. Mortimer, J. Ravenhill, and D. Rothchild’s
Politics and Society in Contemporary Africa (Lynne Rien-
ner, 1993); Basil Davidson’s Black Man’s Burden: Africa
and the Curse of the Nation-State ( James Currey, 1992);
Maxrui Ali’'s (Ed.) General History of Africa (University
of California Press, 1993); and Leopold Sedar Senghor’s
“Negritude: A Humanism of the Twentieth Century” in
The African Reader: Independent Africa (Vintage Books,
1970).



AFRIKANER NATIONALISM  The Afrikaner people in
South Africa are made up primarily of Dutch and
French Huguenots, although they include other peoples
as well. They arrived in the latter part of the 17th and
the early part of the 18th centuries. Their emergence
as a people was a process that took place in response
to conflicts with other groups, notably African tribes,
against which they fought as they expanded into the
area, and the British Empire, which became hegemonic.
When the British gained control of the original Cape
Colony at the beginning of the 19th century, they began
placing controls on the farmers. The most onerous of
these from the point of view of the Boers (the word for
farmers in Afrikaans, the language of the Afrikaners,
who were, for the most part, a rural people) was the abo-
lition of slavery without fully compensating the slave
owners for their losses. The controls also included or-
dinances that abolished the legal distinctions between
Africans and whites, while only English speakers were
allowed to fill official posts, including serving on juries.
These policies all caused harm to the Afrikaners.

Several thousand of them responded by leaving set-
tled areas and heading north and east into the hinter-
land in what became known in Afrikaner mythology as
the Great Trek. In one case, a large group of settlers
came into conflict with the expanding Zulu tribe in the
Battle of Blood River in which a relatively small group
of Afrikaners fought a huge Zulu war party. They man-
aged to prevail, thanks to the guns they bore. The un-
expected victory from this battle became one of the key
events to which the Afrikaners looked back and from
which they created the mythology of their special place.
They compared themselves to the Jews in the Bible, and
thought of themselves as a “chosen people,” whose suf-
ferings would eventually be redeemed.

The settlers came to see themselves as no longer Eu-
ropean, but a legitimate part of the African continent—
hence the name “Afrikaners,” which, by the end of the
18th century, had become well established. They formed
two republics, the Transvaal Republic and the Republic
of the Orange Free State, which remained independent
until the discovery of gold in 1886. At that point the
British poured in, and by 1900 the two states had been
declared British territory. A brutal war ensued in which
Britain carried out a scorched earth policy and placed
tens of thousands of prisoners, including women and
children, into concentration camps, where some 26,000
died of the diseases that swept through the camps.
Faced with these terrible circumstances, the Afrikaners
surrendered, and their republics were incorporated into
the Union of South Africa, which was dominated by the
British, who gained most of the wealth in the Union
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even though they remained a minority. This traumatic
experience helped deepen the sense of peoplehood that
the Afrikaners held of themselves.

Following the war, there was a serious debate
among Afrikaners concerning which route to take now:
whether they should organize themselves against all
others, including the British, or whether they should
join with the British. This issue was fought out in elec-
tions in 1920 in which Jan Smuts, the leader of the
South African Party, which pressed the amalgamationist
trend, was victorious over the Afrikaner-based Nation-
alist Party, which insisted that “by God’s honor” it
would “never” lose itself. Smuts’ support came primar-
ily from the cities, where the Afrikaner population was
relatively small.

Now came the period in which these tales of the
“holy period” of Afrikanerdom were developed. In
1913, a monument was dedicated to the women and
children who died in the concentration camps in the
war, and in 1938 a monument to the Great Trek was
begun. Both of these became major points of pilgrim-
ages, which were supplemented by gatherings of Afri-
kaners throughout the country on December 16, the an-
niversary of the Battle of Blood River, to renew their
covenant with God.

One of the key issues around which Afrikaner na-
tionalism was organized was to elevate the status and
use of the Afrikaans language, which had not been used
by educated Afrikaners, and had not been a language
with a literary status. D. F. Malan, one of the leaders of
this movement, insisted, “Raise the Afrikaans language
to a written language, make it the bearer of our culture,
our history, our national ideals, and you will raise the
People to a feeling of self-respect and to the calling to
take a worthier place in world civilization.” Though En-
glish was the language of public life, the Afrikaners in-
sisted that Afrikaans be the language for their church
services.

Nonetheless, some Afrikaner leaders joined with the
British to form a joint, white party: the United Party.
Those who refused to take such a step felt that to do so
would mean the end of the distinctive Afrikaner iden-
tity. They demanded political independence and eco-
nomic solidarity to close the gap with the British (who
enjoyed as much as a three to one advantage in in-
comes) and a cultural policy that emphasized the use of
the Afrikaans language together with separate Afrikaner
organizations.

Those pushing for a separate Afrikaner identity
organized the idea of a 100-year commemoration of
the Great Trek in 1938. For this purpose, replicas of
the wagons used a century earlier were created. They
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traveled from town to town, organizing rallies that
stressed the need for Afrikaner unity, with meetings
around campfires attended by hundreds and thousands.
This movement led people to adopt the dress and styles
of their forebears. The journey culminated in a huge
rally at the planned site of the monument to the trek-
kers, where some 100,000 have been estimated to have
gathered. While there are differing estimates of how sig-
nificant an impact these events had on the Afrikaner
Volk, one prominent historian recalled that “every Afri-
kaner I interviewed, of whatever political persuasion,
recalled the events and activities of the 1938 centenary
with deeply personal intensity.”

In the 20th century many Boers began moving into
the cities; whereas in 1910 only 10 percent of Afrika-
ners were urban, by 1960, 75 percent were. As they
started moving in after 1910 and into the 1920s, most
of them got jobs on the lowest rungs. This situation put
them at odds with the British, who owned and managed
the businesses, and forced them to compete with the
unskilled black labor force, whose cost was consider-
ably below what they were willing to work for, and from
whom they differed mainly in their being white. They
increasingly saw their status and living standards de-
graded. There was some fear that they would develop a
class identification and leave behind their ethnic status
as central to their lives. Many of them joined the Labor
Party, but that affiliation did not last for long, as they
soon came to regard the party as an agent of British
imperialism.

Their political leaders likened the move to the cities
to the Great Trek away from the cities and suggested
that now Afrikaners were even more threatened by Af-
ricans than they had been a century earlier. They began
to build up institutions to improve the situation of their
people. Probably the most important of these was the
Broederbond, which knit together the Afrikaner elite,
and which sought to protect the entire Afrikaner nation,
including the poor, workers, and businessmen.

The outbreak of World War 11, which saw the South
African government enter on Britain’s side, provoked
the formation of a party to unite the Afrikaner people.
In 1948, the National Party narrowly won the elections.
The result was the transformation of the South African
polity, economy, and culture. The party introduced the
policy of apartheid, which systematized discrimination
against nonwhites. A number of strict laws were passed
classifying all citizens by race, prohibiting interracial
marriages and interracial sex, segregating a host of fa-
cilities, and requiring different racial groups to live in
different areas, go to different schools, and prepare for
different occupations. Blacks, in particular, were di-

vided into tribal “nations” and were said to be citizens
of those nations and not of South Africa, and therefore
to have no political or economic rights in South Africa,
regardless of the fact that they and their families had
lived in the cities for years, or even generations. Terri-
tory was set aside that supposedly made noncontiguous
pieces of territory separate countries, while reserving
the best farmland for the Afrikaners. Blacks were said to
be citizens of those “countries,” and were only allowed
to “visit” South Africa if there were jobs for them.

These laws put nonwhites at a grave disadvantage to
whites and reserved special benefits for Afrikaners, es-
pecially working- and lower-class Afrikaners. Over the
45 plus years that the policy was in effect, the economic
position and status of Afrikaners was extraordinarily
improved, with advances in education and entry into
managerial, entrepreneurial, and civil service positions.
Farmers were guaranteed stable labor supplies from the
Africans, while the wages they had to pay were kept low.
White workers were provided with job protection from
African and “colored” competitors, and they were guar-
anteed that blacks would not have supervisory posi-
tions over them. New businesses were begun by the
state, which took an increasing share of the economy,
and Afrikaners were put into the upper positions there
and in the civil service. Some scholars contend that the
improvement in the standard of living of the Afrikaners
that these policies produced has been unrivaled in the
world.

But as time passed and the position of Afrikaners im-
proved, while that of Africans, coloreds, and Asians
worsened, it became increasingly clear that the demo-
graphics boded ill for whites, whose percentage of the
population grew smaller with every year. This was so
despite the government’s efforts to attract Europeans
from Poland, Portugal, and elsewhere. Moreover, as
the educational and material position of Afrikaners im-
proved, there was less fear and defensiveness on their
part, while at the same time there was growing interna-
tional oppositon to the racist government policies. By
the 1970s, a split was developing among Afrikaners be-
tween those who felt that the apartheid policies had to
continue and their opponents, whose sense was that not
to make major reforms would provoke an armed upris-
ing which, in the long run, they must lose. The latter
argued that democratic reforms were necessary to save
the Afrikaner people from the inevitable ruin they were
facing.

In 1982, the prime minister, P. W. Botha, announced
a new constitution which would establish a presidency
and three houses of parliament: one each for whites, co-
loreds, and Asians, with blacks being left out. The presi-



dent would create a president’s council from the three
houses; lest there be unity between the nonwhites and
dissident white members of parliament, it was estab-
lished that the majority party in the white parliament
would get all the white seats, and they constituted a ma-
jority of the council. Moreover, the white house could
override the others. The intent was obvious: to try to
get support from the two smaller minority groups and
thereby to increase the bargaining power of the whites
vis-a-vis the blacks.

The program did not work; it never attained the nec-
essary legitimacy among the nonwhites, most of whom
did not participate in the elections. Meanwhile, there
was increasing pressure from South Africa’s main trad-
ing partners to impose sanctions against the apartheid
policies. Africans and other races were organizing into
the United Democratic Front, which was able to apply
increasing pressure on the government. The govern-
ment responded with a savage crackdown which, how-
ever, did not succeed. Meanwhile, the economy was
under increasing pressure from international sanctions
and a world recession in the early 1980s, which brought
with it increasing inflation and decreasing productivity,
while investments went elsewhere.

In 1989, Botha was succeeded by F. W. de Klerk, who
soon released Nelson Mandela, the leader of the African
National Congress (ANC), who had been in prison
more than a quarter century; he also repealed most of
the apartheid laws. In 1994, new elections were held.
The ANC won 63 percent of the vote and Nelson Man-
dela became the new president of the country.

AITMATOV, CHINGIZ 1928-, Kyrgyz writer and
politician, born in December 1928 in the Kyrgyz village
of Sheker in the Kirov district, then the Kyrgyz Soviet
Republic. He was the son of one of the leading Kyrgyz
Communists who was repressed during the Stalinist
purges of 1937.

In 1942, at the age of 14, he started work in his vil-
lage. He then studied at the Kyrgyz Agrarian Institute,
where he began to write short stories. In 1956-1958
he attended the Gorky Literary Institute (Moscow). In
1959 he joined the Communist Party and worked as
a correspondent for the prestigious newspaper Pravda
in 1959-1989, Aitmatov was the People’s Deputy of
the Supreme Soviet (Soviet Parliament); he was also a
member of the Central Committee of the Communist
Party. Since November 1990, he has been ambassador
to Luxembourg.

However, it was Aitmatov’s literary works that won
him the reputation of one of the most distinguished
non-Russian authors writing in Russian. His early writ-
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ings combined the delicate psychological portrait with
the magical culture, landscape, and pastoral lifestyle of
the traditional Kyrgyz society [Tales of Mountains and
Steppes (1962, translataed in 1969); Farewell, Gulsary!
(1966, 1970); and The White Steamship (1970, 1972)].
The stories Dgzhamilyia (1958) and Pervyi Uchitel
(1962) were screened and became classics of the Kyrgyz
cinema.

Aitmatov was the first Kyrgyz author to raise the ap-
preciation of traditional Kyrgyz folklore to the level of
philosophical analysis. In his later writings, Aitmatov
has remained faithful to his early themes while adding
fresh nuances. His writing gravitates toward mystical
imagery and philosophical parable. Aitmatov combines
the traditional images of Kyrgyz folklore with motives
of classical world literature within the context of pre-
cipitous social cataclysms [The Day Lasts More Than a
Hundred Years (1980, 1983); Plakha (1986); and Tavro
Kasandry (1977)]. Most of his novels, which were
screened by the Kyrgyz film studio, have had a powerful
impact on the formation of the Kyrgyz Weltanschauung.

Aitmatov remains one of the most popular writers
and politicians in post-Soviet Kyrgyzstan. He was the
person who suggested the candidacy of Akayev for the
presidency in Kyrgyzstan in October 1990. He also sup-
ported the moderate nationalism of Akayev against the
extreme nationalists during debates on the Law on Lan-
guages and other issues in the 1990s.

In the former Soviet Union and in present-day CIS,
Aitmatov is one of the most celebrated non-Russian
writers. He has won wide international recognition and
his short stories and novels have been published in 130
languages with a total circulation of 40 million copies.

For further reading see Myth in the Works of Chingiz
Aitmatov by N. Kolesnikoff (University Press of Amer-
ica, 1999) and Parables from the Past: The Prose Fiction
of Chingiz Aitmatov by P. Joseph Mozur (Pitt Series in
Russian and East European Studies, no. 22, 1995).

AKAYEV, ASKAR 1944—, Kyrgyz politician and sci-
entist, the first president of the Kyrgyz Republic.
Akayev was born in November 1944 in Kyzyl-Bairak in
the Kemin District, then the Kyrgyz Soviet Republic.
After completing his schooling in his native village he
worked at the Frunzemash plant in Frunze (now Bish-
kek) for a year. He completed his university degree in
1968 and the Kandidat Nauk degree in 1972 at the Insti-
tute of Precision Engineering and Optics in Leningrad
(now St. Petersburg). From 1972 to 1986 he lectured in
Leningrad and then in Frunze. He started his political
career by joining the ruling Communist Party in 1981.
In 1986-1987, he served as head of the Department of
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Science and Education of the Kyrgyz Communist Party
Central Committee. In 1987 he was elected the vice-
president, and in 1989 the president, of the Kyrgyz
Academy of Science. He has authored more than 80
publications.

In 1989, Akayev was elected the People’s Deputy in
the Soviet Parliament, where he was a member of the
Council of Nationalities. In October 1990, he was
elected the first president of Kyrgyzstan by the Repub-
lic’s parliament, which was confirmed by a popular vote
in 1991. In 1990 and 1991, Akayev was frequently voted
by the Soviet newspapers among the top 20 of the most
popular politicians in the USSR.

Akayev’s views on the political process and national
question were formed by his personal experience as a
scientist and by his experience as a member of the So-
viet Parliament. The interethnic conflict in the southern
part of the country in the summer of 1990 also left dis-
tinctive marks on his political attitudes. After the dis-
integration of the USSR, he worked to reform the polit-
ical system in the republic toward one of the most
democratic states in Central Asia and to ease tensions
between the Kyrgyz and other ethnic groups. He vetoed
a provision of the Law on Land which declared that the
country’s land resources are the wealth (dostoyanie) of
the ethnic Kyrgyz. Also he has advocated the liberaliza-
tion of the Law on Language and introduced Russian
language as the official language of the Republic (the
Kyrgyz language is the state language). The new consti-
tution, adopted in May 1993, guarantees equal rights to
all people of the state and maintains the secular nature
of the Republic.

After reelection for a second term in December 1995,
President Akayev, facing a growing economic melt-
down, took a tougher stand toward the opposition and
mass media. He also strengthened his wide-ranging
powers through a referendum of 1996. Although the
political opposition has often claimed that there were
some authoritarian tendencies in Akayev’s political at-
titudes, the president has preserved most of the demo-
cratic features of his policy throughout the 1990s. He
supports the concept of technocratic modernization as
anational unifying idea and as an alternative to extreme
nationalism or traditional values.

For further reading see N. Kumar’s President Akayev
of Kyrgyzstan (New Delhi, 1998) and J. Anderson’s Kyr-
gyzstan (Harwood Adademic, 1998).

AKCURA YUSUF 1876-1935, One of the earliest of
Turkish intellectuals to not only recognize the ideologi-
cal weakness of the Ottomanism and Islamism of Sultan
Abdulhamid II, but to also suggest that nationalism was

the logical alternative to these. Although his conception
of Turkish nationalism had an important Islamic ingre-
dient, he fully was aware of the constitutive role of eth-
nicity in the construction of nationalism. Akcura’s ideas
on nationalism developed in Kazan, the capital of Ta-
taristan in Russia, Istanbul, and Paris. However, his
connection with Kazan was the crucial element in the
formulation of his thoughts on nationalism and Islam.
Akcura benefited from his experience in Kazan, where
modernization and identity formation were taking place
before such was occurring in the Ottoman Empire.

Akcura was born in Tataristan and moved to Istanbul
and visited his country every summer vacation. Saha-
beddin Mercani (1818-1889), a leading modernist re-
ligious scholar of Kazan, and Ismail Gaspirali played an
important role in his understanding of the relationship
between Islam and nationalism. Akcura treated Islam as
a national force and used it to raise ethnic conscious-
ness. His Russian experience made him very sensitive
about the trinity of Islamic identity, Turkish ethnicity,
and territoriality. In Istanbul, Ak¢ura studied in the im-
perial military academy and realized the significance of
the state and nationalism. He was exiled to Libya (1897)
due to his political activities within the illegal Commit-
tee of Union and Progress (CUP). His friends helped
him to escape from Libya to Paris. He studied political
history at the Ecole Libre and met with Serafettin Mag-
mumi, a leading CUP nationalist theoretician. In Paris,
he wrote several essays in Sura-yi Ummet and Mesveret.
His master’s thesis focused on the importance of nation
rather than state. Ak¢ura argued that nationalism was
the only way to preserve the state and Turkish culture.

After receiving his degree at the Ecole Libre in 1904,
he went to Kazan where he wrote his most famous arti-
cle, “Uc Tarz-1 Siyaset” (Three Policies). In this article,
Akcura examined three questions: Is the creation of an
Ottoman civil nation on the basis of liberty and equality
possible? Is it possible to create an Islamic state? Under
what conditions can an ethnic-based Turkish national-
ism emerge and take political form? After examining
the weaknesses and strengths of each option, he identi-
fied ethnic-based nationalism as the most viable option.
Akcura saw Islam and Turkish nationalism as different
layers of identity. He, for example, pointed out, “I am
an Ottoman Muslim Turk.” Nevertheless, he developed
two nuanced arguments about the political future of
Russian Muslims and the Ottoman Empire. In the Rus-
sian Empire he emphasized the role of Islam, whereas
in the Ottoman Empire he focused on Turkishness. His
views crystallized in his journal Tiirk Yurdu.

In Kazan, he was elected to the First Muslim Con-
gress held at Nizhni Novgorod in 1905. Akcura also
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served in the Russian Parliament (1906-1907). After
the closure of the Duma, he wrote a critical booklet
about the political situation in Russia and had to move
to the Ottoman Empire.

After the CUP revolution (1908), Akcura was wel-
comed to Istanbul and he established the Turkish Soci-
ety and later the Turkish Heart Association, and pub-
lished Turk Yurdu in 1911. He tried to raise national
consciousness by educating people in history and ge-
ography. He reinterpreted history to serve Turkish na-
tionalism. Akcura had a clearer image of homeland and
nation than other Ottoman intellectuals due to his Rus-
sian and European experience. History, for Akcura, was
a way of thinking and mapping society on the basis
of evidence deduced through a process of discovering
roots and lineages of diverse pieces of information
about past events. Building a nation, for Akcura, in-
volved the manipulation of both time and space to cre-
ate the frame of reference for the historical imagination.

Akcura’s notion of nationalism distinguished itself
through two major contributions: his elaboration of the
interaction between Islam and nationalism, on the one
hand, and of economic conditions and nationalism, on
the other. Akcura claimed that the development of na-
tionalism among the Muslim people would lead to con-
solidation of transnational Islamic solidarity. Akcura ar-
gued that national consciousness is produced as a result
of profound economic changes.

There are very few studies in Yusuf Akcura. See
M. Hakan Yavuz's “Nationalism and Islam: Yusuf Ak¢ura
and Ug Tarz-1 Siyaset,” Oxford Journal of Islamic Studies
(1995).

AL-AFGHANI, AS-SAYID JAMAL AL-DIN 1838-1897,
Mystery shrouds the early years of Jamal al-Din al-
Afghani’s life. Self-account mentions the village of
Sa’dabad in Afghanistan as al-Afghani’s birthplace, and
Kabul as the site of his primary education. According to
some Persian historians, however, al-Afghani was born
in the village of As’adabad near Hamadan in western
Iran. They assert that he wanted to be known as a Sunni,
because he did not want to be identified with Shi’ism.

The political views of al-Afghani—self-declared foe
of the British empire—and his consistent criticism of
British colonial policies made his sojourns in the terri-
tories it controlled more frequent than his liking. Al-
Afghani made a strong impression on numerous schol-
ars in India and Egypt during his extended visits there.
During his turbulent years of exile and acerbic criti-
cism of Muslim incompetence and British selfishness,
al-Afghani won for himself the title of a renowned
19th century Muslim reformer.

ALEVI ORGANIZATIONS

Al-Afghani was a Salafi Muslim who believed in the
brotherhood of all believers, and advocated the estab-
lishment of an Islamic League for that purpose. Every-
where he went, he exhorted the faithful to rise, in order
to live happily and freely. Al-Afghani condemned the
oppressive rulers of the Eastern peoples for their raw
exercise of authority, mainly due to ill-upbringing and
poor character. He blamed them for abusing and pul-
verizing the people, and implored all to appreciate the
importance of science and inquisitiveness for making a
real change in their lives.

Al-Afghani initiated his calls for reform in the East as
a Pan-Islamist, but later shifted his advocacy to Pan-
Arabism when the latter began to attract attention and
support in west Asia. This turnaround brought charges
of opportunism against al-Afghani. In fact, his criticism
of the British has been the subject of scrutiny. His at-
tacks on the British and advice for them to get rid of
their selfishness are sometimes interpreted as expres-
sions of frustration by al-Afghani who, to no avail,
counted on the British to secure for him a major politi-
cal appointment in the East.

ALEVI ORGANIZATIONS The Alevis, who compose
11 to 30 percent of Turkey’s total population and spread
out all over Turkey, used to be called Kizilbas and Bek-
tasi and are a syncretic Muslim religious group that
combines shamanistic, Christian, Shi’ite, and Turkish
Sufic elements in their understanding of Islam. Differ-
ent methods and contexts of Islamization of Turks have
created a constant religious cleavage between Orthodox
(Sunni) and syncretic (Alevi) Muslims which has trav-
eled beyond the religious realm to the political and cul-
tural spheres. This religious cleavage has regularly been
transformed into a pattern of sociopolitical groupings.
This religiocultural cleavage is crucial to the patterns of
sociopolitical division in Turkish society.

The practices of Alevis are heteroclite and vary from
region to region. The Alevis consider a person’s inner
spiritual being as equal in importance to the Koran.
There is no fixed site or place of worship in Alevism
because, they argue, there is no single way of reading
and disciplining human practices. The Alevis call on
members to internalize faith and control their hands,
language, and sexuality. One characteristic of Alevi be-
lief is that it is based on oral culture narratives, poems,
songs, legends, stories, and popular sayings. Due to
state oppression, the Alevi community institutionalized
its religious authority through kinship and narrative
stories. These narratives, folk songs, and poems articu-
late a code of ideal Alevi conduct. In daily practice,
Turkish Alevi speak Turkish, and Kurdish Alevi usually
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speak Zaza or Kirmanji (Kurdish dialects), but for both
the liturgy is in Turkish. Most Alevis accept heredity as
the basis for their identity: one is born an Alevi.

Some symbols of Alevi identity are the saz (Anatolian
musical instrument), the cem (Alevi gathering for reli-
gious festivals and conflict resolution), and the dede
(a spiritual leader). Some Alevis accept the religious
authority of the dede—itinerant holy men who con-
trol esoteric knowledge. The kin-based religious lead-
ership remained at the center of Alevi practices until
print-based culture and universal education became the
dominant medium for constructing knowledge.

In the Ottoman Empire, the Alevi community was
viewed as a fifth column of Safavid Iran and treated as
blasphemers and heretics. The Alevis were targets of
frequent massacres by the central government, which
forced them to retreat to small communities in the
mountainous areas of Turkey. The state persecution
compelled the Alevi community to utilize poetry and
music more than printed text to maintain their com-
munal faith and identity. The collective identity forged
through isolation played a key role in maintaining the
boundaries of the community through dissimulation
as a way of overcoming Sunni prejudices. Thus, the
boundaries of identity were determined by outside
threats rather than by a shared code of conduct. This
communal experience of oppression at the hands of the
Ottoman state made the Alevi community a supporter
of Kemalist reforms, which aimed at instituting a more
secular policy.

Due to Sunni-based Islamic revival in the late 1950s,
the Alevis formed a separate confessional Unity Party
of Turkey in 1966. During the 1970s, the left-leaning
groups saw the Alevis as a group susceptible to secular-
progressive Marxist ideas. The heterodox interpretation
of Islam by the Alevis and their collective suffering were
articulated in folk music and poetry, which became as-
sociated with left-wing ideas. This association of “left-
ist” ideas with Alevi culture provided an opportunity for
conservative Sunni groups to charge that the Alevis
were “Communist.” Thus, the Alevi community moved
in the late 1970s from being the ally of secular forces to
being a “Communist threat.” This, in turn, made the Al-
evis a target of communal pogroms in 1978-1979.

The 1980 military coup introduced Sunni Islam-
based Turkish nationalism as a new force against Kurd-
ish and Alevi attempts to keep the nation together. This
Islamization of Turkish nationalism further alienated
the Turkish Alevi community from the state. One of the
major impacts of the proliferation of television and ra-
dio broadcasts, periodicals, and newspapers in the first
half of the 1990s was to provide new political opportu-

nities for Alevi intellectuals to reframe Alevi identity
in terms of ethnoreligious identity. In the 1990s there
were seven major Alevi magazines and a dozen radio
stations seeking to raise Alevi political consciousness.
Since the mid-1980s, the Alevi community has been
evolving into a separate ethnoreligious community in
Turkey.

For further reading see J. K. Birge’s Bektashi Sufi Or-
der of Dervishes (Luzac Oriental, 1937); K. K.-Bodrogi’s
(Ed.) Syncretistic Religious Communities in the Near East
(Leiden, 1997); and Tord Olsson and Elisabeth Oz-
dalga’s (Ed.) Alevi Identity (Curzon, 1998).

ALGERIA, NATIONALISM IN  The genesis of Algerian
nationalism goes back to World War I when Algerian
immigrants in France came into direct contact with
democratic values and principles. Certain events coin-
ciding with the inception and conclusion of World
War II—such as increased discrimination by the Euro-
pean colonists against Muslims as of 1940, and the kill-
ing of thousands of them in the 1945 riots in Setif—
served as a spark for the Algerian war of independence
(1954 -1962), which, ostensibly, brought to fruition the
cause of Algerian nationalists.

Algerians’ search for identity, which assumed a
strong religious character, began in earnest immediately
after the French occupation in 1830. Prince ‘Abd al-
Qadir, while accepting French control of important
coastal parts of Algeria, set up an independent state on
much of the Algerian soil during the period of 1832-
1839. Finally, he surrendered to the French in 1847,
who eventually exiled him to Damascus.

Encouraged by the consequences of the Franco—
Prussian War of 1870-1871, which eliminated French
domination in central Europe, the Berbers of Kabylia
unsuccessfully rebelled in 1871 against French occupa-
tion. The pacification of Algeria and deliberate attempts
by the French to draw a wedge between Arabs and Ber-
bers did not succeed in muting the manifestation of Al-
gerian identity, now finding deep expression in Islam.
For example, during the 1930s Shaykh ‘Abd al-Hamid
Bin Badis, head of the Islamic Reform Movement,
strongly argued that his research had led him to con-
clude the presence of a viable Algerian nation. Even
though his argument included valid points, especially
with regard to the strength of religious sentiment and
opposition to the French, the tribal and regional struc-
ture of Algerian society preempted the development of
a modern-type nationalism in Algerian society.

Major obstacles stand between the Algerian people
and the formation of a genuine nationalism of univer-
salistic appeal. The Berbers who played an instrumental



role in achieving independence, one that exceeds their
numerical representation in Algeria’s population, have
not yet won recognition of their own distinctive culture
and Amazighe language. The divide between the Fran-
cophones and the Arabizing elements in Algeria polar-
izes the country’s fragile politics. The failure of the de-
velopmental efforts of the ruling National Liberation
Front (FLN) and the challenge presented by the coun-
try’s myriad religious groups, namely, the Islamic Sal-
vation Front (FIS), further complicate Algeria’s social,
political, and ethnic dilemma. Not before the antago-
nistic groups reach agreement on outstanding divisive
issues can one talk about a mainstream Algerian
nationalism.

ALIYEV, HEYDAR 1923—, Azerbaijani statesman,
leading political figure in Azerbaijan in the post-World
War II period, native of the Nakhichevan region, which
has been his primary political base. Heydar Alirza oglu
Aliyev has served since October 1993 as the Republic of
Azerbaijan’s second elected president in the post-Soviet
period. In November 1992, Aliyev founded the Yeni
(New) Azerbaijan political party.

During the Soviet period, Aliyev held a variety of po-
sitions in the party and security apparatus of Azerbai-
jan, including chief of the KGB in the republic and first
secretary of the Communist Party Central committee
of Soviet Azerbaijan (1969-1982). Aliyev was the first
Azerbaijani to be elected to the Soviet Politburo, where
he served as candidate from 1976 and as a full mem-
ber from 1982 until his removal in 1987 by Mikhail
Gorbachev.

Aliyev’s role in the contemporary Azerbaijani na-
tional movement is subject to controversy. Advocates of
Aliyev point to his contribution during the Soviet pe-
riod in preventing emigration of ethnic Azerbaijanis
from the republic by thwarting Moscow’s intentions to
attract “surplus labor” to Russia, as well as his limited
successes in establishing industries in Azerbaijan and
the improvements in the economy of the republic that
occurred under his reign. Furthermore, defenders cite
Aliyev’s part in the posthumous rehabilitation of im-
portant Azerbaijani cultural figures such as playwright
Husein Javid, and his calls for strengthening ties with
Azerbaijanis in Iran, such as in 1981 during Soviet Azer-
baijan’s Seventh Republic Writers’ Congress in Baku. In
addition, under Aliyev’s leadership, the region of Nak-
hichevan rejected, on the eve of the Soviet breakup, the
referendum on the continuation of the union.

In contrast, critics of Aliyev deny that he played an
important role in promoting Azerbaijani nationalism,
referring to his past as KGB head, his infamous public
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praises of Leonid Brezhnev and of Moscow’s policies
while he served as a Communist Party official, and his
oppression of Azerbaijani nationalist figures during the
Soviet period.

As president of the independent Republic of Azerbai-
jan since late 1993, Aliyev has strived to strengthen the
country’s independence and stability and conducted the
foreign policy of the state in a manner which prevents
reliance on any one of Azerbaijan’s neighbors. Aliyev
has adopted nationalist rhetoric and is promoting the
growth of Azerbaijani culture and language use in the
Republic of Azerbaijan.

For further reading see Audry Alstadt’s Azerbaijani
Turks (Hoover Institute, 1992).

ALLENDE, SALVADOR 1908-1973, President of
Chile from 1970 to 1973. Born in Valparaiso of an afflu-
ent family, Allende attended public schools and gradu-
ated from the University of Chile with a medical degree
in 1932. During his adulthood he became a Mason.

Allende was attracted to socialist doctrine during his
youth. He participated in university politics and in 1933
was a founder of the Socialist Party. He was elected to
the Chamber of Deputies in 1937, and he served as min-
ister of health (1939-1942) in the Popular Front gov-
ernment of Pedro Aguirre Cerda. As a senator (1945—
1969), he gained a reputation as a master in congres-
sional procedure and soared to the presidency of the
Senate (1965-1969). Allende served twice as secretary-
general for the Socialist Party.

Allende ran for the presidency of Chile four times. In
1952 he garnered only 5.4 percent of the vote. In 1958
and 1964 he ran as the candidate of the Popular Action
Front (FRAP), which was founded in 1956 to unite the
Communist, Socialist, and smaller leftist parties. With
coalition support, Allende received 28.9 percent of the
vote in 1958. The radical movement of Chilean politics
in the wake of the 1959 Cuban Revolution raised expec-
tations of an Allende victory in the 1964 presidential
election. To prevent that possibility, the Reactionary
and Liberal parties broke their alliance with the Radical
Party and threw their support to the moderate Chris-
tian Democrat Eduardo Frei. After an intense campaign
featuring CIA financing and scare tactics paralleling
Allende with Cuban president Fidel Castro, Frei won a
landslide with 55.6 percent of the vote to Allende’s 38.6
percent. Throughout the Frei administration, Allende
was the most outspoken leftist calling for more social
and economic reform.

The 1970 presidential election offered Chileans clear
choices. Reacting to Frei’s reforms, the conservatives re-
organized as the National Party and chose ex-president
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Jorge Alessandri as its nominee. The Christian Demo-
crats endorsed the left-winger, Radomiro Tomic. Allende
was the candidate of Popular Unity (UP), a new coali-
tion of the Socialists and Communists and four non-
Marxist parties, including the historic Radical Party.
Allende won by a whisker: he received 36.5 percent of
the vote to Alessandri’s 35.2 percent and Tomic’s 28.0
percent. After two months of U.S.-orchestrated sabotage
to block congressional ratification of the popular elec-
tion and to instigate a military coup, Salvador Allende
took office on November 3, 1970.

Allende’s election fixed the world’s attention on
Chile. Allende had promised to move Chile rapidly to-
ward socialism through the acceleration of agrarian re-
form and extensive nationalization in key economic
sectors. His first year in office was highly successful in
meeting these objectives and in building popular sup-
port. Thereafter, mounting problems began to plague
his government, compounding the difficulties imposed
by opposition control of Congress and the judiciary. By
1971’s end, ballooning inflation, the exhaustion of for-
eign currency reserves, and boycott of investment in the
private sector had emptied out the economy. Mean-
while, the Christian Democrats and the National Party
formalized an anti-UP alliance, the Nixon administra-
tion stepped up its destablization campaign, and critical
divisions within the UP and Allende’s own Socialist
Party began to surface.

Although the pace of reform rose dramatically under
the UP, popular expectations rose faster, resulting in
widespread extralegal worker occupations of haciendas
and factories. Torn between his legal obligations and his
commitment to the pueblo, Allende vacillated on the
wave of takeovers; he lost crucial middle-class support
by appearing soft on the rule of law. The opposition
struck a major blow in an October 1972 “bosses’ strike.”
Called by the gremio (GUILD) movement, a broad coa-
lition of business and professional groups, the strike
paralyzed the economy, revealed the government’s vul-
nerability, and forced Allende to bring military officers
into his cabinet. From this point forward, confrontation
escalated and much of the opposition embraced the goal
of overthrowing the government.

Despite the growing polarization and the rise of vio-
lence, Allende attained an impressive record of reform.
Under his administration, the traditional rural estate
virtually ceased to exist, the state took control of the
“commanding heights” of the economy, and progress
was made in the redistribution of wealth. The final test
of UP popularity was the March 1973 parliamentary
election. The UP received 44 percent of the vote, down
from the 49.7 percent it had won in the April 1971 mu-

nicipal elections but still 7.5 percentage points above
the 1970 presidential vote total. Nevertheless, the UP’s
failure to achieve a congressional majority and the op-
position’s failure to obtain the two-thirds majority nec-
essary to impeach the president signaled three and a
half more years of conflict before the 1976 presidential
election. A second gremio strike took place in July and
August of 1973. With the country in chaos and the gov-
ernment near collapse, the military staged a bloody
coup on September 11. Salvador Allende, otherwise
known to the indigent population of Chile as compaiiero
presidente (companion president), died in the Palacio de
la Moneda while it was under military attack. The over-
throw and death of Allende marked the end of demo-
cratic Chilean tradition and the beginning of a sangui-
nary military dictatorship that killed over 3000.

ALSACE, NATIONALISM IN Administrative region
located in northeast France along the Rhine River that
borders the present state of Germany. It comprises the
two départements of Bas-Rhin and Haut-Rhin, with a
population of around two million. Strasbourg is the re-
gion’s administrative capital. Alsace is often considered
a religious, linguistic, cultural, and political maze. Its
currently used languages include German, French, and
several variations of Alsatian dialects such as high and
low Alemanic. Religious communities comprise Protes-
tants, Catholics, and Jews. Culturally, Alsace has been
strongly influenced by France and by Germany who
both directly and indirectly, and politically and cultur-
ally, have at one moment or another claimed the region
as their own.

Alsace has been at the heart of ongoing controver-
sies between France and Germany that started with the
conflicting Roman and Germanic influences at the be-
ginning of the first millennium. The region became a
French territory for the first time when Louis XIV took
it as a prize at the end of the Thirty Years’ War. At that
time, it was predominantly Protestant and using Ger-
manic language, although the region’s elite soon started
to use French as its main language.

Along with the Lorraine département of Moselle, Al-
sace was annexed by the German Empire at the end of
the Prussian War in 1871 as part of the Treaty of Frank-
furt. French language was then prohibited, the popula-
tion was pronounced German in nationality, and the
whole administration and education system switched to
a Germanic one. Following the annexation, Alsatian
disposition toward Germany went from negative be-
cause of the destruction of Strasbourg, and especially of
its German-built cathedral, by Prussian armies, to neu-
tral during a period popularly called “cemetery peace,”



and finally to frank anti-Germanism, in spite of the cul-
tural and economical prosperity and relative autonomy
it had attained.

In 1918, at the end of World War 1, Alsace became
once again a French territory. The population took on
the French nationality and the official language was
once more French. World War II brought more insta-
bilities. The Nazis reclaimed Alsace as German, impos-
ing German as the official language, until 1945 when
Alsace was reintegrated into the French territory. Alsace
strongly supported the politics of General de Gaulle af-
ter the Liberation. In recent years, the extreme right-
wing party Le Front National has found many support-
ers among the Alsatian population.

Alsatians’ fluctuating relationship and allegiance to
one nation-state or the other reflects the complexity
of the region’s history. French historians commonly em-
phasize Alsace’s positive disposition toward France, a
sentiment that is often related to both 1918 and 1945
French victories over Germany and to the myth of
France as a united and indivisible nation. French pa-
triotism was, for example, quite blatant in Alsatian chil-
dren’s literature written in the aftermath of the an-
nexation of Alsace by Germany, such as in La derniere
lecon de francais by Alphonse Daudet (1870), Le Tour de
France raconté par deux enfants by Bruno (1883), and
L’Histoire d’Alsace racontée aux enfants d’Alsace et de
France par l'oncle Hansi by J. J. Waltz (1912).

It is clear that both France and Germany have al-
ways had their opponents and partisans in the region.
However, dividing the Alsatian population into two
separate camps, pro-France or pro-Germany, reflecting
the French—German conflicts, would be inadequate. In-
deed, such dichotomy along national boundariesignores
the cultural diversity that makes the region’s identity so
specific. The strengthening of the Economical European
Community is currently encouraging economical and
cultural cooperation of Alsace with both Germany and
France.

For further reading see Bonnie Menes Kahn's My Fa-
ther Spoke French. Nationalism and Legitimacy in Alsace
(Garland, 1990); Jean-Claude Richez and Alfred Wahl’s
La vie quotidienne en Alsace entre France et Allemagne.
1850-1950 (Hachette, Paris, 1993); and Bernard Vo-
gler’s Histoire politique de I'Alsace (Editions la Nuée
Bleue, Strasbourg, 1995).

AMBEDKAR, B.R. 1891-1956, Indian nationalist and
spokesman for the rights of untouchables. Born in the
Indian state of Madhya Pradesh, Brimrao Ramji Am-
bedkar studied at Bombay University and received a
Ph.D. at Columbia University and a law degree at the
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University of London. Called to the Bar in London, he
later practiced law in the High Court of Bombay (now
Mumbai).

Both Ambedkar’s father and his grandfather had
served in the Indian army, and his family was eco-
nomically comfortable. When their son was young, the
family moved to Bombay from their village in order to
enable him to attend better schools. However, despite
his family’s accomplishments and his own academic
achievements, Ambedkar was often subjected to the
same kind of discrimination as all untouchables of his
generation.

Ambedkar returned from his education in the United
States and the UK in 1923 with a commitment to im-
proving the lives of untouchables and a belief that India
should develop its own form of parliamentary democ-
racy. As a result of his participation in the 1930-1932
London Round Table Conferences called by the Brit-
ish government to negotiate political reforms in India,
Ambedkar emerged as India’s acknowledged leader of
the untouchables. At the second conference in 1931,
he came into conflict with another brilliant, British-
educated Indian lawyer—Mohandas K. Gandhi. Am-
bedkar took the position that untouchables should have
separate electorates for their communities, while Gandhi
believed that as Hindus, untouchables (whom he called
Harijans, “children of God”) were not entitled to sepa-
rate representation. The conflict over elections reflected
different philosophies of reform, with Gandhi believing
that Hinduism could be reformed to eliminate untouch-
ability and the abuses against untouchables, and Ambed-
kar insisting on the necessity of legal redress of griev-
ances backed by the political power of the aggrieved.
Implied also in this conflict was a distinction between
Gandhi’s conception of the Indian nation which, despite
its multiple communities, he claimed to represent, and
Ambedkar’s belief in the fundamentally divisive nature
of caste which called for separate political leaderships
and representation.

During his political life, Ambedkar served in the
cabinets of both British India and independent India;
he founded three political parties, and wrote nearly
20 books and major political tracts. Elected to chair
the drafting committee of the Constituent Assembly in
1947, Ambedkar abandoned many of his radical convic-
tions as he steered the Assembly through the process of
drafting India’s constitution. His contributions can be
seen in some of the special constitutional provisions for
social equality for the Scheduled Castes (the term for
untouchables first used by the British).

In his writings on caste, Ambedkar argued that caste
(and hence untouchability) was an integral part of
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Hinduism. Toward the end of his life, he became per-
sonally more committed to Buddhism and in 1956 led a
mass conversion of some 200,000 of his followers to
Buddhism.

Despite numerous continuing examples of discrimi-
nation and violence against India’s lowest castes—now
often referred to as dalits (the “oppressed” or “down-
trodden”)—Ambedkar’s legacy may be seen in the po-
litical mobilization of former untouchables throughout
India, and in the election of India’s first dalit President
in 1997, K. R. Narayanan, as well as a dalit speaker of
the Lok Sabha, the lower house of the Indian parlia-
ment, in 1998.

There is a prolific literature on Ambedkhar, pub-
lished notably in India. Among the better contemporary
treatments are two studies from Sage, M. S. Gore’s Social
Context of an Ideology: Ambedkar’s Political and Social
Thought (1993) and Gail Omvedt’s Dalits and the Demo-
cratic Revolution: Dr. Ambedkar and the Dalit Movement
in Colonial India (1994). Also see Ambedkar’s own writ-
ings, such as his 1936 Annihilation of Caste, reissued in
New Delhi by Arnold (1990), and The Untouchables,
first published in 1948 (Amrit, New Delhi).

AMERICA FIRST MOVEMENT A political movement
in the United States in the period between the outbreak
of World War II and U.S. entry into the war in Decem-
ber 1941. Formally the America First Committee, the
movement had the immediate goal of blocking U.S. aid
to the Allies via the Lend-Lease program and other such
measures, and had the ultimate goal of maintaining U.S.
neutrality in the war.

America First was said to have a membership of
800,000 at the height of its activity, including such
prominent Americans as Senator Gerald Nye and Gen-
eral Robert Wood. Its most famous and most controver-
sial participant was the aviator Charles A. Lindbergh,
whose views on the European conflict were thought by
his critics to be influenced by anti-Semitism and by tol-
erance for, or even approval of, the Nazi regime in
Germany.

America First disbanded after the Japanese attack on
Pearl Harbor and the subsequent U.S. declaration of
war. The demise of America First certainly did not mark
the end of organized movements opposing U.S. involve-
ment in foreign wars, as the antiwar efforts of the Viet-
nam era demonstrate. However, it can be argued that
America First represents the “last gasp” of traditional
American isolationism on a large scale, since from Pearl
Harbor onward through the Cold War to the present
day, no comparable group has emerged on the U.S.
scene.

AMERICAN INDIANS AND NATIONALISM

AMERICAN INDIANS AND NATIONALISM  Pan-In-
dian, or nationalist, tendencies have provided an over-
running thread in American Indian history from the
17th century to the present. The Iroquois League of the
17th and 18th centuries, the Ghost Dance of the 1880s
and 1890s, and the American Indian Movement of the
1960s and 1970s are some examples of American Indian
nationalism involving intratribal unity on a large scale.

In the early 17th century, New England tribes formed
unofficial unions in defense against Europen colonists’
encroachment on their lands. The Pequot War (1636—
1637) and King Philip’s War (1675-1677) saw several
Indian bands fighting together against English colo-
nies. Pueblo Indians revolted against the Spanish in
New Mexico in 1680. The Iroquian-speaking peoples in
what is now central New York State formed a powerful
buffer between imperial ambitions of the British and
the French during the 17th century. The five tribal
groups— Seneca, Oneida, Onondaga, Mohawk, and Ca-
yuga—formed a confederacy—an Iroquois League—
as an adaptive response to a series of cultural ordeals
stemming from the colonial invasion. The league had
no coercive diplomatic unity nor central political au-
thority, yet it managed to effectively create diplomatic
relations with the English and the French. The aim of
the confederacy was to keep tribal independence intact.
In a 1701 treaty this goal was temporarily achieved. The
Tuscaroras joined the league in 1713. The American
Revolutionary War of 1775-1783 caused the destruc-
tion of the Iroquois League, as the United States treated
confederated tribes as enemies.

Pontiac’s Rebellion in 1763 was the result of a brief
unity around the vision that all land would be returned
to the Indians through divine intervention. The Shaw-
nee brothers Tecumseh and Tenskwatawa (the Prophet)
were the leaders of another powerful Indian nationalist
movement in 1805-1813. Both brothers saw the nature
of the threat to the Indian way of life, and tried to pre-
pare people for its defense. The Prophet had a spiritual
vision in 1805, in which he saw the white men disap-
pear after Indians had reformed themselves in order to
restore harmony and order. His doctrine fits into a gen-
eral pattern of revitalization movements before and af-
ter him. Tecumseh, on the other hand, campaigned to
arouse Pan-Indianism in order to lead a military force
against the colonists. After the Battle of Prophetstown
in 1811, he traveled from what is now Ohio as far as
Georgia and Alabama to meet the Creeks and Chero-
kees. He believed that joining the British in the war of
1812 would help the Indian cause. However, his dreams
of Indian sovereignty died with him in the Battle of
Thames (Ontario) in October 1813. After this battle, the



Indian movement ended, and the Prophet’s spiritual
emphasis also lost momentum.

Tecumseh’s visit to the Creeks came at an opportune
time. The Creeks were just going through a revivalist
movement, and responded with religious vision and
creativity to colonial invasion. They felt that they could
achieve a new collective identity and purge their lands
of colonizers. The various Muskogean-speaking groups
of Alabama and Georgia linked their towns in a political
confederation designed to transcend local autonomy.
The Creek Confederacy was born. The confederacy was
hardly united, however, and more conservative bands
joined General Andrew Jackson in the Battle of Horse-
shoe Bend at the Tallapoosa River in 1814 to defeat the
revivalist forces.

Like the Creeks, the Cherokees passed a constitution
to appear civilized and to maintain independence. Se-
quoyah also invented the Cherokee alphabet to create
literacy. All southeastern tribes went through cultural
changes to accommodate white arguments against sav-
ages. All these efforts were essentially nationalist, but
managed to stave off the white pressure only tempo-
rarily. After the removal to the Indian Territory (Okla-
homa) in the late 1830s, however, the southeastern
tribes kept looking for an Indian commonwealth.

Wovoka, a Nevada Paiute from the Walker River area,
had spiritual visions in 1889. He started to preach for
the disappearance of the white man, the reappearance
of the buffalo, and the return of the hunting lands for
the Indians. Wovoka’s message spread like a wildfire, as
American Indians were at their nadir at this time, forced
to suffer in the reservations without adequate rations or
means of subsistence. The Ghost Dance was born. An-
other religious form of Pan-Indianism, it had especially
strong followings in the Great Plains. Old Lakota leader
Sitting Bull was among the followers of this new spiri-
tuality, which helped create fear among the whites and
U.S. military of the Indian upsurge. The Ghost Dance
ended with the massacre at Wounded Knee in the end
of December of 1890, where the U.S. army gunned
down hundreds of Sioux men, women, and children.

Pan-Indianism of the early 20th century was deeply
concerned with race, ethnicity, and nationality. Reform
Pan-Indianism was a part of Progressive Era reforms,
arguing for a pride of being an Indian and for common
Indian interest and identities. The so-called Red Pro-
gressives, a small group of professional middle-class In-
dians drawn together by boarding-school experiences,
formed a Society for American Indians in 1911, cam-
paigning for reform, especially in education. Physicians
Charles Eastman, a Dakota, and Carlos Montezuma, a
Yavapai, along with Arthur Parker, a Seneca, were some
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of their leaders. Fraternal Pan-Indianism formed local
Indian groups in the cities. Religious Pan-Indianism
formed around a peyote cult. It argued for a religious
freedom, and formed a Native American Church in
1918, which has remained perhaps the most popular
church among Indians throughout the United States,
unifying people around tribalism.

The Indian New Deal created a new basis for Ameri-
can Indian nationalism. Tribal groups could now form
official tribal governments with constitutions and tribal
courts. The National Committee of American Indians
was formed in 1944. It emphasized strong tribal identi-
fication. World War Il experiences, and the postwar
difficulties in adapting to modern life, created an up-
surge in American Indian nationalist ideas. This revital-
ization continued when congressional efforts to end
federal responsiblity on reservations, so-called “termi-
nation,” threatened the very existence of tribal groups
in the United States. Termination touched anerve, draw-
ing Indian groups together in a concerted effort to defeat
or modify the program. Additionally, increased educa-
tional opportunities with college education and urban-
ization, which brought Indian peoples from various
tribes together, fostered intertribal identity.

A Chicago conference in June of 1961 resulted in the
founding of the National Indian Youth Council, led by
Clyde Warrior, a Ponca, and in the “Declaration of In-
dian Purpose,” which called for Indians to help them-
selves. The era of “Red Power” started. Indians argued
for the right to run their own affairs with security of
their lands and rights. Red Power fits into the general
pattern of the civil rights struggle of the 1960s. Pyramid
Lake Paiutes of Nevada and the Taos Pueblo of New
Mexico argued for their rights to water and won. Fish-
ing rights caused a major struggle in Washington state.
The American Indian Movement (AIM), founded in
1968 in Minneapolis by Dennis Banks and Clyde and
Vernon Bellecourt (Anishinabeg), became a mouthpiece
of American Indian nationalism. Indians of all tribes oc-
cupied Alcatraz Island in San Francisco Bay in Novem-
ber 1969, claiming the island was Indian land—as the
U.S. government no longer needed it—and wanting to
establish a permanent Indian cultural and educational
center. Occupation lasted until June 1971. AIM orga-
nized a Trail of Broken Treaties to Washington, DC, in
a serious attempt to reestablish a treaty-making rela-
tionship between Indians and the federal government.
As the United States refused to negotiate, Indians occu-
pied the Bureau of Indian Affairs headquarters in Oc-
tober 1972 for a week, declaring it “Native American
Embassy.” As a response to persistent racism and dis-
crimination at the fringes of Indian reservations, AIM
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occupied the village of Wounded Knee—the site of the
1890 massacre—in Pine Ridge Reservation in South
Dakota as a symbolic reminder of U.S. historic treat-
ment of American Indians. They demanded the en-
forcement of the 1868 treaty between the Sioux and
the United States; the refusal to negotiate resulted in
a violent standoff, which lasted from February 28 to
May 8, 1973.

Today’s American Indian nationalism is most visible
in tribal attempts to get more financial and juridical
freedom. Casinos have become a means to gain eco-
nomic wealth, which would provide means for sover-
eignty. At the same time, tribal identities have been
strengthened through improved education. Some tribes
have threatened to close all federal highways run-
ning through their reservations as a reminder of their
existence.

For further reading see Hazel Hertzberg’s Search for
an American Indian Identity (Syracuse University Press,
1971); Stephen Cornell’s Return of the Native (Oxford
University Press, 1988); Alvin Josephy’s Red Power
(American Heritage Press, 1985); Paul Chaat Smith and
Robert Allen Warrior’s Like A Hurricane: The Indian
Movement from Alcatraz to Wounded Knee (The New
Press, 1996); David Edmunds’ Tecumseh and the Quest
for Indian Leadership (Little, Brown, 1984); and Joel
Martin’s Sacred Revolt: The Muskogees® Struggle for a
New World (Beacon Press, 1991).

AMERICAN NATIONALISM, PRE-1914 Following
Hans Kohn’s definition of nationalism as a feeling of
supreme loyalty to the nation-state, American nation-
alism, then pertains to beliefs regarding loyalty to the
United States. Scholars such as Hans Kohn often argue
that the U.S. government institutionalized a “civic” na-
tionalism, based on political principles such as legal
and rational concepts of citizenship, rather than an
“ethnic” nationalism, based on common language and
cultural traditions. But clearly, the wave of nativist
movements that led efforts to exclude immigrants,
African-Americans, and others from political power
attested to the growing strength of the resolutely na-
tivist popular American nationalism that gradually
undercut federal civic nationalism over the course of
the 19th century. Thus prior to 1914, American nation-
alism most frequently expressed itself through “ethnic”
movements to exclude categories of people deemed in-
capable of renouncing competing loyalties and obliga-
tions, and through “civic” movements to include cate-
gories of people who had been denied civil rights in
the past.

The U.S. founders self-consciously formed the

United States as a democracy devoted to liberal indi-
vidualism rather than ethnic nationalist principles.
They based their understanding of American nation-
ality not on common descent or religion, and not on a
unique literary or legal tradition (for the United States
shared a common intellectual and cultural heritage
with England), but rather on beliefs in natural rights,
namely, “that all men are created equal, that they
are endowed by their Creator with certain inalienable
rights, that among these are life, liberty and the pursuit
of happiness.” Of course, not all members of the Ameri-
can population were granted equal rights.

As a result of widespread beliefs in the innate depen-
dence of certain groups on others, the country’s leader-
ship denied full national membership to many groups,
categorically excluding children, women, and slaves—
and many others perceived as lacking in reason or in-
capable of exercising independent judgment. Further-
more, since independence, the U.S. government has un-
dergone several major transformations in how it defines
eligibility for citizenship. The primary impetus for these
shifts has been periodic movements to exclude certain
categories of immigrants considered incapable of up-
holding democracy. Thus, an ethnic nationalist tradi-
tion gradually emerged at the grassroots level to chal-
lenge federal civic nationalism.

The country’s earliest leaders were opposed to im-
migration. George Washington fervently believed that
immigration would have a deleterious effect on the coun-
try’s national character and should be discouraged be-
cause immigrants “retain the language, habits and prin-
ciples (good or bad) which they bring with them. . . .
I want an American character, that the powers of Europe
may be convinced that we act for ourselves and not for
others.” Similarly, John Adams and Thomas Jefferson
both opposed immigration from absolutist monarchies
because they argued that such immigrants would bring
their antidemocratic beliefs to the United States and un-
dermine the country’s government.

Although many of the country’s founders believed
that immigration should be restricted to foster the con-
ditions necessary for democratic rule, nonetheless, in
keeping with their belief in a minimalist constitution,
they did not incorporate anti-immigration legislation
into the Constitution and, for decades, it remained un-
clear whether immigration was a federal or state do-
main. The first federal policy specifically targeting im-
migrants was the Alien and Sedition Law of June 25,
1798, which gave the president the authority to deport
any alien deemed dangerous to the country’s safety and
peace or suspected of treason. From 1800, when this
legislation expired, to 1875, there was no permanent



federal legislation restricting the admission of aliens
or permitting their deportation. Immigration regulation
was an area of unclear jurisdiction and the subject of
repeated clashes between federal and state legislators.
Indeed, federal policy actively encouraged immigration
to settle the country’s newly acquired western territo-
ries through such legislation as the Homestead Act
of 1862.

Federal restrictions on immigration first began to be
introduced in the mid-19th century in response to such
ethnic nationalist groups as the Native American move-
ment, the Know-Nothing Party, and the American Pro-
tection Association. These groups argued that Catholics
were a vehicle for foreign political influence because
they owed allegiance to the Pope, a foreign sovereign.
In several states anti-Catholic groups persuaded local
politicians to pass laws barring Catholics from office
and excluding unnaturalized immigrants from voting in
local elections. At the federal level, pressure from anti-
Catholic movements led to the first congressional inves-
tigation of immigration. But the resulting legislation ex-
cluded vagabonds and paupers deported from other
countries (in other words, individuals unlikely to be-
come independent), rather than Catholics. In response
to anti-Catholic sentiment, from 1840 to 1856, the
Democratic party had a special plank regarding immi-
gration in its platform: “That the liberal principles . . .
which make ours the land of liberty, and the asylum of
the oppressed of every nation, have ever been cardinal
principles in the democratic faith; and every attempt to
abridge the present privilege of becoming citizens, and
the owners of soil amongst us, ought to be resisted.”

Anti-Catholic movements were unsuccessful in over-
turning federal civic nationalism. Soon, they were
overshadowed by a new wave of ethnic nationalist
groups that targeted Asian immigrants. Over the course
of the 1870s, organized labor and patriotic groups in
the South largely prevented freed slaves from exercising
their rights, while on the West Coast, they successfully
mobilized popular sentiment against Chinese immigra-
tion. These ethnic nationalist movements contended
that laborers from these racial groups depressed domes-
tic wages, as well as claiming that they carried traits and
values that would corrupt the moral character of the na-
tion. By 1879 anti-Chinese groups had achieved many
of their political goals: Californian voters had passed a
state-level ban on further Chinese immigration; both
major national political parties had added anti-Chinese
planks to their platforms; and the U.S. Congress had en-
acted the first act of restrictive immigration legisla-
tion—the Act of March 3, 1875 —that provided for the
deportation of immigrants brought to the country with-
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out their consent or for “lewd and immoral purposes.”
Local ethnic nationalism so fervent that it often led to
lynchings gradually led to the passage of state immigra-
tion laws excluding the Chinese (and, in the South,
spurred Jim Crow laws denying rights to African-
Americans as a group).

Civic nationalism continued to be upheld by the fed-
eral government, but gradually, the country’s leadership
began to capitulate to popular anti-immigrant senti-
ment. Political leaders who in the past often spoke of
open immigration as an expression of the country’s
democratic philosophy began to treat unrestricted im-
migration as a necessary evil, ultimately beneficial to
the economic development of the country. Until 1885,
the federal government continued to allow industrial-
ists and entrepreneurs to bring cheap foreign labor to
work in a variety of areas of the economy—even do-
mains where they competed against American citizens.
That year, however, evidence that foreign contract
laborers were forcing down domestic wages at last
led Congress to pass the Alien Contract Labor Law.
Through this legislation, Congress prohibited migra-
tion to the United States under any contract for the per-
formance of labor or services.

Federal immigration restrictions that followed were
initially based on considerations of the effect immigra-
tion had on the country’s economy, but gradually laws
became increasingly focused on preserving the coun-
try’s national character. After 1889, explicitly ethnic na-
tionalist groups became increasingly powerful and po-
litically influential. Pressure from these groups as well
as from organized labor slowly began to erode congres-
sional support for open European immigration.

In response to restrictionist groups and the recom-
mendations of congressional investigations, both the
Republican and the Democratic parties adopted planks
at their 1892 national conventions favoring further im-
migration restriction. These efforts were unsuccessful
until President McKinley’s assassination by an eastern
European anarchist alarmed leaders of Congress and
led them to introduce new restrictions through the Im-
migration Act of 1903, which excluded the Chinese,
individuals afflicted with mental or physical disease,
contract laborers, felons, polygamists, prostitutes and
“anarchists, or persons who believe in or advocate the
overthrow by force or violence of the Government of
the United States or of all governments or of all forms
of law, or the assassinations of public officials.”

In 1907, public pressure on the government led to
a congressional investigation of the social effects of
immigration from southern and eastern Europe that
was designed to put to an empirical test theories that
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claimed that this “racial stock” was radically different
from the “old stock” Americans of northwest European
extraction, and hence that the two could not coexist
harmoniously. The results of this investigation were in-
terpreted by the public and by influential congressional
representatives as an indication that southeastern Euro-
peans indeed posed a threat to the country’s “racial bal-
ance.” Increasing public pressure was placed on Con-
gress until the government agreed to limit further
immigration in order to preserve the country’s racial
composition. But exclusionary movements remained
largely unsuccessful in achieving their real objective of
categorical restriction of all southeastern immigrants.
Instead, restrictions were introduced that limited im-
migration numerically to preserve the country’s 1890
racial composition. This signaled a dramatic reversal of
the country’s civic nationalist traditions.

Ethnic nationalist movements of 19th century Amer-
ica targeted Catholics, the Chinese, African-Americans,
and, finally, southern and eastern European immi-
grants—newly assertive groups that were challenging
the authority of locally dominant groups and possessed
innate characteristics that, ostensibly, inclined them to-
ward irrationality, could not be lost through cultural as-
similation, and hence prevented members of certain
populations from exercising democratic liberties re-
sponsibly. Categorical restrictions based on national
character were most successful in the case of African-
Americans, less successful in the case of the Chinese—
who were protected by the Chinese government’s
threats of diplomatic repercussions—and largely un-
successful in the case of Catholics, who were becoming
increasingly politically powerful in eastern cities and
states where the Catholic population was concentrated.
Unrestricted immigration therefore remained the fed-
eral policy long after the emergence of a variety of anti-
immigration groups, even while some groups—no-
tably, African-Americans and women— continued to be
denied political rights.

For a discussion of American anti-immigrant move-
ments see Higham’s Strangers in the Land (Rutgers Uni-
versity Press, 1988). Hans Kohn's Idea of Nationalism
(Macmillan, 1944) and his American Nationalism (Mac-
millan, 1957) provide a useful overview of how elites in
various times and places came to adopt civic as opposed
to ethnic nationalism.

AMERICAN REVOLUTION A late 18th century upris-
ing by the 13 British colonies in North America that
eventually formed the United States of America. It was
one of the earliest and most significant nationalist op-
positions to European colonialism.

In addition to the high-minded principles of freedom

from tyranny and inalienable rights that inspired many
subsequent nationalist struggles, the American Revolu-
tion was also about economic pragmatism. The colo-
nists were fighting not only against tyranny but also
against British taxes, an effort by Britain to monopolize
settlement and trade to the west of the colonies, and the
general effort by British authorities to tighten control
over its colonies in North America and elsewhere in the
latter half of the 18th century.

A series of acts by King George III and the British
colonial adminstration angered the colonists. The Proc-
lamation of 1763 forbid English settlement west of the
Appalachian Mountains; although it was intended in
part to relieve tension with the Native Americans, it
provoked the colonists who wished to expand to the
west. The Sugar Act of 1764 increased duties on im-
ported sugar, textiles, coffee, wines, and other products
to help pay for the French and Indian War and the cost
of administering the colonies. At a Boston town meeting
that same year James Otis complained of “taxation with-
out representation” and Boston merchants later began a
boycott of British luxury goods. The English Parliament
countered with the 1765 Stamp Act that imposed the
first direct tax on the American colonies with funds go-
ing directly to England rather than to their own Ameri-
can legislatures. Benjamin Franklin warned the Parlia-
ment that enforcement of the Stamp Act could lead to
revolution.

A series of attacks and counterattacks ensued: boy-
cotts of British goods, acts of defiance, and the famous
Boston Tea Party (1773) were countered with British
warships, the stationing of imperial troops to control
the uprising, and the shooting of protesters by British
soldiers (the Boston Massacre on March 5, 1770). The
conflict escalated into an open rebellion by armed colo-
nists in 1775 and a series of clashes between British and
American forces.

On July 4, 1776, the Continental Congress passed a
“Declaration of Independence” drafted by Thomas Jef-
ferson. It was not until 1784 that the U.S. Congress rati-
fied the Treaty of Paris and the Revolutionary War offi-
cially ended and the building of a new nation began. A
constitutional convention was convened in 1787 at In-
dependence Hall in Philadelphia with George Washing-
ton as its president and James Madison and Ben Frank-
lin as its central figures (Thomas Jefferson was in France
serving as American ambassador).

An innovative form of government was created with
a federal system that balanced power in the states with
those at the national level. A further division of power
was created within the federal govenment among three
branches: an executive branch headed by the president
of the United States; a legislative branch comprising two
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houses of Congress, the House and the Senate; and a
judicial branch consisting of the Supreme Court and a
system of federal courts.

In 1789 the first Congress convened in New York
City; George Washington was unanimously elected as
president and John Adams was elected vice-president.
On December 15, 1791, a Bill of Rights, a series of 10
amendments to the Constitution, were added to protect
individual liberties against abuses of state power.

ANSCHLUSS Refers to the union of Germany and
Austria in 1938. After World War I, the German portion
of the collapsed Austro-Hungarian Empire wanted to
join Germany. But the victorious Allies in the treaties of
Versailles and St. Germain forbade this. There was agi-
tation for unity in Austria during the 1920s, and Ger-
many supported this when an Austrian, Adolf Hitler,
became German chancellor in 1933.

In February 1938 Hitler requested a meeting with
Austria’s Chancellor Kurt von Schuschnigg at Berchtes-
gaden to demand concessions for Austrian Nazis. When
Schuschnigg tried to delay Hitler by a plebiscite to un-
derscore Austrian independence, Hitler issued an ulti-
matum on March 11, 1938, demanding the resignation
of Schuschnigg. The latter was replaced by the Austrian
Nazi Arthur Seyss-Inquart, who invited the German
army to occupy Austria, which it did on March 12,
1938. Seyss-Inquart declared the union of the two coun-
tries the next day. On April 10, the Nazis conducted a
plebiscite that showed, according to Nazi figures, 99.75
percent in favor of the union.

ANTICOMMUNISM  An ideology circulated in the
capitalist bloc during the Cold War, but the origin of
which dates back to the 1920s and the emergence of
Communism around the globe, including Russia. On the
one hand, anticommunism was a transnational ideology
that supplied a basis for international powers opposing
Communism to forge their alliance. For instance, Japan
declared in the 1930s that world politics was then char-
acterized by the wars between Communist and anti-
Communist blocs. At that time, Japan lumped itself,
Germany, and Italy into an anti-Communist bloc, but
grouped its enemies, including America, Britain, and
France, into a Communist bloc.

On the other hand, anticommunism was also a na-
tional ideology. For instance, within Japan and its
colony of Korea, anticommunism performed classic
roles of nationalism, obliterating the differences in Japa-
nese society, whether they were based on class, gender,
or region. In both the metropole and its colony, anti-
communism was instrumental in enforcing the notion
of a unified Japan, including Korea, to such a degree
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that Japan even sought to convert the thoughts of those
arrested for activities against the Japanese state or em-
peror. In Korea, anticommunism served as a colonial
ideology—]Japan labeled radical resistance groups as
Communist and, hence, framed anticolonial and na-
tional resistance as class struggles among Koreans.
After World War II, anticommunism thrived as the
Cold War principle which secured the United States as
a neocolonial power and the future of former colonies
of Japan and Europe as liberal capitalist states under
U.S. leadership. Anticommunism again performed as a
transnational and national ideology that integrated
many newly independent nation-states in Southeast
Asia. Inter-regional organizations like SEATO (South-
east Asia Treaty Organization, 1954), ASA (Association
of Southeast Asia, 1961), and ASEAN (Association of
Southeast Asian Nations, 1967) were organized so they
could respond to Communist insurgencies in the region
after the wave of decolonization. Anticommunism sup-
plied these organizations with an ideology for their
gatekeeping of the capitalist economic system. Anti-
communism skewed the political and economic devel-
opment in these areas both nationally and regionally,
effacing the previous models of socialist development.
Anticommunism performed a similar role in East Asia.
For instance, South Korean nationalism was predicated
on anticommunism during the Cold War period. Those
who challenged the state and its economic program
were considered to be Communists who disrupted the
social order and undermined the future of the nation.

ANTI-SEMITISM  Political and social agitation di-
rected against Jews. The term was coined by the Ger-
man agitator Wilhelm Marr in 1879 in order to support
the anti-Jewish movement which was already underway
in central Europe at that time. Although anti-Jewish
movements have existed for more than 3000 years, the
movement became intense in the late 19th century in
Europe, creating a large migration of Jews to North
and South America. Anti-Semitism hit its peak with the
birth of National Socialism (Nazism) under Adolf Hitler
in Germany, eventually resulting in the death of six mil-
lion Jews and more than six million people of other eth-
nic groups in the Holocaust between 1940 and 1945.
Although violent anti-Semitic movements have de-
clined in the world since the end of World War 11, there
still exists both prejudice and hostility toward Jews.
Because of expulsion and massacre in Egypt, Rome,
and other countries, Jews were forced to become so-
journers for centuries, without property-ownership
rights. The expulsion of Jews from Spain and Portugal in
the late 15th century created a large-scale migration
of Sephardic Jews to England, Holland, Brazil, and the
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Caribbean islands. Pogroms (“destruction” in Yid-
dish)—violent government-condoned attacks against
Jews—in Russia and Eastern Europe and the German
Nazi movement also forced Jews to migrate to North
America.

Many stereotypical images of Jews, such as that they
were inferior, clannish, too intelligent, greedy, and dis-
honest, were all without foundation, but these stereo-
types reflected the reality of prejudice and oppression
of Jews. Jews were not allowed to possess and cultivate
land in medieval Europe, which forced them to become
merchants. While these Jews were positioned in the
middle economic status, they received hostility from
both the farmers and the rulers. Anti-government sen-
timents among farmers were frequently directed toward
Jews, making Jews buffers between the wealthy and
the poor.

Although Jews are a religious group, nationalist and
socialist movements in the early 1930s saw Jews as a
racial group, creating discrimination and cultural iso-
lation of Orthodox Jews in Germany. The National So-
cialist German Workers’ Party, widely known as the
Nazis, seized power and attempted to establish Greater
Germany in Central Europe. Nazis claimed the supe-
riority of the German race, and sought annihilation
of the Jews by establishing hundreds of concentration
camps. During World War II, Eastern European and
French Jews were arrested and sent to these camps
where they were massacred. This episode, known as
the Holocaust, is the largest anti-Semitic movement in
history.

After the Russian Revolution of 1917, about two mil-
lion Jews migrated to the United States. Unlike German
Jewish Americans who migrated in the mid-19th cen-
tury, Eastern European Jews lived in ghettos under se-
vere working conditions, which further fostered a nega-
tive image of Jews. Between 1932 and 1941, a number
of anti-Semitic organizations grew and attacked Jewish
communities and synagogues. Some of these groups
were the German-American Bund, the Silver Shirts, the
National Union for Social Justice, and the Christian
Front. With the revival of the Ku Klux Klan, “skin
heads,” and other racist groups, there has been an in-
creasing number of incidents of violent attacks on Jews
and their property in the United States and Europe
since the 1980s.

ANTONESCU, ION 1882-1946, Romania’s wartime
military dictator (September 1940 —August 1944), and
probably the most controversial political figure in 20th
century Romania.

Antonescu was born on June 2, 1882, in the town of

Pitesti. He received a stern and disciplined upbringing
from his father, uncle, and stepfather, all of whom were
army men. A graduate of the Army Cavalry School in
1906, Antonescu’s rise to national fame began during
the 1907 peasant uprising, when, in the town of Galati,
he pacified several thousand rebels with only a handful
of men under his command and without firing a shot.
He was decorated for his performance during the 1913
Second Balkan War and again after World War 1. Dur-
ing the latter, Major Antonescu’s greatest accomplish-
ment was stopping the advance of the Central Powers
through Romania in a series of heroic battles in the
summer of 1917. Two years later, under Lt. Colonel
Antonescu’s command, Romanian troops entered Bu-
dapest and overthrew Bela Kun's Communist regime
from power there.

Honest, incorruptible, blunt, and staunchly nation-
alistic, Antonescu was preoccupied above all with
achieving, and then defending, the unification of ethnic
Romanians into a single nation-state. He was promoted
to the rank of colonel in 1921, headed the Special
School of Cavalry Officers between 1920 and 1922, and
was military attaché in Paris, London, and Brussels
from 1922 to 1926. He briefly served as war minister in
the fall of 1928, and again from December 1937 to
March 1938. He was promoted to the rank of general in
1931, and was named army chief of staff in December
1933, a post from which he resigned a year later.

Initially suspicious of the Fascist Legionary Move-
ment, also known as the Iron Guard, Antonescu de-
veloped a certain affinity for it in the late 1930s. In
May 1938 he appeared as a character witness on be-
half the movement’s leader, Corneliu Codreanu, whom
the govenment had controversially charged with trea-
son. In November 1938 Antonescu was relieved of all
command duties after criticizing a regime crackdown
against the Iron Guard.

In late June 1940, following an ultimatum from Sta-
lin, Romania’s King Carol II surrendered Besserabia
(today the independent state of Moldova) to the Soviet
Union without a fight. In July he had Antonescu ar-
rested in order to prevent the general from riding
a wave of national outrage into power. In September
1940, after Germany compelled Carol to surrender
two-fifths of Transylvania to Hungary, the disgraced
monarch fled the country, whereupon a joint military—
Iron Guard dictatorship was established headed by An-
tonescu. In January 1941, with Hitler's permission,
Antonescu destroyed the Iron Guard, whose violent
rampage against its former tormentors and political op-
ponents threatened to destabilize Romania on the eve
of the Axis attack on the Soviet Union.



Though he readily joined Nazi Germany in that at-
tack, Antonescu vehemently protested the partial loss of
Translvania to Hungary, which Hitler intimated that a
strong performance in the campaign against the USSR
could reverse. His eagerness to fight the Soviets and his
stubborn loyalty to the Axis cause even after the disaster
at Stalingrad subsequently rendered Antonescu Hitler’s
most trusted ally.

Antonescu’s reluctance to apply the Nazi-mandated
Final Solution inside Romania’s 1940 borders enabled
roughly half of Romania’s interwar Jewish population
(some 700,000 people) to survive the Holocaust. Nev-
ertheless, under his watch about 350,000 Jews perished
in Romanian-held territories, especially in camps in
Transnistria, a narrow strip of land located between the
Dniester and Bug rivers.

On August 23, 1944, with Soviet armies poised to
overrun Romania, Antonescu was overthrown in a coup
d’état orchestrated by young King Michael, Carol II's
successor to the throne. Following Antonescu’s removal
from power, Romania joined the Allied side. Upon the
war’s end, Antonescu was tried for treason by the So-
viet-installed Communist authorities. He was executed
by a firing squad on June 1, 1946.

APARTHEID The institutionalized system of racial
segregation and white supremacy that officially charac-
terized South African governmental policy from 1948 to
1991. This system created a racial hierarchy in all as-
pects of social life which was particularly disadvanta-
geous toward the African majority population.

Apartheid, an Afrikaans term (the language of the
Dutch descendent settlers) for separateness or apart-
ness, refers to the historically developed system of laws
and practices that limited the economic, political, and
social lives of nonwhites in South Africa. The develop-
ment of the apartheid system can be charted back to the
relations among the African ethnic groups indigenous
to the area (e.g., the Khoikhoin, San, Nguni, and So-
tho), the European colonial settlers (e.g., the Dutch,
English, and French), East Indians immigrants, and a
mixed racial group referred to as “Coloureds.”

The Dutch East India Company arrived at the Cape
of Good Hope in 1652. They were followed by British
and French colonists. The steady encroachment further
inland and land displacement caused numerous wars
between Africans and Europeans, and among the Euro-
pean colonists. The discovery of gold (1886) and then
diamonds (1964) increased European business interest
and entrenchment in the region. Both the mining indus-
try and Boer farming system depended on cheap African
labor and imported Indian labor. This labor was made
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available through military conquests and legislative en-
actments which divested Africans of their access to land
and created a working class.

A unified state was established in 1910 which gave
Europeans a monopoly over the governmental appara-
tus and denied Africans, Coloureds, and Indians politi-
cal and civil rights. A series of legislative measures cre-
ated a homeland system on the basis of ethnicity. The
laws that laid the foundation for apartheid included the
Land Acts of 1913, 1936, and 1963 —which restricted
the African majority to 7.3 percent and later 13.0 per-
cent of the total land area—and the Urban Areas Act
(1923), which restricted African residence in urban
areas. Under the guise of “separate development,” legis-
lation, including the Native Administration Act of 1927
and the 1936 Hertzog Bills, relegated Africans to “na-
tive reserves” on the basis of their tribal origin. To-
gether, these measures created a migratory labor system
whereby Africans had to migrate to the towns for
employment.

The system of apartheid began with the rise of the
National party in 1948 that represented Afrikaner na-
tionalist and English interests. Major apartheid laws
were the Population Registration Act (1949) which pro-
vided for the official racial categorization of all persons;
the Group Areas Act (1950) where each racial group
was assigned to specifically demarcated living areas; the
Passes and Consolidation of Documents Act (1952)
which created the passbook required for Africans; and
the Bantu Education Act (1953) that provided a sepa-
rate system of education for Africans.

The earliest organization to oppose the development
of apartheid was the African National Congress (ANC)
formed in 1912. This national liberation organization
linked the various African ethnic groups under a na-
tional concept of “African-ness.” The Pan-Africanist
Congress of Azania, which split from the ANC in 1959,
went further in its African nationalist approach. Other
antiapartheid groups included the South African Indian
Congress, the White Congress of Democrats, the Col-
oured Peoples Organization, the South African Con-
gress of Trade Unions, the Federation of South African
Women, and the Black Sash. Many of these organiza-
tions unified in 1955 to create the Congress of the
People and adopt the Freedom Charter, which articu-
lated the framework for a democratic transition.

The apartheid government reacted strongly to anti-
apartheid organizations and activities. The most violent
confrontations occurred in response to peaceful anti-
apartheid protests in Sharpesville in 1960 and in Soweto
in 1976. In 1960, the nationalist government banned all
liberation organizations and harassed and imprisoned
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their leadership. The liberation organizations went un-
derground and into exile. The national liberation move-
ment transitioned into an armed phase in 1961 when
the ANC created an armed wing, Umkhonto We Sizwe
(meaning “spear of the nation”). Acts of sabotage and
protest against the apartheid regime continued through
the 1980s.

Apartheid began to be dismantled in the 1990s. Nel-
son Mandela, imprisoned ANC leader, was released
from prison and the orders banning national liberation
movements were lifted. In 1994 democratic elections
were held and the Government of National Unity was
inaugurated on May 10, 1994, with an ANC majority.
While the official apartheid era ended, racial and na-
tional inequalities continue to plague the South African
society.

ARAB LEAGUE The move to create the Arab League
was initiated during World War II. On September 25,
1944, delegates from Egypt, Lebanon, Transjordan,
Syria, and Iraq convened in Alexandria to discuss the
creation of a body that would facilitate cooperation
among Arab states. It was hoped that it would also soften
self-defeating nationalist policies directed against other
Arab states. Such activities would weaken the Arab influ-
ence in the world. The resulting Alexandria Protocol led
to the League’s creation on March 22, 1945, by Egypt,
Iraq, Syria, Transjordan, Lebanon, North Yemen, and
Saudi Arabia. The permanent headquarters were to be
in Cairo and would contain a council in which each
member-state would have an equal vote, specialized
committees, a secretariat appointed by the council and
endorsed by two-thirds of the states, and a staff. The door
was left open to any Arab state, and additional states and
the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) joined. In
the 1990s it had 22 members.

The League has seldom been successful in resolving
disputes among its members. It could not stop the fight-
ing in Lebanon in 1975, nor could it prevent Egypt from
making peace with Israel in 1979, a move that provoked
Egypt's expulsion from the organization and relocation
of the headquarters to Tunis. Egypt was readmitted in
1987, and over the opposition of some members, the
headquarters were returned to Cairo in 1990 just in
time for the next crisis: the Gulf War against Iraq. The
League was split over whether to support the interna-
tional coalition against Saddam Hussein. In the end, a
majority voted in favor of multinational action to liber-
ate Kuwait.

ARAB NATIONALISM The idea that peoples of the

Middle East should cooperate to achieve major political,
economic, or social goals based upon a common Arab
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identity enjoyed a relatively brief period of dominant
influence in the middle of the 20th century. Although
Arab nationalism continues to exert an emotional ap-
peal in the region, its power has been sapped by some
of the very factors which aided its earlier genesis. Today
it is Islamism which seems to enjoy the vigor that once
marked Arab nationalism.

The nature of the relationship between Islam and
Arab nationalism has been the subject of frequent de-
bate, since nationalists look upon Islam as an “Arab” re-
ligion, but at the same time view Islamist groups as po-
tentially dangerous rivals. Early interpretations of Arab
nationalism tended to emphasize the divisions between
the two over the ties. George Antonius wrote a most
influential book, The Arab Awakening, in 1938, a time
when nationalism was maturing as a mode of opposi-
tion to British and French dominance in the Middle
East. Antonius, a Christian, tried to show that Arab
nationalism had deep historical roots dating back to
the first half of the 19th century, and he stressed the
writings of Christians educated in Western missionary
schools in Syria. Although the picture presented in The
Arab Awakening still exerts some influence, more recent
scholars have shown it to be as much propaganda as
history, in part due to its slighting of the role of religion.

In every Middle Eastern state, from the arrival of Is-
lam to the collapse of the Ottoman Empire, religion was
crucial to status. Muslims were dominant, but Chris-
tians and Jews were granted considerable freedom, as
long as they paid a poll tax, jizya. In Arabophone soci-
eties that blended pre-Islamic Greek, Persian, Kurdish,
Berber, and Arab populations, to name but a few, eth-
nicity could hardly carry the same importance. Indeed,
just as a sophisticated resident of Istanbul in the 19th
century might feel insulted if called a “Turk,” a word
which implied an uncultured Anatolian peasant, so a
Damascene notable might well object to being called an
“Arab,” a term more aptly applied to unlettered Bedouin
tribesmen. Both men would describe themselves by re-
ligion. Arab nationalism had to accommodate to some
degree that historical pattern of identification.

The stability of this system was upset by another for-
mative influence on Arab nationalism, the growth of
Western dominance in the Middle East. France occu-
pied Egypt from 1798 to 1801 and began to establish
dominance in North Africa in 1830. British influence
soon followed in other regions. Over the course of the
century many in the Middle East sought an explana-
tion for the West’'s new dominance. This involved scru-
tiny not just of European learning and technology but
also of Middle Eastern society and culture, including
religion.

One resulting reform trend tried to revive Islam by



promoting a return to the practices of the early Muslim
community, which was ethnically Arab. This was part
of a cultural reawakening closely tied to Arabic lan-
guage and literature. This pride in the common cultural
heritage of Arabic speakers could only grow stronger
with the collapse of the explicitly Islamic Ottoman Em-
pire. With Turkish nationalism replacing Islam as the
motivating force in the Anatolian remnant of the Otto-
man Empire after 1918, the many Arabs (both Muslim
and Christian) who did not want the imposition of
French or British control looked increasingly to nation-
alism as a rallying force to coordiante resistance. Euro-
pean states succeeded in maintaining or imposing their
control in North Africa and the Fertile Crescent, but re-
sentment of that control—and therefore Arab nation-
alism—did not die.

The European states accelerated their withdrawal
from outright occupation of Arab territories after World
War II. With territories such as Syria, Lebanon, and
Transjordan gaining formal independence, nationalism
changed with the times. The relationship between na-
tionalist sentiment and socioeconomic class in the Arab
world defies easy definition, but in the independence era
it seems that members of the lower and middle classes
adopted nationalism as a vehicle for challenging the
wealthy elite, who had been the strongest advocates of
early nationalism.

The Arab notables had played an important inter-
mediary role between the state and the rest of the popu-
lation during both the Ottoman and the European pe-
riods. With independence they become the ruling class,
and often enjoyed strong support from the West. Euro-
pean states retained considerable formal and informal
influence, in part through defense pacts. Identification
with the West left the elite vulnerable to attack from
below on nationalist grounds, and indeed radical Arab
nationalism revolts in the 1950s and 1960s were to de-
stroy the notable class. Radical regimes in Egypt, Syria,
and Iraq all pushed through land reform programs that
broke the power of the notables in the countryside, and
at least partially nationalized much of the industrial and
services sectors. Such domestic programs distinguished
Arab socialism, which was particularly popular from
the late 1950s to the late 1960s, and which was led or
heavily influenced by Gamal Abdel Nasser of Egypt.
The prestige of Nasser and his programs was dented,
however, following Egypt’s utter defeat by Israel in the
1967 war.

The Palestine—Israel problem has heavily influenced
Arab nationalism in the post-World War II period. The
defeat of Arab armies in the 1948 war discredited the
old regimes and prepared the way for nationalist coups,
such as Nasser’s in Egypt. Nasser gained popular accla-
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mation as an Arab hero outside of Egypt as aresult of the
war of 1956, when a British—French—Israeli scheme to
seize the Suez Canal and humble Nasser aroused inter-
national condemnation and ended in the aggressors’
own humiliation. The dispute over control of Palestine
arouses such strong emotions among Arabs for many
reasons, including abhorrence of the idea of ceding con-
trol of Jerusalem, a holy city for Muslims and Christians
as well as Jews, to an unfriendly, non-Muslim state. Is-
rael, moreover, is seen as the most lasting relic of West-
ern imperialism in the Middle East.

The Zionist community took root during the British
Mandate in Palestine from the end of World War I to
1948. In 1917 the British had promised limited official
support for the creation of a “national home for the Jew-
ish people” in Palestine. Many Jews immigrated to Pal-
estine after the Nazi regime came to power in 1933. Ar-
abs thus see Israel as a British solution to a European
problem, imposed at the cost of driving hundreds of
thousands of Palestinian Arabs from their homeland. Is-
rael’s close ties to the United States and other European
countries make many Arabs view it today as a vital ally
for Western plans to exert influence in the Middle East.

Until there is a reasonable settlement of the Palestine
question, Arab nationalism will remain widespread in
the Middle East. It does face challenges, however. Re-
pressive regimes espousing Arab nationalism have ruled
such countries as Iraq, Syria, Algeria, and Libya since
the 1960s, yet in international affairs they have failed in
confronting Israel and have had even less success do-
mestically in raising their citizens’ standards of living.
Islamist groups have gained strength, as they seem to of-
fer more effective programs in both arenas. Local nation-
alisms—Syrian and Egyptian, for example—are also
growing stronger. Borders drawn by European states-
men after 1918 were viewed in the past as the result
of outside powers’ attempts to keep the Arabs divided
and weak, but with time these boundaries have gradu-
ally gained greater acceptance. The present practical
limitations of Arab nationalism can perhaps be illus-
trated by the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait in 1990. An Arab
nationalist, Saddam Hussein tried to deflect criticism in
the Middle East by portraying the conquest as a blow
against Israel, promising to use Kuwaiti oil revenues to
support the Palestinians. This won him support among
Palestinians but few others. He then tried to cloak him-
self in Islam by, among other things, adding the phrase
Allahu Akbar (God is Great) to the Iraqi flag. In the
end, however, few Arab states were willing to support
his unilateral abolition of one of those Western-drawn
boundaries.

The best recent book devoted to Arab nationalism is
The Origins of Arab Nationalism (Columbia University
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Press, 1991), edited by Rashid Khalidi et al. A good
overview of the subject also can be found in Albert
Hourani’s History of the Arab Peoples (Harvard Univer-
sity Press, 1991).

ARAFAT, YASSER 1929-, Palestinian nationalist
leader who led the Palestinian Liberation Organization’s
(PLO) fight for independence from Israel. In 1996 he
was elected the first president of the Palestinian Author-
ity that governed Palestinian-controlled areas of the
West Bank and the Gaza Strip. After signing a peace ac-
cord with the Israelis in 1993 Arafat received the Nobel
Peace Prize jointly with Yitzhak Rabin and Shimon Peres
in 1994.

As chairman of the PLO after 1968 and commander-
in-chief of the Palestinian Revolution Forces (1971), he
was a key leader in the armed uprising against Israeli
occupation that left many Palestinians living in refugee
camps in areas under Israeli control. In 1973 he became
head of the PLO’s political department, however, and
turned his attention to diplomatic efforts and political
persuasion. In a historic speech to the UN General As-
sembly in November of 1974 on behalf of the Palestin-
ian people, he became the first representative of a non-
governmental organization to address a plenary session
of that body.

In the late 1980s he was persuaded by Mubarak Awad
and others to participate in the largely nonviolent cam-
paign of the Intifada that fought for Palestinian au-
tonomy through mass demonstrations and noncoopera-
tion with Israeli authorities. In addition to publicizing
their opposition to Israeli rule, the Palestinians strove
to make the Israeli occupation increasingly ineffective
by refusing to cooperate with authorities and setting
up parallel structures. Some observers suggest that the
shift from terrorist to Gandhian-style nonviolent strate-
gies was crucial in creating a climate for promoting Pal-
estinian interests and soliciting support from the inter-
national community in their struggle with Israel.

Arafat was elected president of a hypothetical Pales-
tinian state by the Central Council of the Palestine Na-
tional Council (the PLO’s governing body) in 1989. In
1993 Arafat formally recognized, for the first time, Is-
rael’s right to exist as an independent nation, paving the
way for negotiations leading to an Israel-PLO accord.

The accord envisioned a phrased five-year with-
drawal of Israeli occupation from portions of the West
Bank and the Gaza Strip, leading to Palestinian self-rule
by the Palestinian Authority in 1994. As the first presi-
dent of the Palestinian Authority, Arafat presided over
the nation-building efforts of Palestinians beginning in
Palestinian-controlled areas of the West Bank and the
Gaza Strip.

ARCHAEOLOGY AND NATIONALISM

Arafat came from a large family of seven children, the
son of a merchant whose wife was related to Amin al-
Husayni (d. 1974), an anti-Zionist who served as grand
mulfti of Jerusalem. Arafat obtained a degree in civil en-
gineering at the University of Cairo where he joined the
Muslim Brotherhood and demonstrated his leadership
skills as president of the Union of Palestinian Students
(1952-1956).

Although he was commissioned into the Egyptian
army and served in the Suez campaign in 1956, he
moved to Kuwait after the campaign to set up his own
contracting firm as an engineer. He continued to strug-
gle for the Palestinian nationalist cause from Kuwait
where he founded Fatah, a leading military branch of
the PLO.

ARCHAEOLOGY AND NATIONALISM  The develop-
ment of archaeology as a scientific discipline took place
during the 19th century, essentially coinciding with
the period of nation-building in Europe. These pro-
cesses were not only chronologically coincident, but
also causally interrelated. Archaeology was intimately
involved in the establishment of national museums and
the ordering and classification of visible material re-
mains found throughout the territory claimed by the
emergent nation-state. Each state had to construct its
own national identity, a process which required the
deliberate forgetting, misremembering, inventing, and
discovering of the nation’s past. Myths of national origin
were elaborated from a variety of sources, including the
archaeological remains found within the state’s demar-
cated borders.

The association between nation-building and archae-
ology was so obvious as to remain largely unquestioned
throughout the 19th and most of the 20th centuries; the
roots of nations were extended back into the mists of
the prehistoric past, uncovered by the archaeologist’s
spade. The relationship between the state and archae-
ology varied from country to country in part because
each nation had its own specific history and time of
national consolidation; the nationalist significance ac-
corded to archaeological data also varied according
to the availability of historical records, the relative
weighting of historical to archaeological sources, and
the empirical contents of those records. Moreover, the
archaeological materials accorded significance for na-
tionalist purposes did not necessarily have to have been
discovered within the state’s borders.

Thus, for example, the development of archaeology
in Denmark and the establishment of its national mu-
seum ordered by the Three Age system of successive
Stone, Bronze, and Iron periods in the early 19th cen-
tury can be contrasted with the development of ar-



chaeology in Britain and France. In the former case,
archaeological materials found within the territorially
reduced borders of Denmark were used to extend the
history of the peoples inhabiting Jutland and the sur-
rounding regions beyond the heroic age of the Vikings.
Archaeological remains within Britain and France ful-
filled a similar purpose, though the recorded history of
these areas extended further back into classical times.
France and Britain, however, were also growing impe-
rial powers, and archaeologists frequently followed the
flags of their respective countries to study the remains
of classical antiquity and of the ancient Near East. They
even directly competed with each other bringing back—
legally or illegally—monumental works of ancient art
to fill the display cabinets of the their two national in-
stitutions, the Louvre and British Museum.

Germany, an aspirant imperial power after unifica-
tion, consciously used archaeologists as part of a state-
directed Kulturpolitik, extending the rigorous and exact-
ing methods of German scholarship abroad, particularly
throughout the lands of the Ottoman Empire. Ironi-
cally, German prehistory remained relatively under-
developed until near the end of the 19th century when
G. Kossinna and others began to practice a settle-
ment archaeology that identified archaeological remains
as ethnically German. The discipline subsequently re-
ceived its biggest boost when the Nazis came to power
in 1933 and promoted the discovery of German-Aryan
remains not only within the contemporary homeland,
but throughout neighboring regions as well, justifying
their expansion into those areas.

The close relationship of archaeology and national-
ism can be traced throughout the world, but its exact
nature varies tremendously. Thus, nations, such as the
United States, Australia, and Argentina, which today
are largely composed of relatively recent immigrants
distinguish sharply between the prehistoric and his-
toric archaeological record; the prehistory of indige-
nous peoples is naturalized and interpreted from a uni-
versal evolutionary-natural historical perspective, while
material remains postdating contact and conquest are
viewed in much more specific historical terms, the most
famous and best preserved becoming registered as sites
of historical significance—part of the national heritage.
Mexico and Peru, on the other hand, exhibit a differ-
ent pattern: their large indigenous populations, as well
as their spectacular pre-Columbian remains, effectively
ensure that their pre-Columbian heritage is incorpo-
rated into their national identity, a process that is con-
tinuously stimulated and enriched by archaeological
discoveries.

Contemporary Israel, which is also largely composed
of recent immigrants, presents a very distinct case pre-
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cisely because most Israelis view themselves as return-
ing to their ancestral land; national pride is fostered by
the state-sponsored excavation of sites dating to biblical
times, while remains dating to earlier and later periods
are less intensively investigated. The contemporary Af-
rican state of Zimbabwe was named after an archaeologi-
cal site which became an exceptionally powerful symbol
of colonial misrepentations and native pre-European ac-
complishments; today, however, it is unclear whether
these ruins are going to be identified with the majority
Shona people or more broadly interpreted as ancestral
also to the minority Ndebele.

A fundamental difficulty of using archaeological data
for nationalist purposes is the inherent ambiguity of ma-
terial remains; archaeological artifacts—pottery styles,
house forms, tools, weaponry, etc.—simply cannot be
perfectly correlated with specific peoples. Archaeologi-
cal cultures and ethnic groups are not synonymous, and
a purely prehistoric record is one by definition that
lacks written sources and, consequently, cannot reliably
be “peopled” by reference to later known ethnicities.
Moreover, peoples’ sense of themselves continuously
changes and cannot be held constant over centuries,
much less the millennia of the remote past, making
even more problematic any attempted nationalist read-
ing of the prehistoric record.

Nevertheless, archaeology will continue to be ma-
nipulated for nationalist purposes—in part just because
archaeological sites are physical and visible to a nation’s
citizens who may interact with it, consciously or not, on
a daily basis. Archaeological sites become national mon-
uments which now increasingly are transformed into
lucrative tourist attractions. Their artifacts are stored
and displayed in national museums and constitute an
invaluable part of the national patrimony—a heritage
which becomes more and more broadly defined. Both
sites and artifacts frequently are incorporated into state
regalia as symbols appearing on national flags, cur-
rency, and stamps, or are memorialized in patriotic
songs and national anthems. Maps are compiled show-
ing the distribution of sites identified ethnically and
considered to be part of the state’s cultural patrimony;
not infrequently, such sites are located beyond the state
borders, their representation then constituting an im-
plicit ancestral claim on a neighboring state’s territo-
ries. All such uses demonstrate forcefully how national
identity is continuously constructed through the com-
memoration of the remote, archaeologically ascertain-
able past.

Finally, nationalism and the practice of archaeology
are also inextricably related at the level of state support
for research and employment. Archaeologists often work
directly for state institutions, such as museums,
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research institutes, and antiquities services; even in the
atypically decentralized context of the United States,
most American archaeologists, whether employed by
private or state institutions, must still solicit federally
financed foundations for funds to support their re-
search. A state needs an educated elite citizenry, and the
instillment of national pride in past accomplishments
may be appropriate and laudatory.

The inevitable relationship between archaeology and
nationalism only becomes problematic when the na-
tionalist agenda is questionable, when it overinterprets
the archaeological record, and when it advances the
cause of a specific group or nationality at the expense
of others, unjustifiably claiming primordial, exclusive
rights to a territory or past accomplishment.

Recent critical edited volumes examining the rela-
tionship between nationalism and archaeology include
M. Diaz-Andreu and T. Champion’s Nationalism and Ar-
chaeology in Europe (Westview, 1996); P. Ucko’s Theory
in Archaeology: A World Perspective (Routledge, 1995);
and P. L. Kohl and C. Fawcett’s Nationalism, Politics, and
the Practice of Archaeology (Cambridge, 1995).

ARENDT, HANNAH 1906-1975, Hannah Arendt is
a well-known political philosopher whose major con-
tributions to political thinking were established in her
monumental writing, Origins of Totalitarianism (1951).
Derived from her writings, two forms of nationalism
can be identified. She tried to distinguish the compara-
tively ideal kind of classic nation-states like France from
the “tribal nationalism” in Eastern Europe.

Tribal nationalism, she argued, was akin to racism as
it determined an inborn national character and identity,
and thus was one of the leading factors contributing to
nurturing totalitarianism. For Arendt, nationalism of
this kind was very different from the sense of national
character of the mature nation-states of Western Europe.

Nation-states were not ethnic states, but were made
possible only where the principle of equality and soli-
darity of all peoples—guaranteed by the idea of hu-
manity—was approved. A genuine nation-state, Arendt
insisted, should be an essentially humanist institu-
tion—a civilized structure providing a legal order and
guaranteeing basic human rights in general and citizen-
ship rights in particular. This humanist creation was
a human-made structure in which people could feel
at home and responsibly participate in the political
sphere.

For Arendt, politics was a highly specific human ac-
tivity for which a specific realm for the action of human
freedom existed. National identity as a marker of dis-
tinctiveness was not inborn nor something one could
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possess inherently or internally, but had to be acquired
through interactions with others in a bounded territory
and culture with a specific sense of self and place. The
freedoms and possibilities for action that rights created
for individuals were products of human activities, not
of some innate biological traits like blood ties or races.
Arendt believed that the very possibility of selthood and
national identity was based on membership in a human
society in which rights and equality could be actualized
in the political realm. The decay of this kind of mature
nationalism foretells the origins of totalitarianism.

ARGENTINEAN NATIONALISM  In the late 19th cen-
tury and as the centennial celebration of independence
in 1910 approached, Argentine writers began to eagerly
espouse upon the theme of nationalism in terms of both
its native roots and new European intellectual currents.
Nationalism in Argentina fell into two major categories:
(a) Earlier romanticists emphasized the traditional In-
dian and colonial roots of Argentina’s past. (b) “Integral
nationalism,” characterized by a renewed dedication
to the traditional Spanish pattern of loyalty to family,
church, and fatherland—influenced by the Spanish His-
panidad movement and often by fascist and Nazi ideolo-
gies that developed after World War I—found such ad-
vocates as Manuel Galvez and Leopoldo Lugones.

Nationalism, in its different aspects, was taken up by
public leaders and in military circles; it was quickly
spread throughout the country by newspapers, literary
works, a widespread public school system, and compul-
sory military service. It first became important politi-
cally during the radical administration of President Hi-
polito Irigoyen (1916-1922, 1928-1930). He showed
its influence externally in his insistence on Argentine
independence by its neutrality in World War I and his
actions on behalf of respect for the sovereignty of all
nations in early meetings of the League of Nations.
Within the republic, his nationalism manifested itself
in widespread opportunities for the middle and lower
classes to participate in national life.

By 1930 liberal nationalism had become identified
with the oligarchy and its neglect of the interests of the
masses, as well as its close ties with foreign trade and
culture. At the same time, hatred of foreign economic
domination had become an increasingly important ele-
ment in nationalism during the depression of the 1930s.
Integral nationalists demanding change, both military
and civilian, were largely responsible for the strongly
populist trend taken by the GOU (Grupo de Oficiales
Unidos) revolt in 1943 and Juan Domingo Peron’s later
identification of nationalism with social justice, as well
as resistance to capitalist imperialism.
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Policies of succeeding governments have shown the
influence of populist nationalism in the diversification
of the economy, efforts in making the nation more self-
sufficient, increased participation of Argentina in inter-
national affairs on a wider geographic basis, and the
trend toward integration of all its citizens into an Argen-
tine society and culture. Largely remaining intact has
been its traditional pride in itself and its accomplish-
ments, including new labor and social welfare.

ARIBAU, CARLES 1798-1862, Writer, economist,
and politician. Arabau combined business savvy with
a remarkable literary and journalistic career. Having
moved to Madrid in 1826, he started to be active in re-
lation to his native Catalonia’s specific problems around
1850, becoming the unofficial lobbyist in chief for Cata-
lan interests in the capital. He held the posts of direc-
tor of the mint and of the treasury in the Spanish
administration.

His claim to posterity comes from his 1833 poem
Oda a la Patria (“Ode to the Fatherland”), the work of a
homesick writer that spontaneously uttered his feelings
in his mother tongue. This Catalan poem created a
breakthrough, marking this language’s resurgence as a
means of literary expression. By the 19th century, Cata-
lan had all but disappeared in written form, being nei-
ther taught in the schools nor used in religious services,
although it remained the usual vehicle for oral com-
munication. Even if Aribau produced most of his poetic
works in Spanish, and created poetry in Italian and
Latin as well, he is revered in Catalonia as the first rep-
resentative of the movement of cultural revival known
as the Renaixenca (“Renaissance”) that created the basis
for, and immediately preceded, modern political na-
tionalism. His “Ode to the Fatherland” is considered the
starting point of Catalan romanticism, too.

ARMENIAN NATIONALISM  The first certain histori-
cal references to Armenia occur in Persian inscriptions
of the 6th century B.C. For a brief period in the 1st cen-
tury B.C., an Armenian kingdom under Tigran the Great
rivaled the Roman and Parthian empires to its west and
east. The Armenian state officially adopted Christianity
in the early 4th century A.D., and a distinctive Armenian
script was developed in the 5th century. Contemporary
Armenian nationalism, which began in the 19th cen-
tury, frequently refers to Armenia’s long glorious past
and the symbols associated with it, but even more
formative for its development has been the demise of
independent Armenian polities and the retraction and
scattering of Armenian communities from their his-
toric “homeland”—processes associated with successive
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waves of Turkish invasions into Anatolia from the 11th
century onward. By the early 19th century, most Arme-
nians were divided into communities controlled by the
Ottoman, Persian (Qajar dynasty), and Russian empires.
The long decline and subjugation of Armenian com-
munities meant that there was little cultural, political,
or national consciousness among most Armenians, par-
ticularly the peasants living in eastern Anatolia, the
southern Caucasus, and northwestern Iran. An initial
cultural awakening was stimulated by the activities of
Armenian diaspora communities, particularly the ac-
tivities and publications of the Catholic Mekhitarists in
Venice beginning in the early 18th century.

The Russian annexation of the Khanate of Erevan in
1828 led to large demographic shifts, with many Arme-
nians moving into those areas controlled by the Chris-
tian Russian Tsar. The Russian administration initially
provided security, granted tax exemptions, and placed
the Armenians under the religious authority of its spiri-
tual leader, the Catholicos of Etchmiadzin. Throughout
the first half of the 19th century, the school system ex-
panded and a first generation of Armenian intellectuals
wrote in the eastern Armenian vernacular, and some of
them, like M. Nalbandian, adopted strong anticlerical
positions and spoke of Armenians as a distinct nation-
ality, as opposed to a religious community, adopting the
ideas of the Western Enlightenment and those espoused
by Russian liberals. Armenian national and revolution-
ary consciousness grew throughout the 19th century
but was accelerated with the Russification policies of
Alexander III and the attempted closing of Armenian
schools in the early 1880s. Two revolutionary par-
ties, the Hnchak (“Bell”) and Dashnaktsutiun (Arme-
nian Revolutionary Federation), soon formed and were
partly inspired by Russian populist and socialist move-
ments, but were more fundamentally directed toward
the liberation of the Armenian communities in east-
ern Anatolia, suffering under Ottoman rule. From their
very inception, the Armenian revolutionary parties
were much less concerned about social and class divi-
sions than they were with national liberation and the
uniting of the disparate, politically fragmented Arme-
nian communities.

As the treatment and status of Armenians within the
Ottoman Empire, the so-called Armenian Question, re-
ceded in European consciousness at the end of the 19th
century, it became the most pressing issue for the domi-
nant Dashnak party, a group of whom seized the Impe-
rial Ottoman Bank in Constantinople in 1896. This act
was both preceded and followed by bloody Turkish re-
prisals against Armenians, setting the stage for even
more heinous massacres and the Armenian genocide of
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1915-1923 when more than a million Armenians were
killed or forcibly displaced from eastern Anatolia. Anti-
tsarist activities and the growth of the Social Demo-
cratic movement in Transcaucasia at the beginning of
the century led to increased state repression, including
the demand that the Armenian church turn over its es-
tates to the government. The Dashnaks forcibly resisted
this decree, and their power grew from 1903 until the
outbreak of the revolution and the establishment of
an independent Armenian state which they controlled.
Pressed by Turkish forces, who briefly occupied Baku
in 1918, and burdened by severe economic problems,
which were exacerbated by the influx of thousands of
refugees, the Dashnaks had no choice and submitted
to Bolshevik rule in 1920. This brief period of inde-
pendence (1918-1920) inspired Armenian nationalists
throughout this century, its tricolor flag being adopted
as the state flag of the Republic of Armenia in the early
1990s.

Armenian nationalism in the 20th century has to be
divided between the activities of diaspora communities,
particularly in Lebanon and the United States, and the
expressions allowed to take place or suppressed under
the vacillating nationalities’ policies of the Soviet state.
The diaspora communities were sharply divided and
fought among themselves over their policy toward So-
viet Armenia—acceptance of Soviet rule and general
accomodation or liberation and independence, posi-
tions which became more entrenched and complicated
with the advent of the Cold War. A general hostility to-
ward Turkey and a demand for their official recognition
of the genocide and irredentist claims on historic Ar-
menian lands in eastern Anatolia were more commonly
shared concerns of the diaspora communities, particu-
larly those of western Armenians who had survived
the events of 1915-1923. Overt forms of cultural ex-
pression and nationalism were suppressed and several
prominent writers, such as E. Charents, were impris-
oned or killed during Stalinist times (1928-1953); dur-
ing the same period Soviet Armenia was transformed
from an agrarian state to an industrial one and the capi-
tal city of Erevan was transformed into a bustling
modern metropolis. Official and even dissident nation-
alist sentiments increasingly were articulated in post-
Stalinist times, culminating in a massive demonstration
in central Erevan on April 24, 1965, the 50th anniver-
sary of the outbreak of the Armenian genocide, and a
few years later a huge monument with an eternal flame
to the victims was built on a hill overlooking Erevan.
Other such monuments, commemorating ancient and
modern Armenian history, were built during late Soviet
times.

By the late 1980s and the advent of Gorbachev’s poli-
cies of perestroika and glasnost, the major issue concern-
ing Armenian intellectuals and nationalists concerned
the status of Nagorno-Karabagh (or Armenian Artsakh),
a mountainous region largely inhabited by Armenians
which had been established by the Soviet government
in 1923 as an autonomous province (oblast) within the
Soviet Republic of Azerbaijan. Activists, who formed
a Karabagh Committee, decided to test Gorbachev’s
democratic reforms and freedom of political expression
and demanded that its status be determined by a popu-
lar referendum. This demand was rejected by the Azeris
and ultimately by Gorbachev, though there were at-
tempted changes in the status and administration of
Karabagh within Azerbaijan. Killings of Azeris and Ar-
menians occurred, the rhetoric on both sides intensi-
fied, and Azerbaijan initiated a crippling economic
blockade of Armenia. By 1990, a guerilla war had devel-
oped between the two republics, engulfing not only
Karabagh but adjacent regions of Azerbaijan, and this
conflict became one of the most critical issues precipi-
tating the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991. L. Ter-
Petrosian, a member of the Karabagh Committee, was
elected chairman of the Armenian parliament, and Ar-
menia declared its desire to become a sovereign, inde-
pendent state in summer 1990. Ter-Petrosian became
its first president, ruling until spring 1998. The war re-
sulted in approximately 20,000 casualties and ended —
at least temporarily—in the liberation of Karabagh
and the occupation of adjacent regions of Azerbaijan,
accounting for about 20 percent of Azeri territory
and creating about 1,000,000 internal refugees within
Azerbaijan.

Certain fundamental demographic and geographic
facts have shaped and will continue to shape Armenian
nationalism. Specifically, while Armenia was the most
ethnically homogeneous Soviet republic (Armenians
now constitute well over 90% of the total population of
the Republic of Armenia), it was also the smallest re-
public (about the size of Belgium), landlocked, and sur-
rounded by its traditional enemies (Turkey, Azerbaijan)
and unstable states (Georgia in the early 1990s and
Iran). More than one and a half million Armenians are
dispersed throughout Russia and other republics of the
former Soviet Union, and even more Armenians live in
diaspora communities in Europe, the Middle East, and
North America. Due to the economic privations of the
Karabagh war, the blockade, a devastating earthquake
in northwestern Armenia in 1988, and the general eco-
nomic and political dislocations associated with the
transition to independence, many more Armenians (es-
timates range as high as 30 percent) have emigrated,



particularly to California, during the 1990s. Their in-
creased presence will affect these diaspora communi-
ties, and the latter, in turn, will continue to influence
Armenian politics and its nationalist expressions into
the foreseeable future.

The most sophisticated treatment of the develop-
ment of Armenian nationalism from the 18th century to
the outbreak of the Karabagh war appears in a series of
essays by R. G. Suny that are collected in Looking toward
Ararat: Armenia in Modern History (Indiana University
Press, 1993).

ART AND NATIONALISM Nationalism as a political
ideology requires an actively conscious process of “in-
vented tradition,” in which art, both serious and popular,
takes an important role. As Hegel argues, “Nations may
have had a long history before they finally reach their
destination—that of forming themselves into states.”
Since nation as a natural and inherent political destiny
is a myth, this long history of forming nation-states in-
volves intensive interpellation of ideological articula-
tion. Nationalism thus often has to turn to ethnic arts,
notably folk music, legend, opera, dance, and museum,
in order to articulate a glorifying national story. “It
is nationalism,” Ernest Gellner said, “which engenders
nations, and not the other way round.” Dead cultures
and authentic arts can be revived, reinvented, and
sometimes radically transformed.

For example, the modern concept of “France” or “the
French” was novel to many people when it first ap-
peared, and in daily language it was rarely used to iden-
tify territory or people in the Middle Ages. Eric Hobs-
bawn said that nobody would seek to deny that the
concept of France and the French was composed of
constructed or invented components. The subjective in-
tervention of constructing a national history has con-
sisted of a fair number of symbols and arts. Besides high
cultures, which was often viewed as an important ele-
ment to nationalism, the popular arts, by nature of their
popularity and commonality, have been far more sig-
nificant to the elevation of national sentiments.

The invention of public ceremonies such as Bastille
Day, Hobsbawn argues, has been of particular signifi-
cance since it mixes both official and unofficial demon-
strations and popular festivities. Every man and woman
can participate in the artistic activities in the carnival;
fireworks, singing, and dancing in the street annually
rearticulate and reconfirm the entity of France as a na-
tion. Public celebration has effectively provided legiti-
macy for a coherent nation-state.

Certain kind of artworks, especially public monu-
ments, have also been part of the invented nationalism.
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Massive public statuary contains the image and subse-
quently the specificity of one’s national identity. For ex-
ample, in France famous statues of varied sizes such as
bearded civilian figures have signified a sense of French
patriotism at a local level. Ranging from the modest
busts of Marianne to various allegorical or heroic acces-
sories which were produced for massive consumption,
a sense of national belonging has been created and fab-
ricated. Popular artwork helps to promote national as-
pirations nearly everywhere when the process of nation
construction begins.

ASSIMILATION  To bring into conformity with the
customs, attitudes, etc., of a dominant cultural group
of national culture.

Members of a nondominant ethnic or cultural group
living in a “foreign” land generally have two choices:
they can retain their differences, even celebrate them,
or they can assimilate into the larger group. The choice
can have enormous implications for a person’s employ-
ment and educational opportunities, marital possibili-
ties, and even personal safety.

For example, Jewish communities throughout the
world have faced this dilemma for centuries. The deci-
sion to retain a strong Jewish identity and wear a yar-
mulke, eat only kosher foods, and study in yeshivas or
other Jewish schools sets Jews apart from others in the
society. While safeguarding their way of life, it has often
served to antagonize members of the mainstream soci-
ety. In the 19th and 20th centuries, frequent pogroms,
or attacks on Jewish villages, occurred in Russia and
Eastern Europe. The agenda of the Nazi party in Ger-
many in the 1930s and 1940s, which was largely re-
sponsible for World War 1I, involved the destruction
and elimination of the Jews. Many of these Jews were
completely assimilated into German culture, and failed
to flee because they considered themselves Germans
first, and thought only nonassimilated Jews would be
targeted.

The assimilation dilemma continues to pose prob-
lems for people all over the world—from Hispanic and
Asian immigrants in the United States to Arab immi-
grants in Europe and Roma in Eastern and Western Eu-
rope. Assimilation often means losing part of one’s
heritage, but it opens the door to acceptance and politi-
cal and economic well-being. In nations in transition,
where nationalist flames are fanned by rhetoric and
public violence, the decision not to assimilate can be
very difficult and dangerous. For some groups, how-
ever, the loss of identity is too large a price to pay, and
efforts to teach the young their own language and cul-
ture continue to flourish around the world.
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ATATURK, KEMAL 1881-1938, founder of the Re-
public of Turkey and its first president (1923-1938).
Born an ethnic Macedonian in the Ottoman city of
Salonika (modern Thessaloniki in Greece), Mustafa
Kemal rose to prominence as an active reformer and
leader. Following education at a military high school
and the Ottoman War Academy, Kemal served in the
Ottoman military. He became a national hero in 1915 as
commander of the Ottoman forces that repelled the Al-
lied campaign in the Dardanelles. In response to the Ot-
toman defeat and occupation after World War I, Kemal
formed a liberation army in 1919 and led a war for in-
dependence. By September 1922, Kemal had liberated
Turkish Anatolia, signed an armistice with its former
occupiers, and abolished the Ottoman regime. The Re-
public of Turkey was proclaimed on October 29, 1923,
and Mustafa Kemal was unanimously elected president
of the republic. The national parliament granted Kemal
the surname Atattrk (“Father of Turks”) in 1934.

Ataturk founded the modern Turkish republic as a
homogeneous, centralized, secular, and unitary state, as
opposed to the multiethnic, theocratic regime of the Ot-
tomans. The guiding light for his dramatic transforma-
tion of Turkey was Kemalism, which comprised six
principles (or arrows): nationalism, statism, revolution-
ism, populism, republicanism, and secularism. The mani-
festation of his reform effort were national unity and
independence, secular education and government, re-
public principles (based on Western models), an egali-
tarian social structure, and dramatic modernization.
Among Atatiirk’s profound and lasting contributions to
Turkey were the introduction of parliamentary democ-
racy and the transformation of the legal system, both of
which were based on European models.

After more than 75 years, Kemalism still enjoys wide
popular support, particularly among conservative insti-
tutions like the military. However, its relevance in the
modern context is being eroded somewhat by Turkey’s
newly assertive foreign policy, economic liberalization,
Kurdish rights question, and Islamic resurgence.

AUSTRALIAN NATIONALISM  European invasion of
the continent occupied by aboriginal peoples began with
the British founding of a penal colony around Sydney in
1788. Various British colonies formed during the 19th
century and were federated as Australia in 1901. Con-
nections to Britain remained strong through much of
the 20th century, but for most of that time Australia has
been functionally independent. Constitutional moves to
republicanism strengthened from the 1980s. Although
Australia’s founding was contemporaneous with the be-
ginning of the modern era of nationalism, Australian
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nationalism demonstrates an unusual disjunction be-
tween cultural and political dimensions, which are of-
ten considered to be mutually indispensable.

Culturally, a distinctive national identity developed
gradually in the course of the 19th century. As early as
1835, a group promoting more liberal policies in colo-
nial government was calling itself the Australian Patri-
otic Association. Australian “national character” came
to be associated with ideas about the country as a com-
paratively liberal, egalitarian land of opportunity and
progress compared to Europe. By 1888, the centenary
of European settlement could be celebrated as an Aus-
tralian event, and the late 19th century was an impor-
tant period of national symbolic innovation and insti-
tutionalization.

The influential “Australian legend,” created in the
1890s by members of the first significant generation of
Australian-born, nationalist writers and artists, glori-
fied the egalitarian masculine camaraderie of itinerant
bush workers and rural pioneers of the outback, al-
though the Australian population was unusually urban-
ized. In the 20th century, Australians’ experience dur-
ing World War 1, especially at Gallipoli, also became
a potent source of symbols of national identity, along
with sporting heroes and events, the distinctive land,
and material prosperity. From the 1970s, a “new na-
tionalism” revised earlier ideas to include feminist and
multiculturalist themes and a new emphasis on the arts.

Nationalism as a political project is weaker in Austra-
lia. For most of modern Australian history, the recogni-
tion of a distinct cultural identity has typically been
viewed as consistent with both broader identification
with Britain and with narrower colonial (later, state)
identities, and nationalist movements have been com-
paratively insignificant.

The white Australian political experience of imperial
administration was quite positive. In the 19th century,
“Australian” interests were articulated in contrast to
those of the Empire on such issues as the end of convict
transportation, self-government of the colonies, impe-
rial policy in the Pacific, and Chinese immigration, but
such differences did not create nationalism.

Imperial policy encouraged the federation of Austra-
lian colonies to form the Australian nation-state: the
first proposal for federation was made by the colonial
office in 1847, before Australian colonies were much in-
terested. Federation was on the political agenda again
in the 1880s. The discussion mostly took place among
established political elites and did not reflect any inten-
sive popular nationalist moblization. Gradually, though,
federation became more influential as a middle class
movement, especially in the colony of Victoria, where



the Australian Natives Association had formed in 1871.
Central issues in the process of federation were inter-
colonial, not anticolonial: Australian colonies shared
similar culture and institutions, but they were divided
on pragmatic issues such as economic protection.

In the 1890s conventions and referenda were held
to develop a constitutional framework for national gov-
ernment. The Australian government was strengthened
in relation to state governments in the course of the
20th century. However, some constitutional, legisla-
tive, geopolitical, economic, and cultural attachment to
Britain continued after federation and only attenuated
slowly.

The most explicit political nationalism in Australian
history was articulated by a minority in republican la-
bor circles in the late 19th century, and disseminated in
publications like the Bulletin, which had a significant
circulation in the late 1880s. Some of this nationalism
was encouraged by anti-British suspicion among Irish
immigrants and by significant and intercolonial labor
activism, but church and class projects, respectively, re-
duced somewhat the mass impact of these potentially
nationalist energies. Radical working class nationalism
at this time was strongly inflected with explicit racism,
which was also sustained by the social Darwinism com-
mon in late 19th century thought and which influenced
the Australian national identity at least until the 1970s.
The republicanism also first fully articulated by this mi-
nority only became a mainstream issue a century later.

Comprehensive introductions to various dimensions
of Australian nationalism can be found in Richard
White’s Inventing Australia: Images and Identity 1688—
1980 (George Allen and Unwin, 1981); W. G. McMinn’s
Nationalism and Federalism in Australia (Oxford Univer-
sity Press, 1994); and Stephen Alomes and Catherine
Jones, (Eds.) Australian Nationalism: A Documentary
History (Angus and Robertson, Sydney, 1991).

AUSTRIAN NATIONALISM For more than a thou-
sand years, Austria has been part of the German Kultur-
nation. German literature contains many works of Aus-
trian authors and the compositions of Haydn, Mozart,
Schubert, and Brahms have long been considered prod-
ucts of German culture. For hundreds of years Vienna
was one of Germany’s preeminent centers of trade and
learning; Europe’s oldest remaining German-speaking
university was founded in Vienna in 1365. But it was
not until the mid-19th century that German-speaking
Austrians were forced to consider whether a unified
German nation-state should include them.

In 1848 Austria had sent representatives to the
Frankfurt Assembly, which sought in vain to draft a
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liberal constitution for all German-speaking people.
Austria failed to thwart Otto von Bismarck’s subsequent
policy to achieve a “small German” unification centered
on Prussia and excluding Austria. Politically excluded
from the newly unified Germany in 1871, the two
German-speaking states became economic, diplomatic,
and military partners, with Austria as the junior partner
except in the cultural sphere. Multinational Austria-
Hungary became increasingly weakened in an age of ris-
ing nationalism. It overreacted when Archduke Franz
Ferdinand and his wife were murdered in June 1914 by
a Bosnian nationalist in Sarajevo, helping to set off a
chain reaction which led to World War 1.

During the war, Austria-Hungary became bewil-
dered and confused as losses mounted and Germany’s
military power ebbed. In 1918 many of its non-German
nationalities were in open resistance, and an exhausted
Austria simply stopped fighting. On November 11,
the Austrian kaiser abdicated, and the next day the
German-Austrian Republic was proclaimed, comprising
the small German remnant of the former empire. For
the next two decades Austria was in turmoil.

In desperation, many Austrians demanded to join the
newly formed Weimar Republic. The provisional gov-
ernment declared the new country to be a constituent
part of Germany, and early in 1919 the German and
Austrian foreign ministers signed a protocol paving the
way for unification. But the victorious powers vetoed
such a combination and even ordered Austria to elimi-
nate the prefix “German” from its name. Nevertheless,
Anschluss (“joining” with Germany) dominated Aus-
trian debates.

Not until 1937 did Germany—ruled since 1933 by
Austrian Adolf Hitler—decide to force an Anschluss; in
February a currency union was proclaimed. Under or-
ders from Berlin, the pro-Nazi Austrian interior minis-
ter, Arthur von Seyss-Inquart, seized power in 1938 and
called upon the German Reich to save Austria from al-
leged Communist chaos. On March 11, 1938, three days
before a scheduled national referendum to determine
whether Austria should become an integral part of Ger-
many (which the unifiers were expected to lose), Ger-
man troops entered Austria. Two days later it became a
province (with its designation from a millennium ear-
lier: Ostmark) of the Third Reich.

During this seven-year Anschluss, Austrians were
both victims of and participants in the Nazi terror. A
fourth of all adult Austrian males joined the Nazi party,
a higher percentage than in Germany. Also, about a
fourth of the convicted Nazi war criminals were Aus-
trian. On the other hand, Austria had been occupied
against its people’s will in 1938 and had had no alter-
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native to fighting alongside Germany. Hoping to foment
an Austrian revolt against Germany, the Allied Powers
declared in October 1943 that Germany’s annexation of
Austria made the latter “the first free country to fall vic-
tim to Hitlerite aggression.”

After the war, many Austrians gladly embraced this
interpretation, along with the collective absolution and
release from reparations it offered. At the same time,
unpleasant memories of the war experience helped con-
vince most Austrians that their destiny was no longer
linked directly to Germany. The Austrian government,
media, and schools embarked upon a persistent and
successful policy of instilling in their citizens’ minds
that Austria was a nation separate from Germany. In a
1956 poll, 46 percent of Austrians indicated that they
belonged to the German nation, but by 1991 three-
fourths said that an Austrian nationality already existed,
with only 5 percent rejecting Austrian nationhood.

In 1955 Austria regained its unity and full sover-
eignty. The Soviet Union agreed to withdraw its troops
and hand over the economic assets it had seized on the
condition that Austria adhere to a policy of neutrality
on the Swiss model. It opened the way for much more
extensive and intimate Austro-German relations. Bilat-
eral trade boomed. Germany became Austria’s most im-
portant trading partner and source of tourist income. By
the 1990s, 40 percent of Austria’s industry and 70 per-
cent of its daily newspapers were owned or controlled
by German investors.

Considering Germany’s economic importance for
Austria and the fact that two-thirds of Austria’s trade
is with the European Union, it is understandable that
Austria joined the EU in 1995. Austrians have little fear
that they will be dominated by Germany although in
other EU countries there were unarticulated fears that
Austria’s entry might increase the weight of a “German
bloc” within the EU. Because the appeal of any form
of anschluss has disappeared, most Austrians reacted
without anxiety to Germany’s unification in 1990. It is
possible that after melding with a unified Europe, in
which borders become blurred, Austria’s fragile iden-
tity, which has been carefully nurtured to enable Austria
to escape the German legacy, could weaken.

The comforting notion that Austria does not share
Germany’s history and that the experience between
1938 and 1945 was an aberration to be disregarded
was seriously jolted in 1986 when Kurt Waldheim was
elected federal president. He was haunted by revelations
that he had lied about being a member of the Nazi stu-
dent union and SA and had served in a Wehrmacht unit
invovled in war crimes in the Balkans. This scandal not
only placed a straitjacket on Austria’s foreign relations

until he stepped down in 1992, but it again brought to
light Austria’s complicity in Germany’s war effort and
crimes.

More and more Austrians have come to agree that
their country must “come to grips” with its past. Unlike
the Germans, the Austrians have never engaged in a ca-
thartic debate about their Nazi past, hiding behind the
comfortable official interpretation that they had been
Hitler’s first victims. However, in 1991, Ex-Chancellor
Franz Vranitzky admitted that many Austrians had sup-
ported Hitler and had taken a hand in his crimes; he
apologized for the atrocities Austrians had committed.
In 1993 he became the first chancellor to visit Israel,
where he acknowledged that Austrians had been not
only victims but also “willing servants of Nazism.” Vik-
tor Klima, the first Austrian chancellor born after World
War 11, emphasized in 1997 that his government was
committed to confronting and studying the Nazi past:
“it must teach us.”

Jorg Haider, leader of the Freedom Party of Austria
(FPO), a fiery young (born 1950) orator and a charis-
matic crowd-pleaser, has called for a more nationalistic
policy and denounced the influx of immigrants. The
government felt obliged to respond by introducing
some of Europe’s toughest immigration laws. One of the
FPO’s election posters read, “Don’t Let Vienna Turn
Into Chicago!”

For further reading see Basset’s Waldheim and Austria
(Penguin, 1988); William T. Bluhm’s Building an Aus-
trian Nation (Yale, 1973); Lonnie Johnson's Introducing
Austria. A Short History (Ariadne, 1992); Richard Mit-
ten’s Politics of Antisemitic Prejudice. The Waldheim Phe-
nomenon in Austria (Westview, 1992); F. Parkinson’s
(Ed.) Conquering the Past: Austrian Nazism Yesterday &
Today (Wayne State, 1989); and Wayne C. Thompson’s
“Austria” in Western Europe, edited by W. C. Thompson
(Stryker-Post Publications, annually updated).

AUSTRO-HUNGARIAN EMPIRE = The Austro-Hungar-
ian Empire, which met is demise in 1918, was a truly
multinational entity. There were eleven major national
groups in the empire, separated into “historic nations”
(Germans, Magyars, Poles, Italians, and Croats) and
“nonhistoric nations” (Czechs, Slovaks, Ruthenians,
Serbs, Slovenes, and Romanians). With the growth of
the European bourgeoisie in the 19th century and the
subsequent development of “national reawakenings”
across central and eastern Europe, the so-called nation-
ality question came to dwarf all other problems in
Austria-Hungary, finally culminating with the dissolu-
tion of the empire.

Nationalism in Austria-Hungary can be divided into



three elements: the assimilatory nationalisms of the Ger-
mans, Magyars, and Poles; the autonomist and counter-
assimilatory nationalisms of the Croats, Czechs, Ru-
thenians, Romanians, and Slovaks; and the irredentist
nationalisms of the Italians and Serbs. What is signfi-
icant is that prior to World War I only the empire’s
numerically insignificant Italians and Serbs (and some
Romanians) favored irredentism and both of these na-
tional groups had nation-states outside of the empire.
Most of the national movements within the dual mon-
archy aimed at achieving autonomy and most were di-
rected against other specific nationalities within the
Empire, with only the Magyars and the irredentists di-
recting their nationalism against the monarchy itself.

The Germans were the leading national group within
the empire and exercised an influence that was not at
all in proportion to their numbers. Throughout the
19th century, German nationalism was aimed at main-
taining those privileges, and the practices of German-
ization or national assimilation were not as widespread
or pernicious as the Magyar attempts at Magyarization.
The second largest national group within the Austrian
half of the empire were the Czechs. Like the Croats,
the Czech nationalists did not seek independent state-
hood, but instead desired greater autonomy within the
monarchy.

In the late 19th century there was a widespread re-
surgence of nationalist sentiment amongst the Czechs,
who demanded that they be given control of the educa-
tion system and be allowed to use their own language
for administrative purposes. This brought the Czechs
into direct conflict with the Germans who occupied
large parts of the same territory. Both national groups
had significant educated middle classes and so they en-
gaged in a protracted struggle for control of resources.
In the late 1880s the Young Czechs were founded, but
the idea of establishing a separate Czech state did not
become widespread until around 1914. The position of
the Slovenes was similar to that of the Czechs. With
no history of statehood, the Slovene national move-
ment was largely literary and linguistic, and as with the
Czechs, this brought the Slovenes into conflict with
the Germans who resided in Slovenia.

The position of the Poles within the Austrian half of
the monarchy can be more closely likened to the posi-
tions of the Germans and Magyars. With a recent his-
tory of statehood, the Poles did not share the need of
others for a national reawakening. Furthermore, as a
geographically remote part of the empire they were
accorded almost complete self-rule, and allied them-
selves with the Austrians as a way of securing a perma-
nent parliamentary majority over the more troublesome
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Croats and Czechs. Polish Galicia contained large num-
bers of the rurally based Ruthenians. Although they
began developing a national consciousness during the
19th century, they were subjected to processes of a na-
tional assimilation conducted by the Poles that was very
much akin to the aggressive Magyarization program.

The sole irrendentists within the Austrian half of the
monarchy were the Italians. It is important though that
we should not overestimate the strength of Italian na-
tionalism. The unified Italy of 1861 was brought about
by the armies of France and not by the armies of Pied-
mont and Garibaldi; it is worth noting that more
Frenchmen than Italians were killed in the battles for
Italian unification and that most Italians that were
killed were fighting in the Austro-Hungarian army.
Following the unification of Italy, Italian communities
in Tyrolia, Istria, and Dalmatia desired secession from
the empire, though they were not numerically strong
enough to do anything about this. As such, the Italian
nationalists in Istria and Dalmatia spent most of their
energies trying to assert their cultural superiority and
disrupting the development of Croatian nationalism.

The Magyars were totally dominant in Hungary, even
more so than the Germans in Austria. The famous Mag-
yar nationalist Louis Kossuth instigated a policy of Mag-
yar supremacy which was aimed at the assimilation of
non-Magyars. Those who insisted on using vernacular
languages, for instance, were repressed. Within Hun-
gary, Magyarization was hugely successful. In 1848,
three-quarters of the population of Budapest were Ger-
man; by 1910, three-quarters were Magyar. Toward the
end of the 19th century, Magyarization increased in
pace, as Germanization receded in the Austrian half. Al-
though successful in Hungary, Magyarization produced
several anti-Magyar nationalist movements, particularly
among the Romanians, Slovaks, and Croats.

In Transylvania, Magyarization led to the founding
of the Romanian National Party in 1881, which de-
manded autonomy at first but later came to advocate
irredentism after 1906. The Slovaks were the weakest
and least privileged group in the Habsburg monarchy.
All the Slovaks lived within the territory of the King-
dom of Hungary, and they had enjoyed no previous ex-
perience of statehood. However, as a result of Magyar
attempts to suppress Slovak culture in the 1870s, a na-
tional consciousness emerged, and nationally oriented
groups began cooperating with the Czechs, though a
joint Czecho-Slovak state was not widely enthused
about until after 1914.

The Croats occupied a position similar to the Poles
in the Austrian half of the monarchy. As a result of their
history of statehood and strong nobility, the Croats
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were the only south Slavic group to be in contact with
the monarchy, and would often be used by the Austrians
as a counterbalance against the Magyars, whose Magyar-
ization program infuriated the Croats. In the 1860s, for
example, it was a legion of Jelacic’s Croats who initially
defended Vienna from the insurrectionist Magyars. The
Croats hoped that in return for their continued loyalty
they would be rewarded with a trialist solution, with the
south Slav inhabitants of the empire being united in a
Croatian entity which would have an identical position
to Hungary within the empire. This idea was gaining in
credence in Vienna, and Archduke Franz Ferdinand
was widely purported to have been sympathetic until he
was murdered by Greater Serbian nationalists.

The final national group were the Serbs, who were in
a unique position as they were separated into different
jurisdictions within the empire. Having hijacked the I11-
ryianist ideas of Croats, many Serb nationalists argued
for an expanded Serbian state that would incorporate
Bosnia-Herzegovina, Motenegro, parts of Croatia, and
parts of Hungary. It was this extreme irredentism that
was finally to result in the collapse of Europe’s last mul-
tinational empire. Somewhat curiously, after a century
of the dominance of the nation-state, revisionist histo-
rians remind us that far from being the “prison house of
nations,” Austria-Hungary was actually supported by
more nationalist groups than opposed it.

For further reading see R. Kahn's Multinational Em-
pire: Nationalism and National Reform in the Habsburg
Monarchy 1848-1918 (New York, 1977); J. Mason’s
Dissolution of the Austro-Hungarian Empire (London,
1985); and A. Sked’s Decline and Fall of the Habsburg
Empire 1815-1918 (London, 1989).

AUTHORITARIANISM A label applied, not always
precisely or consistently, to a wide variety of dictatorial
political systems ranging from ancient theocracies and
tyrannies to 20th century totalitarian regimes. It also
denominates a state of mind or a set of attributes said to
characterize actual or potential supporters of authori-
tarian government. As both a form of rule and a state of
mind, authoritarianism in modern times is often asso-
ciated with nationalism.

Authoritarian regimes are distinguished from liberal
democracies primarily by their intolerance of political
opposition, censorship of mass media, and restrictions
on personal freedom, as well as by the concentration of
power in the hands of one person or an elite group.
Many analysts further distinguish between traditional
or premodern forms of authoritarianism—e.g., dynas-
tic regimes like Saudi Arabia’s or personal tyrannies
like the Duvalier family’s presidential dictatorship in

Haiti—and modern forms. The latter include, among
others, fascist and Communist regimes and postcolonial
“developmental dictatorships” such as Kwame Nkru-
mah’s single-party socialist state in Ghana in the mid-
1960s.

In traditional authoritarian societies, the ruling class
generally makes no attempt to mobilize broad support
for the regime and puts forward no claim to embody the
will of all the people, instead resting content with the
apathy and passive obedience of its subjects. Modern
authoritarian rulers, by contrast, typically stand at the
head of a mass-based political party or movement, rely
heavily on bureaucracy and a machinery of agitation
and propaganda to manufacture consensus, and legiti-
mize their monopoly on power by appealing to nation-
alistic ideology.

Nationalism, indeed, according to Amos Perlmutter,
“is the most powerful instrument of mass authoritarian
regimes.” To be sure, the leaders of such regimes have a
wide variety of motives, both pragmatic and idealistic,
for embracing nationalist belief systems and policies.
Besides the legitimizing function, nationalist ideology
may enable an authoritarian rulership to mobilize the
population behind its project of implementing social
and economic reform. Thus, as A. James Gregor docu-
ments, Mussolini’s Fascist Party utilized authoritarian
nationalism in an effort to transform popular conscious-
ness, overturn the bourgeois order in Italy, and bring
about rapid modernization. Similar motives appear to
have animated the Bolshevik Party in Russia, especially
under Stalin, who jettisoned the internationalism of
classical Marxism in the process of developing “social-
ism in one country.”

Not surprisingly, the social discord and chaos that
often result from authoritarian attempts at moderniza-
tion are used to justify the continuance of authoritarian
measures. Moreover, in newly emergent nations, au-
thoritarian governments may combine repression with
nationalism in order to counteract tribalist tendencies,
as in Africa, or regionalism and parochialism, as in
South Asia. On the other hand, as Peter Alter observes,
many authoritarian governments invoke antiforeign na-
tionalism simply as a means of diverting attention from
problems at home and reducing popular dissatisfaction
with the regime.

In any event, authoritarian politics inevitably ac-
companies what Liah Greenfeld calls “collectivistic-
authoritarian” nationalism, an antilibertarian variety—
still common in parts of Eastern Europe and the less
developed world—which views the nation in “unitary
terms.” If the nation is regarded as a collective indi-
vidual with a “single will,” Greenfeld notes, then some-



one with dictatorial authority must interpret that will
for the many who are prevented by ignorance or false
consciousness from perceiving it correctly.

Beginning in the 1930s, a number of social scientists,
inspired in part by Karl Marx and Sigmund Freud, inves-
tigated the link between personality and authori-
tarianism. Erich Fromm’s Escape from Freedom
(1941) argued that the uprootedness and directionless
freedom of capitalist society had left modern people’s
isolated and suffering from an intolerable feeling of
“moral aloneness” and powerlessness, a condition from
which they sought escape through conformity with mass
opinion, as in democratic societies, and submission to
authoritarian leadership, as in Nazi Germany. Fromm
profiled an “authoritarian character” which he attributed
to many in Europe’s lower-middle class, a mainstay of
Fascist movements. He described this character as sado-
masochistic, dualistically reflecting, at least on an un-
conscious level, and having a sadistic wish to dominate
as well as a masochistic wish to surrender individuality
and submit to domination. For such a personality, na-
tionalist doctrine and an all-powerful Fiihrer promised
“relief from uncertainty,” eliminating the burden of free-
dom and creating a new sense of connectedness.

The Authoritarian Personality (1950), an empirical
study by several German and American scholars known
as the Berkeley group, built on the work of Fromm and
others. It identified a cluster of personality traits—de-
rived from responses to a set of discreetly worded ques-
tionnaire statements called the F scale—that typified
potential supporters of fascism. Criticized for method-
ological shortcomings and for overlooking authori-
tarian pathologies of the Left, the book nevertheless
spawned an immense amount of further research, some
of which discovered positive correlations between na-
tionalist attitudes and authoritarianism.

Although somewhat outdated as a textbook, Roy C.
Macridis’s Moden Political Regimes: Patterns and Insti-
tutions (Little, Brown and Co., 1986) remains unsur-
passed in the clarity of its definitions. Macridis makes a
sharp distinction between authoritarian and totalitarian
regimes, a distinction not entirely accepted in Amos
Perlmutter’s Modern Authoritarianism (Yale University
Press, 1981). A. James Gregor’s The Ideology of Fascism:
The Rationale of Totalitarianism (Free Press, 1969) and
Italian Fascism and Developmental Dictatorship (Prince-
ton University Press, 1979) explore the relationship be-
tween nationalism and authoritarianism in Mussolini’s
corporate state. Peter Alter’s Nationalism, translated by
Stuart McKinnon-Evans (Edward Arnold, 1989), high-
lights the importance of nationalism as both an ideology
and a political movement in the developing world,
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while Authoritarian Politics in Modern Society (Basic
Books, 1970), a collection of scholarly essays edited by
Samuel P. Huntington and Clement H. Moore, stresses
the long-term incompatibility of authoritarianism with
economic modernization. An important critique of psy-
chosocial studies of authoritarianism is H. D. Forbes’s
Nationalism, Ethnocentrism, and Personality (University
of Chicago Press, 1985).

AUTONOMY The ability to act independently. Many
regard autonomy as the capacity of the state to affect a
desired outcome. As such, autonomy is closely related
to power. Put simply, greater power leads to greater
autonomy.

The autonomy of states is debated at two levels of
analysis. First, nation-state autonomy can be character-
ized by a capacity to act independent from the influence
of other states in the world system. Second, the au-
tonomy of state government itself can be debated. The
latter often attempts to answer the following: Who has
power (the ability to act autonomously) in a state? This
simple questuion has generated a lively, often acrimo-
nious, debate among political and social scholars.

Some theorists, such as Theda Skocpol, have as-
signed nation-state governments a relatively large de-
gree of autonomy with regard to the capacity to enact
and enforce law. These theorists usually cite specific ex-
amples (often social welfare laws) where policy was en-
forced by a government against the wishes of business
or other elite interests.

Other theorists, often Marxists, argue that elite class
interests control the state. For example, these theorists
might be interested in describing the military-industrial
complex as a coalition of elite business interests who
control government decision making. Some advocates
of the theory of late capitalism, such as Claus Offe, be-
lieve the state acts as a mediator between elite interests
and the working class. Both of these ideas assign more
power to the elite and refute the idea that the state acts
autonomously from class interests.

Class theorists, not always Marxists, believe that a
coalition of identifiable elite rule. C. Wright Mills, who
coined the term “the power elite,” and William Dumhoff
have demonstrated elite families had influence (through
foundations, personal contacts, and political donations)
on the construction of social policy. These studies are
often specific to the United States and were conducted
primarily to refute both pluralists and state autonomy
theorists.

Pluralists are often reluctant to assign autonomy to
state government. These theorists often regard the state
as an apparatus through which competing interests (la-
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bor unions, political parties, and social movements)
make policy. In this model, power is dispersed through-
out the system. While certain actors are more autono-
mous than other actors are, the state is regarded as a
field where they can exercise their power in forming
policy. These theorists tend to regard the state appara-
tus as a tool, not a source of power. Robert Dahl is fore-
most among the pluralist thinkers. He has generally ar-
gued that the U.S. system of governance has been strong
because it has allowed for a plurality of interests to com-
pete within the governing system.

In general, the same characteristics of the autonomy
of states debate exists when using the world system as
the level of analysis. Marxists and dependency theo-
rists generally assume that a coalition of class interests,
within and across state boundaries, have power. These
theorists argue that the structural system of global capi-
talism systematically deprives small developing states
from exercising autonomy from the West. While these
states may be formally “independent,” they are still con-
trolled by elite interests in the West. Immanuel Waller-
stein, originator of “World Systems” theory, is an advo-
cate of this general idea. Likewise, many leaders in the
developing world, often citing the influence of the
World Bank and International Monetary Fund, label
economic liberalism as a form of neocolonialism that
prevents small states from exercising autonomy.

In contrast to the Marxists, liberal theorists argue
that the capitalist system creates greater autonomy for
small states. Because these states have the capacity to
choose from a number of markets where they can sell
their goods, and because they inevitably have a com-
parative advantage in the production of a good or ser-
vice, small states can exercise a high degree of au-
tonomy within the system. Liberal theorists most often
believe the role of the state is to build infrastructure and
provide for a basic education. They generally point to
successful developing countries with export-oriented
economies, such as the small Asian nations of South
Korea, Thailand, and Singapore, as examples of small
states that have developed rapidly and exercise a high
degree of autonomy in the world system.

For a study of nation-state autonomy in the global
economy see Immanuel Wallerstein’s Modern World Sys-
tem: Capitalist Agriculture and the Origins of the European
World Economy in the Sixteenth Century (Academic Press,
1974) and Robert Gilpen’s Political Economy of Interna-
tional Relations (Princeton University Press, 1987). For
an introduction to the debate concerning the autonomy
of state government from elite interests see Bringing the
State Back In, edited by Evans, Rueschemeyer, and Skoc-
pol, and W. Dumbhoft’s State Autonomy or Class Domi-
nance? (Aldine De Gruyter, 1996).



BACK TO AFRICAMOVEMENT  The position that na-
tionalist aspirations for black Americans should involve
emigration to Africa rather than an effort to achieve
mainstream status within U.S. society.

In the specific sense the movement is principally as-
sociated with the efforts of Marcus Garvey (1887-1940)
the Jamaica-born U.S. leader of the UNIA (Universal
Negro Improvement Association). This was the first
major black separatist organization in the United States
and it advocated the establishment in Africa of a self-
governing nation of black citizens.

At its height in 1919-1920 the UNIA claimed a
membership in excess of two million, with activities
centered in the Harlem section of New York City. In
1920, Garvey presided over an international conven-
tion with delegates from 25 countries, but shortly after
this his power declined when he was convicted of mail
fraud. The UNIA disbanded without ever affecting a sig-
nificant relocation of black Americans to Africa.

Though the Back to Africa movement did not suc-
ceed in its immediate goal, the policies of Garvey and
the UNIA had a lasting effect on black nationalism.
Garvey’s movement set out to establish black capitalism
and economic independence, to stress the importance
of black pride and individual self-respect, and to build
awareness of African history and cultural achievements.
All of these are familiar elements of contemporary black
nationalist movements in the United States.

BADEN-POWELL, ROBERT 1857-1941, Founded the
Boy Scout movement in 1908. The professed aims of the
organization were to promote the mental, moral, and
physical development of young men by stressing out-
door skills and training in citizenship and lifesaving.
The impetus for the formation of the Scouts was Baden-
Powell’s deep and abiding belief in the need to train a
cadre of British youth capable of carrying through the
mission of British imperial expansion.

The idea for the formation of a club for boys that
would instill habits of discipline, bravery, and man-
liness in young men was first suggested to General
Baden-Powell by his experiences as an army general in
Africa and Asia. His experiences in southern Africa not
only left the deepest impression on him but also, until
he founded the Scouts, were the source of his fame in
Britain. Powell became well known after he defended
the town of Mafekeng from the Boers for 217 straight
days in 1900. When news of his exploits reached Britain
the celebrations were so intense that from thencefor-
ward aggressive outbursts of jingoistic enthusiasm were
termed “mafficking.” Once his success began to wane,
Powell embarked on the project that was to earn him
enduring recognition—the formation of a disciplinary
program for young men that would train them to be fit
representatives of the British Empire. It was from his
corps of boy messengers formed at Mafekeng that his
program, the Boy Scouts, took its name. His initials
were the inspiration for the Scout’s famous motto, “Be
Prepared.”

As a military man, Powell based his organization on
the strict discipline and regimentation that were both
characteristic of and necessary for success in the army.
Boys were expected to be loyal to God and country, to
retain standards of gentlemanly conduct at all times,
and to never countenance fear or dishonesty. Fun and
games such as campfires and “African chants” tempered
the strict discipline and most of the outdoor activities
were meant to aid in the acquisition of military skills as
the program grew out of Powell’s experiences with mili-
tary reconnaissance. To pass from one level to the next
(similar to scaling the ranks in the army) boys were ex-
pected to acquire such skills as flying the Union Jack,
tracking through forests, and first aid.

The purpose of the Scouts was not simply to train
young men to be efficient soldiers, however. Rather,
Powell was most concerned to stem the alarming trends
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toward internal anarchy, class strife, and social decay
that he felt were severely threatening the integrity of the
British nation. The Boy Scouts, therefore, were his an-
swer to Britain's need for a healthy, vigorous, and, above
all, loyal population. Boys who were alert, yet disci-
plined, would, he and others believed, make efficient
citizens. Thus Boy Scouting drew support from the con-
temporary vogue for British national efficiency as it
promised to promote class harmony and improve the
masses as it strengthened the British Empire.

BALAKIREV, MILY ALEKSEYEVICH 1836-1910, A
composer, pianist, conductor, and educator; leader of
the group Moguchaia kucka (“The Mighty Handful”).

Highly influenced by Stasov’s concept of national
Russian art and preoccupied with a search for its practi-
cal applications, Balakirev became an embattled symbol
of Russian nationalism in music. Developing Glinka’s
musical tradition, he attempted to invent an original
“Russian” harmonic style connected with melodic and
modal idiosyncrasies of Russian folk songs. Balakirev’s
primary source was the 40 folk songs that he collected
in his expedition along the Volga in the summer of 1860
and published as an anthology in 1866. Composing
piano arrangements of these songs in the spirit of a na-
tional style, Balakirev developed new methods of har-
monization which were perceived by his contemporar-
ies as distinctively Russian. This harmonic style could
be successfully applied to the musical themes outside
of folk material, and it was adopted and further devel-
oped by Balakirev’s friends, composers of “The Mighty
Handful.”

As part of his concern with Stasov’s theory of Rus-
sian orientalism, Balakirev made two folk expeditions to
the Caucasus in 1862 and 1863. Balakirev’s best com-
positional accomplishments are his “oriental” works: a
symphonic poem, Tamara (1867-1882), by Lermontov,
and the epochal piano fantasy Islamey (1869).

An indisputable authority for his friends, Balakirev
transmitted to them his nationalist aesthetic views and
musical beliefs. His almost unlimited influence on them
lasted from 1856 to the beginning of the 1870s, when
increasing individualization led to a natural disintegra-
tion of the group. But in the beginning of their profes-
sional musical careers, Balakirev alone served as a sub-
stitute for as yet a nonexistent conservatory, sharing
with his friends his extensive knowledge of old and
modern music literature, and rigorously advising their
compositional projects.

A convinced adherent of the Slavophiles, Balakirev
was a principal adversary of academic musical education
in Russia as it was proposed by Anton Rubinstein and his

party of Germanophiles. Balakirev carried out public
polemics in an extremely malicious anti-Semitic tone,
since he believed that Rubinstein’s interests were in-
herently German and Jewish, and thus alien to Russian
national identity. (It may be that strong anti-Semitism
was a common prejudice among Russian nationalist
composers, which Balakirev inherited from Blinka and
passed on to many of the composers of “The Mighty
Handful,” especially to Mussorgsky.)

The second field of fervent struggle between Balaki-
rev and Rubinstein was the issue of the “national musical
element” versus a cosmopolitan European musical style
promoted by the Germanophiles. Balakirev was espe-
cially hostile to the genre and technique of “German”
symphonies. Within his circles of composers, Balakirev
was an advocate of the genre of program symphonic
music, which would follow traditions of Glinka’s Kama-
rinskaya and two “Spanish” overtures—compositions
that Balakirev considered to be the best examples of
Russian national style.

Ironically, in his own compositional practice, par-
ticularly in the two Overtures on Russian Themes (1859
and 1869—the second was provided with a new title,
1000 Years, in 1882, and with yet another, Rus’, in
1884), Balakirev, while succeeding in a stylistic purifi-
cation of folk themes, nevertheless adapted “German”
form (sonata-allegro) and methods of symphonic de-
velopment. He was forced to resort to the advanced
European technique in order to disprove the constant
accusations of dilettantism that came from the party
of Germanophiles. Moreover, Balakirev had no com-
positional alternative, since historically Russia had not
developed a native tradition of secular art music, so
that both nationalist composers and the Germanophiles
were dependent on Western forms and compositional
technique. But while the Germanophiles were interested
in classical musical forms and composers, the Balakirev
circle admired and learned from modern romantic com-
posers, primarily Schumann, Lizst, and Berlioz.

Perhaps the most fundamental difference between
Slavophiles and Germanophiles was the issue of musi-
cal amateurism of dilettantism versus professionalism.
Their confrontation manifested itself as well in the ri-
valry of their two concert organizations: Balakirev’s Free
Music School (founded in 1862 together with the out-
standing choral conductor Gavriil Lomakin with the
aim of providing an elementary musical education to
nonprofessional performers) and Rubinstein’s Russian
Musical Society, affiliated with the Conservatory. In the
framework of the struggle between dilettantism and pro-
fessionalism, there was actually a hidden struggle be-
tween modernism (that is, romanticism) and classicism.



While concerts of the Free Music School presented a
modern repertoire and compositions of Balakirev’s cir-
cle, the Russian Musical Society concerts focused on
works of Haydn, Mozart, Beethoven, Palestrina, Handel,
and Bach.

The first 16 years (1855-1871) of Balakirev’s ideo-
logical and cultural activities were a “truly heroic ep-
och” (Asafiev). A mental and spiritual crisis in 1871
turned Balakirev from a freethinker to a fanatic and
extremely superstitious Orthodox Christian. After four
years of staying away from his friends and musical life,
Balakirev resumed his musical activities in 1876, ac-
cepting an appointment as the director of the Imperial
Court Chapel. His political views progressed in the di-
rection of ultranationalism and xenophobic chauvinism
that put a strain on his relations with Stasov and with
surviving members of “The Mighty Handful.” Estranged
from his old friends, in 1890 Balakirev gathered around
himself a new group of younger composers, of whom
the most distinguished composer and the most ortho-
dox follower was Sergei Lyapunov (1859-1924).

The only complete biography of Balakirev in English
is Edward Garden’s Balakirev (Faber and Faber, 1967).
His nationalism and Slavophilism are discussed in Rich-
ard Taruskin’s Defining Russia Musically (Princeton Uni-
versity Press, 1997), especially in the chapter, “How
the Acorn Took Root.” Issues of Balakirev’s modernism
and his rivalry with the Germanophiles are discussed in
Robert C. Ridenour’s Nationalism, Modernism, and Per-
sonal Rivalry in Nineteenth-Century Russian Music (UMI
Press, 1977).

BALFOUR DECLARATION  In 1917 Britain sought
Jewish support in Europe and America for the Allied
war effort. This was a time when British troops were
undermining the Ottoman Empire’s hold over Palestine
and other Arab lands in the Middle East. In this setting,
the British secretary of state for foreign affairs, Arthur
Balfour (1848-1930), sent a letter to a Zionist leader
indicating that Britain would support a Jewish home-
land in Palestine: “His Majesty’s Government view with
favour the establishment in Palestine of a national home
for the Jewish people, and will use their best endeavours
to facilitate the achievement of this object.” However,
this declaration contained the further irreconcilable
pledge that “nothing shall be done which may prejudice
the civil and religious rights of the existing non-Jewish
communities in Palestine.” Such “non-Jewish commu-
nities” constituted 90 percent of Palestine’s inhabitants.

The British were never able to overcome the contra-
diction contained in this declaration. Nevertheless, it
became official British policy for two decades, and the
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victorious Allies endorsed the document at the Paris
Peace Conference in 1919. This document served for a
while as the basis for London’s support of Jewish immi-
gration and settlement in Palestine during the interwar
years, when Palestine was a British mandate granted
by the League of Nations. However, in a bid for Arab
support in the coming World War 11, Britain ordered
a stop to Jewish settlement in 1939, arguing that it
had already fulfilled its responsibilities under the Bal-
four Declaration. This created a bloody conflict with
the Jews in Palestine, who regarded the Declaration as
granting them a right to establish a sovereign Jewish
state. Finally, in 1948, the British, facing armed re-
sistance from both Arabs and Jews, withdrew from Pal-
estine. The state of Israel was declared, and years of
warfare between the new state and its Arab neighbors
followed.

BANCROFT, GEORGE  1800-1891, U.S. historian,
born in Worcester, Massachusetts. Bancroft served as
U.S. minister to Great Britain and Germany and as Sec-
retary of the Navy; although he helped establish the
U.S. Naval Academy at Annapolis, Maryland, he is best
remembered as the “father of American history.” His
most important contribution in this regard was his His-
tory of the United States. This 10-volume work, which
was published between 1834 and 1874, marked a new
development in the writing of American history. Ear-
lier historians had contented themselves with writing
mainly about the war of the American Revolution or
about the history of their state or locality. Bancroft of-
fered the first comprehensive view of the evolution of
the 13 colonies from the beginning of the colonial pe-
riod to the creation of the United States via the ratifica-
tion of the U.S. Constitution.

Bancroft’s History reflected his personal views and
background. He was a staunch antislavery democratand
a great admirer of President Andrew Jackson, whose po-
litical ideals celebrated the common man and abhorred
elitism (although, in both cases, only among white
Americans). Moreover, in 1820 Bancroft had earned his
doctorate at Gottingen University in Germany, where he
was greatly influenced by nationalists who believed that
the unification of the various German principalities into
a single German state was inevitable. Not surprisingly,
two themes resonate throughout History—that the cre-
ation of the United States from a group of disparate colo-
nies was bound to occur, and that democratic principles
represent the highest ideal to which a people or nation
can aspire.

Bancroft viewed the American Revolution as pri-
marily a political and military event. In so doing, he
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reflected the views of most contemporary Americans,
who thought of the struggle with Great Britain as a con-
test between “good” patriots and “bad” monarchists (or
between good egalitarians and bad elitists), with the
victory going inevitably to the forces of good. Several
critics took him to task for his unabashed approval of
Jacksonian democracy, particularly in the first three vol-
umes covering the colonial period from 1607 to 1748
which were published between 1834 and 1840; one
even suggested that the first volume practically urged
its readers to reelect Jackson to a third term. Later his-
torians, especially those of the Progressive and New Left
schools, took him to task for his failure to regard the
American Revolution as a socioeconomic phenomenon,
insomuch as it also involved a struggle for power be-
tween different social classes and was caused in large
part by economic considerations involving far more
than unjust taxation.

Nevertheless, Bancroft offered his countrymen a ver-
sion of their early history that celebrated the righteous-
ness of the patriot cause and the dedication of U.S. na-
tionalism to the complete democratization of society.

Biographies of Bancroft include Lilian Handlins
George Bancroft, the Intellectual as Democrat (1984), and
Marc Antony DeWolfe Howe’s Life and Letters of George
Bancroft (2 vols., 1908). Richard C. Vitzhum’s American
Compromise: Theme and Method in the Histories of Ban-
croft, Parkman, and Adams (1973) examines Bancroft’s
contribution to U.S. cultural nationalism.

BANDERA, STEPAN 1909-1959, A leader of the Or-
ganization of Ukrainian Nationalists and modern sym-
bol of radical Ukrainian nationalism. Stepan Bandera
was born in Uhryniv Staryi in Austrian-controlled
Galicia (now in western Ukraine), but was ethnically
Ukrainian. After World War I Galicia was transferred to
the revived Polish state, which began a policy of Polon-
ization of its populace. Growing up in a period of forced
assimilation and oppression against Ukrainians led Ban-
dera to accept violence and subversion as means of cre-
ating a Ukrainian state.

While in school in L'viv in 1927, Bandera joined the
Ukrainian Military Organization (UVO), an organiza-
tion dedicated to the destabilization of Poland and will-
ing to use terror to this end [the UVO became the Or-
ganization of Ukrainian Nationalists (OUN) in 1929].
He quickly rose within the OUN, becoming chief of
propaganda in 1931 and head of the OUN in Galicia
in June 1933, until arrested in 1934 for masterminding
the assassination of the Polish Minister of the Interior,
Bronistaw Pieracki. For this he was sentenced to life in

prison and spent the next five years in the Bereza Kar-
tuzka concentration camp, until freed by the fall of Po-
land in September 1939.

After the head of the OUN, Evhen Konovalets, was
killed in 1938, Andrii Melnyk was elected to lead the
group. Melnyk represented an older generation of Ukrai-
nian nationalists who had been active in 1917-1920 in
trying to secure a Ukrainian state. Younger nationalists,
those of Bandera’s generation who had fought Poland in
the 1930s and many of whom had spent time in jail for
their cause, opposed Melnyk and wanted to militarize
the OUN. On February 10, 1941, Bandera called a con-
ference of radicals in Krakow, Poland. The conference re-
fused to accept Melnyk as leader, and named Bandera
head of the OUN. This lead to the split of the OUN in the
spring of 1941 into two groups: OUN-B (Banderites),
who were more militant, younger, and supported Ban-
dera, and OUN-M (Melnykites), who were generally
older, more ideological, and supported Melnyk. These
groups were to clash, often violently, for many years,
both ideologically and for financial support.

One of the main sources of financial support for the
OUN in this period was Germany. In April 1941, 600
Banderites were formed by the Germans into a military
force, the Legion of Ukrainian Nationalists. Bandera and
his supporters hoped to use this group both to liberate
Ukraine and as the nucleus of a future Ukrainian army.
The Legion fought against the Soviets in the June 1941
German invasion in two operational groups, Nachtigall
and Roland. In addition to the Legion, Bandera sent
some 1500 members of the OUN-B into Ukraine behind
the advancing German forces. Their mission was to aid
with anti-Soviet propaganda and to build an indepen-
dent Ukrainian administrative system.

On June 30, 1941, Bandera and another OUN-B
leader, laroslav Stets’ko, declared a sovereign Ukrainian
state in L'viv. Bandera hoped that the Germans would
accept this as an allied state, but Berlin wanted a subor-
dinate, not a free, Ukraine. A few days later Bandera was
arrested and sent to Germany, where he was interred in
a concentration camp until September 1944. In addi-
tion, the Germans disbanded the Legion, arrested its
leaders, and transferred support to the OUN-M. These
acts led the Banderites to join the Ukrainian Insurgent
Army (UPA) in 1943 to fight both the Soviets and the
Germans. By November 1943 Bandera’s OUN-B sup-
porters were leading the UPA, which was the main
Ukrainian resistance movement and was centered in
Galicia, having over 100,000 members (an additional
13,000 Galicians fought against the Soviets in the Ger-
man Galician Division).
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After the war Stepan Bandera remained in Germany
where he could direct resistance against the USSR (the
UPA continued to fight the Soviets until 1953) and seek
support among radical Ukrainian émigrés, displaced
persons, and UPA members who fought their way to
Germany. In May 1953 Bandera was elected the head of
the OUN abroad. He then founded the OUN-R (Revo-
lutionary) to continue the fight for an independent
Ukraine from outside the Soviet Union. The OUN-R
received much support from displaced Ukrainian work-
ers and peasants (the intelligentsia tended to support
Melnyk’s OUN-M), many of whom emigrated to Can-
ada and the United Kingdom.

Although Bandera was assassinated by a Soviet agent
in Munich, Germany, in 1959, the OUN-R has con-
tinued as an influential émigré nationalist group. This
organization is well funded and has long supported
militant Ukrainian nationalism. In 1991, with Ukraine’s
declaration of independence, the OUN-R became active
in Ukrainian post-Soviet politics. In 1992 the OUN-R
helped found, and now provides support for, the Con-
gress of Ukrainian Nationalists (KUN), a strongly na-
tionalist anti-Soviet and anti-Russian political party
that supports Ukraine’s integration into Europe and is
against membership in the Commonwealth of Indepen-
dent States (CIS). The Congress of Ukrainian National-
ists had 5 members in parliament (out of 450) in 1997.

BANGLADESHI NATIONALISM  The People’s Repub-
lic of Bangladesh was established as an independent
state in 1972. The region was originally East Pakistan,
part of the Muslim homeland created in 1947 at the
time of the partition of British India.

During negotiations with the British for India’s in-
dependence, the All-India Muslim League agitated for a
Muslim homeland, breaking with the Indian National
Congress and Mohandas Gandhi, who wanted a united
India. Those areas with a majority Muslim population
were to become Pakistan and those areas with a ma-
jority Hindu population would be part of India.

The original Pakistan consisted of two geographi-
cally separated sections, West Pakistan in the Indus
River Valley and East Pakistan more than 1000 miles to
the east in the delta of the Ganges and Jamuna rivers.
Although united by law and by the Islamic faith, the
two parts of the country were culturally quite different.
The proud people of Bengal, with arich literary and cul-
tural tradition, were increasingly unhappy with a nation
ruled from Islamabad.

Tensions between the two regions escalated follow-
ing the war with India over Kashmir in 1965. A clash
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occurred between the Awami League, the major politi-
cal force in East Pakistan, and the central government.
The leader of the league, Mujibur Rahman (Sheikh Mu-
jib), was arrested in 1966 and accused of conspiring
with India.

When the Pakistani head of state General Moham-
mad Ayub Khan refused to stand for election in 1970,
protests flared throughout the country but especially
in Bengal in East Pakistan. He resigned, the elections
occurred in December 1970, Sheikh Mujib’s Awami
League swept the elections, and the sheikh called for
independence of East Pakistan except for its foreign
policy. Negotiations between East and West Pakistan
failed, leading to open warfare between government
troops and the Awami League. Millions of East Paki-
stanis, including Mujib, fled across the border into India
to escape the fighting, and in December 1971 India in-
vaded East Pakistan.

The new Bangladesh (“Bengal Land”) government
was established in January 1972 with Mujib as its first
prime minister.

BARAKA, IMAMU AMIRI (LEROI JONES) 1934-, A
community organizer and writer who created a radical
black literature through poems, drama, and critical es-
says. Baraka, in the late 1960s, also became a leading
black power spokesman in Newark, New Jersey. He was
the head of the Temple of Kawaida, described by Baraka
as an “African religious institution—to increase black
consciousness.” It was under Baraka’s leadership that
the Temple successfully obtained a $6.4 million mort-
gage through New Jersey State Finance Agency for the
construction of the Kawaida Towers, a 16-story low-
and middle-income housing project in the 70 percent
white district of Newark’s north ward. It was Baraka’s
battle against Assemblyman Anthony Imperale, head of
the white North Ward Citizens Committee, that made
black history. Baraka, in a series of political, court, and
street protest actions, so successfully used the system to
pioneer this project that he turned the tables on his
white opponents in Newark by making them feel like
the “disgruntled minority.”

In March 1971, Baraka achieved national promi-
nence as chairman of the National Black Political Con-
vention in Gary, Indiana, composed of 8000 nationalist
and moderate blacks who represented a wide selection
of political views. The group approved a political plat-
form called the “Black Agenda,” which demanded repa-
rations, proportional congressional representation for
blacks, an increase in federal spending to combat crime,
and other platform issues that related to black economic
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and political empowerment, such as a resolution oppos-
ing the integration of schools.

As early as the 1970s, Baraka’'s writings reflected
change from an avante garde aesthetic to a black nation-
alist perspective, and again to his own nationalism,
which was a version of Marxist-Leninism. This ideology
resulted in the publication of Motion of History, Six
Other Plays (1978) and Slave Ship: Selected Plays and
Prose of Amiri Baraka/LeRoi Jones (1979). Although he
is not currently a spokesman for any nationalist orga-
nization, he is the founder of a Newark jazz organiza-
tion created for the restoration of Newark’s jazz history.
His writings on music, his poetry, and his critical essays
are a platform for his ideological views on black nation-
alism. He likewise is a pioneer of many music and writ-
ing workshops that seek to maintain and develop a
black aesthetic as opposed to a Western ideology.

Baraka is a critic, poet, activist, and playwright rec-
ognized as an outspoken critic and advocate for the
rights and equality of African-Americans. He tours col-
leges and university campuses speaking and reading
from his varied works.

BASQUE NATIONALISM  Movement that promotes
the recognition of the political personality of the Basque
country. It was born during romanticism in the middle
of the 19th century. Together with Catalan nationalism,
it represents the most important resistance to Spanish
centralism. Basques fought two Carlist wars in 1833 —
1839 and 1872-1876, trying to defend their fueros or
feudal liberties from the uniformity drives of Spanish
nationalism.

The 4000-year-old Basque language (also known as
Euskera) is probably Europe’s oldest. Today, one-third
of the population knows Euskera, although this propor-
tion is growing.

The main founding father of Basque nationalism is
Sabino de Arana (1865-1903). He gave the Basque
country a unified name—the neologism Euskadi—and
a flag, that of the political party he founded in 1895, the
Basque Nationalist Party (BNP). To belong to his party
one had to trace back four paternal and maternal gen-
erations of genuine Basque family names. He believed
that immigrants should not be allowed to learn the
Basque language because they did not belong to the na-
tion. His political heirs prefer to overlook such embar-
rassing views and stress instead his vision and his de-
fense of Basque identity.

During the Second Republic (1931-1936) the BNP
became the most important party in Euskadi. It attenu-
ated the racist and Catholic fundamentalist legacies of
Arana by adopting a Social-Christian ideology. Thanks

to a younger generation of leaders headed by José Anto-
nio Aguirre (1904-1960) and Manuel de Irujo (1891-
1981), the BNP realized an impressive ideological turn:
from an electoral coalition with Carlist elementsin 1931
to the defense of the legitimate republican government
during the civil war in 1936. In contrast to Catalan ef-
forts, the BNP’s first attempt to get political autonomy,
which it regarded only as a first step toward indepen-
dence or restitution of the fueros, was derailed by the
party’s alliance with antirepublican forces and the BNP’s
rejection of the (certainly anticlerical) Republican Con-
stitution of 1931 on religious grounds. In 1936, in alli-
ance with the left-wing government, the BNP obtained
a Basque Statute of autonomy, which was about to be
approved when the civil war broke out. It was in force
in Biscay from October 1936 to the territory’s fall in
June 1937. The provinces of Alava (Araba) and Navarre
(Nafarroa) followed the military subversion.

Franco’s authoritarian regime (1936-1975) sup-
pressed Basque cultural and political expressions, butin
doing so provoked a reaffirmation of the national con-
science. Navarre and Alava, deemed the “loyal” prov-
inces, kept their traditional privileges of financial au-
tonomy. The execution of more than 700 nationalist
priests contributed to the alignment of the powerful
Basque Catholic Church with the nationalist cause. In
Navarre and Alava the church sided with Franco or re-
mained indifferent.

In 1941, Irujo gathered Basque exiles in London to
form a military unit—later dissolved by Churchill—
and draft a Basque constitution. In 1945, another BNP
member, Aguirre, presided over a Basque government
in Paris. Aguirre was substituted by Jestis Maria de Lei-
zaola at his death in 1960. A clandestine BNP completed
its ideological evolution by cofounding the European
Union of Christian Democrats.

In 1959, part of a more radical generation launched
Euskadi To Askatasuna (ETA, “Euskadi and Freedom”)
out of the youth organization of the BNP. ETA created
two antagonistic sectors of nationalists divided by the
acceptance or not of terrorism as a legitimate means to
achieve independence. ETA’s most famous action was
the killing of Franco’s prime minister and heir apparent,
Luis Carrero Blanco, in late 1973, cheered by demo-
cratic forces.

In 1960, the first ikastolas—schools teaching in
Basque—reopened. Their multiplication ran parallel to
the implementation of a unified, standard Basque lan-
guage, the Euskera Batua, invented in 1968.

After Franco’s death in 1975, Basque self-rule did not
need to be reestablished because Franco never formally
abolished it: all official acts adopted by the Republic



after July 18, 1936, were considered nil and void by the
insurgents, so Franco had simply ignored the Basque
Statute.

In the constituent parliament elected in 1977, the
BNP representatives, after failing to pass an amend-
ment by which the Constitution would abolish all laws
against the fueros enacted since 1839, held a detached
attitude. They obtained a Basque Statute of autonomy
in 1979, a law derived from the 1978 constitution, with-
out needing to explicitly recognize its supremacy. The
BNP did not approve nor condemn the Constitution, for
it introduced them into an acceptable regime of liber-
ties, honored the existence of nationalities, and recog-
nized the existence of historical Basque rights prior to
it. The BNP accepts the legitimacy of the present Basque
autonomous community of only Biscay, Guipuzcoa, and
Alava because the Constitution establishes that Navarre
may, by a simple majority decision of its parliament and
a referendum, enter it at any moment.

The Basque president, or lehendakari, has so far al-
ways been a member of the BNP. At present, the party’s
most important figures are its president, Xabier Arzalluz
(b. 1932), and the lehendakari, José Antonio Ardanza
(b. 1941).

BEGIN, MENACHEM 1913-1992, Leader of Israel’s
nationalist Heirut (later, Likud) party and prime minis-
ter for two consecutive terms. Begin was the first right-
wing politician to be elected to lead Israel. Although
known for his staunch support for Jewish settlements in
the occupied territories and his general opposition to
land concession, Begin is also the first Israeli leader to
sign a peace treaty with an Arab country. Along with
Anwar Sadar of Egypt, he was the recipient of the 1978
Nobel Prize for peace.

Born in 1913 in Brest-Litovsk, Russia, he joined Ja-
botinsky’s Betar—a hard-line Zionist movement, dis-
tinguished by its rejection of social ideology—in 1929.
While completing his studies at the University of War-
saw, he rose through the ranks of Betar, assuming lead-
ership by 1935, when he received his law degree.

After his parents and brother were killed by the Na-
zis, Begin joined the Free Polish army and traveled with
it to Palestine in 1942. There he assumed command of
Irgun (the National Military Organization, also known
as Etzel), a military splinter group of the more moderate
Haganah (precursor to the Israeli army).

In February 1944, Begin declared an armed revolt
against the British Mandatory government in an effort
to drive them out of Palestine. In 1946, the Irgun blew
up the British headquarters in Jerusalem, housed in
the King David Hotel. Begin maintained that Irgun is-
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sued a warning about the bombs, yet the blast killed
91 people—British, Arab, and Jewish.

The bombing turned Begin into a pariah among Ha-
ganah supporters and most Jewish organizations—with
Ben-Gurion urging Jews to turn Irgun members in to
the authorities. Disguised as an old rabbi, Begin man-
aged to elude a British manhunt and continued to com-
mand Irgun, which committed its most notorious mili-
tary action in April of 1948, a mere month before the
declaration of Israel’s creation. In a reprisal against an
Arab attack, Irgun forces—together with Lechi, an-
other radical military group led by Yitzhak Shamir—
captured the Arab village of Deir Yassin, killing over
200 of its residents. In June of 1948, shortly before
the Irgun disbanded, Begin was almost killed when Ir-
gun members, on board a weapons transport ship, ex-
changed fire with the Israeli army.

In 1948 Begin founded and led the Herut (Freedom)
Party on the platform of restoring Israel to its historic
borders encompassing both sides of the Jordan River
and a procapitalist internal policy. Mapai’s most vigor-
ous opponent, Begin’s party concentrated on cultivating
the support of poor Israelis and those of Eastern de-
scent, who were largely ignored by the Mapai govern-
ment. In 1951-1952, he led a large-scale opposition to
Ben-Gurion’s acceptance of the reparations offer from
West Germany. In 1967, Begin was named a minister to
the unity government but resigned in 1970 in protest of
the cabinet’s acceptance of the Rogers Plan, a UN peace
proposal requiring Israel to withdraw from the 1967 oc-
cupied territories.

Moving his party closer to the mainstream, Begin
formed the Gachal bloc with the Liberal Party in 1965
and founded the Likud Party in 1973. In the aftermath
of the Yom Kippur War and widespread criticism of
Golda Meir’s government, Likud’s popularity rose, win-
ning it 39 seats in the 1973 elections. In 1977, the pub-
lic’s growing discontent with the status quo granted
Likud an unexpected victory that signaled a profound
tide change in Israeli politics.

As prime minister, Begin initiated a privatization
process of government-run agencies, yet loyal to his
most dedicated supporters, he made services for the
poor a priority, creating policies for affordable educa-
tion and housing. In his second term, he encouraged
Ethiopian Jewish immigration, culminating in the cele-
brated “Operation Moses,” which airlifted thousands of
Ethiopian Jews to Israel. He also instituted a policy to
encourage settlement building in the occupied territo-
ries, becoming the first Israeli leader to refer to them by
their biblical names, Judea and Samaria.

After a series of secret negotiations, President Sadat
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of Egypt made a historic trip to Jerusalem, leading to the
Camp David Accords in September 1978. The Egypt—
Israel peace agreement, signed by Begin and Sadat in
1979, provided for Israel’s phased withdrawal from the
Sinai—completed in April of 1982. Sharply criticized
by members of his party for the land concessions, Begin
was less compliant regarding the five-year plan for Pal-
estinian autonomy, also part of the Camp David Ac-
cords. While disagreements over the term itself ac-
counted for some of the stalling, Begin’s continued West
Bank settlements policy and his statements regarding
the status of East Jerusalem made clear his unwavering
refusal to give up land he considered integral to Israel’s
security and part of its God-given homeland.

Along with Israel’s growing economic problems, Be-
gin’s second term suffered a decline in public confidence
after the 1982 invasion of Lebanon. The Ariel Sharon-
led military operation, “Peace for Galilee,” was initially
planned as a limited campaign to repel attacks from the
northern border, where PLO troops had been shelling
nearby Israeli towns. As the operation escalated into a
full-scale invasion of Lebanon, public opinion turned
sharply against it within Israel, as well as internation-
ally. The situation only worsened after the notorious
Sabra and Chatila massacres. As an Israeli investigation
placed indirect blame on Sharon, forcing his resigna-
tion, and censured Begin for showing indifference to the
reports, mass demonstrations protested Likud policies
and Israel’s involvement in Lebanon.

As the Israeli peace movement grew, and public mo-
rale plunged over Israeli—Palestinian clashes, an already
distraught and ailing Begin suffered another blow with
the death of his beloved wife Aliza. On September 19,
1983, Begin resigned from office and went into virtual
seclusion. He died of heart failure in March 1992.

BELARUSIAN NATIONALISM  Belarus is a newly in-
dependent nation that declared its independence fol-
lowing the breakup of the Soviet Union in 1991 and
soon became, along with Russia and Ukraine, one of the
founding members of the Commonwealth of Indepen-
dent States.

The pro-Russian orientation of the new state took on
importance in 1996 when the first president of the Re-
public of Belarus, strongman Alyaksandr Lukashenka,
proposed to reunite Russia, Ukraine, and Belarus into
the Union of the Slavic Republics, with Moscow as the
capital. In 1996 a bilateral treaty on closer integration
was signed by Yeltsin and Lukashenka, thus providing
a starting point for a future Russian—Belarusian feder-
ation. However, Russia remained a reluctant party in
this bargain—the Russian parliament did not ratify the
treaty because of economical considerations, while the

Belarusian authorities were eager to speed up the pro-
cess in hopes of reestablishing a new incarnation of the
Soviet Union.

The setback of Belarusian nationalism started in
1995 when an overwhelming majority of the population
(about 77 percent) voted in a national referendum for
the old flag of the Belarusian Soviet Socialist Republic
(SSR). The historical symbol of the state (“The Knight”)
and the national white—red—white flag, adopted by the
Belarusian parliament in 1991, were replaced by the So-
viet ones. Thus Belarus became the first nation ever to
apply voluntarily for a reunion with its former imperial
power.

The Belarusian authorities regarded the dissolution
of the Soviet Union and the following declaration of an
independent Belarus as a great misfortune. Feeble sup-
port for Belarusian statehood can be explained by a weak
form of Belarusian nationalism that appeared rather late,
similar to Catalonian and Welsh nationalism.

Its modern beginnings date back to the first decade
of the 20th century; however, the roots of Belarusian
nationalism are indeed of an earlier date. The main ob-
stacle on the rocky road of nationalism in Belarus has
been the lack of attributes that could be used for con-
struction of a modern Belarusian identity. There has
been a lack of a main nationalist argument, i.e., the ab-
sence of Belarusian statehood in the past.

Therefore in their quest for the origins of statehood,
Belarusian nationalists have had to redraw the past
along nationalist lines to date back traces of Belarusian
statehood to as distant a past as possible.

Two Belarusian historians, Vatslau Lastouski before
World War I and Usevalad Thnatouski, president of the
Academy of Sciences of the Belarusian SSR, in the
1920s, have attempted to project current nationalism
into the distant past. Belarusian nationalists looked for
traces of Belarusian autonomy even in the Kievan Rus
(10th to 11th centuries). They assumed that the Kievan
Rus claimed by Ukrainian nationalists as the precursor
of their modern state was not a centralized kingdom
and that some of its northern-eastern parts, such as the
city-states of Polotsk and Novgorod, were in fact pre-
Belarusian states. The Grand Duchy of Lithuania that
had enormously expanded eastward in the 13th to 14th
centuries into the territory of present Belarus was re-
garded as a binational Lithuanian-Belarusian state. Be-
larusian nationalists even claimed that the Lithuanians
who had lent the name to the principality were in fact
Belarusians, only without naming themselves that way.
Eventually everything that was ascribed to the Grand
Duchy of Lithuania, due to a fascinating linguistic twist,
became at once part of Belarusian national history.

According to such nationalistic interpretation, in



1795 after the third partition of the Polish—Lithuanian
Commonwealth, it was not the Duchy but Belarus that
was incorporated into the Russian Empire. The only
real national statehood that could pass for being Bela-
rusian in letter and in spirit was the Belarusian National
Republic (BNR), declared in Minsk on March 25, 1918,
by the Council of the BNR under surveillance of the
German military authorities. The Council was made up
of two representative bodies of Belarusian nationalists
from Vilnius and Minsk who disagreed on the future
capital of the republic. Belarusians from Vilnius and the
nearby area made plans of reestablishing the Grand
Duchy of Lithuania as a multinational federation with a
Lithuanian, Belarusian, Polish, and Jewish population,
while the Minsk-based nationalists attempted to create
a national state of Belarusians. The latter were more
down-to-earth, being fully aware of the emerging neigh-
boring Lithuanian and Polish national states.

Despite Belarusian efforts to keep the Belarusian
state alive, the BNR ceased to exist when the German
troops were pushed back by the advancing Red Army at
the end of 1918. Yet the 10-month period of unrecog-
nized independence made a valuable contribution to
the course of Belarusian nationalism.

During the short existence of the BNR, Belarusian
national culture thrived. The first Belarusian grammar
was published, over 125 primary schools with Bela-
rusian as the language of instruction were opened, and
numerous Belarusian cultural and educational societies
started their activities. It came as a surprise to many ob-
servers that the Bolsheviks did not subdue Belarusian
nationalism but maintained it by employing nationalist
rhetoric in the Soviet propaganda against neighboring
Poland.

According to the 1921 Riga Peace Treaty between
Poland and Soviet Russia, Belarusian ethnic territories
were divided among the two neighbors, and so was
Belarusian nationalism. During the interwar period
(1921-1939) the Polish part of the country was under
the permanent influence of the Catholic culture, while
the Soviet part of Belarus became the separate Soviet So-
cialist Republic.

In 1939 Western Belarus was incorporated into the
Belarusian SSR, thus reassembling divided Belarusians
under Soviet rule. The United Nations granted the Be-
larusian SSR a seat at its Constituent Assembly in 1945,
securing one extra vote for Moscow. Belarusian state-
hood within the USSR was only a nominal one; it pro-
vided Belarusians with at least formal signs of their
national otherness, despite the fact that the main offi-
cial language was Russian. Belarusian language was re-
garded as a dialect of the noncultured, used mostly
by peasants in rural backwaters of the country. In the
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1980s in Minsk, the capital, there was not a single
Belarusian-language secondary school. To speak Bela-
rusian in public meant to be accused of nationalism.

Thus after more than five decades of Soviet rule in
the country, Belarusian nationalism was reduced to a
minimum. When perestroika started, only a tiny group
of intelligentsia gave their support to the nationalist
politics of the Belarusian National Front (BNF) led by
Zyanon Paznyak. What made Belarus different from the
other Soviet republics was the fact that the Belarusian
nomenklatura (party hierarchy) neither joined the ranks
of nationalists nor showed any interest in their idea, as
was the rule elsewhere in the USSR.

The identity of Belarusian Communists was totally
uprooted. Even Russian regional Communist leaders
sought to distinguish themselves more than their Bela-
rusian counterparts. After the aborted coup in Russia in
August 1991, Belarusian nationalists did not succeed in
seizing power, and the Communists remained in power
under the name of the Party of Communists of Belarus,
suppressing the following attempts of the democratic
opposition to hold new parliamentary elections. Presi-
dent Lukashenka was elected by direct vote in 1994 and
soon dissolved the parliament and introduced a Soviet-
style authoritarian dictatorship. Belarusian nationalists
were persecuted; the leader of the BNF, Paznyak, had to
seek political asylum in the USA. According to the latest
reports, Belarusian language has been once again con-
demned. Those who use it in public are being harassed
by Belarusian authorities.

Fur further reading see D. R. Marples’ Belarus: From
Soviet Rule to Nuclear Catastrophe (St. Martin’s Press,
1996); slightly pro-Russian Vakar’s Belorussia: The Mak-
ing of a Nation (Cambridge, MA, 1956); or the nation-
alist interpretation of Jan Zaprudnik’s Belarus: At a
Crossroads in History (Westward Press, 1993).

BELGIAN COLONIES AND NATIONALISM  The ter-
ritory of present-day Belgium has its roots in the former
Austrian (Catholic) territories in the Low Countries. At
the Congress of Vienna (1815) the Protestant part be-
came the Kingdom of the Netherlands. With strong
support from France, Belgium proclaimed its indepen-
dence from the Netherlands in 1830. After a short suc-
cessful uprising, Leopold became the first king of Bel-
gium. The newly formed state consisted of the coastal
cities of Brugge, Ostende, and Antwerp. These trading
cities had long played an important role in the over-
seas affairs of the Flemish trading companies. In the
1720s, for example, the Austrian emperor Charles VI
had founded a trading company for Asia, operating out
of what is now Belgium, which equipped commercial
ships for India. In a very short time, Austria established
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a lucrative trade with India. However, it lost out to its
competitors because of their stronger military power,
and it was forced out.

Leopold II, son of the country’s first king, had much
interest in colonial activity because he compared Bel-
gium with the Netherlands. He thought that with its
earlier commercial traditions Belgium could be as suc-
cessful as the Dutch in their overseas activities. He fi-
nanced the Association Internationale du Congo (AIC)
mostly from his own pocket. In the 1870s and 1880s
the entire Congo Basin was still unoccupied by Euro-
pean powers, and a joint Anglo-German attempt in the
middle of the 1880s sought to keep the French out. In
accordance with Leopold’s wishes, the Berlin Confer-
ence of 1884 found a solution by forming and legalizing
the AIC as an independent state, the Congo Free State,
with Leopold as its king.

Because it had started as a private enterprise of the
king, less financial and public support came from Bel-
gium itself. Therefore, the king based his project on
volunteers and professionals from all over Europe. For
example, the U.S. journalist with Welsh origins, Henry
Morten Stanley, embarked on an arduous journey to Af-
rica in search of the Scottish missionary, David Living-
stone. Stanley negotiated many favorable treaties with
local chiefs that resulted in the development and explo-
ration of the Congo Free State.

Conditions were harsh, since Leopold reportedly
condoned deplorable labor and torture as instruments
to produce wealth. Some say that about eight million
Africans lost their lives during the 23 years of Leopold’s
exploitation. Bowing to strong international pressures
after a commission reported that the colony’s adminis-
tration was scandalous, the parliament passed an act in
1908 annexing the Congo Free State of Belgium. But
Leopold had already enriched his treasury with the im-
mense copper deposits in Katanga Province (now Shaba)
during his years of possession. From 1908 on there was
no change in public opinion in favor of colonialism, and
this led to a severe shortage in administrators and mer-
cenaries. Liberal trade principles were often weakened
by offering trade monopolies. This resulted in large
trusts. Later many military officers were engaged in ad-
ministrative tasks. After World War I, Belgium entered
the League of Nations, which awarded it a League man-
date over two former German colonies in Africa, now
called Rwanda and Burundi. Both were formally inde-
pendent from the Belgian Congo, but in reality they
were ruled together with the Congo.

Following World War II, one of Belgium’s most seri-
ous and prolonged postwar crisis was the painful de-
colonization of the Belgian Congo, which was 80 times
the size of Belgium with a vastly larger population. Over

100,000 Belgians had settled there. Belgium had devel-
oped economic interests in the colony although it had
sought to avoid mutual economic dependence. It opened
up the Congo to foreign investment and trade.

In the 1950s winds of African nationalism began to
reach gale proportions, especially after the new French
president, Charles de Gaulle, offered the French colo-
nies in Africa their independence in 1958. Up to that
point all attempts to achieve Congolese independence
had been unsuccessful and had been ignored by the co-
lonial government. But the negative Belgian reaction to
de Gaulle’s proclamation made the prospect of indepen-
dence very popular among most Congolese politicians.
A Congolese nationalist, Patrice Lumumba, emerged
as a highly visible proponent of a free Africa. On Janu-
ary 4, 1959, riots broke out in the Congo; 42 persons
died in events that deeply shocked the Belgians.

The Congolese had not been prepared for freedom.
Belgium quickly granted independence on June 30,
1960. Unfortunately, a series of bloodbaths ensued,
sparked by greed for power and wealth as well as by
tribalism. It was not until seven years later that the
Congo (subsequently called Zaire and now the Demo-
cratic Republic of Congo) became orderly, in part be-
cause of vigorous efforts of the Belgians and of UN
troops.

The copper, cobalt, and uranium mines in the south-
ern Shaba Province are still of great interest to Belgium.
When this province was invaded from Angola in mid-
1978, Belgium and France sent paratroopers to evacu-
ate white families and to secure the area. In 1979 the
Belgian government again sent paratroopers to Zaire to
join in training exercises near Kinshasa, the capital city.
Thus, Belgium retains a great interest in its former Af-
rican colonies. The bulk of its relatively large develop-
ment aid (0.06 percent of its GNP) went to the Congo,
as well as to Rwanda and Burundi, which had been
granted their independence in 1962. The Congo was
not always a grateful recipient of such aid, and by the
end of the 1980s Belgium’s importance as a source of
trade and aid had declined. In 1989 Belgium halted all
development plans in the Congo in response to former
President Mobutu’s suspension of payments on Belgian
loans. In 1990 it used its diplomatic influence to try to
diminish civil unrest in Rwanda, and in 1991 it sent 750
commandos to the Congo to help evacuate Belgian citi-
zens from the riot-torn country.

Public support and manpower had been limited dur-
ing the first phase of Belgian colonialism. It there-
fore played a more minor role in the development of
Belgian national identity and pride than was the
case in some other European countries. But when it
appeared that the Congo was going to be lost, many
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more Belgians seemed to be interested in somehow re-
taining the colony. However, the government was un-
able to capitalize on this interest by introducing a
timely, enlightened, and mutually beneficial policy. It
therefore retreated faster than necessary from its Afri-
can pursuits.

BELGIAN NATIONALISM The development of Bel-
gian nationalism has been impeded by the existence of
conflicts originating from linguistic policy, social dis-
crimination, economic dislocation, and, especially, the
existence of Flemish and Walloon nationalist move-
ments in the country. Belgium has been a federal state
since 1992, with three regions split heavily along lin-
guistic lines—French-speaking Wallonia (32 percent of
the population), Flemish-speaking Flanders (58 per-
cent of the population), and bilingual Brussels (10% of
the population, in which 80% speak French). This fed-
eral system came after decades of institutional reforms
designed to produce some element of self-government
in each linguistic region.

The Walloons and Flemings lived fairly peacefully
together until the early 1800s. The 1815 Congress of
Vienna established Belgium as a part of the Kingdom of
the Netherlands, under whose reign it remained for only
15 years. Following secession, Belgium made French
the official language, which resulted in conflict between
the two groups. French was the language of adminis-
tration, business, and industry, and quickly became
the key to upward mobility, whereas Flemish was con-
sidered backward—the language of peasants. Flemings
resented this domination and pushed for linguistic
equality. The 1989 Equalization Bill established Flem-
ish equal to French. Linguistic laws of the 1930s estab-
lished limited unilingualism in Flanders and Wallonia
and bilingualism in Brussels. These laws led to the cre-
ation of a Dutch-speaking elite. The 1960s’ language
laws refined and hardened territorial unilingualism.

Cultural deprivation in Flanders and economic de-
pression in 20th century Wallonia eventually led to the
growth of nationalist movements in each country argu-
ing for either autonomy within a Belgian state or com-
plete independence. Although nationalist parties do not
dominate politics in either region, they exist side-by-side
with both Flemish and Walloon versions of social demo-
cratic, liberal, and socialist parties who place leaders
in regional governments and the National Parliament.
These regional and linguistic differences have hindered
the development of Belgian nationalism.

BENES, EDVARD 18841948, Czech politician, dip-
lomat, and statesman, born in Kozlany, the Czech Re-
public (then the Austro-Hungarian monarchy). Benes,
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with Tomas G. Masaryk and Milan R. Stefanik, is rec-
ognized as one of the founders of the Czechoslovak Re-
public. Yet, he is often criticized for the lack of leader-
ship and resolve at critical historical junctures of the
Czechoslovak state, including the 1938 Munich Agree-
ment and the 1948 Communist coup d’état.

Benes studied philosophy in Prague, and sociology
and political science in Paris and Dijon, France. He re-
turned to Prague in 1908 and became a lecturer at the
Business Academy and the Charles University. After the
outbreak of the First World War, Benes became a liaison
between Masaryk and the Czech resistance, the Maffie.
In 1915 he left Prague and actively participated in the
organization of Czech and Slovak emigrants, and in
the formation of the first Czechoslovak National Coun-
cil (Ceskoslovenska Narodna Rada, CSNR) in 1916.

In the 1918 provisional government of the newly cre-
ated Czechoslovak Republic, Benes was put in charge of
foreign affairs, and he served as the foreign minister
until 1935, when he was elected president. During the
following years, betrayed by England and France at the
Munich Conference in 1938, Benes presided helplessly
over the dismemberment of Czechoslovakia. He spent
the six years of the German occupation in exile in Lon-
don, and was reelected president in 1945 on his return
to the liberated Czechoslovakia. Benes resigned from
his post a few months after the 1948 Communist take-
over, and died in September of the same year.

Among the most significant works by Edvard Bene3
are Svetova valka a nase revoluce (The World War and Our
Revolution) (Praha, 1927); Pamkéti (Memoirs) (Praha,
1947), published in English (Boston: Houghton, Mifflin,
1954); and Sest let exilu a druhe svétove valky (Six Years of
Exile and the Second World War) (Praha, 1946). A short
biography can be found in Dana Plickova et al., Kdo byl
kdo v nasich dejinach do roku 1918 (Who was Who in Our
History Until 1918) (Praha: Libri, 1993). Among the
more extensive works dealing with Benes’s life and work
are Gordon A. Craig and Felix Gibert, eds., The Diplo-
mats, 1919-1939 (Princeton, NJ: Princeton Univer-
sity Press, 1994); Frantisek Havlicek, Edvard Benes:
Clovék, sociolog, politik (Edvard Benes: The Man, the So-
ciologist, the Politician) (Prague, Prospektrum, 1991);
Vladimir Gonec, ed., Edvard Benes a stredoevropska poli-
tika (Edvard Benes and Central-European Politics) (Brno:
1997).

BEN-GURION, DAVID 1886-1973, Among the most
prominent figures in Israeli national history, Ben-Gur-
ion headed the Zionist worker movement in Palestine
and founded what became Israel’s Labor Party, which
dominated Israeli politics until 1978. It was Ben-Gurion
who officially announced the creation of the State of
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Israel in 1948, led the transitional government follow-
ing the State’s creation, and served as Israel’s first prime
minister and defense minister. More than any other
leader, Ben-Gurion shaped the structure and style of
Israeli politics, and was the architect of many of its fun-
damental policies.

Born David Gruen in Plonsk, Poland, in 1886, Ben-
Gurion was the son of an ardent Zionist who worked to
provide his young, intellectually promising child with
a Hebrew education. Deeply influenced by his father’s
views and shaped by extensive private education in
Hebrew and Jewish history, Ben-Gurion pursued the
Zionist cause from a young age, establishing a Hebrew-
speaking Zionist club when he was a teenager, joining
the Zionist organization Poalei Zion (“Workers of Zion”)
in 1903, and immigrating to the Ottoman-governed Pal-
estine in 1906.

Working as a guard and an agricultural worker in Zi-
onist workers’ collectives in Galilee, Ben-Gurion further
developed his idea that Zionism’s primary goal was the
resettlement and development of the Jewish homeland,
especially the desert. He quickly rose in the ranks of
Poalei Zion, was elected to the central committee, and
took part in the establishment of a Jewish self-defense
group, Hashomer (“The Watchman”). Along with other
prominent Zionist leaders, Ben-Gurion was exiled by
Palestine’s governor, Djemal Pasha, in 1915 after pro-
testing anti-Jewish policies. Along with future president
Ithak Ben-Zvi, he made his way to New York where the
two established the Zionist pioneer organization, Ha
Halutz (“The Pioneer”), dedicated to preparing young
Jews to settle Palestine. Upon his return, Ben-Gurion
was among the founders of the national federation of
workers, the Histadrut, in 1920, and was elected its
secretary-general the following year. He formed Mapai,
the Zionist Labor Party, in the early 1930s, becoming
chair of its executive committee in 1935. In this capac-
ity, he effectively oversaw the affairs of the Palestine-
based Zionist movement, took a leadership role in the
1942 drawing of the Biltmore Program—proclaiming a
Jewish state as the primary goal of the Zionist move-
ment—and, following the British restriction on Jewish
immigration in 1939, led the political struggle against
the British mandate.

On May 14, 1948, Ben-Gurion officially proclaimed
the creation of Israel as an independent state and as-
sumed leadership of the preliminary government. Im-
mediately following his declaration, a coalition of Arab
states who rejected the UN partition plan launched
a military attack. Having worked to establish a joint
Israeli defense army from various military factions
within the Jewish Yeshuv (settlement movement), Ben-

Gurion anticipated the attack and oversaw the battle
that followed. Following the war (thereafter known as
the Israeli War of Independence) and Israel’s first demo-
cratic election in January of 1949, Ben-Gurion assumed
the joint position of prime minister and defense minis-
ter after building a government from a coalition of
smaller parties.

As prime minister, he oversaw the establishment of
most official state institutions, focusing primarily on
absorption of large numbers of immigrants (which, in
the first three years of statehood, averaged 18,000,
and sometimes as many as 30,000, new arrivals each
month). Among his most cherished projects was rural
development of agricultural settlements, which he con-
tinued to regard as the foundation of Zionism.

Known as a tough and stubborn leader, as well as a
thoughtful and erudite man, Ben-Gurion often clashed
with his coalition partners, particularly in regard to reli-
gion and its role in Israeli political life. Asasecularleader
who had encouraged socialist principles, Ben-Gurion
resisted a close association between religious and gov-
ernment law, causing repeated, but not permanent, de-
fections of Orthodox coalition members. In 1951, Ben-
Gurion’s agreement to accept reparation money from
West Germany caused a violent, public demonstration;
nevertheless, the agreement was signed in 1952.

After a two-year hiatus spent in Kibbutz Sde Boker,
Ben-Gurion returned to politics and was again elected
prime minister in 1956. He remained in office until
1963, resigning as a conflict with former Defense Min-
ister Pinchas Lavon escalated into a full-scale scandal
and tensions grew within the Mapai Party. Lavon—who
charged that Ben-Gurion’s associates had fabricated evi-
dence of his culpability for an intelligence failure in
Egypt—had become the old leader’s chief nemesis. De-
spite the great admiration he commanded, Ben-Gurion’s
last years in office were marked by personal conflict,
waning public support, and his single-minded preoccu-
pation with what had come to be known as “the Lavon
affair.” Before he finally retired in 1970, Ben-Gurion
would resign from Mapai three times, form two unsuc-
cessful parties, and wage a bitter war against the party
he founded.

In 1968, Ben Gurion’s new party, Rafi (“List of Israeli
Workers”), rejoined Mapai and other factions to form
the Israel Labor Party. Ben-Gurion would try unsuc-
cessfully to form yet another new party: Hareshima Ha-
mamlachtit (“The State List”), which won him a mere
four Knesset seats in the 1969 elections. In 1970, Ben-
Gurion retired permanently from political life, return-
ing to Sde Boker in the Negev Desert, where he passed
away during the Yom Kippur War on December 1, 1973.



BERLIN, ISAIAH 1909-1997, One of the leading En-
glish political philosophers of the 20th century, and
both a leading analyst of the intellectual origins of
and a prominent liberal sympathizer with nationalism.
The author of such renowned essays as “Two Concepts
of Liberty” and “The Hedgehog and the Fox,” Berlin
eventually abandoned both analytic philosophy and the
study of the Enlightenment for interrelated studies in
the intellectual history of pluralism, nationalism, and
what he termed the “Counter-Enlightenment.”

Berlin was born a Russian Jew in Riga, in what is now
Latvia. By 1917 his family lived in Petrograd (now St.
Petersburg), where he witnessed some of the fighting of
the February and October revolutions. The family left
Petrograd for Riga, and then for England, where they
arrived in 1921. Berlin’s memories of the Russian Revo-
lution left a deep impression, and many of his relatives
in Riga were later killed by the Nazis; much of his life’s
work was devoted to trying to understand what he took
to be the gross intellectual errors underlying totalitari-
anism. Berlin was educated at Corpus Christi College,
Oxford. He spent three years during World War II in the
United States, reporting to the British government on
American views about the war. After the war ended,
Berlin spent a brief time as a British attache in Moscow;
but he was back in Russia for long enough to meet with
many of the leading Russian intellectuals and writers,
spurring an intense study of 19th and 20th century Rus-
sian thought. Other than those two interruptions, Ber-
lin spent his entire adult life at Oxford.

Berlin’s most enduring interests were to be found in
the 18th and 19th centuries, in the thinkers who re-
acted against the Enlightenment’s faith in reason, prog-
ress, and universalism. Berlin was convinced that the
ends and goods of human life are plural and irreconcil-
able, that the quest for unity and perfection in human
life was incoherent and all but doomed to result in
tyranny. He found, in what he termed the “Counter-
Enlightenment thinkers,” the roots of this pluralism. In
the early nationalists who celebrated their local good
lives against French rationalistic universalism, and es-
pecially in Herder, Berlin saw his intellectual forebears.
His essays on Giambattista Vico, Johann Herder, J. G.
Hamman, Joseph de Maistre, the Counter-Enlighten-
ment, and romanticism all express and address human-
ity’s essential pluralism, which was not recognized by
Enlightenment rationalists. Berlin grounded his liberal-
ism in this pluralism; toleration and liberty allow many
lives to be led, while totalitarianism arose out of the
“pursuit of the ideal” using the power of the state.

Berlin’s pluralism was also intimately related to his
understanding of nationalism, as was made clear not
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only in his writings on early nationalists like Herder but
also in a number of essays specifically on nationalism.
Unlike many liberals, Berlin saw no likelihood of na-
tionalism’s ever fading away or being transcended; he
saw it as too tied up with the variety of human life.
Berlin also understood, however, that nationalism can
easily turn into a local form of the pursuit of the ideal
and of homogeneity, something “ideologically impor-
tant and dangerous.” He characterized nationalist ide-
ology and doctrine—as distinct from simple national
sentiments—as including four positions. These are “the
belief in the overriding need to belong to a nation; in
the organic relationships of all the elements that consti-
tute a nation; in the value of our own simply because it
is ours; and finally, faced by rival contenders for author-
ity and loyalty, in the supremacy of their [the nation’s]
claims.”

Berlin’s two seminal essays on nationalism, “The Bent
Twig: Notes on Nationalism” and “Nationalism: Past
Neglect and Present Power,” appeared in 1972 and
1978, respectively, a decade and a half before the cur-
rent revival of interest in nationalism among political
scientists and political theorists. (The title of the former
essay was drawn from his favorite quote from Kant,
which he paraphrased as “Out of the crooked timber of
humanity no straight thing was ever made.”) They both
sharply attacked what Berlin saw as the organic and nar-
cissistic myths of nationalist doctrine while reminding
liberals and socialists that nations are an enduring part
of the real, pluralistic world.

Berlin was also a lifelong Zionist, arguing that in a
world of nations, to be truly safe everyone must have
someplace where they belong. Though he was deeply
committed to England, Berlin always maintained that as
a Jew in England he must be something of an outsider.
He and other Jews might be welcome as long as they
behaved well, but to have a national homeland was pre-
cisely to have a place in which the sense of belonging
is unconditional. He thus thought that the status and
safety of Jews in the Diaspora were importantly in-
creased by the existence of the state of Israel. Berlin’s
liberalism and pluralism led him to support territorial
compromise with the Palestinians, and he was deeply
unsympathetic to the Likud government that assumed
office in Israel in 1978; but this did not alter his convic-
tion that the Jews must have a state of their own.

Berlin’s most important writings on nationalism are
found in Vico and Herder (Hogarth Press, 1976), Against
the Current (Hogarth Press, 1979), The Crooked Timber
of Humanity (Vintage Books, 1990), and The Magus
of the North: J. G. Hamman and the Origins of Modern
Irrationalism (Farrar, Straus, and Giroux, 1993). His
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influential writings on Zionism remain mostly uncol-
lected, but “Jewish Slavery and Emancipation” appears
in Norman Bentwich, ed., Hebrew University Garland
(Constellation Books, 1952) and in Personal Impressions
(Hogarth Press, 1980). Berlin included pieces on Chaim
Weizmann and “Einstein and Israel.” Books about Berlin
include John Gray, Isaiah Berlin (Princeton University
Press, 1996) and Claude Galipeau, Isaiah Berlin’s Liber-
alism (Clarendon Press, 1994).

BIKO, STEPHEN 1946-1977, South African national
liberation movement leader. He is best known for his
participation in the Black Consciousness Movement ini-
tiated by South African college students of the 1960s.
He died in police custody after being arrested for break-
ing banning orders.

Biko was born Bantu Stephen Biko in Tarkastad, the
Eastern Cape in South Africa. In 1969, as a medical stu-
dent at the “Non-European” University of Natal, Biko
and other African students formed the South African
Students’ Organization, which was affiliated with the
White National Union of South African Students. The
SASO advocated the unity of black South Africans and
emancipation from the psychological oppression and
internalized inferiority that resulted from the apartheid
system of racial discrimination and oppression. Their
political philosophy was influenced by the writings of
Franz Fanon, Paulo Friere, and Malcolm X. Biko’s or-
ganization became a catalyst for the formation of the
Black Peoples Convention, the National Association of
Youth Organizations, Black Community Programs, the
South African Students Movement, and Black Women’s
Federation.

Biko received restrictive “banning” orders (1973)
and, from that point on, experienced banning, numerous
arrests, and police harassment. Through work with af-
filiated community projects, publications, and youth or-
ganizations, the Black Consciousness Movement's ideas
spread. They impacted the development of the Soweto
uprising against Bantu education and the mandatory
learning of Afrikaans in 1976, which was harshly at-
tacked by the South African Defense Force.

Biko was arrested in 1977 for breaking banning or-
ders. Five months after his death, all Black Conscious-
ness Movement organizations were banned. Stephen
Biko and the Black Consciousness Movement are the
basis for several political organizations that continue
to exist in South Africa including the Black Conscious-
ness Movement of Azania and the Azanian People’s
Organization.

Stephen Biko’s biography, written by exiled South Af-
rican journalist Donald Woods, is titled Biko (New York:
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Paddington Press, 1978). A collection of his articles is
titled I Write What I Like (Harmondsworth: Penguin,
1988). For a comprehensive treatment of his life and the
Black Consciousness Movement, see Bounds of Possibil-
ity: The Legacy of Steve Biko and Black Consciousness, ed-
ited by N. Barney Pityana, Mamphela Ramphale, Malusi
Mpumlwana, and Linda Wilson (London: Zed Books,
1992).

BISMARCK, OTTO VON 1815-1898, Chancellor of
the second German empire from 1871 to 1890. He is
commonly credited with the unification of Germany in
1871. Bismarck was a Prussian Junker who served in
various positions in the diplomatic service of the Prus-
sian state from 1851 to 1862. In 1862 King Wilhelm I
appointed Bismarck Prussian minister-president and
foreign minister. In 1871 he became chancellor of
Germany. In 1890 Kaiser Wilhelm II (grandson of Wil-
helm 1) forced Bismarck to retire from politics.

A staunch conservative, Bismarck resisted the lib-
eral national unification movements of his day and was
determined that the Prussian monarchy would be the
foundation of German unification. Bismarck held a
“kleindeutsch” view of Germany, as opposed to the
“grossdeutsch” argument that national unification re-
quired inclusion of all German-speaking peoples. His
plan for a united Germany excluded the “Germans” in
Austria-Hungary and in Switzerland.

He unified the German states under Prussian lead-
ership through a series of masterful diplomatic and
military successes. On taking over the Prussian govern-
ment in 1862 (under King Wilhelm I) he pursued three
central policies aimed at unification: the expansion of
the military budget, the marginalization of Austria, and
the manipulation of France. First, beginning in 1862
Bismarck significantly increased the Prussian military
budget. This entailed a difficult struggle against the
Prussian liberals who demanded social reforms. Prus-
sia’s military successes, beginning with the victory over
Denmark in 1864, increasingly muted the liberal oppo-
sition to his military spending plans. Bismarck’s most
famous quote was his 1862 statement to the Prussian
parliamentarians that “Germany is not concerned with
Prussia’s liberalism, but with its power . . . the great
questions of our day [such as national unity] will not be
decided through speeches and resolutions, that was the
mistake of 1848, but through iron and blood.”

Second, through a crushing Prussian victory over
Austria in 1866, he marginalized Austria and made
Prussia the dominant force in the German realm. The
victory over Austria made Bismarck into a German
hero, even to the point that most of the liberal opposi-
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tion across Germany became his supporters. After 1866
German liberalism took a back seat to Prussian milita-
rism until 1945. Bismarck demonstrated his diplomatic
skills by not humiliating the Austrians after their 1866
defeat so that he would not lose them as a future ally.

Third, he limited French interference with his
struggle against Austria and then tricked the French
(through his manipulation of the “Ems Telegram”) into
declaring war on Prussia in 1870. The German states
rallied behind Prussia, defeating France in 1871. In
January 1871 in the palace of Versailles, the leaders of
the German states founded the second German empire
with Wilhelm as “German Kaiser” and Bismarck “Ger-
man Chancellor.”

For the remainder of his career as chancellor, Bis-
marck struggled against liberal and socialist reform
movements domestically. In foreign policy he resisted
pressure for German expansionism. His highest priority
was to forge diplomatic alliances and pacts aimed at
preventing France from gaining allies in its future war
of revenge against Germany, a war that Bismarck saw as
inevitable. Wilhelm II became kaiser in 1888 and came
into intense conflict with Bismarck. Wilhelm II was un-
willing to tolerate Bismarck’s almost total control over
German politics and Bismarck was forced to resign in
1890. In retirement Bismarck attacked the new kaiser’s
foreign policies. His autobiography is one of the most
eloquent, but also one of the most subjective, works on
German history.

For further reading see Erich Eyck, Bismarck and the
German Empire (W. W. Norton, 1964), Otto Pflanze,
Bismarck and the Development of Germany (Princeton
University Press, 1990), and Alan Percivale Taylor, Bis-
marck, the Man and the Statesman (Random House,
1975).

BLACK NATIONALISM A philosophy of unity of ac-
tion and common interests among black people formu-
lated in the United States and the Americas during the
1960s. It advocates self-reliance and racial /ethnic pride
as solutions to the colonization of and discrimination
against people of African descent.

The black nationalist philosophy is one of many that
developed during the height of the civil rights/black
power movement in the United States and national lib-
eration movements in the Third World. Itis very similar
to the ideologies that characterized the national libera-
tion movements of the 1950s and 1960s in Africa, Asia,
and Latin America. Black nationalism likens the situ-
ation of blacks in the Americas to the classic colonial
relationship.

Organizations like the Black Panther Party, the Re-
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public of New Africa, the Nation of Islam, and the
Congress of African People are associated with black
nationalism. The different forms of black nationalism
include black cultural nationalism, which focuses pri-
marily on validation of African/black culture, and black
revolutionary nationalism, a more militant, socialist,
and internationalist strain. The objectives of black na-
tionalism range from economic solidarity to territorial
separation.

An analysis and collection of primary documents re-
lated to black nationalism can be found in Black Nation-
alism in America, edited by John H. Bracey, Jr., August
Meier, and Elliott Rudwick.

BLACK PANTHER PARTY The Black Panther Party
for Self-Defense, later Black Panther Party, was founded
by Huey P. Newton and Bobby Seale in October 1966 in
Oakland, California. It was a black nationalist politi-
cal party that proposed a ten-point program which in-
cluded reparations for past injustices against blacks,
release of all black prisoners, and trial by all-black
juries. This party was the target of many of the FBI's
COINTELPRO activities, led by J. Edgar Hoover, and
was considered to be the nation’s major domestic threat
in the late sixties and early seventies because of its en-
forcement of the citizens’ civil law, which declared that
all citizens can bear arms.

Often overlooked was the party’s involvement in edu-
cation and antipoverty programs. Also the Black Panther
Party was granted the party status of a liberation move-
ment on September 13, 1970, by the Algerian govern-
ment during the exile of member Eldridge Cleaver. On
July 18, 1977, the Black Panther Party ended its radical
posture and became part of Oakland’s mainstream po-
litical system. The party actively helped to elect John
George as Alameda County supervisor and Lionel Wil-
son as the city’s first black major.

In the late 1980s and early 1990s, youth interest in
black nationalism, as a result of the hip-hop movement,
sparked renewed interest in the Black Panthers and the
film Panther was released.

BOER NATIONALISM The early nationalism of the
descendents of Dutch, German, and French settlers who
settled in South Africa and are now commonly referred
to as Afrikaners, Boer nationalism is an early form of
what came to be understood as Afrikaner nationalism
and was instrumental in the evolution of racism in
South Africa.

The Dutch East India Company administered the
Cape between 1652 and 1795. In 1657 they released
some of the employees from their contracts and gave
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them land with the status of “free burghers.” The word
Boer (Dutch for “farmer”) first came to be applied to
these individuals who migrated beyond the Cape pen-
insula and its immediate hinterland and became semi-
nomadic pastoral farmers.

Boer nationalism emerged in response to perceived
threats from English-speaking people and English in-
stitutions on the one hand and indigenous peoples on
the other. The earliest expression of this sentiment oc-
curred in the 1830s when many of the frontier Boers left
the Cape colony for the interior in response to what
they perceived as the dominance of the English in civil
and legal affairs. The issue of the status and treatment
of African laborers was a particular source of contention
as the Boers protested the efforts of the British to regu-
late relations between masters and servants.

The motivations behind the “Great Trek,” as it came
to be called, reflect the two main themes in Boer nation-
alism. The first was a strong feeling of antipathy toward
the British, motivated by British imperialism in the sub-
continent and by the indignities the Boers suffered at
the hands of the British during the Anglo-Boer War
(1899-1902). The number of Boer women and children
who perished in English concentration camps during
and after the fighting and the Anglicization policy that
followed provided the key pillars of the anti-British por-
tion of the nationalist mythology. The hallmarks of Boer
nationalism are use of and commitment to Afrikaans as
a language and Afrikaner culture and a strong sense of
having been a victim of oppression.

The second theme in Boer nationalism was racism.
The strong adherence of the Boers to Calvinism and the
idea that the Boers were God’s chosen people blended
with their desire to expropriate land from the indige-
nous people as well as to subject them to forced labor.
Thus, the line between Christian and heathen corre-
sponded to that between savage and civilized and white
and black. The Calvinist concepts of a national calling
and destiny were given immense prestige by one of the
founding fathers of Boer nationalism, Paul Kruger,
president of the Transvaal Republic. For Krueger, the
victory of the Dutch over the Zulu at the Battle of Blood
River demonstrated that God endowed the Dutch with
the destiny to rule South Africa and civilize its heathen
inhabitants.

The core elements of Boer nationalism—antipathy
to the English and the Africans, a strong commitment
to the church, and an extreme sensitivity to protecting
Boer language and culture—provided the roots for and
found deeper expression in Afrikaner nationalism and
nationalist sentiment in the 20th century.

BOLIVAR, CULT OF The national cult of Simon Boli-
var (see “Bolivar, Simon”) is a salient component of
popular and elite culture in Venezuela and Colombia,
where the hero of independence is seen as the very basis
of national identity. This profound, national affection
for Bolivar finds expression in intellectual and literary
history, political discourse and popular folklore, and re-
ligious practices. Bolivar’s stature as a national symbol
of identity, however, did not spring into being sponta-
neously during the Wars of Independence, but rather
developed slowly during the course of the 19th century.

In 1830, Venezuela withdrew from the Republic of
Greater Colombia and rejected its most impassioned de-
fender, the Venezuelan born Simon Bolivar. In his place,
Jose Antonio Paez, hero of independence and the mili-
tary commander of Venezuela, was adopted as titular
head and protector of the new nation. Because the par-
ticipants of the secessionist Congress of Valencia feared
that Bolivar would take military action against them,
the new Venezuelan nation was born under the sign of
an official rejection of the hero of independence. News
of Bolivar’s death was celebrated, and his mortal re-
mains were neglected in the Colombian town of Santa
Marta.

Severe political, social, and economic tensions in
Venezuela caused the ruling elite to split into the ruling
Conservative Party, associated with laissez-faire poli-
cies and anti-Bolivarian sentiment, and the oppositional
Liberal Party, which espoused protectionism and the
celebration of Bolivar’s memory. In 1842, under increas-
ing pressure from the Liberal Party, the Conservatives
sponsored an elaborate state funeral for Bolivar, whose
remains were ceremoniously transported back to Cara-
cas. From this moment onward, and culminating in the
first centenary of the hero’s birth in 1883, Bolivar’s
symbolic stature overcame the partisan divisions of the
era of independence and came into focus as a nationalist
icon. Bolivarian memoirs, biographies, poems, and his-
torical episodes were published throughout the 19th
century, presenting the hero as a messianic, historical
agent.

In Colombia, the cult of Bolivar was also born out of
a waning of the ideological positions of the era of inde-
pendence. Unlike Venezuela, which could claim for it-
self the mantle of Bolivar’s homeland with great drama
and sentiment, Colombian political culture had to ap-
propriate Bolivar through academic debates about the
political arc of a career that had brought him into con-
flict with Colombian interests during the Greater Co-
lombia experiment of 1821-1830. Colombian Liberals
tended to view Bolivar as a despotic soldier, whereas



Conservatives painted a more heroic and democratic
image of the man. At century’s end, however, Bolivar
was being viewed as a powerful, all-inclusive national
symbol through a large array of commemorative news-
paper articles and literary production.

The iconic Bolivar is quite ubiquitous in present-day
Venezuela and Colombia, as evidenced by statues, in-
scriptions, and other monuments to his memory. Fur-
ther, a great wealth of historiography, fiction, and po-
etry has kept Bolivar at the center of nationalist culture.
Clearly, Bolivar is at the very heart of Venezuelan and
Colombian identity. To speak, write, or represent Boli-
var has meant to enter into a conversation about what it
means to be a Venezuelan or Colombian.

For the Venezuelan cult of Bolivar, see El Culto a
Bolivar, Esbozo para un Estudio de las Ideas en Venezu-
ela (Grijalbo, 1989) by German Carrera Damas, and
“Monumental Space and Corporeal Memory: Venezuela
Heroica and the Cult of Bolivar in XIXth Century Vene-
zuela” by Christopher Conway, in La Chispa '97: Se-
lected Proceedings. For the Colombian case, see Miguel
Americo Bretos’s From Banishment to Sainthood: A Study
of the Image of Bolivar in Colombia, 1826—1883 (Ph.D.
Dissertation, 1976).

BOLIVAR, SIMON 1783-1830, Simon Bolivar, also
known as The Liberator, led the emancipation of
present-day Venezuela, Colombia, Ecuador, Peru, and
Bolivia from Spanish rule during the Wars of Indepen-
dence (1810-1825). Born into one of Caracas’s wealthi-
est families, the young Bolivar was sent to Spain to
complete his education. After the death of his bride in
Venezuela, Bolivar wandered in Europe and made an
oath to personally liberate Latin America from Span-
ish rule.

The Venezuelan independence movement was
sparked by the Napoleonic invasion of Spain in 1808
and the installment of Joseph Bonaparte on the Span-
ish throne. The Creole elite rejected the French king
in 1810, but became divided on the issue of self-
governance. Bolivar lobbied for independence, while
others maintained the authority of the legitimate, Span-
ish king. In the summer of 1810, while on a diplomatic
mission to London to secure English military protec-
tion for the budding independence movement, Bolivar
convinced Francisco de Miranda, a Venezuelan expatri-
ate and veteran of European wars and revolution, to re-
turn to Caracas. Once independence was declared in
1811, Miranda became the political and military leader
of the First Republic. Relations between Miranda and
Bolivar were strained from the beginning, and worsened
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after the younger soldier lost the port of Puerto Cabello
to the Royalists. When Miranda capitulated in 1812, Bo-
livar and other patriot officers branded him a traitor and
turned him in to the Royalists.

In the summer of 1813, Bolivar secured a small con-
tingent of men and supplies from neighboring New
Granada and, in a quick succession of military victories
called the “Admirable Campaign,” swept into Caracas
and founded the Second Republic. He assumed dictato-
rial powers and attempted to orchestrate the pacifica-
tion of Venezuela under the patriot banner. In the East,
caudillos such as Marino, Arismendi, and Piar main-
tained patriot control, although their attitude toward
Bolivar’s calls for unity and support was begrudging at
best. This lack of support, in conjunction with the rise
of an explosively effective counterrevolutionary force of
nomadic llaneros (plains men), led to the collapse of the
Second Republic in the summer of 1814.

Bolivar wasted no time in attempting to regroup for
another expedition to liberate Venezuela, once again
from New Granada. The counterattack had to be post-
poned because Venezuela’s independent neighbor was
torn by a regionalist civil war between Federalists, Cen-
tralists, and competing city-states. Bolivar was mobi-
lized by the Federalists against the Centralists, but his
military and diplomatic attempts to unite the separate
factions failed in 1815, forcing bolivar into exile in Ja-
maica. In one of the foundational documents of Latin-
American intellectual and political history, the “Carta
de Jamaica,” Bolivar steered the future destiny of Latin
America away from Spain and toward England, outlin-
ing a vision of a united, independent continent: “It is a
grandiose idea to attempt to form one nation out of the
New World” he wrote in his foundational document,
“with only one tie to link its parts together and to the
whole. . ..”

From Jamaica Bolivar reinitiated a concerted, patriot
offensive. By 1817 he had made progress in consolidat-
ing his leadership over different patriot factions. While
building on his military base from the Venezuelan hin-
terland of the Orninoco basin, he convened the Con-
gress of Angostura, which declared the Venezuelan
Third Republic in 1819. In his speech to the Angostura
congress, Bolivar declared the sovereignty of the people,
rejected the slave trade, and called for a hereditary sen-
ate and a strong executive. Military successes followed,
with the liberation of New Granada at the Battle of Boy-
aca (1821) and the liberation of Venezuela at the Battle
of Carabobo (1822). At the Congress of Cucuta (1821),
patriot delegates outlined the constitutional founda-
tions of Bolivar’s brainchild: the Republic of Greater
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Colombia, encompassing the Audiencia of Quito, the
Viceroyalty of New Granada, and the Captaincy General
of Venezuela.

Bolivar was not content to remain in Bogota, the
capital, in his new role as president, but rather got dis-
pensation from his government to militarily and politi-
cally pursue the integration of Quito to Greater Co-
lombia, and to liberate the Viceroyalty of Peru, one
of Spain’s most culturally entrenched colonies. Between
1822 and 1825, Bolivar succeeded in these designs and
effectively ended the Wars of Independence. In 1825, at
the pinnacle of his fame and glory, Bolivar could afford
great optimism about the future; he planned a loose
league of Latin American nations to meet in Panama, as
well as a Federated State of the Andes larger than even
Greater Colombia. The rumors surrounding these plans
alienated Bolivar from Bogota and Caracas, and exacer-
bated his already controversial reputation with accusa-
tions of monarchical designs. Bolivar rushed back to
Bogota to rein in the increasing tensions.

In Bogota, Bolivar faced acrimonious challenges to
his authority, provoked by his centralist views and
political connections to Caracas, which had been in
conflict with Colombian lawmakers since the creation
of Greater Colombia. As constitutional negotiations
between Bolivarians and anti-Bolivarians broke down
in Bogota, Bolivar stepped in and assumed dictatorial
powers to save the republic from chaos. It was the be-
ginning of the end, however, and on September 25,
1828, Bolivar narrowly escaped assassination at the
hands of his political enemies. Venezuelan separatism
took shape shortly afterward, and Bolivar’s declining
health and public stature quickly dissolved into his re-
tirement from public life. The disillusioned Bolivar died
in exile, rejected by both Bogota and Caracas. The
union he so passionately defended broke down with his
death, and Ecuador, Colombia, and Venezuela rose out
of the ashes of the Greater Colombia experiment.

Simon Bolivar was not a nationalist in a modern and
narrow sense of the word, since he gravitated toward
broad, Pan-American geopolitical designs that were in
direct opposition to historically separate regional cul-
tures and preexisting administrative and political net-
works of power. Nonetheless, his role in liberating such
a vast area of territory from Spanish rule and his con-
stitutional and political initiatives inaugurated the re-
publican era in five nations. In his afterlife, Bolivar has
become a powerful national icon in Venezuela and Co-
lombia (see “Bolivar, Cult of”) and an enduring symbol
of Latin American independence throughout the rest of
the continent.

Standard biographies of Bolivar include those by

Gerhard Masur, Indalecio Lievano Aguirre, and Tomas
Polanco Alcantara.

BONAPARTISM A 19th-century French political ide-
ology supportive of Napoleon I (Napoleon Bonaparte)
and Napoleon III (Louis Napoleon). Among his sup-
porters, Napoleon I had gained the reputation, partly
fashioned by his own propaganda, of a social and polit-
ical savior. He was credited for restoring political, so-
cial, and religious order after the internecine conflicts
of the French Revolution, promoting efficient govern-
ment and defending the liberty of the French people
domestically and that of oppressed nationalities out-
side France’s borders. Although there was no organized
Bonapartist party during his reign, the idea of an impe-
rial dynasty embodying these political principles was
emerging.

After the exile (1815) and death (1832) of Napoleonl,
Bonapartists were few and poorly organized. His succes-
sor, Napoleon II, was in poor health and had been de-
tained in Austria. In addition, his supporters had to
contend with the recent memory of Napoleon I's defeat
and the negative social and economic consequences of
the Napoleonic wars.

By the 1830s and 1840s a cult that admired Napo-
leon’s political and military genius started to grow,
benefiting from a favorable comparison with the per-
ceived mediocrity of Louis Philippe’s government. Bo-
napartism became a significant and organized political
movement after the 1848 revolution. Louis Napoleon,
the nephew of Napoleon I, playing on the weakness of
the republicans after the overthrow of the monarchy,
was elected president that same year, seized full power
in an 1851 coup, and was voted emperor in 1852.

Although both regimes were imperial and autocratic,
Bonapartism under Napoleon III was different from the
rule of Napoleon 1. With the exception of a few small-
scale military campaigns (in Italy, Crimea, and Mex-
ico), the Second Empire was a chiefly civilian, populist,
plebiscite-supported government. There were two main
Bonapartist factions: a conservative, authoritarian pro-
Catholic group, and a more radical republican, demo-
cratic group that nonetheless viewed Napoleon III's
strong leadership favorably. In effect, Bonapartism dur-
ing that time was the coalescence of these different po-
litical views around the idea of political authority, revo-
lutionary legitimacy, and populist credibility largely
inherited from Napoleon I. These divisions were re-
flected in the evolution of the Second Empire from an
authoritarian regime until the mid-1860s, to a quasi-
parliamentarian, liberal administration from 1867 until
its end in 1870.



Bonapartism continued to exist as a political and
electoral force for the next two decades, but disap-
peared into obsolescence before the strength and sta-
bility of the Third Republic.

The importance of Bonapartism for French nation-
alism is twofold, both in its initial expression as the
ideas of Napoleon I and later as an organized political
force: First, it provided a unifying political ideology,
based on ideologically neutral notions of political
authority, administrative efficiency, and geopolitical
strength, which ended two revolutionary crises. Sec-
ond, it fostered France’s bureaucratic centralization,
with First Empire initiatives like the Civil Code that
bears Napoleon’s name or the political control of all
regions through centrally appointed prefects, and the
continued expansion of central power under the Second
Empire. This in turn greatly contributed the coales-
cence of France as a national state.

Bonapartism has also been used, often as a term of
abuse, to describe the concentration of power in the
hands of a single leader intent on eliminating the polit-
ical instability caused by antagonistic political factions
or classes during revolutionary episodes. Leon Trotsky’s
analysis of Stalin’s regime in The Workers’ State, Ther-
midor and Bonapartism is a classic example of the larger
conceptual use of the term. It is most often used in
Marxist literature, and indeed Marx is credited with
first describing Bonapartism as a counterrevolutionary
movement in his analysis of the events of 1851 in
France. Bonapartist seizures of power are often carried
out in the name of “national unity” and may result
in domestic nationalistic militarism and countervailing
nationalistic responses from threatened states, as dur-
ing the French First Empire in Europe.

BORODIN, ALEXANDER 1833-1887, Russian com-
power and chemist, member of “The Mighty Handful.”
A full-time professor in the St. Petersburg Medico-
Surgical Academy and a scientist who achieved inter-
national stature for his contributions to organic chem-
istry, Borodin became “the only composer who has
ever claimed immortality with so slender an offering”
(Sir Henry Hadow). His musical output consists of an
“opera-farce,” Bogatyri (The Valiant Knights); an unfin-
ished opera, Prince Igor; three symphonies (The Third
Symphony is also unfinished); a symphonic sketch, In
Central Asia; several chamber ensembles; and fifteen
songs. Upon Borodin's death, his compositions were
completed and orchestrated by Rimsky-Korsakov and
Glazunov.

In his search for a “national spirit,” Borodin followed
the two different paths established by Glinka. The patri-
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otic nationalism in Prince Igor, with its affirmation of a
national hero as a protagonist, obviously emanates from
Glinka’s Life for the Tsar. It coexists with the very sym-
pathetic portrayal of Russian antagonists that also con-
tinues Glinka’s nationalist tradition, but with the dif-
ference that Glinka describes enemies from the “West”
(the Poles), whereas Borodin portrays enemies from the
“East” (the Polovtsy).

The Polovtsian domain of Prince Igor originates from
the oriental tradition of Glinka’s Ruslan and Lyudmila.
Because the ethnographic data about the ancient Polov-
tsy was scant, Borodin, who had never been in the East,
created his highly original world of exoticism, based in
part on his own fantasy, in part on his study of Arabian
and Hungarian songs, and in part on impressions drawn
from contemporary art music (Glinka and his friends
from the Balakirev Circle). Borodin’s celebrated orien-
talism, although not entirely genuine in the strict sense,
was nevertheless very faithful, especially according the
standards of the 19th century.

Reworking a 12th-century historical chronicle, Slovo
o polku Igorevom (The Story of Igor’s Campaign), Boro-
din succeeded in creating large choral scenes that rep-
resented the people of pagan Russia, with their conjoint
and joyous mentality. Usually avoiding direct quota-
tions, Borodin created his own themes based on the
stylized embodiment of typical features of Russian folk
songs (the most celebrated example is the Chorus of
Villagers from Act IV). At the same time, Borodin mod-
ernized the psychology and behavior of the main char-
acters in the spirit of 19th-century romantic opera. His
Igor, whom Russian audiences perceived as “the knight-
errant of the Russian national ideal” (Dianin), is given
the musical discourse and emotional range of a con-
temporary hero. Very alien to the canon of medieval
Russian epic was Borodin’s concept of romantic love
as the central psychological motivation and dramatic
force of the action (Igor-Yaroslavna and Vladimir-
Konchakovna). Even more modern was Borodin’s ro-
manticizing of the chivalry, exoticism, and sensuous-
ness of the Orient, which was entirely a concept of the
19th century that developed simultaneously in Russia
and Western Europe.

Composers of the Balakirev Circle (The Mighty
Handful) celebrated Borodin as a creator of Russian na-
tional symphonies. Not provided with formal programs
(although their main outlines are known through Sta-
sov, with whom Borodin discussed their content), his
symphonies are clearly connected to heroic epos of an-
cient pre-Christian Russia. Suggesting a variety of asso-
ciations with battles scenes, with games and feasts of
Russian knights (bogatyri), and with images of wild gal-
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loping and spacious landscapes, the symphonies reveal
Borodin’s admiration of that period in Russian history
that resulted in the fortification of the state and the de-
velopment of the nation. The musical material of the
symphonies, as always in Borodin’s works, is built on
the opposition of Russian and oriental themes, and on
the formal level shows a flexible and independent ap-
proach to the European symphonic model.

Borodin’s only programmatic composition is his or-
chestral piece In Central Asia (1880), commissioned for
the official celebration of the Central Asia campaigns
waged by Tsar Alexander II. Despite its “militarized”
program, describing “a caravan that crosses the vast de-
sert escorted by Russian soldiers,” the music offers a
peaceful and idyllic juxtaposition of oriental and Rus-
sian themes.

Borodin was a composer whom Stasov admired to
the highest degree (not less than he worshiped Glinka),
since he most completely fulfilled Stasov’s theory of
Russian national art. However, contemporary Western
scholarship (Taruskin) tends to argue that the patriotic
nationalism of Borodin was in perfect accord with the
expansionist colonial politics that Russia pursued in the
19th century, and which was enthusiastically supported
by the majority of leading Russian figures, including
Stasov and Borodin himself.

The best biographical source is Serge Dianian’s Bo-
rodin, translated from the Russian by Robert Lord
(London, New York, Toronto: Oxford University Press,
1963). An enlightening discussion of Borodin’s oriental-
ism is found in the chapter “Entoling the Falkonet” in
Richard Taruskin's Defining Russia Musically (Prince-
ton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1997).

BOSNIAN NATIONALISM The formative period of
Bosnian history was the era of Ottoman rule (1463 -
1878), when Bosnia’s religious composition underwent
significant change. During the period of Bosnian inde-
pendence (1390-1463), the country was a Christian
land with three denominations: Catholic, Orthodox,
and Bogomil, the last being a heretical sect, persecuted
by the other two churches, but by far the largest of the
three. Under the Ottomans, most of the native Bogomil
population, which also formed the country’s social and
political élite, gradually converted to Islam, which be-
came the dominant religion in Bosnia.

When Bosnia was occupied by Austria-Hungary in
1878, nationalism had already started to penetrate the
country. Because the three religious communities (Mus-
lim, Orthodox, and Catholic) spoke what was basically
the same language, national identity increasingly be-
came tied to religious identity. The Orthodox became

Serbs, the Catholic community Croats, with the Mus-
lims initially without a distinct national identity. Unlike
the Serbs and Croats, the Bosnian Muslims did not ex-
perience a 19th-century national awakening, largely be-
cause they remained culturally and religiously tied to
the Ottoman empire. At first some Muslim intellectuals
opted either for a Croat or Serb identity, but the vast
majority were committed to a Bosnian identity, espe-
cially since the Muslims had long formed Bosnia’s social
and political élite under Ottoman rule. What compli-
cated the predicament of Bosnian nationalism, however,
was the fact that Bosnia’s Serbs and Croats, who to-
gether formed the majority of the population, tended
increasingly to look to Serbia and Croatia for national
leadership. As nationalism spread among their neigh-
bors, and political pressures arising from those nation-
alisms grew, Muslim identity and nationalism grew.

The first Austro-Hungarian governor of Bosnia, Ben-
jamin Kallay (1839-1903, governor 1881-1903), pro-
moted a Bosnian identity and Bosnian nationalism that
would include Muslims, Serbs, and Croats. The purpose
of this policy was to offset the competing claims of Serb
and Croat nationalists, but it failed. Bosnian identity
and nationalism remained limited to the Bosnian Mus-
lims, who sought to defend Bosnia-Herzegovina’s terri-
torial integrity against the competing claims of Serb and
Croat nationalism.

The creation of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and
Slovenes in December 1918 presented the Bosnian Mus-
lims with much different circumstances. According to
the prevailing ideology of Yugoslav unitarism, there
was only one Yugoslav nation and it consisted of the
Serb, Croat, and Slovene “tribes.” The Bosnian Muslims,
though speakers of Serbo-Croatian, were not regarded
as a distinct nationality. The most important party of
the Bosnian Muslims was the Yugoslav Muslim Organi-
zation (JMO). Founded in 1919, it had the support of
the majority of the Muslim intelligentsia and social
élite. The JMO sought to defend Muslim identity, which
meant the Muslims’ religious, social, and economic
rights within Bosnia-Herzegovina, and to safeguard the
territorial integrity of the country. It was led by Meh-
med Spaho (1883-1939) from 1921 to 1939, and then
by Dzaferbeg Kulenovi¢ (1891-1956) to 1941. To pro-
tect Bosnian Muslim interests, the JMO policy was one
of tactical maneuvering between the Serb and Croat
parties. The JMO spent the 1921-1927 period in oppo-
sition, but participated briefly in government in 1928.
Once the royal dictatorship was proclaimed in January
1929, it again joined the opposition. Between 1935 and
1938 the JMO participated in government, with the goal
of preserving Bosnia’s territorial integrity. This policy



failed, however. In August 1939, the Belgrade govern-
ment and the Croat Peasant Party negotiated the Spora-
zum (Agreement), granting Croatia autonomy within
Yugoslavia. The autonomous Croatian unit included
segments of Croat-populated Bosnia-Herzegovina, es-
pecially western Herzegovina and central and north-
eastern Bosnia.

Bosnian nationalism was delivered another political
blow in April 1941, after the Axis invasion of Yugosla-
via. An “Independent State of Croatia” was established,
which included all of Bosnia-Herzegovina. The policy of
the Croatian fascist regime was to regard the Bosnian
Muslims as Muslim “Croats,” and it suppressed all signs
of Bosnian nationalism or identity. By late 1941, much
of the Bosnian élite openly criticized the Croatian re-
gime, especially its policy toward its minorities, and
called for Bosnian autonomy.

With the creation of communist Yugoslavia in 1945,
Bosnia-Herzegovina became one of the six constituent
federal republics. Initially the communist authorities
did not recognize a Bosnian Muslim nationality. To
resolve the vexing Serb-Croat dispute over Bosnia-
Herzegovina, however, the Yugoslav government in
1971 conferred recognition on the Bosnian Muslims as
a nationality.

More recently, Bosnian nationalism has been closely
tied to Alija Izetbegovi¢ (b. 1925). Before the war he
was best known for his Islamic Declaration, which called
for Islamic renewal among the Bosnian Muslims. He
was accused by the Yugoslav Communist authorities of
promoting a purely Muslim Bosnia, and in 1983 was
sentenced to fourteen years in prison, of which he
served five. In 1990 Izetbegovic¢ was one of the founders
of the Party of Democratic Action (SDA), the main Bos-
nian Muslim party, and became the first elected presi-
dent of Bosnia-Herzegovina.

The recent war in Bosnia-Herzegovina, which began
in 1992 after that republic seceded from Yugoslavia, has
strengthened Bosnian Muslim identity. In 1993 Bosnian
Muslim leaders adopted “Bosniak” to denote the Bosnian
Muslim nationality. The central goal of Bosniak nation-
alism has been, as in the past, to preserve Bosnia’s terri-
torial integrity and the Bosniaks’ national rights within
that state. Since Bosniak nationalism has so recently been
forged in conflict against Serb and Croat nationalisms, it
does not appear that it will wane any time soon.

BOUCHARD, LUCIEN 1938—, Lucien Bouchard is an
eloquent and passionate speaker in both French and
English. Like most Quebequois of his generation, he
entered politics as a Liberal, but he was lured into the
Progressive Conservative Party (PC) by his ex-friend
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Brian Mulroney, who sent him to Paris as Canada’s
ambassador. In 1990 he became the founder and first
leader of a new party in the House of Commons, the
Bloc Québécois (BQ), composed originally of a break-
away group of nine PC and Liberal members of parlia-
ment (MP) from Quebec.

Because of their common goal of Quebec indepen-
dence, the Parti Québécois (PQ), which only competes
in Quebec provincial elections, supported the BQ,
which contests only federal parliamentary seats in Que-
bec, in the 1993 and 1997 Canadian elections. With the
PC collapsing, the BQ captured fifty-four of the seventy-
five seats in Quebec in 1993 and forty-four in 1997. All
but six of the MPs for the neophyte BQ were new to
Ottawa. Many spoke no English.

As a group, Bouchard’s BQ caucus members had little
in common other than their commitment to separate
from Canada. They were quick to learn how to operate
in parliament. As the second largest party in the House
of Commons in 1993, the BQ became the official oppo-
sition for four years. But Bouchard signaled the imper-
manence of his party in Ottawa by refusing to reside
in Stornaway, the mansion at the disposal of the op-
position leader. “We don’t intend to settle in Ottawa.
The presence of the Bloc in Ottawa is by definition
temporary.”

While leader of the opposition, he made official visits
to Paris and Washington to explain his party’s separatist
agenda. These caused outrage in the rest of Canada; the
Edmonton Sun described his Paris trip as a “one-finger
salute to the country.” In 1994 he nearly died from a
flesh-eating disease that cost him a leg. Rising from
doom, he enjoys considerable sympathy for his personal
courage and support for his milder form of Quebec
separatism, which allows for continued economic ties
with Canada.

In the lead-up to the 1995 Quebec provincial refer-
endum on independence, Bouchard had expressed his
opinion publicly that the separatist option should in-
clude close ties with Canada. He was able to persuade
then-PQ leader Jacques Parizeau to agree on a “soft”
referendum question that called for negotiating with
Ottawa on an economic and political partnership with
an independent Quebec.

The referendum results showed that a majority of
Quebec francophones support that concept. In the
campaign Parizeau stepped aside to allow Bouchard to
energize it. A charismatic master of lofty emotion, he
became a hero and savior in Quebec, the most popular
figure since René Lévesque (see separate entry). His
oratorical skill brought separatists within a whisker
of victory, winning 49.4 percent of the votes in a huge
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94 percent turnout. This was ten percentage points
higher than in 1980. As in 1980, the difference was
made by anglophones and immigrants, who voted over-
whelmingly against independence, while 60 percent of
francophones voted “yes.” Regarding the outcome in the
1995 Quebec referendum as a moral victory, Bouchard
evoked the memory of Lévesque by proclaiming: “Let
us keep the faith. The next time will be the right one.
And the next time may come sooner than people think.”

The day after the failed 1995 referendum on Quebec
independence, Jacques Parizeau announced his resig-
nation as premier. A confident Bouchard, who left his
post as BQ leader and took over the premiership of Que-
bec in early 1996, promised a new referendum. He de-
fiantly rejected any option but sovereignty, asserting
that “no one is going to get us into sterile discussions
we’ve been having for 30 years. No longer will sover-
eigntists be begging for anything from the rest of Can-
ada.” This attitude guarantees that Quebec will vigor-
ously test Canada’s fragile unity for many years. His
mother captured the mood of many Quebecois: “I've
never met an English-speaking Canadian. But I'm sure
they are as nice as any other foreigners.”

Approaching the November 1998 Quebec provincial
elections, Bouchard’s strategy was to say as little about
secession as possible while emphasizing the need to
shore up Quebec’s economy. The results pleased neither
him nor hard-line secessionists. Thanks to the single-
member constituency electoral system, his PQ won
seventy-six seats. The Liberals, led by Jean Charest,
former leader of the federal Conservatives, won only
forty-eight. But the perfectly bilingual Charest had
hammered at the dangers of another referendum and
won 43.7 percent of the popular votes, while the PQ
won only 42.7 percent. It is the popular vote that counts
in refenda. Including the 11.8 percent of voters choos-
ing the Democratic Action of Quebec Party (ADQ),
whose leader Mario Dumont called for a decade-long
referendum moratorium, a clear majority of Quebe-
quois voted against a referendum soon. Bouchard con-
cluded: “They like what we are doing as a government,
but they are not prepared to give us the conditions for
a referendum right now.” He therefore put the sover-
eignty issue temporarily on ice.

With the BQ and the Reform Party winning votes by
presenting radically conflicting views of Canada, it will
be difficult for Prime Minister Jean Chrétien or any
other federal politician to develop a national accord
on Quebec. The cracks in the Canadian federation are
wider than ever.

See Laurence Martin, The Antagonists: Lucien Bou-
chard and the Politics of Delusion (Viking, 1997).

BOURGUIBA, HABIB 1903 —, Prominent Tunisian na-
tionalist who led his country to independence from
French colonial rule in 1956, and president of Tunisia,
1957-1987. Born in Monastir, Tunisia, Bourguiba stud-
ied law in France, and began practicing in Tunis. He
quickly became involved in Tunisian politics, publish-
ing newspaper articles and participating in the emerg-
ing nationalist movement. Bourguiba and others were
disappointed by what they perceived as a lack of vigor
and determination within the ranks of Tunisia’s then
main nationalist party the Destour (Arabic for “consti-
tution”). He left the party in 1934 and helped establish
the Neo-Destour party, which, under his stewardship,
became the major political force of Tunisian national-
ism in the country’s struggle for independence. The
party attracted a large following, as Tunisians became
increasingly negative in their attitudes toward the
French protectorate and its policies.

Many of Bourguiba’s ideas charted the course of Tu-
nisian nationalism. In what was to become one of the
salient features of his political and cultural platform, he
emphasized in his speeches and writings that while Tu-
nisia sought its own independence from France, it did
not wish to abandon its cultural and economic ties with
the West. Bourguiba was nevertheless frequently ar-
rested and imprisoned by the French colonial authori-
ties during the 1930s in an attempt to curb his strong
personal influence, and reduce the Neo-Destour’s in-
creasing popularity within Tunisian society.

After World War 11, and following renewed French
harassment, Bourguiba fled to Cairo, where he con-
tinued to advocate Tunisia’s independence. France’s
decision to grant independence to Tunisia brought
Bourguiba to the negotiating table. During this period,
Bourguiba also managed to contain radical figures
within his own party, securing his own unchallenged
leadership position. After attaining independence in
1956, Bourguiba formed a government and, with the
abolishment of the monarchy in Tunisia in July 1957,
became president. He was reelected to this post several
times, and was proclaimed president for life in 1975.

Many of Bourguiba’s policies left an indelible mark
on Tunisia’s political landscape. He promoted a moder-
ate, pro-Western foreign policy, and distanced himself
from radical ideologies that underpinned several Arab
regimes in the 1960s, such as Egypt and Algeria. Do-
mestically, however, Bourguiba differed from his culti-
vated international liberal image. He maintained a one-
party political system, limited dissent, and feared strong
aides and associates undermining his position. Alarmed
by the rise of Islamic fundamentalism in the 1970s and
1980s, Bourguiba suppressed political Islamist activity



in Tunisia, in accordance with his earlier enacted laws
which restricted Islamic law and secured the supreme
position of the state’s secular laws and institutions.

Throughout the 1980s, the aging Bourguiba’s behav-
ior became increasingly erratic, as he appeared to be
losing his ability to rule. On November 7, 1987, he
was declared by physicians as unfit to retain his post,
due to poor health and senility, and according to the
provisions of the Tunisian constitution, was removed
from office and replaced by his prime minister, Zayn al-
Abidin Ben ‘Ali. Since 1987, Bourguiba has resided in
his native Monastir, and seldom appears in public. He
is still credited as the father of modern independent
Tunisia, and revered as the “Supreme Combatant” who
led the nationalist uprising against the French.

BRAZAUSKAS, ALGIRDAS 1932-, Lithuanian na-
tional ex-Communist leader, a construction engineer,
minister of Building Materials Industry, deputy chair-
man of the State Planning Committee, secretary of the
Central Committee for Industry and Economy of the
Lithuanian Communist Party (LCP), first secretary of
the Communist Committee of the LCP, deputy of the
Supreme Council of the USSR, deputy of the Supreme
Council of the Lithuanian SSR, later the Republic of
Lithuania, deputy prime minister, chairman of the Lith-
uanian Democratic Labor Party (former LCP), chairman
of the Seimas (Parliament) of the Republic of Lithuania,
and president of the Republic of Lithuania, the only
high ranking Communist Lithuanian to transform into a
democratic national leader, born in Rokiskis, Lithuania.

Brazauskas’s early career was typical of a Lithuanian
Communist of the post-Stalinist era, who climbed the
career ladder from the ranks of technical intelligentsia
to the top of the party due to his organizational skills
rather than ideological rhetoric, which used to be com-
mon practice. After graduating from the Kaunas Poly-
technical Institute in 1956, the year Lithuania broke
away from Stalin’s cult, Algirdas Brazauskas took up a
professional career as a construction engineer. In the
late 1950s and early 1960s, he was nominated for a
number of leading positions in state-owned construc-
tion companies in Lithuania.

He reached the top of the professional ladder in
1964, when he was appointed minister of Building Ma-
terials Industry. He subsequently became deputy chair-
man of the State Planning Committee in 1967. The next
promotion led up the political ladder. In 1977, Brazaus-
kas was recruited to the Central Committee (CC) of
the Lithuanian Communist Party (LCP). Secretary of
the CC of the LCP for almost eleven years (1977-1988),
he was responsible for the state-planned economy of
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the country. In fact, this post was even more important
than that of minister of economy. (Note that these posts
were totally dependent on the Moscow-based governing
bodies of the USSR.)

With the perestroika movement initiated by Gorba-
chev in 1985, Brazauskas stepped out from the shadow
of the Central Committee. In 1988, he was one of the
few members of the CC of the LCP who did not hesitate
to take part in the first political rallies organized by the
Lithuanian reform movement Sajudis, led by Vytautas
Landsbergis. Brazauskas soon became associated with
the progressive wing within the LCP. His activities leant
a lot of credit to the Communist Party and earned him
the post of first secretary of the Central Committee of
the LCP in 1988.

Being at the top of the country’s leadership in 1989,
Brazauskas made three unprecedented decisions that se-
cured him entry into Lithuanian history textbooks and
later ensured him popular support in presidential elec-
tions. First, the Vilnius Cathedral, which was regarded
by nationalists as a national shrine and which had been
closed by the regime in 1950, was handed back to the
Catholic Church. Second, the Lithuanian national flag
and anthem, which were banned in 1949, regained their
previous status, and, third, the Lithuanian language was
declared the only official language of the country.

At the end of 1989, Brazauskas took one more step
of the utmost importance: Under his leadership, the
Lithuanian Communist Party declared its secession
from the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. This
very action signaled a breakdown of the party structure,
the backbone of the Soviet regime. In protest to this,
Russian-speaking members of the LCP left the party and
declared their loyalty to the CP of the USSR. The newly
formed body was called the Lithuanian Communist
Party on the Platform of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union.

During 1988-1990, Brazauskas took a moderate
stance in Lithuanian politics. He spoke out for a greater
autonomy of the Lithuanian SSR within the Soviet
Union and advocated a step-by-step policy regarding a
bargain with Moscow.

According to his family, Brazauskas kept celebrating
Christmas at home during his term in office as secretary
of the CC of the LCP, a religious holiday banned by the
Communist authorities. All in all, Brazauskas can be re-
garded as a follower of the traditions of national Com-
munism set up by the long-lived first secretary of the
CC of the LCP, Antanas Snieckus, in the late 1960s and
the early 1970s. He tried to combine the positive aspects
of the Communist system and of Lithuanian national-
ism in a pragmatic way.
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In 1990, Brazauskas became chairman of the Su-
preme Council of the Lithuanian SSR, which was still
under control of the LCP. In March 1990, the first
democratic parliamentary elections in Lithuania swept
the Communists away from power. The members of
Sajudis, who won the elections, appointed Brazauskas
to the post of deputy prime minister in the first demo-
cratic government led by the ex-Communist economist
Kazimiera Prunskiene. In 1991, the cabinet was re-
shuffled leaving Brazauskas out of the government. He
joined the parliamentary opposition as chairman of the
Lithuanian Democratic Labor Party (LDLP), formerly
the LCP.

In the 1992 parliamentary elections, the LDLP led
by Brazauskas won the majority of seats. Brazauskas
was elected chairman of the Seimas (Parliament) of the
Republic of Lithuania. The next year he successfully
ran for the presidency in the direct-vote elections and
overwhelmingly defeated his rival Stasys Lozoraitis, an
American Lithuanian and former Lithuanian ambassa-
dor to the United States. In 1997, Brazauskas refused to
run for a second term saying that his Communist past
could be a burden for Lithuania as it stepped into a new
millenium. In 1998, the president handed over his office
to Valdas Adamkus, an American Lithuanian and for-
mer senior official in the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency.

BRETON NATIONALISM The term Breton refers to
the inhabitants and traditional language of Brittany, a
region of western France. Before being incorporated
into France in the 16th century, the Brittany peninsula
had developed its own culture and language, inherited
from Celtic invaders who had colonized the region be-
tween the 5th and 7th centuries. The relations between
semiautonomous Brittany and the central government
were thereafter marked by tensions and occasional up-
risings against French authority, the most famous of
which remains the bloody counterrevolutionary Chou-
ans revolt that began in 1793.

After the revolution the increasingly centralizing
French state attempted to impose French as the na-
tional language and sought to eradicate local vernacu-
lars. There was some resistance to this trend, and be-
tween the Revolution and the end of World War II,
Breton activists remained the most active of all French
ethnocultural minorities. The moderate Breton Region-
alist Union, the first modern Breton political group, was
formed in 1898, followed by the more radical separatist
Breton Nationalist Party in 1911.

A small Breton intellectual movement also persisted
as peninsular philologists and historians continued to
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write and publish in their traditional language. The
achievements of both political and literary/cultural
Breton groups nevertheless remained limited. French
linguistic standardization proceeded apace, and by the
post-World War II period Breton had nearly disap-
peared as a living language. A plan by the Parti National
Breton to seek independence by negotiating with the
Germans during World War II durably tarnished the
image of Breton separatism.

Alongside other minority languages and cultures,
Breton experienced a revival in the 1960s and 1970s.
Festivals, musical groups, and linguistic initiatives
emerged to bring back the language and celebrate
Breton culture and heritage. Breton language schools,
known as diwan schools, were created, the Cultural In-
stitute of Brittany was founded, and, more recently, a
comprehensive dictionary of the Breton language was
published.

More vocal and radical nationalist groups emerged in
Brittany during the 1960s, and some engaged in ter-
rorist activities, particularly after 1968, such as bomb-
ing French governmental buildings. Violent campaigns
continued and intensified until the late 1970s, carried
out for the most part by the Front de Libération de la
Bretagne. These culminated in the bombing of a wing of
the Versailles Palace in 1978.

A large number of small and ideologically diverse na-
tionalist groups emerged during that period. None of
these groups has thus far managed to elicit popular
support for anything more than cultural preservation.
The devolution of some powers by the central state to
regions since 1982 may have contributed to the decline
of the radical wing of the movement by allowing some
regional decision making. The entrenchment of regions
as political units and the sympathy of European in-
stitutions for infranational minorities may, however,
strengthen Breton nationalism in the long run.

The Breton language is presently spoken and written
by 100,000 and understood by perhaps 500,000 people.

Suggestion for further reading: Beer, William R., The
Unexpected Rebellion: Ethnic Activism in Contemporary
France (New York: New York University Press, 1980).

BREZHNEV, LEONID 1906-1982, General secretary
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union from 1964
to 1982, born in Dneprodzerzhinsk, Ukraine. His par-
ents were Russian, his father having arrived in the town
to work at the steel plant that had been constructed
in the Dnieper valley by a Franco-Belgian consortium.
Brezhnev was eleven at the time of the Soviet revolution
and would therefore have lived through those tumultu-
ous times, experiencing the social and economic tur-



moil that accompanied such a huge political upheaval
firsthand. Brezhnev’s first formal interaction with the
Communist Party was his enrollment in the commu-
nist youth league, Komsomol, in 1923. In 1931, after
being a candidate member for two years, Brezhnev be-
came a member of the Communist Party and eventually
worked his way up from being a regional first secretary
to chairman of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of
the USSR. Brezhnev was a key figure in Khrushchev’s
ouster in 1964 and worked quickly to consolidate his
new position as first secretary (later renamed general
secretary) of the Communist Party, which he held until
his death in November 1982.

Since the early years of the Soviet Union the Commu-
nist Party had put forward the argument that national
divisions would be overcome through a three-stage
evolutionary process of flourishing/rapprochement/
merger (ratsvet/sblizhenie/sliyanie). The Soviet nation-
alities policy was therefore said to be based on allowing
nationalities a certain degree of cultural autonomy
while at the same time promoting the coming together
of these nationalities, which would eventually lead
to the merging of nationalities and proletarian unity
within the Soviet state. Through most of the Brezhnev
period this line was followed with the exception of the
final term, the “merging” of nations. This was dropped
after 1969 and the concept of the emergence of a new
historical community of people, the “Soviet people”
(Sovetskii narod) came into vogue. This became no-
ticeable at the 1971 party congress where Brezhnev
reiterated the Khrushchev line of the “flourishing” and
“coming together” of the Soviet nationalities, while
also asserting that “In the years of socialist construc-
tion, a new historical community of people—the Soviet
people—arose in our country. New and harmonious
relations between classes and social groups, nations
and nationalities—relations of friendship and coopera-
tion—were born in joint labor, in the struggle for so-
cialism and in battles for its defense.”

This reference to the creation of the “Soviet people”
had a dual purpose. First, it fitted in with the new era
that was said to exist, that is, the period of “developed
socialism,” which was said to have superseded Khru-
shchev's “mature socialism.” The Soviet Union could
thus be shown to be steadily progressing toward a Com-
munist state. But in conjunction with references to the
“Soviet people” there was a noticeable absence of refer-
ences to the final “merging” of the nations. In this way
Brezhnev could proudly point to the success of social-
ism within the Soviet Union and also point to the prob-
lems still to be overcome in the nationality area without
contradicting himself. It was therefore wholly consis-
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tent to talk of the “Soviet people” and at the same time
state that “we don’t at all believe that nationality differ-
ences are disappearing in the Soviet Union, much less
that the merging of nations has occurred.”

The Soviet constitution of 1977 revitalized the na-
tionality question with certain factions proposing the
removal of the republics’ right to secede and thereby
making the federation a redundant notion. Brezhnev
appears to have advocated that the existing federal
structure be retained, which was, in any case, the final
outcome. Brezhnev made it evident in his constitution
speech that there had been serious discussion of this
issue with some comrades coming “to incorrect conclu-
sions” about the nationality question by suggesting the
concept of a “unified Soviet nation” via the liquidation
of “the Union and autonomous republics.”

Although the Brezhnev period continued much of
Khrushchev’s ideological initiatives on the nationality
question, in practice many of the benefits gained by
the nationalities during the Khrushchev period were
eventually lost under Brezhnev. In 1966 the Sovnarkoz
reforms initiated by Khrushchev, which established lo-
cal economic councils and therefore greater local au-
tonomy, were reversed by the reestablishment of all-
union and union republic ministries and the abolition
of the Central Committee bureaus for Central Asia and
the Transcaucasian republics. The trend toward recen-
tralization was further strengthened by the resolutions
of the Central Committee in February 1972. This meet-
ing agreed on an increase in centralization of economic
planning with a concomitant increase in territorial spe-
cialization, thereby emphasizing a division of labor be-
tween the republics. This erosion of local power was
worsened by Brezhnev’s policy of developing Siberia as
the driving force of the Soviet economy’s expansion.
In real terms this meant that the Russian Soviet Fed-
erated Socialist Republic was given economic priority
for development over, and at the expense of, the other
republics.

BRITISH COMMONWEALTH The Commonwealth
of Nations (until 1946 the British Commonwealth of
Nations) is a loose, voluntary association of the former
ruler and the ruled. It grew out of the special status Brit-
ain granted in 1931 through the Statute of Westminster
to four dependencies (Canada, Australia, New Zealand,
and South Africa), which had large European popula-
tions and were largely sovereign and self-ruling. When
many colonies demanded and won their independence
after World War 1I, those who wanted the benefit of
practical cooperation, friendship, trade, and investment
with Britain and with each other were invited to join
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regardless of whether they had republican or nonparlia-
mentary forms of government. Members, who by 2000
numbered fifty-one, are also free to leave the Common-
wealth, as the Republic of Ireland did in 1948. South
Africa also left in 1961 and Pakistan in 1972 although
both rejoined in 1994 and 1989, respectively.

The symbolic head is the British monarch, even
though some members are republics. Member states
regularly confer at biennial Commonwealth gatherings
held in various member countries. There are events
such as the Commonwealth Games (a mini-Olympics).
Citizens of Commonwealth countries enjoy certain
benefits in the United Kingdom, such as lower tuition
at British universities. A Commonwealth Secretariat
was created in London in 1965 to coordinate the asso-
ciations’ activities. Sometimes Britain must assume re-
sponsibilities under the aegis of the Commonwealth,
such as in helping to arrange a transition to democracy
in the tiny Caribbean island of Grenada after four years
of totalitarian rule and an invasion by the United States
and six other Caribbean island states.

Today the sun technically does not set on the British
empire. Ten dots on the map are still ruled by Britain:
Pitcairn in the south Pacific Ocean; Bermuda, British
Virgin Islands, Caymans, Leeward Islands, Turks, and
Caicos in the Caribbean area; the Falkland Islands and
St. Helena in the south Atlantic Ocean; Gibraltar in the
Mediterranean; and Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean.
However, because they are not sovereign states, they are
not members of the Commonwealth. The same applied
to Hong Kong. Painstaking negotiations with the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China (PRC) resulted in an agreement
that gave the PRC sovereignty over the colony in July
1997. Although China guaranteed Hong Kong’s capi-
talist economy and lifestyle for 50 years, Hong Kong
became a part of the PRC. It is thereby ineligible for
Commonwealth membership.

Britain faces alone the complicated problems that
concern the smaller enclaves it rules. Local inhabitants
in these smaller countries fear their larger neighbors
and look to Britain for protection. Britain has declared
that the principle of self-determination must not be vio-
lated and that the subject peoples can be absorbed by a
neighboring land only by their consent. The principle is
an admirable one, but it has a high cost. The 2100 in-
habitants of the Falklands, located off the Argentine
coast, called on Britain to defend them from Argentina
in 1982. Britain’s military victory did not convince
Argentina to renounce its claims to the islands. As a de-
terrent, London stations 2000 troops on the islands.
The 31,000 inhabitants of Gibraltar cling to their rock
and are largely self-ruling. But they rely on British pro-
tection because they are afraid of becoming a part of
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Spain. In 1985 the border between Gibraltar and Spain
was reopened, and discussions over its sovereignty and
eventual disposition continue. Finally, Northern Ire-
land is a part of the United Kingdom and is therefore
disqualified from Commonwealth association, except
through London.

BRITISH EMPIRE Imperial expansion was critical to
the self-definition of the British as a people. In a highly
complex discourse that included literature, political
tracts, religious ephemera, and fiction, the British propa-
gated the idea that the spread of the British Empire was
critical for the spread of civilization throughout the
globe. The guiding principle of British expansion was
that of bringing “Christianity, Civilization, and Com-
merce” and was best expressed by the notion of a
“White Man’s Burden” to bring civilization and enlight-
enment to the benighted nations around the globe.

The ideology behind the expansion of the British
Empire always involved a strong element of racism. The
British envisioned a world in which Britain, the white
dominions of Australia, Canada, New Zealand, and
South Africa, and the United States would in concert
undertake to ensure the peace and prosperity of the
world under Anglo-Saxon hegemony. The identity of
race and language was held as the first principle and
race was exalted as the basis of Greater Britain.

The second motivating principle behind the expan-
sion of the British nation was that of commercial gain.
The British incorporated large tracts of India, Africa,
and Asia into their imperial domain and these areas
were critical sites both for the production of raw mate-
rials as well as for the export of finished goods. Thus,
racial and religious ideologies were marshaled in de-
fense of a British global economic dominance.

British nationalism found expression in a variety
of cultural practices such as the Boy Scouts, which
purported to train young British lads for a lifetime of
service to the Empire; sports and games, which were
thought to equip young men for the demands of ruling
an empire; and popular literature. Writers such as Rider
Haggard, Rudyard Kipling, and John Buchan used the
exploits of their fictional heroes to inculcate young
readers with a belief in the necessity of empire and cer-
tainty in the supremacy of the Anglo-Saxon race.

Key works on the British Empire include those by
Lawrence James, The Rise and Fall of the British Empire
(St. Martin’s 1999), and Ronald Human, Britain’s Impe-
rial Century, 1815-1914 (Batsford, 1976).

BRITISH NATIONALISM Britons seldom speak of

“British nationalism.” Those nations that do normally
had to fight for their independence from a foreign ruler.



The British never had to do this, as did the Americans
or the Irish. Nor has Britain experienced a political
revolution in the modern age that would have caused
them to ask themselves such fundamental questions as
who they are and what their rights are. The very name
of their country, United Kingdom, indicates the join-
ing of various peoples in one political entity. It im-
plies diversity in a state in which one can be English,
Scot, Welsh, Northern Irish, or a descendent of one of
Britain's former colonial peoples while carrying a Brit-
ish passport and obeying laws and regulations estab-
lished by supranational institutions of the European
Union (EU).

There are occasional displays of overt British pride.
An exhilarated population celebrated enthusiastically
when victory in Europe was achieved in 1945. In 1952
most British observed with reverence the coronation
of Queen Elizabeth II, who succeeded her father,
George VI, on the throne. The monarch symbolizes the
unity of the country and the continuous thread through
a millennium of English history. She is the focus of na-
tional pride. Politics touches not only the mind, but also
the heart. She helps provide her subjects with an emo-
tional attachment to their country. She is therefore an
important cornerstone for the kind of low-keyed, but
deeply rooted patriotism that most English share.

In 1982 Argentine troops invaded and captured a
small group of offshore islands that had long been set-
tled and ruled by the British. Prime Minister Margaret
Thatcher galvanized the nation with her firmness and
resolution in organizing the recapture of the Falklands
Islands. The British basked again briefly in imperial
glory. An overwhelming majority of them applauded
their leader for her ability to deal with a crisis and win
back control of the islands, albeit at tremendous finan-
cial cost. The Falklands War boosted her Conservative
Party’s popularity. Sensing the political winds blowing
briskly at her back, she called an early election and
won an astonishing electoral triumph in June 1983. Her
leadership image, established in the Falklands War, was
an invaluable political asset. In 1991 Britain’s participa-
tion in the war to drive Iraq out of Kuwait was solidly
supported at home. The United Kingdom sent a power-
ful contingent of land, air, and naval forces to contrib-
ute to the stunning victory. The same applied in 1999
to Britain's part in stopping Serb atrocities in Kosovo.

In the 21st century at least three factors soften or
complicate feelings of British nationalism: devolution,
integration with Europe, and the transformation of Brit-
ain into a multicultural and multiracial society. Under
Prime Minister Tony Blair, whose New Labour govern-
ment was elected in 1997, the British government trans-
ferred important powers to Northern Ireland, Scotland,
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and Wales. By the end of the 20th century all three had
their own elected parliaments. The Scots and Welsh
have their own languages that are being revived with
some success. They have their own brand of national-
ism and nationalist parties that do well in elections (see
entries on “Welsh Nationalism” and “Scottish National-
ism”). Welsh nationalism is tied to the Welsh language
and is alive though not robust. The language motive is
weaker in Scotland, and unlike in Northern Ireland,
there is no religious motive. Alex Salmond, leader of the
Scottish Nationalist Party (SNP), remarked that “we are
a mongrel nation.” All three peoples have a separate
identity that competes with their British one. On top of
that they are part of a country that is integrating more
and more with Europe; that is an additional identity
that challenges their being primarily British.

For centuries Britain was a global power, whose in-
terest in Europe was merely to prevent any one power
or combination of powers from upsetting the military
balance there and dominating the entire continent. Now
its focus is increasingly on Europe. This is true despite
the fact that the British are more sensitive and cautious
about relinquishing their sovereignty and currency to
supranational authorities in Brussels and Frankfurt
than are many other EU members. In 1973 the United
Kingdom entered the EU, a move that has had a dra-
matic impact on its economy. The EU now buys 43 per-
cent of British exports, compared to 31 percent in 1972.
In practice, British governments have tended to put
British interests ahead of European interests. They have
been cool on a common EU energy policy, a directly
elected European Parliament, and Economic and Mone-
tary Union (EMU). Britain has shown little interest in
deepening or expanding European integration. Prime
Minister Thatcher successfully reduced the British con-
tribution to the EU budget. She argued that it is no time
to create new bureaucracies and weaken national parlia-
ments just when Eastern European nations are digging
themselves out from underneath their bureaucracies
and breathing new life into their legislatures. At the his-
toric 1991 summit in Maastricht, Britain agreed to
greater economic and political union on the condition
that the United Kingdom could “opt out” of a single Eu-
ropean currency if it chose; “opt outs” are designed to
protect a country’s sovereignty. After much agony, par-
liament finally accepted the treaty in 1993. Neverthe-
less, the Conservative Party’s feuding over Europe
dragged it down in the polls and was an important rea-
son why it was trounced in the 1997 elections. There is
no consensus in Britain on integration with Europe.

The Labour government is more supportive of
greater British participation in a more united Europe
although Prime Minister Blair promises to put British
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interests firstand to have areferendum before ever scrap-
ping pound sterling and adopting the Euro. He decided
that the United Kingdom would not join the first wave of
monetary union. One of his first acts was to make the
Bank of England more independent of the government.
Such independence for central banks is one of the EU’s
prerequisites for participation in the common currency.
His government also made the European Human Rights
Charter enforceable in British courts.

The rapidity with which Britain has become a mul-
ticultural and multiracial society profoundly affects the
way many residents of Great Britain understand who is
“British.” For 900 years Britain had experienced almost
no immigration, except from Ireland. Now it is no
longer a racially homogenous society. As a consequence
of decolonization, especially since the 1960s, Asians
and blacks poured into Britain from India, Pakistan, Af-
rica, and the Caribbean. By the end of the 20th century
the population was 7 percent nonwhite (half of them
Asians of Indian, Pakistani, and Bangladeshi descent).
This percentage is likely to grow because of the declin-
ing birth rate of white Britons.

Some whites have reacted negatively to the visibly
different newcomers in their midst. Because of com-
plaints that this demographic change was happening
too quickly, immigration was restricted by the 1981
British Nationality Act. The number of successful appli-
cants for British citizenship in 1993 was the lowest in
more than a decade. Britain is now faced with the diffi-
cult problem of integrating large groups of nonwhite
minorities, who tend to be concentrated in the decaying
inner cities, even though there is less residential segre-
gation by race in Britain than in the United States. Such
concentration gives the impression that the minority
presence in the United Kingdom is far greater than it
actually is. A fifth of London’s population belongs to an
ethnic minority, and that figure will rise to a third by
the year 2010. Having come to the United Kingdom
much later than the forebears of African Americans,
they often speak little or no English, worship religions
that are unfamiliar to most British, and dress or groom
themselves in very different fashion from the rest of the
population.

British blacks have not penetrated the top levels of
business, the professions, judiciary, or the cabinet, as
the American black élite has. Only 1 percent of soldiers
is from a minority, compared with 5 percent of civil ser-
vants. This may change as a result of an increase in non-
white enrollment at British universities; 12 percent of
students are from ethnic minorities, almost double their
representation in the overall population.

Some white British became uneasy about being
swamped by immigrants, and this strengthened intol-

erant and exclusive nationalist sentiments. Young white
gangs of “skinheads” and the “punk-rock” and “heavy-
metal” set derive morbid amusement from “Paki-
bashing.” Those whites who want to exploit the rising
racial tensions, such as the neo-Nazi British National
Party, seldom find favor with voters. Violent outbreaks
often stem from youth unemployment and disillusion-
ment, poor living conditions, racial discrimination, and
inefficient police practices. The unarmed Bobbies, who
always seemed to symbolize British tact and tolerance,
have been severely criticized for alleged racism, arro-
gance, and brutality. They are regarded with distrust
and suspicion in many nonwhite areas. In an effort to
improve their public image, the London Metropolitan
Police has begun to recruit more black policemen. De-
plorable race riots helped raise the awareness of the
extent to which racial problems fester in a society in
which many citizens have not yet accepted the fact of a
multiracial Britain. There is no consensus among Brit-
ons about race relations.

The spread of the kind of electorally significant anti-
immigrant sentiment and support for racist right-wing
parties seen on the continent has been prevented. This
is due to a combination of tough anti-immigration poli-
cies, unusually detailed laws against racial discrimina-
tion, and the fact that legal immigrants have always
been treated not as migrant workers but as permanent
settlers, with automatic rights to vote, to run for office,
and to claim social security benefits. Three-fourths of
blacks are British citizens, and most of the rest are Com-
monwealth citizens who can vote in Britain. It has been
difficult to integrate blacks and Asians into the political
process, except in direct defense of their own interests.
But there has been progress. Nonwhites have visible
positive role models in sports and the arts, and more are
succeeding in business and the professions. There are
grounds for optimism that the lauded English tolerance
and gradualism will lead more British to accept the im-
migrants and their children as nonwhite Britons.

The election of regional parliaments in Scotland,
Wales, and Northern Ireland, the magnetic pull of Eu-
rope, and the undigested heterogeneity of British soci-
ety make it less likely than ever that a demonstrative
British nationalism will reemerge in the 21st century.

BULGARIAN NATIONALISM Modern Bulgarian na-
tionalism emerged in the 19th century, and was defined
initially by its struggle for religious emancipation from
the Greek-dominated Ecumenical Patriarchate of the
Orthodox Church, based in Constantinople, and Otto-
man Turkish political power. The Bulgars were in a less
favorable position than most other Balkan nationalities.
Politically they were more directly exposed to Ottoman



power than other Balkan nations; they were territorially
close to Constantinople, the seat of the Ottoman Turk-
ish goverment, and Bulgaria was vital to the Ottomans
for strategic purposes. In cultural and religious terms,
on the other hand, the Bulgars were under the control
of the patriarchate in Constantinople. The Bulgarian
Orthodox Church, founded in the 13th century and
based in Ohrid (Macedonia), had been subjected to
Greek domination soon after the Ottoman conquest and
was abolished in 1767.

Bulgarian nationalism, like other East Central Euro-
pean nationalisms, proceeded through a number of
stages, the first of which was the literary and cultural
awakening of the early and mid-19th century. The small
Bulgarian merchant class and nationally conscious Bul-
garian Orthodox clergy supported the creation of Bul-
garian schools, the first of which were founded in the
1830s. As the educational and cultural awakening de-
veloped, Bulgarian nationalism evolved into a struggle
for an autocephalous Bulgarian Orthodox Church, led
by Bishop Ilarion Makariopolsky. The 1860s was a de-
cade of intense religious struggle between the Bulgar
and Greek clergy. In 1870 the Ottoman government,
under Russian diplomatic pressure, established the Bul-
garian Exarchate, an autonomous ecclesiastical organi-
zation that encompassed most Bulgars. By the 1890s the
exarchate had, with Ottoman approval, expanded to in-
clude most of Macedonia within its jurisdiction.

The political struggle of Bulgarian nationalism for an
independent Bulgaria was a much more complicated af-
fair. During the Eastern Crisis of 1875-1878, rebellions
against Ottoman Turkish rule broke out in the Balkans,
from Bosnia-Herzegovina to Bulgaria. In 1877, Russia
went to war against the Ottoman empire, ostensibly to
secure the rights of the Bulgarians and other Orthodox
Christians. Under Russian pressure, the Ottoman gov-
ernment signed the Treaty of San Stefano (March 3,
1878), which stipulated the creation of a Great Bulgar-
ian state, including present-day Bulgaria, Macedonia,
and Dobrudja. Because of Great Power, especially Brit-
ish and Austro-Hungarian pressure, the San Stefano
treaty was never implemented.

Under the terms of the Congress of Berlin (June
1878), which superseded San Stefano, Bulgaria was di-
vided into two parts. Bulgaria proper, north of the Bal-
kan mountains and south of the Danube, was given au-
tonomy within the Ottoman empire, paid an annual
tribute to the sultan, and received a European prince,
Alexander of Battenberg (1878-1885). The other area,
Eastern Rumelia, became a semiautonomous unit of the
Ottoman empire under European Great Power admin-
istration. Bulgarian nationalists resented the terms im-
posed by the Congress of Berlin, and regarded the San
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Stefano frontiers as Bulgaria’s legitimate and natural
borders. San Stefano had an important impact on the
evolution of Bulgarian nationalism, for the goal of all
Bulgarian nationalists remained the creation of a San
Stefano Great Bulgaria.

In 1885 a revolt broke out in Eastern Rumelia de-
manding the region’s unification with Bulgaria. This in
fact occurred, and represented a step toward Bulgarian
unification. Bulgaria also obtained a new ruler in Fer-
dinand of Saxe-Coburg (1887-1918). In September
1908 Bulgaria declared independence from the Otto-
man empire, exploiting the chaos in Constantinople
that was caused by the Young Turk revolution.

The proclamation of independence did not appease
Bulgarian nationalism, for all Bulgarian nationalists as-
pired to create a Great Bulgarian state, including, above
all, Macedonia. Since the late 19th century both the
Bulgarian exarchate and autonomous government had
been active in promoting Bulgarian propaganda in Mac-
edonia, attempting to convince the Macedonian Slav
population that they were in fact Bulgars. But in Mace-
donia, Bulgarian nationalism ran into not only the na-
tive Macedonian nationalist movement, but the com-
peting demands of Greek and Serbian nationalism.

Although Bulgaria, Serbia, and Greece had signed
political and military alliances in 1912, aimed against
the Ottoman empire, the three powers could not resolve
their differences over Macedonia. During the First Bal-
kan War (1912-1913), Bulgaria, Serbia, Greece, and
Montenegro succeeded in occupying most of the Otto-
man empire’s Balkan territories. Bulgaria feared the loss
of Macedonia to Greece and Serbia, however, which
prompted it to attack its erstwhile allies. This led to the
Second Balkan War (1913), which Bulgaria lost. The
Second Balkan War was disastrous for Bulgaria; it was
forced to cede most of Macedonia to Serbia and Greece,
and the southern Dobrudja region to Romania.

A Great Bulgarian state seemed elusive, and Bulgaria
emerged from the Balkan Wars as a revisionist power.
That explains why, during World War I, Bulgaria joined
the Central Powers (Germany, Austria-Hungary, Tur-
key). In 1915 Bulgaria was promised all of Macedonia
for her entry into the war. Once again, however, a Great
Bulgarian state proved ephemeral. The Treaty of Neuilly
(November 27, 1919) stipulated that Bulgaria pay a
war indemnity, return western Thrace to Greece, Do-
brudja to Romania, and, most importantly, Macedonia
to the new Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes
(“Yugoslavia”).

In the interwar era (1918-1941) Bulgarian national-
ism remained a potent political force, nurtured on the
losses that the country had experienced in the Balkan
Wars and World War 1. When the first postwar premier,
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Alexander Stamboliski (1919-1923), attempted to pur-
sue a conciliatory foreign policy vis-a-vis the new Yugo-
slav state, he was assassinated by members of the Internal
Macedonian Revolutionary Organization (VMRO),
which had the tacit approval of the Bulgarian military.
Only in the context of World War 11, as an Axis ally, was
Bulgaria able again briefly to annex Macedonia (1941-
1944). Since 1945 Bulgarian nationalists have largely re-
signed themselves to the loss of Macedonia, which Bul-
garia officially recognized in 1992 as an independent
state.

BUNGE, ALEJANDRO 1880-1943, Argentine econo-
mist. Educated in his native Buenos Aires and in Ger-
many, Bunge was the foremost intellectual representa-
tive of the 1920s and 1930s reaction against the open,
agrarian, exports-led model of economic development
that had spurred Argentina’s expansion from the late
19th century on; he favored a more active role for the
state in the promotion of local industries. A leader of
the Social Catholic movement, he directed the Circulos
de Obreros Catolicos between 1912 and 1916, confront-
ing both liberals and socialists in numerous debates
about labor policies.

Bunge began his career in public administration as
director of statistics of the National Department of La-
bor between 1913 and 1915, later becoming director of
the Office of Statistics between 1915 and 1920 and 1923
and 1925. In 1918 he founded the influential Revista
de Economia Argentina, a forum for the new economic
ideas, which he directed for more than two decades.
Bunge also taught economics at the universities of Bue-
nos Aires and La Plata and wrote several books, among
which La Economia Argentina (1928-1930) and Una
Nueva Argentina (1940) showed the keenest insight.

BUTHELEZI, MANGOSUTHU 1928-, Son of Chief
Mathole and Princess Constance Magogo Zulu is the
leader of the Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP), a political
party that claims to represent the ethnic claims of the
Zulu-speaking people of South Africa. Buthelezi and
the IFP enjoy their strongest support in the region of
the country in which it was formed, Natal. Most of
South Africa’s Zulu-speaking African population is con-
centrated in natal (75 percent of the total). And about
90 percent of the Africans resident in the province are
Zulu speaking.

Buthelezi has always maintained the legitimacy of his
rule based on the fact that he is the great grandson of
King Cetshwayo kaMpande and the daughter of a prin-
cess. However, his rise to power cannot be understood
outside of the rise of bantustan legislative assemblies as
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part of the administrative machinery of the apartheid
state. The Bantu Authorities Act of 1951 reaffirmed and
redefined the role of chiefs and the tribe as the base
of an administrative pyramid. On September 6, 1957,
Buthelezi was officially installed as a chief and thus be-
came an official mouthpiece of the Bantu authorities
and began working within the apartheid “separate de-
velopment” framework.

The Zulu nationalism expounded by Buthelezi and
his party cannot be separated from the promotion and
defense of free market capitalism and commercial inter-
ests. The desire for the African petty bourgeoisie in Na-
tal to defend its interests in the 1920s and 1930s found
expression in the promotion of Zulu identity through
means of the first Zulu political movement, which bore
the name Inkatha. The first Inkatha constitution, writ-
ten in 1928, was drawn up by a white lawyer, based in
Durban, at the instigation of sugar interests in Natal.
The document ensured that the interests of the conser-
vative African petty bourgeoisie and tribal élites were
firmly entrenched in Inkatha. On March 22, 1975, In-
katha YaKwazulu (Inkatha of the Zulu people) was re-
vived in Natal. By the time the first copies of its consti-
tution were published the name had changed to Inkatha
Yesizwe (Inkatha of the Nation). The reformed Inkatha,
no less than its predecessor, used appeals to a separate
Zulu identity, which excluded others outside of the
Zulu nation.

Throughout the apartheid era, the IFP clashed
heavily with its main political rival, the African Na-
tional Congress (ANC). These conflicts were most often
portrayed as ethnic or tribal antagonisms between Zulu-
speaking people and other ethnic groups. However, the
differences between the ANC and the IFP go far beyond
issues of ethnic nationalism. The two parties differ fun-
damentally not only on matters of what role ethnicity
should play in national politics, but also on matters of
economic ideology. Despite the large numbers of Zulu-
speaking workers who are members, the IFP, like the
Inkatha of old, represents the interests of capital and
espouses a free market ideology.

In the postapartheid era Inkatha has continued to es-
pouse Zulu separatism and has vehemently opposed the
policies of its chief rival, the ruling ANC. In the weeks
leading up to the election it was feared that Buthelezi
and the IFP would boycott the election and, further,
would agitate for an independent Zulu state within the
union. Since the collapse of apartheid, Buthelezi and his
movement have witnessed a steady erosion in their le-
gitimacy as the ANC’s ideology of nonracialism and its
project of cross-racial nation building have proved to
have more popular ideological appeal.



CALHOUN, JOHN C. 1782-1850, U.S. statesman,
was born near Abbeville, South Carolina. Calhoun
served as U.S. senator, secretary of war, and vice presi-
dent under presidents John Quincy Adams and Andrew
Jackson, but he is best remembered as a leading propo-
nent of states’ rights and the author of the doctrine of
nullification.

In his early career, Calhoun was a staunch national-
ist. As a leader of the “War Hawks,” he strongly sup-
ported the War of 1812 with Great Britain. After the
war’s conclusion he became one of the leading advo-
cates of Henry Clay’s American System, a form of eco-
nomic nationalism that sought to promote the commer-
cial interests of the United States by imposing high
tariffs on imported foreign manufactures, improving
transportation links between the factories of the East
and the plantations and farms of the South and West,
and reestablishing the Bank of the United States as the
cornerstone of a national banking system. As secretary
of war from 1817 to 1825, he played a major role in
modernizing the nation’s armed forces.

Calhoun’s retreat from nationalism began after the
high tariffs of the 1820s aroused great opposition in
South Carolina and other southern states. The tariff bill
of 1828 was known throughout the South as the “Tariff
of Abominations” because it greatly increased the prices
southerners paid for manufactured goods without pro-
tecting southern agriculture from foreign competition.
Despite his ambition to become president, Calhoun
ceased supporting high tariffs and other nationalizing
measures and instead sought ways to rid the South of
this noxious problem. His solution was nullification, a
theory that he began to voice publicly in 1832. He used
as a starting point the position espoused in the Virginia
and Kentucky Resolutions of 1798, which asserted a
state’s right to nullify an act of Congress, in this case the
Alien and Sedition Acts, thus rendering it null and void

within its borders. Calhoun declared that, although
courts could offer their opinions as to the constitution-
ality of congressional action, the power to nullify such
action on the grounds of unconstitutionality lay entirely
with the states. He further believed that only a consti-
tutional amendment, which required a two-thirds vote
in both the House and Senate and ratification by three-
fourths of the states, could force an individual state to
abide by an act that it found abhorrent. Although Cal-
houn’s theory of nullification was popular throughout
his home state—South Carolina nullified the tariff bill
of 1832, which led to the passage of a compromise tariff
the next year—no other southern state embraced his
doctrine and most rejected it outright.

When slavery became a major political issue after the
Mexican War, Calhoun became more and more an ad-
vocate of regionalism over nationalism. As one of the
leading advocates of the proslavery stand, Calhoun ar-
gued that the federal government merely acted as the
agent of the several states, particularly in the case of the
territories acquired during the war. Instead of conced-
ing to Congress the right to regulate slavery in these
lands, he argued that the territories were owned jointly
by all the states and that the federal government had no
right to prohibit a citizen of any state from carrying his
property, including slaves, into any of the territories. As
the national debate over the expansion of slavery into
the territories became increasingly contentious, he pro-
posed to safeguard the economic interests of the South
by abandoning nationalism altogether. Inspired by the
precedent set by republican Rome, whose government
was headed by two tribunes, Calhoun called for a con-
stitutional amendment creating a dual presidency. The
approval of both presidents, one of whom would be
elected from the South and the other from the North,
would be required to enact a congressional bill.

Calhoun offers an interesting example of a politician
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whose views on nationalism evolved during his career.
Like many other southerners, Calhoun became increas-
ingly disenchanted with a strong national U.S. govern-
ment because he perceived that government’s policies to
be increasingly inimical to the economic interests of his
region.

Biographies include those by Irving H. Bartlett, Cal-
houn: A Biography (1993); John Niven, John C. Cal-
houn and the Price of Union (1988); Merrill D. Peter-
son, The Great Triumvirate: Webster, Clay, and Calhoun
(1987); and Charles M. Wiltse, John C. Calhoun (3 vols.,
1944-1951).

CAMBODIAN NATIONALISM  Cambodia, also known
as the Kingdom of Cambodia (1970-76), the Khmer Re-
public (1976-1979), Democratic Kampuchea (1979-
1989), or the People’s Republic of Kampuchea, is a
country in the southwestern Indochinese peninsula of
Southeast Asia with a complicated and violent history
in the 20th century. It is still in a state of flux at the time
of this writing.

Cambodia, or Khmer, was once a thriving empire
that encompassed much of the Indochinese peninsula
from the 11th to the 13th centuries including much of
present-day Vietnam, Laos, and Thailand, so that its
cultural influence over the region was substantial.

In 1954 Prince Sihanouk’s government was recog-
nized as the legitimate authority of the nation at a Ge-
neva Conference trying to settle the so-called First
Indochina War. The purpose of the decision was to pre-
vent the Viet Minh from gaining power over any sec-
tions of Cambodia as they had in Laos.

Sihanouk was not universally liked in his own coun-
try, however, where both Democrats and Communists
opposed his authoritarianism. He abdicated his throne
in March 1955 to his father, Norodom Suramarit, and
mobilized a political movement, the Sangkum Reastr
Nium (“People’s Socialist Community”), drawing people
away from the powerful Democrats. Elections took place
later in the year, with widely reported abuses by Siha-
nouk’s police. His party won every seat in the National
Assembly and he took power and retained it until he was
overthrown in 1970.

Worried about both his U.S.-backed neighbors of
Thailand and South Vietnam, and the possibility of be-
ing overrun by a unified Vietnam under Communist
control, he declared neutrality in international affairs.
Sihanouk broke off relations with the United States in
1965, however, and concluded secret agreements with
the North Vietnamese, allowing them to station troops
on Cambodian territory. The agreement resulted in an
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American invasion and bombing of eastern Cambodia
in 1970.

In March 1970 the National Assembly voted to re-
move Sihanouk from office while he was out of the
country visiting the Soviet Union. The ousted leader
sought the assistance of the Chinese and allied himself
with the Cambodian Communist forces, who had been
his bitter enemy just a few days before.

After a devastating civil war Lon Nol’s regime in
Phnom Penh collapsed despite large quantities of Ameri-
can aid, and the victorious Communist forces ordered
the urban inhabitants to leave immediately for the coun-
tryside. Many of them died in forced marches, and some
of those who survived may have envied the dead.

A long decade of civil war ensued with devastating
results, subsiding only toward the end of the 1980s
when international pressure was brought to bear. The
Vietnamese forces withdrew, the U.S. initiated an eco-
nomic boycott of the country, and the United Nations
moved in to broker a settlement among the various
competing factions. Although not entirely successful
by any means, some relief was brought by the United
Nations actions that included establishing a Supreme
National Council that included all four major factions
fighting the civil war and the introduction of UN peace-
keeping forces.

CANADIAN NATIONALISM  In many ways the term
Canadian nationalism is an oxymoron. The geographi-
cal size of Canada and the diversity of its people have
conspired to inhibit any strong manifestations of na-
tionalism. The fact that Canada is composed of at least
four very different elements—the native peoples (often
referred to as First Nations), French-speaking Canadi-
ans (those living within the borders of Quebec are most
commonly referred to as Quebecois), English-speaking
Canadians, and recent immigrants—appears to be one
of the major obstacles facing nationalist mobilizers.

In fact, it could be argued that with the possible
exception of recent immigrants, who spend much of
their time trying to assimilate into either Quebec- or
English-speaking Canadian society, each of the other
three groups considers itself a distinct nation. It has
been observed that in the case of French speakers in
Quebec, for example, the Quebecois are a nation with-
out a state, while English-speaking Canadians as a
whole, have a state without a nation. For that reason,
virtually every discussion of nationalism in Canada is
overshadowed by a form of nationalism that is both
more prevalent and powerful; that is to say, it is over-
shadowed by Quebec nationalism.



Yet, there have been some expressions, however
faint, of English-speaking Canadian nationalism since
the Act of Confederation in 1867. At the turn of the cen-
tury, for example, while Liberal Prime Minister Wilfred
Laurier was in power, a debate began between those
who wanted to pursue ever closer ties to Great Britain
(often labeled “imperialists”) and those who wished to
see Canada seek greater political, economic, and cul-
tural autonomy from the British Empire. Both world
wars appear to have solved that dispute in favor of the
latter, as Britain commenced its decline, and the United
States its rise, as a world power. American capital began
to flood into Canada in the form of direct investment,
and along with it came American cultural influence,
almost impossible to stop because the two countries
speak the same language. As a result of these two long-
term trends—the growing economic dominance of the
Canadian economy by Americans and the influx of
American cultural products—things came to a head in
the 1960s and 1970s, as Canada witnessed its strongest
expression of English-speaking Canadian nationalism
since Confederation.

Couched in terms of increased economic and cul-
tural independence from the United States, the cultural
and economic nationalism of this time was confined
to a relatively small group of university professors,
publishers, writers, journalists, and artists. On the one
hand, Canadian cultural nationalists fretted over the in-
fluence that American culture was having on Canadian
society (usually accompanied by slogans such as “Yan-
kee Go Home”), and worked to develop and preserve a
distinct set of uniquely Canadian social and cultural
values. Canadian economic nationalists, on the other
hand, concentrated on pushing the federal government
to implement polices (including trade tariffs and in-
vestment quotas) that would reduce foreign investment
in Canada and foster a strong, Canadian-controlled,
economy.

Yet in spite of the objections of both cultural and eco-
nomic nationalists during the time, the mid-1980s saw
a marked shift away from protectionism in both eco-
nomic and cultural matters, toward a more “continen-
talist” position. In 1987, for example, Conservative
Prime Minister Brian Mulroney signed the Free Trade
Agreement (FTA) with American President Ronald Rea-
gan. The FTA effectively opened the economic and cul-
tural borders between the two countries, undermining
the hopes of nationalists of stemming the tide of Ameri-
can influence.

Canadian nationalism, therefore, especially since the
1960s, has been limited to preserving Canadian eco-
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nomic and cultural identity against the influence of the
larger American market. This would explain, as well,
the predominantly anti-American tone of much of Ca-
nadian nationalism. What has spurred Canadian na-
tionalism more than anything else has been a fear that
once cultural and economic sovereignty disappear, po-
litical independence will soon follow.

For an overview of the history of the Canadian iden-
tity see The Canadian Identity by historian W. L. Morton
(University of Toronto Press, 1961). In 1965 Canadian
philosopher George Grant wrote Lament for a Nation:
The Defeat of Canadian Nationalism (McClelland & Stew-
art), considered by many to be the defining text on Ca-
nadian nationalism. Historian Ramsay Cook’s Canada,
Quebec and the Uses of Nationalism (second edition,
McClelland & Stewart, 1986) is an excellent examina-
tion of both Québec and Canadian nationalism. Finally,
Jack Granatstein’s Yankee Go Home? Canadians and Anti-
Americanism (HarperCollins, 1996) is a look at the anti-
American tendencies in Canadian nationalism.

CAPITALISM  Capitalism is a social system in which
human needs are met through exchanges of commodi-
ties within a marketplace. The basic unit of value un-
der capitalism is the commodity—any good or service
whose exchange yields its owner a profit. The basic me-
dium of such transactions is money, which becomes the
measuring rod by which profit and loss are calculated.
The basic source of value under capitalism is human
labor. A social system can be described as capitalist if
profit-seeking exchanges of goods, money, and human
labor become the typical means by which resources are
allocated.

The exchange of goods, money, and human labor are
elements of capitalism as well as such noncapitalist so-
cial systems as feudalism, state socialism, and various
forms of patrimonialism. What differentiates capitalism
is the primacy of impersonal, rationalized profit seeking
over alternative modes of exchange. Comparative his-
torical analyses and social scientific research have pro-
duced a rich variety of discussions of how exchanges
were conducted in noncapitalist social systems. One
classic noncapitalist case is the Kula ring, a closed trade
circuit anthropologist Bronislaw Malinowski (1922) ob-
served in the north Melanesian region surrounding the
Trobriand Islands. The Kula ring’s basic unit of value—
and the medium through which many intercommunal
transactions were initiated—was polished shell neck-
laces and bracelets, each of which was given a name, a
personality, and a history of its own. These objects
were exchanged annually by permanent, life-long
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trading partners dispersed throughout a vast island ar-
chipelago. Bargaining over the number of objects given
or received was prohibited, as was removing them from
the circuit. The principles of exchange in the Kula trad-
ing network serve as a useful contrast to capitalism,
where transactions of most resources are profit seeking,
impersonal, and mediated by money.

Capitalism first emerged during the early modern pe-
riod (ca. 1450-1700) in Western Europe, where it fueled
the emergence of nation-states as well as nationalist ide-
ologies. However, its relationship to nationalism has
been the subject of considerable scholarly debate. In
particular, neoclassical economists and Marxists have
proposed very different general theories regarding capi-
talism’s effect on political systems.

Neoclassical theory retains (in modified form) many
of the assumptions about how governments construct
well-run markets that Adam Smith first put forth in
1776 in his Wealth of Nations. Smith, arguing against
mercantilists and physiocrats, insisted that macroeco-
nomic growth was a by-product of the increasing divi-
sion of labor, itself a function of self-interest. Within a
free market, self-interested exchanges lead individuals
to select the course of action that is most socially opti-
mal, because their increased productivity will provide
others with scarce and useful goods. Hence, govern-
ments should remove barriers to free enterprise in order
to raise a country’s living standards.

Classical economic theorists argued that govern-
ments could use economic analysis in order to help de-
sign superior policies that could more efficiently har-
ness human potential and generate sustained economic
growth. And, indeed, modern states are indebted to the
Neoclassical model and its predictions and assump-
tions. Quantitative methods of analysis applied to em-
pirical data using Neoclassical assumptions are now
central to the decisions of state governments and inter-
national agencies regarding macroeconomic stability
and growth. Although there is no economic theory of
nationalism, Neoclassical economists suggest that na-
tionalism and other forms of protest result when gov-
ernments fail to use markets effectively. In other words,
nationalism results as the consequence of preventable
market failures that are in turn caused by government
ineffectiveness.

Marxism, by contrast, assumes that free markets are
by their nature dehumanizing, and crisis prone, and
Marxist approaches to nationalism most typically view
it as a response to the inequities that markets invariably
produce. According to Karl Marx, economic approaches
to human behavior provided a partial and ultimately in-
accurate understanding of the state’s role in economic

development and, as a result, a flawed understanding of
the laws and logic of capitalism. While economic laws
and predictions hold true in the short term, in the long
run states act as agents of the capitalist class, and thus,
inevitably, free market enterprise leads to severe class
conflict and political upheaval, including nationalism.
Such crises will end once private property is abolished
and industrial techniques are adapted to serve broader
human needs. This should free individuals from the
compulsion to work, end class exploitation, and create
the possibility for the withering away of the state and
hence the establishment of a more rational and truly
democratic social order in which nationalism will no
longer occur.

Marx’s theories have influenced a variety of scholarly
treatments of nationalism and related political move-
ments. Marxist scholars of nationalism Eric Hobsbawm
and Benedict Anderson consider the spread of capital-
ism to be a primary cause of the emergence of Western
nations and nationalism, but they argue that different
kinds of non-Western nationalism occur because of a
variety of other factors, chief among them, the nature of
state institutions imposed by Western empires on colo-
nial territories, rather than as a result of capitalism
alone.

The definitive discussion of the Kula ring as a non-
capitalist exchange system is found in Bronislaw Mali-
nowski’s Argonauts of the Western Pacific (Routledge,
1922). A selection of Karl Marx’s most significant writ-
ings can be found in The Marx-Engels Reader, edited
by Robert C. Tucker (Norton, 1978). Joseph Schumpe-
ter’s History of Economic Analysis (Oxford University
Press, 1954) offers a comprehensive survey of eco-
nomic theory. George Lichtheim’s Marxism (Routledge
and K. Paul, 1964) examines the emergence of this para-
digm. Eric Hobsbawm’s Nations and Nationalism Since
1780 (Cambridge University Press, 1990) and Benedict
Anderson’s Imagined Communities (Verso, 1983) repre-
sent the most important recent Marxian theories of the
relationship between capitalism and nationalism.

CARIBBEAN NATIONALISM  The Caribbean region is
composed of about 1000 separate islands. The Greater
Antilles to the north include Cuba, Jamaica, Hispaniola,
and Puerto Rico. To the south, the Lesser Antilles are
divided into the Windward and the Leeward Islands.
On the South American mainland, the nations of Guy-
ana, Suriname, and French Guiana are normally in-
cluded as members of the Caribbean community.
Caribbean nationalism began in the early 19th cen-
tury with the independence movement in Haiti, and
since then has evolved regionally. Most of the modern



nation-states of the Caribbean have been or continue to
be controlled by Western imperial powers. Although
the ethnic and political backgrounds of each Carib-
bean country are different, the region’s nations have ex-
perienced similar obstacles to realizing the dreams of
nationalism.

National consciousness in the French and Spanish
Caribbean has a distinct origin and trajectory from the
British Caribbean. In former colonies of France and
Spain, the development of nationalist governments was
marred by turmoil and conflict. British protectorates,
however, progressed to national consciousness through
more incremental means.

The first wave of nationalist movements in the Ca-
ribbean was a reaction against colonial rule. In many
colonies, the enslavement of Africans produced highly
stratified societies with minority whites in control of
the black majority. Tension between different ethnic
and racial groups fomented the earliest nationalist sen-
timent in the region.

In the 1790s, African slaves in the French colony of
Saint Domingue fought for their freedom. The French
National Convention outlawed slavery in the colony in
1794, but the insurgents, led by Toussaint L’Overture,
felt threatened by the reinstitution of slavery in Guade-
loupe. By winning their struggle for freedom and inde-
pendence, the former slaves of Haiti established the first
republic of former slaves in the region.

Less than two decades after Haiti became the West-
ern Hemisphere’s second oldest free nation, its nation-
alist fervor had not waned: The Haitian government
took control of Spanish Santo Domingo and occupied
the province until 1844. Weary of Haitian control, how-
ever, rebels in the former Spanish colony had sowed
their own nationalist sentiments. They declared inde-
pendence from Haiti and renamed their nation the Do-
minican Republic.

Nationalism continued to develop during the remain-
der of the 19th century. Although the last slaves in the re-
gion were not emancipated until 1886, most colonies
and new republics in the Caribbean were grappling with
the legacy of slavery. In nations where a plantation soci-
ety dominated, slavery itself was the foundation on
which the political culture necessary for the develop-
ment of nationalism originated. Even in nations where
nationalist fervor created new governments, most of the
changes were political, not social: The majority of people
in the Caribbean languished in economic squalor despite
the establishment of nationalist governments.

Twentieth-century nationalism in the Caribbean has
been marked by efforts to redress these lingering eco-
nomic ills. The United States, especially after the Span-
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ish-American War, began intervening in the region to
support these efforts. Akin to the dominance of Euro-
pean colonial powers, however, American political and
economic intervention only perpetuated the region’s
dependence on international assistance. Consequently,
many Caribbean nations have used their antipathy to-
ward U.S. intervention to fuel nationalist sentiment.

During the mid-20th century, the worldwide strug-
gle between Communism and capitalism struck the Ca-
ribbean, and sparked a wave of nationalist and indepen-
dence movements. Today, of the sixteen independent
Caribbean nations, only three achieved independence
before 1960. More than 80 percent of people who live
in the Caribbean live in these independent states.

In the last half of the 20th century, Caribbean nation-
alism has been closely linked to regional and national
economic independence. Efforts such as the West Indies
Foundation (founded in 1958) and the Caribbean Com-
munity (1973) have forged stronger economic bonds
among Caribbean nations. Caribbean nation-states have
also grappled with the problem of making local con-
sciousness and regional identity coexist. Recently, Ca-
ribbean nations have worked to end external influence,
whether from a colonial power or a dominant economy.

Helpful studies include Franklin W. Knight’s The Ca-
ribbean: The Genesis of a Fragmented Nationalism (Ox-
ford, 1990) and Eric Williams’s From Columbus to Cas-
tro: The History of the Caribbean, 1492—-1969 (Harper
and Row, 1970).

CARLYLE, THOMAS 1795-1881, Historian, critic,
and writer; born in Ecclefechan, Scotland. He is best
known for his theory on the “rule of all life” which pro-
posed that inequality should be the guiding principle
in human relations. Carlyle became renowned in the
1840s for his attacks against Christian philanthropy
and his opinions regarding Africans, the Irish, and the
West Indian Slaves. Author of an extraordinarily racist
article, “Occasional Discourse on the Nigger Question,”
a response to John Stuart Mill’s “The Negro Question,”
Carlyle strongly opposed the view that it was the duty
of the strong to help the weak. Rather, the strong
should rule over the weak, the rich over the poor, and
the superior over the inferior. He vehemently opposed
universal suffrage or any other form of popular partici-
pation. Rather, he felt that such matters should be left
to the ruling class “hero” or great man of insight with
the wisdom and capability to rule over his inferiors. He-
roes, according to Carlyle, defined humankind and his-
tory was nothing more than biography of the their
greatest achievements.

Carlyle was particularly committed to the idea of
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“Teutonic Supremacy” or the superiority of the Nordic
races. Carlyle felt the English were a chosen people,
whose special mission it was to throw open the waste-
lands of the world. As such, Carlyle was one of the first
19th century writers to view Anglo-Saxon imperial tri-
umphs as being clear products of the racial superiority.
John Bull, from a chapter in Past and Present (1843), be-
came a national symbol of English strength and charac-
ter. Carlyle’s ideas about the superiority of the Anglo-
Saxons and the British nation were later taken up by such
devotees of imperialism as J. A. Fronde, Anthony Trol-
lope, Rudyard Kipling, and Cecil John Rhodes.

CARMICHAEL, STOKELY 1941-, Born in Trinidad
and moved to the United States in the late 1940s. He
became a U.S. citizen in 1953, and attended Howard
University, where he earned a BA in philosophy in
1964. Carmichael became well known in the 1960s as
one of the leaders of the radical student wing of the civil
rights movement. Carmichael headed the Student Non-
Violent Coordinating Committee (SNCC) from 1966 to
1967, and joined the Black Panther Party in 1967. He
popularized the term Black Power, which emphasized
black community and political and legal representation.

African American students redirected the civil rights
movement in the 1960s by emphasizing the importance
of grassroots organization. They grew impatient with the
NAACP’s method of relying solely on legislative means
to gain equality. As the leader of the Lowndes County
Freedom Organization in Alabama (1964 -1966), which
had a black panther as its symbol, Carmichael argued
that blacks must organize themselves to face continued
subjection to the rules of white society. The Freedom
Organization focused on community control and self-
determination. Carmichael believed that by gaining a
better sense of community, and by organizing them-
selves politically, blacks could take control of their af-
fairs. Registering to vote was a key issue. Recovering
cultural roots, African heritage, and a new sense of
identity formed initial steps toward building a new so-
cial order.

Carmichael’s ideas were not new. Neither was the ar-
gument for Black Power. Carmichael, however, helped
publicize the idea. Black Power called for black people
to unite, to recognize their heritage, to build a sense of
community, to define their own goals, and to lead and
support their own organizations. Carmichael argued
that the civil rights movement had only addressed
middle-class issues, and ignored the concerns of the
poor before students took the lead. He rejected the goal
of African American assimilation into middle-class
America because class, he said, perpetuated racism. De-
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segregation was not enough unless blacks could join
white institutions, not vice versa.

Carmichael’s militant pronouncements of gaining
equality by any means necessary and the SNCC'’s rejec-
tion of white members in 1966 scared many conserva-
tive whites and led to a backlash. SNCC folded by 1969,
and the FBI increasingly pressured the Black Panther
Party. Carmichael went underground. Today he gives
public lectures on civil rights issues.

Suggested reading: Stokely Carmichael and Charles
Hamilton, Black Power: The Politics of Liberation in
America (New York: Random House, 1967) and Clay-
borne Carson, In Struggle: SNCC and the Black Awaken-
ing of the 1960s (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1981).

CASTRO, FIDEL 1927-, Born in Mayari, Cuba. Cas-
tro has been pesident of Cuba since he established a
Communist dictatorship there in 1959. Castro was a
member of an antigovernment faction during political
turmoil in the 1950s, attempting to overthrow Fulgen-
cio Batista. After the Cuban Revolution, the Castro re-
gime executed thousands of political opponents who
were former comrades during the revolution, and estab-
lished a one-party socialist state, nationalizing many in-
dustries. People all over the world have held a negative
image of Castro as a Communist dictator.

Cuba has been a politically unstable country since its
independence from Spain in 1902. Before Castro estab-
lished the Communist regime, the country was ruled by
Sergeant Fulgencio Batista. Batista’s unpopular regime
led to the underground movement to overthrow his
rule. Castro, then a lawyer, led the movement and
gained support from the revolutionary group. After Ba-
tista fled the country on January 1, 1959, Castro liter-
ally seized power and established the one-party socialist
state, nationalizing many industries. Although the
United States had a diplomatic relationship with Cuba,
offering economic aid, the relationship turned sour
when the Castro regime seized oil refineries and sugar
mills owned by American businesses. Castro also im-
posed strict control over private ventures with foreign
nations.

After the Cuban Revolution, Castro established a
close diplomatic relationship with the USSR, and Cuba
became dependent on Communist nations economi-
cally. In 1961, the Eisenhower administration imposed
a trade embargo, banning political and economic rela-
tionships between the United States and Cuba. The Cu-
ban Missile Crisis of 1962 became a basic element of the
Cold War, and successive American administrations
have seen Castro as a Communist dictator. Attempts



were made to overthrow the dictatorial Castro regime,
but Castro’s political opponents were imprisoned and
executed. On September 28, 1965, Castro announced
an exile policy that permitted those Cubans who had
relatives in the United States to leave the island, desig-
nating the small fishing port of Camarioca in the north-
ern part of Cuba as the port of departure. Thousands
of Cubans, especially those in the middle and upper-
middle classes who saw their wealth, education, and
status challenged by the Castro regime, went to Miami
in Florida, crossing the Havana Straits. These exiles
were welcomed by the U.S. government as political
refugees.

Castro has been an isolated political figure amidst
the independence movements on the continent of Af-
rica and in Latin America. Although Castro tried to ex-
tend his Communist alliance to other nations in Latin
America, the Kennedy administration stopped those at-
tempts. Fourteen Latin American countries severed dip-
lomatic relationships with Cuba in 1963, isolating the
Castro regime. There were even several CIA plots to as-
sassinate Fidel Castro between 1960 and 1965. Castro
was seen as a major figure in the Nonaligned Nations
movement. Although Castro is known as a Communist
dictator, he tried to change his international image in
the 1970s through dialogues with Cuban exiles, which
surprised the refugee community in Miami and other
capitalist nations.

After the collapse of the USSR and the dissolution
of the Community of Economic Cooperation (COME-
CON) in Eastern Europe in 1989, the Castro regime lost
diplomatic contact with the USSR, which damaged the
Cuban economy and engendered a 60 percent decline
in its gross domestic product.

CATALONIAN NATIONALISM Movement that pro-
motes the recognition of the political personality of Cat-
alonia or of the Catalan-speaking area, born during Ro-
manticism in the middle of the 19th century. Together
with Basque nationalism, it represents the most impor-
tant resistance to Spanish centralization and uniformi-
zation tendencies of the modern state. Both Catalonian
and Basque nationalists drew inspiration from Ger-
many’s national feelings before it became a nation-state.

Its immediate antecedent is the Renaixenca, or Re-
naissance, a cultural and literary revival started in 1833,
when Carles Aribau published Ode to the Fatherland in
Catalan, a language practically unused in written form
at the time. Catalonian nationalism is not based on
ethnicity but on language, culture, history, and terri-
tory, and it has traditionally been deeply influenced by
Catholicism.
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Early Catalonian nationalists expressed themselves
through different political channels: Carlism, which de-
manded the restitution of Catalonian liberties abolished
in 1716 by Philip V; republican federalism; and de-
mands of decentralization.

Valenti Almirall is considered the founder of Cata-
lonian nationalism. He dominated the Catalan scene
from 1879 to 1887, giving the movement a political
character. Almirall launched the first, if ephemeral,
newspaper in Catalan, and his dream was to implement
the model of American federalism in Spain.

With the announcement of the First Spanish Repub-
lic in 1873, nationalists tried to declare a Catalan state
within it. By the time of the monarchic restoration in
1874, the Barcelona bourgeoisie had sympathies for a
pragmatic Catalonian nationalism: cultural, tradition-
alist, and respectful with the established powers.

In 1885, a Catalonian cultural entity presented King
Alphonse XII the “Memoir in Defense of the Moral and
Material Interests of Catalonia,” signed by intellectuals
and some industrialists. Soon thereafter, some of its
members founded the first Catalonian openly national-
ist party, Lliga de Catalunya (League of Catalonia),
which was romantic and socially conservative, whose
first success was to defend the provenance of Catalan
civil law. It inspired the Bases de Manresa of 1892, a po-
litical reform proposal written by artists, erudites, and
liberals that advocated a federal state, the officiality of
the Catalan language, and corporatist suffrage. In 1901,
it changed its name to Regionalist League. Nationalism
had pervaded the broader layers of society and the
league was electorally so popular that the traditional
conservative-liberal dichotomy of Spanish politics be-
came a regionalist-republican one in Catalonia.

In 1906, the league’s leader, Enric Prat de la Riba,
published a seminal book, The Catalan Nationality. As
did most Catalonian nationalists, Prat defended Pan-
Iberianism. In 1914, he became the president of a new
organism—the Mancomunitat—that administratively
comprised the four Catalan provinces, the first au-
tonomy accorded in Spain. In 1923, General Primo de
Rivera’s new dictatorship eliminated it. A radical party
of former league members led by Francesc Macia relent-
lessly opposed Primo de Rivera’s dictatorship from exile
in France.

In 1930, republicans, socialists, and Catalonian na-
tionalists made the Pact of Saint Sebastian to prepare for
the dictatorship’s imminent end. Macia headed an alli-
ance of left-wing nationalist parties to form the “Repub-
lican Left of Catalonia” (RLC). It would inherit the
league’s past central role after proclamation of the
republic following the municipal elections of 1931.
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Catalonia obtained statute of autonomy in 1932, a com-
promise falling short of the RLC’s federalist platform.

Catalonian nationalism was torn during the Civil War
(1936-1939). Its most conservative elements, such as
the league’s leader Francesc Cambo, chose the insur-
gents’ side. The regime of General Franco was central-
ized and culturally intolerant. Its kidnapping, sum-
mary trial on charges of subversion, and execution in
1940 of the Catalonian exiled president Lluis Com-
panys was both a humiliation and a warning to Catalo-
nian nationalists.

Catalonian nationalism publicly resurfaced in the
1970s. The Spanish quasi-federal system of 1978 is a
concession to Catalonian and Basque nationalists’ in-
volvement in a model transition to democracy. Though
imperfect and inconclusive, this regime succeeded in
channeling nationalist tensions to civilized political ne-
gotiation. Josep Tarradellas, a former secretary of Com-
panys’ government, who had been elected president of
the exiled Generalitat, or Catalonian government, in
Mexico in 1954, agreed with the president of the Span-
ish government Adolfo Suarez, on the reestablishment
of a provisory Generalitat and his return. When Tarra-
dellas arrived in Barcelona on October 23, 1977, one
million people greeted him on the streets.

Catalonia obtained a new statute in 1979. Jordi Pu-
jol, founder and leader of the moderate nationalist party
Democratic Convergence of Catalonia (DCC), has won
all autonomic elections since 1980. DCC defines itself
as a political project willing to govern, central in Cata-
lonain politics and centering in Spanish politics. It re-
quests recognition by Spain of Catalonia’s national
character and wishes a plurinational state. It also pro-
poses that the Europe Union should respect its cultural
diversity and to build itself largely from this diversity,
avoiding the historical mistakes of state-building.

CATHOLIC CHURCH AND NATIONALISM In 1931,
Pope Pius XI denounced nationalism for its “statolatry
which is no less in contrast with the natural rights of
the family than it is in contradiction to the supernatural
rights of the Church.” At the time, the Church feared
not only the co-optation of the faithful by the modern
and often anticlerical state, but found the racist ten-
dencies of totalitarian nationalism an offense against
morality. Nevertheless, the Church would come to en-
dorse in varying degrees nearly all of Europe’s leading
nationalist states through a series of Vatican diplomatic
efforts and local political activism. The Church hierar-
chy’s capitulation and even support of fascist national-
ism was the unfortunate culmination of a Church pol-
icy undertaken against the newly powerful forces of

19th- and 20th-century secularization, which it feared
threatened the very existence of the Church. Certainly,
nationalism violated the universalistic predilections
of the Church, and fascism threatened to challenge
the privileged position of the Church in the public
sphere. Nevertheless, the superficial conservatism of
these newly emergent ideologies was seemingly less an-
ticlerical than either the progressive and anticlerical
forces of liberalism, socialism, and the emergent Com-
munist totalitarianism. Rome’s support of nationalism
may have helped to temper the secular tendencies of lib-
eralism and to prevent the final victory of Communism
in Western Europe. However, this contribution came
at a terrible price for the moral constitution of the
Church. In its quest for survival, the Church impli-
cated itself in the atrocities of the Holocaust even as it
struggled against the extermination of the Jews.

Since its inception, the Church has played an ac-
tive role in the political world, an inevitable conse-
quence of its manifestation as both a spiritual and a
temporal institution. Nationalism, as both an ideology
predicated on the principle of the right to national self-
determination and a political tool for popular mobili-
zation, has roots going back as far as the earliest of
Church conflicts with the secular world of politics in
Western Europe.

Scholars generally agree that the 11th century con-
cept of dualism marks the first and most important insti-
tutionalization of a clear separation of power between
secular authority and the ecclesiastical hierarchy. Spe-
cifically, dualism reconciled the conflict between the
Church and the German states by giving Rome the right
to select its own bishops from whom secular rulers could
nevertheless demand an oath of loyalty— one that could
always be extracted by a force of arms when necessary.
Under this new division of power, the Church was gen-
erally without means of physical coercion. Hence, in
order to exercise and maintain its influence, it had to
develop other means. Not only did it accumulate tre-
mendous wealth with which to buy influence, but it also
established a virtual monopoly on intellectual capital,
including control over education and juridical innova-
tion. But perhaps most significantly, Rome’s network of
Churches and priests afforded a unique ability to mo-
bilize or quell popular discontent. It could back up the
excommunication of a monarch with his repudiation
from the pulpit, effectively undermining his capacity to
govern.

In fact, it is from some of the early explorations of
Church sanctions against secular abuses of power that
many of the modern political concepts of sovereignty
legitimacy and self-determination were first developed.



While these concepts alone did not necessarily give
birth to nationalism, they did confer normative import
to the great mass of unmobilized people and concep-
tually structured the process of harnessing previously
nonactualized sources of power in such a way as to en-
courage both democratic and nationalist movements.

With the invention of the movable type printing
press (1455), the Church lost its virtual monopoly on
ideas in Western Europe, and as a result confronted
one of the first manifestations of nationalism. Protes-
tant leaders and their secular champions were quick to
seize on this new technology to challenge the authority
of the Church and enhance their own power. They did
so by undermining the universalistic absolutism of the
Church exemplifed by the Latin mass, favoring both a
Bible and Church services in the vernacular. By trans-
lating the Bible into the local dialect spoken by the un-
educated and educated alike, these early pioneers took
the first step toward creating official “national” lan-
guages associated with a distinct body of people and a
territory. Their political innovation was no less revolu-
tionary. By privileging the individual’s direct and per-
sonal connection to the Divine, and thus questioning
the need for an official Church as intermediary, Prot-
estantism also challenged the Church’s monopolistic
claim to endow temporal rulers with divinely sanc-
tioned legitimacy. Nevertheless, while sovereignty had
been deracinated from Church soil, it remained willed
by God and hence was not yet solely dependent on the
“will of the people.”

At the Council of Trent (1545-1563), the Church
responded forcefully with aggressive institutional re-
newal, establishing the Jesuit order and endowing it
with extraordinary powers to innovate both in the field
of ecclesiastic education and popular mobilization. The
Church reemphasized the pilgrimage, and, availing it-
self of the recently rediscovered Christian Catacombs
(1578), sought to assuage the needs of its flock with a
flood of new saints. In some cases it even advocated the
use of the vernacular, which facilitated the transforma-
tion of local vernaculars into new languages. By 1648,
the expansion of Protestantism had been halted by the
Church and its Jesuits. Rome could again secure for it-
self a privileged position in all but northern Europe
and, furthermore, go on to establish new footholds
throughout the world in this, the age of European ex-
ploration and colonization.

However, the French revolution (1789) brought a
renewed assault on the Church, only this time accord-
ing to a more clearly articulated expression of sover-
eignty connected to the nation, now completely inde-
pendent of any connection to the Divine. By endowing
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the people collected in the nation with the sole power
to confer legitimacy on the state, the revolutionaries
toppled the twin forces of the Crown and the Church
in one fell swoop. Nationalism, as an expression of
popular sovereignty, assumed many forms. However,
rejection of the Church emerged early on as a com-
mon denominator. In its liberal manifestation, nation-
alism rejected the Church for its privilege, conserva-
tism, and ties to absolutism. In its state-sponsored form,
as in Germany, nationalism rejected the universalistic
aims and institutions of the Church as incompatible
with the parochial nature of the nation. This Church
crisis reached its apogee by 1870 when the Italian Risor-
gimento appropriated the papal territories as part of the
unification of the Italian nation-state, forever destroy-
ing the temporal ambitions of the Church.

In this last quarter of the 19th century, the Church re-
sponded decisively to this threat. Wherever appropriate,
it employed its vast network of schools and churches
to embrace the youth through education and mobiliza-
tion, reinforcing religious identity over the new com-
peting identities of class and devotion to the modern
state. To forestall any further defections by the faith-
ful by the anti-Catholic liberal and nationalist causes,
the Church sponsored spectacular rallies, promoted
new pilgrimages, and created countless regional associ-
ations to restore the Church’s central position in the
daily life of its increasingly urbanized flock. While the
Church often challenged the legitimacy of parliamen-
tary politics, even going so far as to threaten Italian
voters with excommunication for voting in elections,
it nevertheless did eventually endorse the electoral sup-
port of pro-Catholic political parties. In fact, in 19th-
century Ireland, it proved an innovator both in national
and popular party mobilization. In Germany, the Zen-
trum (Center) Party was founded in 1871 in defense of
Catholic interests against Bismarck’s anti-Catholic Kul-
turkampf. It would become the archetype of Catholic
parliamentary effort. While these interests were largely
limited to Church property and educational institu-
tions, as well as Church control over the sacred rituals
of birth, marriage, and death, the Church did embrace
a number of nonspiritual aims by first championing the
interests of the rural classes. In 1891 the papacy took a
revolutionary step with its encyclical Rerum Novarum
by establishing the foundations for a distinctly Catholic
social vision that rejected modern forms of capitalism,
liberal democracy, and socialism.

Immediately following World War I and the Russian
Revolution (1917), the Church accelerated its partici-
pation in parliamentary politics and popular mobiliza-
tion. This period between the two world wars was the
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“golden age” of Catholic associationalism. The Church
expanded its efforts to promote distinctly Catholic
youth groups, women’s organizations, trade unions, and
insurance leagues, to name a few. Through these Catho-
lic organizations the Church sought to maintain its
influence over the faithful by responding to their chang-
ing needs brought on by industrialization, urbaniza-
tion, and modernization. The Church was not above
endorsing the nationalist card, realizing as had the “in-
ternational” socialists, the power of the exclusionary
ideology of nationalism. For example, the new states of
Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia both came under sig-
nificant attacks from cleric-led Catholic Slovak and
Croat nationalisms, respectively.

It is difficult to determine the extent to which the
Vatican itself promoted clerical nationalism. Rome had
the means of sanctioning political activism by clerics,
especially since the first Vatican council, which had re-
newed and considerably strengthened the authority of
the papacy. Nevertheless, the Vatican did not promote
clerical nationalism throughout Europe, and did not ex-
plicitly integrate nationalism into its general social and
political elaboration of Rerum Novarum in Pius XI's new
encyclical Quadragesimo Anno of May 1931.

Nevertheless, by the 1930s, this encyclical had be-
come the intellectual cornerstone of numerous right-
wing nationalist movements. It realized its first political
expression in Salazar’s Portugal (1933) and in the fol-
lowing year again when Dolfus achieved his goal of a
“social, Christian, German Austria on a corporative ba-
sis and under strong authoritarian leadership.” Pius XI
declared this “witness to Catholic visions and convic-
tions” and that Austria “now has the government, it
deserves.” In 1939 and 1941, clerical nationalism facili-
tated the independence of Slovakia and Croatia, respec-
tively, in both cases, securing for the Church an impor-
tant position in political and daily life. While Franco’s
Spain, Vichy France, and Mussolini’s Italy had much
weaker ties to the Church, they nevertheless found
ideological inspiration in Quadragesimo’s economic and
social blueprint for state-sponsored corporatism.

However, in nearly every case, Catholic moral prin-
ciples would fall subservient to the logic of fascism.
While the Church often assumed a leadership role in its
early struggles against secularism and socialism, it in-
creasingly found itself a victim of parliamentary poli-
tics, and then fascist scare tactics. Forced to compro-
mise its principles in the name of self-preservation, the
Church found itself conferring legitimacy on policies
over which it had little if any control.

Already with the Lateran Pacts of 1929, the Church
abdicated participation in Italian politics in exchange for

official recognition by Mussolini’s new fascist govern-
ment. Increasingly the papacy shifted its efforts from in-
direct action through the national churches to direct
Vatican diplomacy. Yet, by the outbreak of World War II,
the Church could do little more than stand back and
watch as fascism supplanted loyalty to Church and fam-
ily with devotion to the state and leader as embodiment
of the nation. Even in those cases where the Church had
established a dominant position through the efforts of
Catholic nationalism, as in the newly formed Slovak
state under the leadership of Monsignor Tiso, it found
itself polluted by the twin influence of fascism and anti-
Semitism.

With the close of World War 11, the Church mod-
erated its antiliberal position, embracing democratic
reform wherever possible, while persevering in its
struggle against communism and anticlericalism. In
Western Europe, Christian Democratic parties assumed
a central role in postwar reconstruction and democrati-
zation. In the East, the Church struggled underground
and through diplomacy against the institutionalization
of Communist authority. It is now apparent that the
Church played a critical role in Poland’s revolution
against socialism and Soviet oppression, the catalyst for
the eventual collapse of the entire Soviet bloc. Cardi-
nal Wyszynski has explained that Church policy was
simply to defend the Polish nation. “There have been
moments when the state fell silent, and only Christ’s
Church could speak out in the Polish nation. It never
stopped speaking out. . . . We ought to realize this when
we speak of establishing correct relations between the
Nation and the Church, between the State and the
Church in our country.” But the Polish nation is not
alone in having received support from the Church.

In 1998, Indonesia officially declared its willingness
to recognize autonomy for East Timor. For more than
twenty years the Church was the sole advocate of the
nationalist struggle of the Timorese against Indonesia’s
1975 occupation of the Portuguese colony and its en-
suing political violence and “creeping Islamisation.” In
fact, their cause only received widespread international
recognition in 1996 when the Nobel Peace Prize was ex-
tended to the Catholic Bishop Carlos Belo and his com-
patriot Jose Ramos-Horta.

While indeed the Church has not abandoned nation-
alism as a tool of political mobilization in defense of
Church interests and continues to challenge unfettered
capitalism, it has nevertheless proven to be a staunch
advocate of democracy. In 1991, Pope John Paul II
chose to celebrate the 100th anniversary of Rerum No-
varum with a new, yet distinctly Catholic social vision
in his Centesimus Annus. In defiance of the alleged “end



of history,” he renounced the validity of any single ide-
ology, including nationalism, underscoring the multi-
dimensionality of man and the importance of a “uni-
versalistic compassion.” He also elaborated on these
general principles in his October 5, 1995, “Address to
the Fiftieth General Assembly of the United Nations,”
this time with a specific reference to religious national-
ism. While the Church continues to champion the
rights of nations to self-determination, it now recog-
nizes the nation as only one of many expressions of hu-
man solidarity.

For further readings on the Church in the age of
nationalism, consult Martin Conway, Catholic Politics
in Europe, 1918-1945 (London: Routledge, 1997) and
Catholics, the State, and the European Radical Right,
1919-1945 edited by Richard Wolff and Jiirg Hoensch
(Boulder, Colo.: Social Science Monographs, 1987). For
a more general discussion of religion and politics, see
Jose Casanova, Public Religions in the Modern World
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1994).

CAVOUR, CONTE 1810-1861, Camillo Benso di Ca-
vour was born in Turin and died in the same city. He
was the prime minister of Piedmont from 1852 until
his death, and is widely credited with creating the first
unified Italian state by bringing together the northern
states and ridding them of Austrian rule and then uni-
fying them in 1860 with Garibaldi’s recently acquired
posessions in the south. This despite the fact that in
1838, before his political career began, he described
himself first as Piedmontese, second as Western Euro-
pean, and only third as an Italian.

In 1830 he joined the Piedmontese army, but left in
1831 feeling disillusioned at the high degree of absolut-
ism in his country and proclaiming himself to be a radi-
cal liberal. His liberal ideas were bolstered by a tour of
England and France in 1835, and he returned duly im-
pressed by the industrial might of the English. Between
1835 and 1848, Cavour spent his time running the fam-
ily farm at Grinzane where he became noted as a highly
successful landowner. In 1848, after the passing of the
liberalizing statuto by King Charles Albert, Cavour be-
came editor of the famously titled Il Risorgimento (“the
resurrection,” a term adopted by many Italian national-
ists, such as Mazzini, to describe the national reawaken-
ing in Italy) and was elected in a by-election as a deputy
for Turin.

Following heavy defeat by the Austrians over Lom-
bardy in 1849, the abdication of Charles Albert, his re-
placement by Victor Emmanuel I, and controversy over
the civil marriages bill, Cavour was appointed prime
minister by the king in return for a guarantee that he
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would not allow the aforementioned bill to pass. This
was the last time that the king was to have such an in-
fluence in Piedmontese politics. Cavour resolutely be-
lieved in the virtues of consitutional monarchies, assert-
ing that they were less corrupt and prone to extremism
than republics, but learning from de Tocqueville he also
believed that it would be impossible to stem the tide of
liberal democracy. His ambition was to delay this pro-
cess for as long as possible. In the field of domestic poli-
tics Cavour achieved note for establishing the authority
of parliament over the monarchy and for reordering the
public finances, bringing them in line with the modern
states of Europe. It was in the field of foreign policy,
however, that Cavour achieved historical notoriety.

In the wake of the crushing defeat inflicted on the
Piedmontese by the Austrians in 1849, Cavour was keen
to avoid conflict until he was sure of receiving outside
help. He knew that the Italians could not defeat the Aus-
trians alone. As such, when Mazzini led a republican
revolution in Milan in 1853, Cavour was almost as vig-
orous as the Austrians in attempting to suppress it.
Their joint efforts were successful, and Cavour was
somewhat embarrassed when the Austrians publicly
thanked him for his efforts. The Piedmontese prime
minister used the events in Milan to argue that the Aus-
trian position in Italy was abnormal, and at this point
he set about trying to curry favor among the other great
powers for the removal of the Austrians from Italy.

In 1855, Piedmont entered the Crimean War as part
of the Anglo-French alliance and this, albeit limited,
participation served to place the Italian question on the
agenda in the chancellories of Western Europe. In 1858,
Cavour traveled to Plombieres in France and concluded
a secret treaty with Napoleon III. The king of France
agreed that should the Austrians attack Piedmont, the
French armies would come to the aid of the small king-
dom in return for tracts of land in Savoy, including
Nice. This was the opportunity Cavour was waiting
for; all he had to do was ensure the rapid deterioration
of Austrian—Piedmontese relations. This proved to be
none too difficult. In response to the mobilization of
the small Piedmontese army, the Austrians issued an
ultimatum that Cavour immediately rejected. Austria
attacked and a bloody war ensued, in which the French
prevailed. Although the Treaty of Villafranca, concluded
by France and Austria, was exceptionally reactionary in
that it restored the pre-war rulers to the central Italian
states, which had undergone revolutions during the
fighting, those aspects of the treaty were never imple-
mented and Piedmont came to exercise effective control
over most of northern Italy (with the exception of Ve-
netia), as the Austrians were forced to withdraw.
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This was not the end of Cavour’s troubles, however.
Toward the end of 1860, the impetuous nationalist,
Guiseppe Garibaldi, launched his crusade of a thou-
sand men. Landing on the coast of Sicily, this band of
men, which was expected by Cavour to be resoundingly
defeated, swelled in numbers and conquered not only
Sicily but also the southern mainland, in the name a
unified republican Italy. Garibaldi threatened to march
on the papal states and Rome. This presented a dilemma
to Cavour, because the papist Napoleon III had pledged
to defend Rome from attack, and so Cavour was faced
with the French intervening to crush the Italian nation-
alists. To resolve the situation, Cavour made his boldest
move. With the agreement of Napoleon III and Victor
Emmanuel 1I, Cavour ordered the Piedmontese army
to invade the papal sates and claim Rome ahead of the
arrival of Garibaldi’s revolutionaries. Italy stood at the
brink of civil war, as armies representing two different
ideas about the meaning of “Italy” (the republicans and
the Piedmontese monarchists) faced each other. War
was averted when Garibaldi acquiesced to the demands
of Cavour and ceded the territories he had gained to
Piedmontese jurisdiction.

This first kingdom of Italy was the kind of state de-
sired by Cavour. It was a conservative, constitutional
monarchy, far removed from the republicanism es-
poused by Garibaldi and Mazzini. The precise role of
Cavour in establishing that state is still a contested his-
torical issue. We should perhaps note that in the wars
of Italian unification, more Italians died while fighting
in the Austrian armies than were killed fighting the
colonial overlord. Cavour’s premature death in 1861
meant that he had no role in shaping the new Italy, but
his legacy continued to be of significance until the ad-
vent of fascism.

For further reading see H. Hearder, Cavour (London,
1972), E. Holt, Risorgimento: The Making of Italy 1815—
1870 (London, 1970), D. Mack Smith, Cavour (London,
1985), D. Mack Smith, Cavour and Garibaldi 1860: A
Study in Political Conflict (Cambridge, 1954), and A. J.
Whyte, The Political Life and Letters of Cavour (Oxford,
1930).

CEAUSESCU, NICOLAE 1918-1989, Romanian
Communist leader who combined a nationalistic for-
eign policy with Communist orthodoxy at home. An
activist in the Romanian Communist youth movement
in the 1930s, he was arrested and imprisoned in 1936
and again in 1940. It was his fortune to have shared a
cell with Gheorghe Gheoghiu-Dej, who would become
the country’s Communist leader in 1952 and would
promote Ceausescu through the ranks to become his
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successor after his death in 1965. Ceausescu’s foreign
policy of independence from the Soviet Union was pop-
ular both in his own country and in the Western world.
He terminated the country’s active participation in the
Warsaw Pact and forbade the permanent stationing of
foreign troops, including those of Warsaw Pact allies,
on Romanian soil. He condemned the pact’s invasion of
Czechoslovakia in 1968 and did not send troops, and he
denounced the Soviet Union’s war against Afghanistan
from 1979 to 1989. He refused to break ties with Israel
and to boycott the Olympic games when the Soviet
Union demanded that its allies do so.

His nationalist anti-Soviet foreign and defense policy
did not mean that he was a tolerant leader at home. He
created a cult of personality that fed his own megalo-
mania. His secret police, the Securitate, were brutal and
omnipresent. He placed his wife, Elena, and other fam-
ily into top posts, and his corrupt regime allowed all of
them to become rich in a land that became increasingly
pauperized. He decided to make his country even less
beholden to outside powers by paying off the country’s
sizable foreign debt. To do so, much of Romania’s
industrial and agricultural products were exported,
thereby depriving the population of basic necessities
and reducing the diet practically to a starvation level.
He also concocted grandiose schemes, such as razing
thousands of villages and moving their inhabitants into
city apartments.

Finally, he tightened the repression of the large Hun-
garian minority. This helped bring about his undoing
because it was in the city of Timisoara, located in the
region with the heaviest Magyar population, that the
first demonstrations against his regime broke out on
December 17, 1989. Ceausescu ordered troops to fire
on the demonstrators. The unrest spread to the capital
city of Bucharest and forced him and his wife to flee in
a military helicopter. They were quickly captured, put
through a hurriedly and ill-prepared military trial, and
shot on Christmas Day in 19809.

CENTRAL AMERICAN NATIONALISM Central
America is composed of seven small nations: Belize,
Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Nicara-
gua, and Panama. The region’s geography—the nations
are juxtaposed between the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans
and North and South America—has molded its history
and politics.

Central American nationalism has teetered between
the individual identities of the seven nations and the
shared consciousness of the region’s peoples. Before
1838, six of the nations were colonies of Spain: Panama
was part of Colombia, Belize was a British colony, and



the other five were part of Mexico. On October 15,
1821, the five Mexican provinces won their indepen-
dence from Spain. They were annexed to Mexico, but
national consciousness quickly ended that union. In
July 1823, the provinces declared their independence,
and founded the Central American Federation.

The federation was short lived. Almost immediately
after its creation, conflicts between liberals and con-
servatives consumed its government. Ideological dis-
sension was aggravated by discord between local and
national governments, and the federation’s president,
Manuel Jose Arc, could not keep the provinces united.
In 1838, the five former colonies each declared their
independence.

After the breakup of the Central American Federa-
tion, nationalism in the region ebbed. In 1903, how-
ever, when Panama declared its independence from Co-
lombia, a new wave of regional identity sparked efforts
to reunite the republics. In 1907, the republics formed
the Central American Court, which had jurisdiction
in conflicts among the region’s nations. Although the
court dissolved in 1916, every country except Nicara-
gua and Panama formed a central government called the
Republic of Central America. Like its 19th-century fore-
runner, however, the republic was beset with internal
rivalries and was dissolved in less than a year.

Since the 1920s, Central American countries have at-
tempted to maintain strong ties without a formal central
government. To that end, the Central American Union
was founded in 1923. This alliance has encouraged a
shared understanding of each republic’s identity and
culture. After World War 11, the Central American re-
publics forged greater cooperation in the region. The
establishment of the Organization of American States in
1948 and the Organization of Central American States
in 1965 has aided that goal. The Alliance for Progress,
founded in 1961 with major support from the United
States, achieved limited accomplishments in social wel-
fare and economic growth.

American intervention has been frequently unpopu-
lar, and has fueled nationalist fervor throughout the
20th century. During the last three decades, nationalism
in the region has become connected to economic and
political independence from the United States. In 1960,
the region’s countries formed the Central American
Common Market, which brought some economic de-
velopment to the region. The growing middle class—
a result of regional economic expansion— clamored for
democracy and more efficient government.

Contflicts between military rulers and civilian gov-
ernments were aggravated by the worldwide struggle
between Communism and capitalism. While the 1980s
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saw this turmoil come to a head, the peace accords
of the 1990s, especially in El Salvador, Honduras, and
Nicaragua, have restored order to the region.

Helpful studies include George Black’s The Good
Neighbor (Pantheon, 1988) and Clifford Krauss’s Inside
Central America (Summit, 1991).

CENTRAL ASIAN NATIONALISM Central Asia is a
territory consisting of the five ex-Soviet republics of
Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, Kyrgyzstan,
and Tajikistan. For much of its history, this region was
dominated by nomadic Turkic Muslim groups who
identified themselves either on a tribal basis or simply
as Muslims. Although prior to the 20th century there
was a vague sense of ethnicity among the peoples of
Central Asia, Central Asians often defined themselves
first and foremost as farmers or nomads. Uzbek farmers,
known as Sarts, for example, had little shared sense of
identity with nomadic Uzbeks.

Similarly, there was little sense of shared ethnicity
among the second largest people in Central Asia, the
Turkic Kazakhs, who were divided into hordes that
often competed for pastures. The Turkmen, a nomadic
Turkic people, were also divided into quarreling clans,
such as the Salor and Tekke, and spent much of their
time raiding among themselves. The Kyrgyz and Tajiks
were also divided into clans or on a regional basis.

With the Russian conquest of Central Asia, which
took place from 1730 to 1895, the Muslim peoples of
Central Asia became subjects of an empire that did not
recognize the ethnicity of its subjects. The Uzbek and Ta-
jik lands of Russian Central Asia were divided into two
vassal states known as the Emirate of Bukhara and the
Khanate of Khiva, while the territories of the Kazakhs,
Kyrgyz, and Turkmen were directly annexed into the
Russian Empire. On the eve of the Russian Revolution of
1917, however, a Pan-Turkic intellectual movement be-
gan in Central Asia (especially among the Uzbeks) that
called for a greater sense of unity among the Turkic
peoples. This period also saw the rise of a narrower Ka-
zakh national movement known as Alash Orda (Horde of
Alash) among the Russified intelligentsia of this people.
These nationalist phenomena were, however, largely
elite movements and the Central Asian masses in the
Russian Empire continued to identify themselves ac-
cording to their traditionalist tribal/Islamic origins.

With the fall of the Russian Empire an attempt was
made to establish an independent Uzbek government
in the city of Khokand but this movement was crushed
by local Bolshevik forces. Attempts by the Kazakh
Alash Orda to achieve independence met with a similar
failure.
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Although Marxist theory predicted that national
identities would be replaced by a wider proletarian
identity, Soviet leader Vladimir Lenin sought to co-opt
nationalisms in the USSR by officially recognizing them.
Far from destroying ethno-national identities in the
USSR, Lenin recognized national identity in all levels of
the Soviet system. In a process that some have seen as
an attempt at divide et impera designed to break down
any sense of greater Turkic or Muslim unity in Central
Asia, the region was carved into five ethnically based
Soviet Socialist Republics of Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan
(also known as Kirghizia), Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan,
and Tajikistan. An innocuous cultural form of national
identity was promoted in these territorial units as the
Soviets sought to spread Marxist concepts to even the
most out of the way mountain villages via the medium
of ethnic groups’ national languages and cultures.

Although the territorial administrative borders of
the Central Asian republics were rather haphazard (the
Tajik-dominated cities of Bukhara and Samarkand were
granted to the Uzbek SSR, Uzbek lands in the Ferghana
valley were granted to Kyrgyzstan, etc.), they soon
took on real meaning to the people circumscribed by
them. Clan/regional and Islamic bases for identity were
gradually superseded by a wider sense of Uzbekness,
Kazakhness, and so on.

Although the Soviet period saw the cementing of na-
tional identities in Central Asia, there was little nation-
alist agitation in the region at this time. While there
were sporadic anti-Soviet guerrilla movements among
the Central Asians during the 1920s (known as the
Basmachi rebellions) in general this region remained
calm after the 1930s. Many outsiders who believed
Soviet propaganda felt that the Soviet regime was in
fact achieving success in its policies of Sovietization (in
practice, Russification) in Central Asia.

By the late 1980s, however, nationalist dissent had
broken out throughout much of the Soviet Union with
the Baltic republics calling for outright independence
from the USSR. Central Asia, by contrast, was quiescent
and run by loyal Communist Party bosses who owed
their positions to Moscow. With the collapse of the So-
viet Union in the winter of 1991 these Communist Party
bosses (with the exception of president Askar Akayev of
Kyrgyzstan, who was not a Communist) found them-
selves the reluctant “founding fathers” of five Central
Asian nations that had inherited borders, capitals, and,
to a certain extent, national identities created during the
Soviet period.

Since independence the leaders of the Central Asian
republics have attempted to further promote patriotic
nationalism in their states. In this respect the forging of
national identities in states arbitrarily created by an out-

side power resembles earlier efforts to create Iraqi or
Jordanian national identities in states carved in the
Middle East by outside colonial powers. President Islam
Karimov of Uzbekistan, for example, has sought to cre-
ate a secular national identity by stressing such slogans
as “Uzbek unity for the future” and by emphasizing the
Uzbeks’ shared national history. The greatest threat to
Karimov’s plans for creating a secular national identity
in post-Soviet Uzbekistan is actually the rise of funda-
mentalist Islam in some regions of the republic (most
noticeably the Fergana valley).

In Turkmenistan, president Saparmurad Niyazov has
created a cult of personality around himself and has
linked Turkmen nationalism to his role as Turkmen-
bashi (Leader of the Turkmen). Since 1991 nationalism
has also been promoted in Kyrgyzstan and Kazakhstan.
Yurts (the felt tents of the Eurasian nomads), tradi-
tional clothing, and dances are once again appearing
in national festivals in these countries and the process
of replacing Russians in positions in the government,
education, and industry has accelerated. This process
is of course resented by local Russians who settled
in these lands during the Russian Imperial and Soviet
periods. The potential for interethnic conlflict is quite
real in northern Kazakhstan, which was heavily settled
with Russians who aspire to unify northern Kazakh-
stan with Russia. For the most part the nationalism of
the Kazakhs and Kyrgyz is not, however, virulently anti-
Russian and Russians continue to live in both these re-
publics in large numbers.

The Turkic republics of Central Asia have, with mi-
nor exceptions, avoided national conflict of the sort
seen in the Caucasus since 1990, but the non-Turkic
republic of Tajikistan has seen almost nonstop violence
since 1991. The subnational differences between north-
ern and southern Tajiks as well as differences between
Tajiks living in the mountainous Badakshan region and
those in the plains have prevented the construction of a
strong sense of Tajik national identity in this state and
have led to open warfare between regional groupings,
which continues in a muted form to this day.

Although created during the Soviet period, the na-
tional identities of Central Asian peoples (with the ex-
ception of the Tajiks) have proven to be remarkably du-
rable. While there is the possibility that fundamentalist
Islam could threaten the secular nationalism promoted
by Central Asia’s leaders, seventy years of secularization
and a decade of post-Soviet national identity construc-
tion will likely prove to be a formidable barrier to the
spread of fundamentalism in the region.

CHIANG KAISHEK 1887-1975, Best known as the
president of the Republic of China when the Nationalist



Party or Kuomintang (KMT) ruled China before 1949
and Taiwan after that, Chiang was born in Chekiang
Province and was named Jui-yuan by his grandfather
and Chung-cheng by his mother. He later took the
name Chieh-shih, which is written Kaishek in Canton-
ese. Chiang Kaishek’s father died when he was nine and
he was raised by his mother. He received a local, tradi-
tional Chinese education, though he went to Japan at
the age of nineteen to study for several years.

In 1908, while in Japan, he joined the Tung
Meng Hui—a nationalistic, revolutionary organization
founded by Sun Yatsen that sought the overthrow of the
“foreign” Manchu (or Ch'ing) dynasty that ruled China
from 1644 to 1911. Its success, or rather that of Sun’s
followers in China, in October 1911, prompted Chiang
to return to China to assume command of a military
unit. Subsequently he joined the Nationalist Party and
became a close follower of Sun.

After Sun Yatsen's death in 1925 Chiang struggled
with two other Sun followers for control and leadership
of the Nationalist Party. He won and became Sun’s suc-
cessor. Chiang, however, was not concerned much about
political ideals or even party politics or ideology; he was
a military man and felt that China’s problems, particu-
larly its disunity, had to be solved by military means. In
1926, after gaining control of the KMT and having built
amodern army, Chiang launched the Northern Expedi-
tion from his base of operations in South China to expel
the warlord government in Beijing and unify the coun-
try—a task he accomplished in 1928.

As a military man Chiang’s nationalist sentiments
were strong. He felt that China had suffered at the
hands of foreign imperialism. He thus sought above all
else to make China a strong country again. These ideas
can be found in his book China’s Destiny. He made vari-
ous efforts to promote nationalism and patriotism in
China. He advocated democracy and a republican form
of government in China, but said he sought to fulfill
Sun Yatsen's teachings and ideas about politics rather
than alter them. He declared that the most immediate
tasks were to unify China and preserve its unity and to
stimulate nationalist feelings among the Chinese peo-
ple. Democracy, he said, had to follow.

Chiang, however, enjoyed only a short respite from
military conflict: In 1931 Japan invaded Manchuria and
turned it into a puppet state that was made part of the
Japanese Empire. In 1937, China and Japan engaged
in full-scale war. Chiang fought the Japanese and sub-
sequently the Chinese Communists while at the same
time trying to prevent China’s disintegration and bring
about reform of various kinds. In 1936, he aligned with
the Communists in a united front against the Japanese,
but this agreement did not last long.

CHIANG KAISHEK 81

During World War 11, Chiang was considered a ma-
jor player in the war against Japan, although certain
American military leaders, especially General Joseph
Stilwell, did not feel that Chiang was sincere in fighting
the Japanese. Stilwell also doubted his competence and
the honesty and ability of his subordinates. Chiang’s
leadership was also weakened by the fact that he lost
most confrontations with the Japanese on the battle-
field, while the Communist won smaller guerilla-type
engagements and did very well in the propaganda war
against Chiang. Chiang and the Nationalist Party also
suffered from bearing the responsibility for maintaining
the economy and social stability during wartime.

Chiang’s forces, though clearly favored over the
Communists in 1945 when World War II ended, made
some serious logistical mistakes. He and his party also
lost the “hearts and minds” of the Chinese people. In
1949, he was defeated by the Communists and resigned
from the presidency of the Republic of China.

Chiang and many of his supporters in the National-
ist Party, the Nationalist government, and the military
subsequently fled to Taiwan. In March 1950, Chiang
returned to power, once again assuming the presidency
of the Republic of China, which no longer governed
China but only Taiwan, the Pescadores, the Offshore
Islands, and some islands in the South China Sea. It was
Chiang’s dream, using Taiwan as a base of operations,
to recover China, or the mainland, from the Commu-
nists. The dream, however, faded with time and for a
variety of reasons including the strength of Mao’s mili-
tary in the newly formed People’s Republic of China
and the viability of his government, plus lack of support
from the United States. Also, this goal never had much
support from the locally born Chinese or Taiwanese.
Chiang himself seemed to revise, or perhaps give up,
this hope, when in the late 1950s he referred to the
goal as “seventy percent political” (rather than a mili-
tary plan).

In any event, Chiang ordered a cleansing of the
Nationalist Party and the government shortly after he
settled in Taiwan. He subsequently focused on eco-
nomic development, arguing that Taiwan would be a
showcase and that its economic success would prove
the superiority of his capitalist and democratic regime
and its ideology over Communism. In 1965, Taiwan
began to boom economically and because of the sub-
sequent “Taiwan economic miracle” to a considerable
degree Chiang was vindicated. Taiwan’s economic suc-
cess also helped him in his nation-building objectives in
Taiwan, though he had to contend with subethnic dif-
ferences on the island. Chiang oversaw political change
and democratization in Taiwan but this was limited in
scope and was felt mostly at the local level.
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Chiang remained president of the Republic of China
and head of the Nationalist Party until his death in April
1975. Though criticized by historians for his misrule of
China during the 1940s, his defeat by the Communists,
and later his authoritarian-style rule in Taiwan, Chiang
is credited with launching and building Taiwan’s eco-
nomic miracle and for starting, though belatedly ac-
cording to some critics, its political development. He
was castigated by leaders in Beijing for many years, but
was to a large extent rehabilitated after Mao’s death and
has since been praised for his leadership and his efforts
to build nationalism in China.

Chiang’s son by his first marriage, Chiang Ching-
kuo, was president of the Republic of China from 1978
to 1988. He allegedly had another son, Chiang Wei-kuo,
from a Japanese woman to whom he was not married,
who was a military general and head of the National
Security Council in Taiwan for some years. Chiang Wei-
kuo, however, just before he died said that Chiang Kai-
shek was not his father. Madam Chiang Kaishek, who
converted him to Christianity and who was well known
as Chiang’s spokesperson in dealing with the United
States and other foreign countries, had no children.

A biography of Chiang is Chiang Kai-Shek: His Life
and Times by Keiji Furuya (St. John’s University Press,
1981).

CHILEAN NATIONALISM  Chile’s constitutional his-
tory during the 19th century shows only surface
changes. Liberals battled conservatives over such is-
sues as the respective virtues of the parliamentary and
the presidential systems, but these struggles were super-
ficial, and underneath the same group continued to
rule. Until 1891, Chile preferred the strong president,
though never to the point of embracing outright the
personal regime of the military caudillos. After 1891 the
pendulum swung back to congressional rule. In Chile it
was an oligarchy rather than a caudillismo that took
over the reins of government, ended the frantic succes-
sion of constitutions, and brought the country under
the class rule of the criollos, by the criollos, and for the
criollos. Between the end of the wars of the Pacific in
1883 and 1891, both the army and the navy became pre-
dominantly commanded by men of middle-class origin.
This change in the social composition of the armed
forces began to show up on the political scene in the
1920s. In Chile’s intellectual community a growing con-
cern with social problems and the ordinary people ac-
companied the changes in the military. Early in the
20th century Chilean literature became oriented to so-
cial problems. The exploitation of native workers by
the large and mostly foreign mining corporations was a

favorite theme. Baldomero Lillo and other figures like
Federico Gana and Mariano Latorre probed Chilean na-
tionality through descriptions of the countryside and
regional customs.

World War I (1914 -1918) provoked several changes
in Chile. Sympathies were divided; the upper classes
had economic ties with Great Britain and cultural ties
with France, but the German immigrants in southern
Chile naturally favored Germany, and the army was
largely influenced by German experts who had helped
to reorganize the military forces.

The end of war brought a decline in the demand for
nitrates and plunged the country into an economic cri-
sis that was the first serious challenge to the oligarchy.
In 1920, social change was already a burning issue in
Chilean politics. Elected to the presidency in 1920, Ar-
turo Alessandri was the first national political figure to
attempt to exploit the concern with social change and
social justice.

In 1930, when Chile began to articulate in a popu-
lar manner some of her revolutionary nationalist de-
mands, 45 percent of the population was urban. In
May 22, 1927, General Ibanez gained the presidency
unopposed. With the support of the military, he did
much for the masses and appeared to have the potential
to lead a populist nationalist movement. Despite the po-
tential for nationalist and populist support for Ibanez,
his movement collided with Chile’s growing economic
nationalism when he sold many of the national nitrate
mines to the Guggenhein interests. For many Chilean
nationalists, Ibanez became the man who ruled the
country at a time when U. S. capital seemed to be taking
it over. Indeed by 1930, foreign capital investments ex-
ceeded those of domestic investments in manufactur-
ing, industry, and mining. Such developments blurred
his nationalist-populist image and made him vulnerable
when the full effects of the depression were felt in Chile.
Between 1929 and 1932 revenue from the sale of ni-
trates and copper fell from $27 million to $3.5 million.
As a result, the country in 1931 could buy only 12 per-
cent of what it had imported in 1929. In the face of this
almost complete collapse, Ibdiez resigned in 1931.

After 1931, a group that spoke for Chile’s lowest
classes, a coalition of Socialists and Communists
called Frente de Accion Popular headed by Salvador
Allende, increasingly identified with Chile’s economic
nationalism.

After twenty-seven years, a Socialist president has
been elected in Chile. The nationalistic platform has
been modified since the election of Salvador Allende in
1970. Nationalism must adapt to the reality that global-
ization has imposed. New Presidente Ricardo Lagos,



a leading dissident during this country’s seventeen-
year dictatorship and a cabinet minister in subsequent
elected governments, defeated rightist J. Lavin on Sun-
day, January 16, 2000, to became Chile’s first Social-
ist president since the late Salvador Allende was over-
thrown in a bloody 1973 coup.

CHINESE NATIONALISM A multifaceted concept that
has been endorsed by the nationalists in the late 19th
century, the antitraditionalists and the anti-imperialists
during the May Fourth Movement, and the modernists
in the late 20th century.

The Chinese were historically complacent and cos-
mopolitan. Since the beginning of its civilization some
5000 years ago, the Chinese consistently held a China-
centric view of the world with China being the supreme
center of the world. However, two significant events
challenged the universe the Chinese have created for
themselves. The first one was the establishment of the
Manchu dynasty in the 17th century. Manchu was a
relatively small ethnic group whose members lived in
the northeastern part of China. It conquered all of
China in 1644 and ruled China for the next two and a
half centuries. The second event was the First Opium
War (1839-1842). Great Britain, frustrated by the re-
jection of the Chinese imperial court to grant it equal
status, determined to open up China by force. China
suffered humiliating defeat in the war. In a few decades,
China fell into the status of a “hypercolony” where sev-
eral major imperialist countries competed for spheres of
control.

The nationalist movement that emerged in China in
the late 19th century was a reaction to these two de-
velopments. It had strong anti-Manchu and antiforeign
sentiments. Liang Qichao was the first scholar to intro-
duce the Western concept of “nation” (Minzu) to China
from his translation of the Japanese word “minzoku.”
Dr. Sun Yatsen adopted the concept of nationalism
(“Minzu Zhuyi”) as the first of his Three Principles of
the People. Sun’s nationalism had a clear ethnic and cul-
tural orientation that endorsed a return to the major-
ity rule of the Han people and the preservation of
Han-dominated culture. The Xingzhong Hui (Society to
Restore China’s Prosperity) founded by Sun in Hono-
lulu in 1894 set out “to drive out the Tatar barbarians
[Manchus], restore China and establish a republic.”
The ethnic element of the restoration nationalism was
largely achieved with the downfall of the last Manchu
emperor of the Qing dynasty in 1911. But the cultural
revival and restoration remained a crucial element of
Chinese nationalism since then. Its propagators, such as
Sun Yatsen and Chiang Kaishek, shared many similari-
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ties with the “father” of cultural nationalism, German
thinker Johann Gottfried von Herder. Like Herder, they
also emphasized the need to integrate individuals with
their nation, and sought various ways to recover China’s
historical glamor and prosperity. Sun called for the Chi-
nese to restore their “national spirit” and traditional
morality, and Chiang launched his New Life Movement
in the 1930s trying to restore Confucianism and the tra-
ditional system of group responsibility and mutual aid.

Earlier Chinese nationalism also had a strong anti-
foreign element. Frustrated by the growing Christian
influence in China, angry peasants in northern China
launched the Boxer Uprising in 1900 aimed at driving
foreigners, especially foreign missionaries, out of the
country. But the xenophobia only resulted in a joint
expedition of eight imperialist powers against China.
The anti-Western sentiment reached its peak during the
May Fourth Movement in 1919 but soon changed its
course. When Western powers at the Versailles confer-
ence decided to let Japan take over the Shandong pen-
insula from defeated Germany instead of returning it
to China, student demonstrations broke out in Beijing
and quickly became a nationwide patriotic movement.
Unlike previous nationalist reactions, this movement
manifested strong antitraditionalist and anti-imperialist
sentiments. It wanted to recreate China’s national gran-
deur by way of westernization and by adoption of ad-
vanced Western science and technology. Many Chinese
came to the conclusion that the only way for China
to restore its place in the world was to speed up its
modernization process and to build a “rich country and
strong army.”

After World War II and the revolution of 1949, mod-
ernization gained momentum. The Communist gov-
ernment launched ambitious plans for industrializa-
tion. However, the Cold War environment separated
China from the West, which in turn led Communist
leaders such as Mao Zedong to take a very strong anti-
imperialist and anticapitalist view. China resorted to
self-reliance to develop its economy. Due to the lack
of experience and the fanatic zest of the Great Leap For-
ward (1958-1960), a major setback of Chinese econ-
omy occurred in 1959-1962 that was followed by an-
other ten years of a man-made disaster, the Cultural
Revolution (1966-1976).

After Mao’s death, anti-imperialist and anticapitalist
nationalism has subsided. Since 1979 modernization
has once again become a top priority for the nation.
China has opened its door to Western investment
and Western technology. In just two decades, China’s
GDP has quadrupled. With its newly added economic
strength, China is becoming increasingly assertive in
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international affairs. Nationalist feeling is once again
on the surge. After a century of national ascendance,
China has restored Han Chinese rule, regained its sov-
ereignty, canceled unequal treaties, and restored its ter-
ritory integrity. With the return of Hong Kong in 1997
and Macao in 1999, colonialism finally came to an end
in China.

Will an economically strong China became aggres-
sive and expansionist? This concern of the international
community is not totally unfounded. The decline of
Communist ideology allowed nationalism to fill the
vacuum and became the driving force of China’s mod-
ernization. Patriotism is portrayed as part of the na-
tional soul that reflects state interests and national will.
The government has intensified its patriotic education
as ways of unifying the thought of its people and pro-
moting political loyalty to the state. However, China at
the same time has refused to endorse the concept of “the
greater China,” which included the Chinese mainland,
Taiwan, and Hong Kong, for fear of alarming her neigh-
bors over her intentions. The desires of China to be-
come an equal member of the international community
and to integrate its economy into the world economy
will make cultural nationalism an unlikely choice for
the Chinese. Instead, China has increasingly become a
strong voice for the political and rational nationalism
that originated during the French Revolution. The core
demands of Chinese foreign policy, such as sovereignty,
equality, and nonintervention, all have their origin in
the Westphalia conference of 1648 that gave rise to the
modern nation-state system. Indeed, ethnic nationalism
is now a major threat to China’s own internal stability.
Some extreme minority nationalists in Tibet, Xinjiang,
and Inner Mongolia are calling for independence from
China. Authorities in Beijing had to impose marshal
law in Lhasa in order to stop a Tibetan separatist riot in
Tibet in 1989. For this very reason China has carefully
avoid using the term nationalism all together in its state-
controlled media since 1949. Rather than nationalism,
the term patriotism is used to encourage the loyalty to
geographically unified and ethnically diversified China.

Readers may find The Revival of Chinese Nationalism
by Wang Guangwu (Leiden, The Netherlands: Interna-
tional Institute for Asian Studies, 1996) and In Search of
a Right Place: Chinese Nationalism in the Post—Cold War
World by Zhao Suisheng (Hong Kong: Hong Kong Insti-
tute Asia-Pacific Studies, 1997) very useful sources for
turther inquiry.

CHIRAC, JACQUES 1932-, Chirac graduated from
the Institut d’Etudes Politiques in 1954. He later stud-
ied international relations at Harvard, paying his way

by working as a waiter at Howard Johnson’s. During
the Algerian War he served as an officer in the French
Foreign Legion. He completed the prestigious Ecole
Nationale d’Administration (ENA) in 1959. His subse-
quent political rise was meteoric, working, as always,
so energetically that Pompidou gave him the nickname
“The Bulldozer.” From 1974-1976 he served as prime
minister under President Valéry Giscard d’Estaing. Be-
lieving that he was given too little leeway to pursue his
own policies, he became the first prime minister in the
Fifth Republic to quit due to disagreements with the
president. He reconstructed the Gaullist party, renam-
ing it the Rally for the Republic (RPR), which he domi-
nated for the rest of the century.

The 1986 parliamentary elections produced a slim
conservative majority and created something new since
the beginning of the Fifth Republic in 1958: a president
whose party had a minority of seats in the National As-
sembly. Therefore, President Francois Mitterrand, who
had defeated both Chirac and Giscard in the 1981 presi-
dential elections, was compelled to appoint Chirac as
prime minister. Observers coined the word cohabitation
to describe the relationship between a strong president
and an equally strong prime minister who is not will-
ing merely to execute the will of the president. This
showed that the institutions of the Fifth Republic are
more adaptable and resilient in democratic politics than
even its founder Charles de Gaulle had ever imagined.
The experiment proved that two ideologically opposed
sides could find common ground and cooperate with
each other in the interest of the French nation.

As soon as Mitterrand appointed Chirac, the latter
declared that he would play an active role in foreign and
defense policy, fields traditionally reserved for the presi-
dent. In domestic affairs, Chirac moved quickly, with a
sharp eye on the 1988 presidential elections. He enacted
the largest number of reforms by any French govern-
ment since 1958. He abolished the proportional repre-
sentation electoral system, which Mitterrand had inten-
tionally introduced in order to reduce the Communists’
parliamentary seats and to prevent any party from win-
ning a majority. This system had enabled the right-wing
National Front (FN) to win thirty-five seats and thereby
reduced Chirac’s usable majority to only two deputies,
even though the right, as a whole, had won 55 percent
of the vote.

Mitterrand was the first Fifth Republic president to
have his wings clipped while still in office. He could not
stop a single policy the Chirac government wanted to
pursue. However, by knowing how and when to assert
his residual authority, he succeeded in preserving his
authority, and his popularity soared. By standing above



the political fray and focusing on the nation’s interests,
he let Chirac, who was in the trenches doing day-to-day
combat, acquire serious political bruises. Mitterrand
thereby enhanced his own chances of reelection and
diminished Chirac’s chances to win the presidency. The
1988 presidential election led the country into yet an-
other untested experiment: a minority government. It
was the least ideological struggle in recent French his-
tory. Shouldering the blame for much that displeased
voters and unable to unite the conservatives behind
him, Chirac garnered only 46 percent of the votes to
Mitterrand’s 54 percent.

In the 1995 presidential elections Chirac cam-
paigned energetically under the banner “France for All”
to try to show that he stood above party politics. He
repeated in his standard stump speech that French so-
ciety “is more divided and dangerous than ever.” With
a turnout of 80 percent, Chirac won 52.6 percent of the
votes, defeating the Socialist Lionel Jospin. Chirac did
best among farmers, businesspeople, shopkeepers, arti-
sans, and the professions. For the first time, a conser-
vative candidate won a majority of voters under age
thirty-five, as well as more than 40 percent of blue-
collar workers and French describing themselves as
underprivileged. Because a record 6 percent of blank
ballots was cast, he actually won only 49.5 percent of
the votes cast, making him the first president to be
elected with fewer than half the total votes. His victory
left the right in control of the presidency, 80 percent of
the seats in the National Assembly and two-thirds in the
Senate, twenty of twenty-two regional councils, four-
fifths of the departmental councils, and most of the big
cities. Never in the history of the Fifth Republic was
there such a concentration of power.

On the first day of his presidency Chirac traveled to
Colombey-les-Deux-Eglises to emphasize his political
roots by laying a wreath at the burial site of his mentor,
de Gaulle. On the following day, he lunched with Ger-
man Chancellor Helmut Kohl in Strasbourg to under-
score the importance of France’s ties with its powerful
neighbor. He promised a less monarchical presidency
than that of his predecessor. He ordered that the fleet
of military jets and helicopters at the disposal of the
president and cabinet be disbanded and that ostenta-
tious signs of power, such as motorcades with scream-
ing sirens and motorcycles racing through the streets,
be banned.

During his campaign, Chirac promised “profound
change” and an attack on unemployment as his “prior-
ity of priorities.” It soon became obvious that he could
not fulfill his campaign promises of lower taxes and
bountiful jobs, and his approval rating plummeted.
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Without preparing the public, he suddenly announced
an abrupt reversal of his economic policy from creating
jobs to cutting the deficit in order to ensure that France
would be able to join Europe’s monetary union in 1999.
The sense of betrayal over the unexpected U-turn from
job creation to austerity ignited in 1995-1997 the worst
strikes since 1968.

In 1997 he made a fateful decision to call early par-
liamentary elections. Control of the National Assembly
changed hands for the fifth straight parliamentary elec-
tion in sixteen years. Tired of Chirac’s broken promises
made only two years earlier to protect the social net
and reduce France’s 12.8 percent unemployment, while
lowering taxes and government spending, voters turned
back to the Socialists, led by Jospin, a former diplomat,
economics professor, and education minister. Presi-
dent Chirac, who disastrously misread the mood of the
French public, was obligated to accept cohabitation for
the third time in eleven years.

Chirac maintained control only over foreign and
defense policy. The end of Superpower confrontation
meant that France had to reexamine the three pillars of
its defense policy—its nuclear forces, its draft army,
and its operational independence from permanent alli-
ances. Without a Soviet threat, France had problems
defining a clear purpose for its atomic force de frappe.
It became difficult to maintain its expensive triad of
forces, which in 1991 consumed a fifth of total defense
spending. France’s underground nuclear test series in
1995-1996 unleashed a violent world outcry, especially
in Asia and the Pacific, where they took place. Taken
aback by the worldwide protest, Chirac swore that these
tests were needed to perfect computer simulation pro-
grams that would make further testing unnecessary.

France continues to maintain the largest and most
diversified military capability in Western Europe. De-
spite the changed security environment in Europe
following the end of the Cold War, there was still a
consensus to maintain—as the ultimate security guar-
antee—a minimal nuclear force posture for the purpose
of dissuasion, the French version of deterrence. A sig-
nificant change is that these nuclear weapons are to
be linked to European security, not just the defense of
French territory and interests.

France’s traditionally independent stance on de-
fense is being increasingly challenged by the reality of
an emerging European Security and Defense Identity
(ESDI) within NATO that the French government has
come to accept. Under President Chirac, France co-
operated more closely with NATO than any time in the
previous three decades. He even announced France’s
intention to rejoin NATO’s integrated command
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structure, from which de Gaulle had withdrawn France
in 1967. But Chirac coupled this intent with a demand
unacceptable to the United States: that a European head
NATO’s Regional Command South in Naples, which di-
rects the American Sixth Fleet in the Mediterranean. By
the end of the 20th century, France had not found a way
to back away gracefully from this demand.

In cultural policy, Chirac, who speaks excellent En-
glish, backs France’s official effort to protect the French
language from English-language encroachment in ad-
vertising, education, and the scientific and computer
world. He argues that “the stakes are clear. If, in the new
media, our language, our programs, our creations are
not strongly present, the young generation of our coun-
try will be economically and culturally marginalized.”

Chirac, whose approval ratings reached 79 percent
for his handling of the Kosovo crisis in the spring of
1999 and for his willingness to work constructively
with Socialist Prime Minister Jospin, has seen his re-
sponsibilities shrink to little more than foreign and de-
fense policy. He spoke in 1997 of the “extreme difficulty
of changing anything at all in a profoundly conservative
and fossilized country.” This is not the first time that
France has experienced cohabitation. However, this is
the first time that such a divided executive lasted longer
than two years. Polls in 1998 indicated that a majority
of the French people like such a system of checks and
balances that honestly reflects the divisions within the
French population.

CHORNOVIL, VYACHELSLAV  1938—, Literary critic,
journalist, dissident and politician, Chornovil was born
in the Kyiv region. He graduated in 1960 from Kyiv
University and began to work as the editor of Ukrainian
Soviet Socialist Republic radio-television broadcasting
and for the Komsomol (Communist youth organiza-
tion). He was one of the shestidesiatniki (Soviet liberals
of the 1960s). In 1967 he was sent to report on the trials
of twenty Ukrainian nationalist dissidents for the Soviet
press. Instead, he prepared a book sympathetic to the
dissidents and highly critical of what he considered to
be the arbitrary and illegal manipulation of the Soviet
Legal Code and system by authorities. The book, Lykho
z rozumu (Woe from Wit; published in English as The
Chornovil Papers), circulated as samizdat (literally “self-
publishing,” a term used to describe the underground
press during the Soviet era) in Ukraine. Chornovil was
arrested and imprisoned in Siberia from 1967 to 1969
for this work, although in the West it won him the Brit-
ish Tomalin Prize for journalism.

After his release from prison he returned to Ukraine
where he edited the samizdat journal Ukrainskyi visnyk

(Ukrainian Herald). Under his editorship, the journal
reported on human rights violations in Ukraine. After
his arrest in 1972, the journal was edited by Stepan
Khmara and became much more radical in tone. Chor-
novil was again exiled to Siberia until 1979. In that
year Chornovil became a member of the Ukrainian Hel-
sinki Group (UHG), an organization dedicated to en-
suring Soviet compliance to the Helsinki accords on hu-
man rights, which it signed in 1975. In 1980 Moscow
cracked down on this group, and Chornovil was again
sent to Siberia.

With the advent of Mikhail Gorbachev’s perestroika,
Chornovil joined the Ukrainian Helsinki Union (UHU)
in 1988. Although the UHU was the descendent of the
UHG, it was also tacitly formed as a political alterna-
tive to the Communist Party. In 1989 the UHU tried
to form a broad democratic coalition in Ukraine, but
failed. Such an umbrella organization of all political
opposition, named Rukh (Ukrainian for “movement,”
more fully called the All-Ukrainian Movement for pere-
stroika), was formed by Ivan Drach and the Writer’s
Union of Ukraine. Rukh worked to promote Ukrainian
sovereignty, language, culture, and ecological protec-
tion. By its founding congress in September 1989, Rukh
had 280,000 members.

In March 1990 Rukh won 24 percent of the seats in
parliamentary elections. Chornovil, leader of the L'viv
Oblast Council from 1990 to 1992, won one of these
seats from Lviv. In the December 1991 presidential
election (held concurrently with a referendum on in-
dependence), Chornovil ran as the Rukh candidate
and took second place to Leonid Kravchuk. Although
Chornovil received most of the votes in nationalist
western Ukraine, he only received 23.3 percent of the
vote for Ukraine as a whole, compared to Kravchuk’s
61.6 percent.

As the Communist Party of Ukraine lost support,
Rukh became more nationalist. Originally dominated
by shestidesiatnik dissidents like Drach and Chornovil,
many younger nationalists soon rose to power. Partially
due to this generational change, but also due to dis-
agreement over whether to support Kravchuk’s admin-
istration, Rukh began to disintegrate with liberals and
centrists leaving to form new political parties. The UHU
formed the Ukrainian Republican Party, which Chor-
novil quit because he believed it to be overcentralized
and too similar to the Bolsheviks in structure. In August
1992 the nationalist rightwing of Rukh left to form
the Congress of National-Democratic Forces. Chornovil
became leader of the remainder of Rukh and turned it
into a political party with 50,000 members in Decem-
ber 1992. The new Rukh remained liberal and anti-



Communist, believing in democracy and a free market.
In 1997 Rukh was a political faction with twenty-five
members and a party with twenty-two members (in-
cluding Chornovil) in Parliament. Most of Rukh’s sup-
port comes from western Ukraine.

CHURCHILL, WINSTON 1874-1965, Seldom in the
modern age has the world seen such a versatile man as
Churchill. A product of Sandhurst, Britain’s Royal Mili-
tary College (now Academy), he was a courageous and
distinguished soldier, with youthful service in India, in
the cavalry at Omdurman in the Sudan, in South Africa
during the Boer War, and in France during the Great
War. He was a gifted writer and journalist with an
accurate eye to self-promotion. His penetrating, vivid,
and inspiring use of language and his skill as an orator,
biographer, and historian would not only provide him
with a living between government posts and in retire-
ment, it was used to inform, convince, inspire, and gal-
vanize his nation to rise to its “finest hour” during the
Battle of Britain. While he was a man of the world, he
was deeply patriotic, with a rock-firm belief in Britain’s
greatness, its historic responsibility in the world, the
beneficial influence the British Empire had through-
out the globe, and the value of its principles and ideas
for mankind. He despised dictatorship of both the left
and right, and he revered democracy, which, he once
joked, was the worst form of government except every
other type that mankind had ever tried. But it was as a
wartime leader that he demonstrated what a giant he
really was.

He was a man who did not shy away from contro-
versy, and he often found himself in the midst of it. Be-
fore both world wars he warned against the rising mili-
tary power of Germany and reminded his countrymen
and their leaders how crucial Britain’s own military pre-
paredness was. As First Lord of the Admiralty after
1911, he successfully advocated the largest naval ex-
penditure in British history and brought the fleet to
the peak of readiness. In the wake of the failed Darda-
nelles and Gallipoli campaigns, he resigned and went to
France as a lieutenant-colonel in the 6th Scots Fusiliers.
He returned to Parliament in June 1916. The following
year he became a very effective and energetic minister
of munitions, and in 1919 he was named secretary of
war. One of the most contentious issues of that time
was home rule for Ireland. He had bitterly opposed this,
but he changed his mind and played an important role
in the negotiations that culminated in the Irish treaty
of 1921.

During a long hiatus from power during the interwar
years, he repeatedly and unsuccessfully warned his na-
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tion of the growing German menace. As Hitler began to
threaten more and more of Europe, Prime Minister Ne-
ville Chamberlain practiced a policy of appeasement.
This only whetted the German appetite. Churchill de-
scribed as “a total and unmitigated defeat” the Munich
Agreement with Hitler, which gave the Nazis a free
hand in Czechoslovakia and which Chamberlain had
praised in September 1938 as bringing “peace in our
time.” After an attack on Poland in September 1939,
Britain joined France as allies in World War 11, and
Churchill was recalled to the Admiralty. When Hitler’s
forces invaded the Low Countries on May 10, 1940,
Chamberlain resigned, and Churchill was appointed
prime minister. He later wrote in his memoirs that his
entire career before that had been a preparation for the
wartime role that was now thrust on him. All his con-
siderable talents and energy were concentrated on sav-
ing Britain and the values it stood for.

Serving as his own defense minister, he immersed
himself in the conduct of the allied struggle. He elabo-
rated a strategy of victory that regarded Nazi Germany
as the primary enemy that had to be defeated. Any
country that shared this objective, even the Soviet
Union, was suitable as an ally. Britain’s “grand alliance”
was with the United States, with whom he negotiated a
bundle of Anglo-American accords, including the cre-
ation of a unified military command in all theaters, a
combined chiefs of staff, and the pooling of both part-
ners’ military and economic resources. During the Bat-
tle of Britain in 1940 he was seen everywhere, visiting
military installations, damaged neighborhoods, and fac-
tories, giving his people hope and encouragement. His
courage and his words epitomized the best of the British
spirit and inspired the nation to withstand withering
aerial attacks from bombers and rockets. His leadership
was crucial in keeping Britain alive. With tremendous
assistance from the United States, Britain and its allies
were victorious, but prostrated and devastated at the
end of the conflict in 1945.

Churchill joined President Truman and Joseph Stalin
in Potsdam outside Berlin to decide future policy to-
ward Germany. But on July 5, 1945, before the comple-
tion of the Potsdam Conference, voters delivered a dra-
matic blow to the Tories by electing the first Labour
prime minister with a clear majority of 145 seats in the
House of Commons, Clement Attlee. Although the Brit-
ish deeply admired Churchill as a great wartime leader,
they associated his Conservative Party with the soup
lines and unemployment of the prewar depression. La-
bour had ably guided the home ministries in the na-
tional government during the war. It had impressed the
British as being the best team for creating full employ-
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ment, housing, and better social security and health
care for a people who had just sacrificed so much in the
war effort.

Out of power he delivered an unforgettable speech
in Fulton, Missouri, on March 5, 1946, warning of an
“iron curtain” that was cutting through the heart of
Europe and the need for Great Britain and the United
States to remain united as protectors of peace and
democracy against Soviet Communism. His fervent,
well-articulated anti-Soviet conviction was important in
persuading Americans to adopt a Cold War policy.

Churchill also advocated greater European unity. He
gave the most important cue to European leaders that
the daunting problems they faced could not be solved
within the narrow confines of the traditional nation-
state. Before the war he had encouraging words, while
distancing Britain itself from a united Europe: “We see
nothing but good and hope in a richer, freer, more con-
tented European commonality. But we have our own
dream and our own task. We are with Europe, but not
of it. We are linked, but not compromised. We are inter-
ested and associated, but not absorbed.”

For decades his countrymen shared his sense of not
totally belonging to Europe. He had spoken like an ar-
dent federalist during the war. In March 1943 he had
advocated in a radio broadcast a “Council of Europe”
that would oversee effective working institutions, in-
cluding a common military organization. On May 9,
1946, he added: “I see no reason why . . . there should
not ultimately arise the United States of Europe, both
those of the East and those of the West which will
unify this continent in a manner never known since
the fall of the Roman Empire, and within which all its
peoples may dwell together in prosperity, in justice and
in peace.”

In a speech delivered at Zarich University on Sep-
tember 19, 1946, he renewed his call for a Council of
Europe encompassing at least ten states. Blending ideal-
ism with pragmatism, he put his finger on the key: “The
first step in the re-creation of the European family must
be a partnership between France and Germany. . . .
There can be no revival of Europe without a spiritually
great France and a spiritually great Germany. . . . If this
is their wish, they have only to say so, and means can
certainly be found, and machinery erected, to carry that
wish into full fruition.” This conciliatory view reflected
Churchill’s motto: “In War: Resolution. In Defeat: Defi-
ance. In Victory: Magnanimity. In Peace: Goodwill.”

Under his chairmanship, a United Europe Commit-
tee was founded with such luminaries as French Social-
ist Léon Blum, Italian Prime Minister Alcide de Gasperi,
and Belgian Foreign Minister Paul-Henri Spaak as hon-

orary presidents. Their efforts led to a European Move-
ment two years later, one of a proliferation of pro-
Europe groupings. In contrast to the post-1918 era, they
enjoyed public support and that of many parliamentar-
ians and cabinet members, who had shared common
disasters and common fears, and who had common
ideals and goals. For them, the European ideal had be-
come a replacement for exaggerated nationalism, which
had become discredited. It was seen as an antidote to
Communist ideas, which had a strong appeal in Europe
immediately after the war. Not only could unity revital-
ize the economy, but it could do the same for European
culture, which many thought was being challenged by
powerful influences from America.

At age seventy-seven, Winston Churchill was re-
turned to power in 1951, and his Tories ruled until
1964, the longest period of continuous party govern-
ment in modern British history. His government re-
turned the iron and steel industries and road transport
to private ownership, although iron and steel were re-
nationalized by Labour in 1967. However, accurately
sensing the sentiments of the British nation, the Tories
did not make a radical U-turn. The party accepted the
national welfare and health services, as well as the
commitment to full employment. Following a stroke,
Churchill was finally persuaded to step down in 1955.
His successor was his long-time foreign minister An-
thony Eden.

CINEMA’S ROOTS IN NAITONALISM Nationalism
played a key role in the birth of the cinematic industry.
As a new cultural form that emerged at the very end
of the 19th century, cinema was highly affected by its
national capital and culture. All major industrialized
nations of the late 19th century had some claims to the
initial invention of “the cinema.” The film industry was
often considered in terms of national categories, and
cinema was perceived as an expression of national cul-
tures, containing elements of larger national histories.
The first nationalistic film made in the United States,
The Monroe Doctrine, was understood as the “favorite
dogma of the American people,” signifying the com-
ing of the “American century” in the 20th-century film
industry.

However, the impact of nationalism on the cinema
in the early period was profoundly complicated by the
trend of internationalism. Because production costs
were too high for a single national market to support,
film companies had to look for foreign markets and thus
film-making was highly cosmopolitan during its begin-
nings. For example, in the peep-hole kinetoscope age
(1894 -1895), the U.S.-based big film company, the Edi-
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son Manufacturing Company, shot various European
and international stars altogether in one vaudeville pro-
gram: Eugen Sandow and Louis Attila (Germany), Luis
Martinetti (Italy), Juan Caicedo (Colombia), Alcide Ca-
pitaine (France), Sheik Tahar (Arabia), and Toyou Kichi
(Japan). Different ethnic Americans also appeared. The
silent nature of motion pictures effaced the barrier of
national language and helped to transgress national
identity by producing a shared viewing experience for
people all over the world.

National sentiments nevertheless were still deeply
rooted in the cinema in the 20th century. Edison was an
American symbol of technological sophistication and
had become “the father” of new technologies transform-
ing American life. Edison’s films made a crucial contri-
bution to America’s identity and its sense of national
superiority. Cinema, as the dream factory, restates a
discourse of “imagined community” for the American
culture.

CIS The Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS)
was established as a loose successor organization to the
Soviet Union by the Belovezhky accords signed by Rus-
sian President Boris Yeltsin, Ukrainian President Leonid
Kravchuk, and executive chairman of the Belarusian Su-
preme Soviet Stanislav Shushkevich outside of Minsk
on December 8, 1991. A follow-up meeting on Decem-
ber 21 added the Central Asian states of Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, Turkmenistan, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan
plus Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Moldova. These last two
states subsequently withdrew from or failed to ratify
CIS membership, but by 1994 illicit Russian support for
internal separatist movements had pressured both, as
well as Georgia, back into theCommonwealth, leaving
only the three former Baltic republics outside.

Although the CIS went on to develop a broad agenda
of activity ranging from trade to border patrol to peace-
keeping and to create several institutional structures to
carry out its functions, from its inception the CIS has
suffered from several interrelated problems.

First, there has been lack of clarity or agreement as
to whether the CIS was to function merely as a tempo-
rary umbrella facilitating and stabilizing the process of
deconstructing the old Soviet Union or as an ongoing
framework for the reintegration of the Soviet successor
states. The former trend has tended to predominate, as
illustrated by the ending of the joint CIS military com-
mand and the abandoning of the Russian ruble as a
common currency by 1993.

Second, Ukraine and many other members have
viewed the CIS as a potential instrument of renewed,
neo-imperial domination by Russia over the so-called
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“near abroad.” Accordingly, they have opposed efforts to
give the body any effective, supranational powers.

Third, even though approximately 800 agreements
(many duplicative) for greater cooperation have been
signed among CIS members, the vast majority have re-
mained unratified and/or unimplemented. For example,
commitments to create a “common economic space” in
the form of a free trade zone or customs union have
been signed in almost every year of the CIS’s existence.

Fourth, the body has been plagued by “variable
geometry,” with different members joining a varying
patchwork of CIS agreements. For example, only nine
signed the CIS Collective Security Treaty, and only five
the agreement for a CIS customs union.

Five, the CIS has been steadily undermined as
an overarching framework by the proliferation of
more manageable subgroupings of its members.
These include the would-be Russian-Belarusian Union,
the economic and potentially security cooperation of
the so-called GUUAM group (Georgia, Ukraine, Uzbek-
istan, Azerbaijan, and Moldova), and the Central Asian
Union.

As the organization’s leading backer, Russia has
called for thoroughgoing reforms to resolve such prob-
lems and revive the CIS. However, the lack of agree-
ment on the desirability or direction of change together
with Russia’s increasingly evident weakness and other
members’ growing confidence in their national inde-
pendence has left the CIS moribund in most areas.
Though summits and other meetings continue to take
place on a semiregular basis, the CIS may find it difficult
to avoid a continued decline in importance in the years
ahead.

A concise overview of the development of the CIS
is “End of the Line for the Commonwealth of Inde-
pendent States,” by Paul Kubicek, in Problems of Post-
Communism (March/April 1999), pp. 15-24.

CITIZENSHIP The state of being vested with the
rights and duties of a citizen. Citizenship is used as a
tool by nationalists to draw distinctions between those
who are properly part of a nation and those who are not.
Citizenship is earned differently in different countries.
For example, in the United States, anyone born of at
least one American parent, born within the borders of
the United States, or inducted a citizen after passing the
citizenship examination is considered a citizen. In Ja-
pan, on the other hand, a citizen is only someone born
of Japanese parentage; no matter how long a person’s
family has lived in Japan, if the parents are not of Japa-
nese ancestry, the person remains a legal alien. Simi-
larly, in many former Soviet republics, only those whose
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ancestry is of the majority ethnic group and who speak
the national language are generally granted citizenship.

Citizenship can become a divisive tool of national-
ist organizations. Citizens are acceptable, while non-
citizens, or noncitizen groups, become the object of
nationalist propaganda. Gaining citizenship becomes
increasingly difficult in times of trouble or as a national-
ist movement is growing. Examples of the restricting of
citizenship rules are numerous in post-Soviet Europe.

In the Baltic republics, where ethnic Russians tended
to have an advantage in education, housing, and job
placement during the Soviet era, governments in the
early 1990s passed laws declaring a national language
and restricting citizenship to those who spoke that lan-
guage. Thus, the ethnic Russians became resident aliens
in a land where they had once had privileged positions.
This issue quickly became a source of friction between
the Russian federation and most of the former Soviet
republics. Russian nationalists have in turn denounced
these countries for violating the human rights of “Rus-
sians abroad” as interpreted from international human
rights declarations such as the Helsinki accords.

Citizenship is used by nationalists to draw exlusive
barriers within their countries. People who belong to
other ethnic or linguistic groups can be denied the
rights and privileges of being a member of the society,
leading either to “voluntary” emigration or a loss of
voice in the society.

CITY-STATES The term city-state originated from its
ancient Greek name polis, and often referred to the
cities of ancient Greece, Phoenicia, and Italy in the
classical and medieval periods. In the realms of politi-
cal thought of the 18th and 19th centuries, city-states
were taken less seriously as actual polities with specific
boundaries and diverse political experiences than an
ideal form of government—the principle of democracy
and popular sovereignty. City-states like Athens were
often portrayed as the model and exemplar of the civic
culture that embraced the elements of autonomy and
popular sovereignty—government by people and for
people.

Nationalism, as an ideological movement, certainly
could not emerge without origins. For many historians
millennial Christianity prepared the way for the rise of
nationalistic sentiments, whereas for political philoso-
phers it was the ancient polis that laid down the spirit
of civic humanism and the principle of democracy and
self-government. It seems possible to trace certain main
national beliefs back to the classical ideas of ancient
Greek and even medieval Italian city-states, notably
Bruno Latini and Machiavelli in the 15th and early
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16th centuries. Civic duties, popular participation, soli-
darity, and identification of one’s place—the virtues
of Greek and Italian forms of polis—became an impor-
tant component of later civic nationalism. During the
French revolutionary period, it became a common be-
lief that people should be active participants in the po-
litical power of the nation-state. In the words of Locke,
“Wherever any number of men so unite into one society
as to quit every one his executive power of the Law of
Nature, and to resign it to the public, there and there
only is a political or civil society.”

The belief that the agreement to establish a common
legislature and government and, thus, a state or nation-
state, was based on the principle of popular freedom
and sovereignty. The perception of government as a
manifestation of democratic will and an identification of
the state as sovereign of the people were deeply rooted
in French revolutionary political thought. People were
nothing and ought to be everything; and it was what the
revolutionaries meant when they declared, “Sovereignty
is one, indivisible, inalienable and imprescriptible: it
belongs to the nation.” By proclaiming the principle of
popular sovereignty, the French revolutionaries funda-
mentally altered the prevailing conception of the state.
Nationalism, for them was, first of all, a doctrine of
popular freedom and sovereignty. This stream of civic
nationalism differed from cultural nationalism, which
stressed ethnic identification of one’s tradition and the
unlimited surrender of one’s love to country, in that it
was more rational and cosmopolitan.

CLASS INTERESTS Class, according to Marxism, is
the horizontal division of society based on differential
access to the means of production. The dominant class
exploits other classes and appropriates their surplus
through its control of the means of production. The
Weberian version of class tends to focus on power and
status as well as economic position as markers.

Marx and Engels viewed nationalism as a false con-
sciousness masking class interest, a mystification of the
ruling class to blunt class consciousness. The Marxist
tradition attempted to reduce ethnic issues to class
problems and treat them as residuals of capitalism to be
supplanted by proletarian internationalism. They con-
demned the Slav peoples of the Habsburg Empire, dur-
ing the revolutions of 1848-49, for standing opposite
to German-speaking Austrians and the Magyars, to the
advantage of conservatism. But events compelled them
to recognize the importance of such issues and that na-
tionalism and tradition were things a proletarian move-
ment could not ignore and could even make use of in a
transitional period. Lenin, after the successful October



Revolution, called for a balance between the duty of the
socialists in dominant countries to work for the libera-
tion of oppressed nationalities, and that of socialists in
dominated countries to oppose narrow-minded nation-
alism. Stalin wrote a pamphlet titled “Marxism and the
National Question” in 1913, and it became the standard
formulation of Bolshevik views. Stalin observed that
there was danger of local nationalism that could easily
infect the workers, and socialists should do their best
to resist it. But minority nationalism could only be
checked by a socialist pledge of full rights of self-
determination. Practicing this Marxist line, James Con-
nolly gave his life in the Dublin rising of 1916 for the
sake of fusing socialism with nationalist revolt. How-
ever, since the fallout between the USSR and China, the
common tie of class became untied and individual pa-
triotism came to the fore. Especially after the demise of
the former Soviet bloc, nationalism has been rampant in
these countries.

CLAY, HENRY 1777-1852, U.S. statesman, was born
in Hanover County, Virginia, and eventually settled
in Kentucky, then a part of the West. Clay served as
speaker of the House of Representatives (1811-1820
and 1823-1825), secretary of state (1825-1829), and
U.S. Senator (1831-1842 and 1849-1852), and ran un-
successfully for president three times. He is best re-
membered as the chief author of the American System,
a form of economic nationalism, and as “The Great
Compromiser” for his involvement in three major com-
promises to preserve the Union.

Clay began articulating the American System in
1810, the year after he was first elected to the U.S. Sen-
ate. At the time the West was just beginning to contrib-
ute significantly to the U.S. economy by exporting its
agricultural surplus to the eastern states, which had
always been commercially oriented and were now be-
coming heavily industrialized as well, in exchange for
manufactured goods. Because western roads were few
in number and in generally poor condition, most of
this surplus made its way east in a roundabout way via
the Mississippi River and New Orleans. The American
System sought to unite the economic interests of East
and West by imposing high tariffs on manufactured
goods (thus protecting the commercial interests of the
East), using the extra revenue created by these tariffs
to improve transportation between East and West by
building federally subsidized roads and canals, and re-
establishing the Bank of the United States as the corner-
stone of a national banking system that would facilitate
the collection of taxes and the disbursement of federal
expenditures. Although the tariff and bank portions of
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Clay’s plan became institutionalized in 1816, the nec-
essary federal funding for improving western transpor-
tation was never appropriated by Congress, and so this
development was left to the individual states. Albeit
Clay’s American System did much to cement the rela-
tionship between East and West, it also helped to alien-
ate the South from the rest of the country because south-
erners perceived that its economic interests were greatly
harmed by the tariffs that Clay’s program espoused.

Despite his strong regional self-identification, Clay
held strong nationalistic beliefs, which led him to work
assiduously on three occasions to affect compromises
between the free states of the East and West and the
slave states of the South. In 1820, he served as the chief
architect of the Missouri Compromise, by which both
sides agreed to divide the territory acquired by the Lou-
isiana Purchase in 1807 into free and slave territories.
This compromise was so successful that it effectively
nullified slavery as a topic of national debate for more
than twenty years. In 1833, he helped bring about an
end to the nullification crisis, whereby South Carolina
had threatened to secede from the Union over the tariffs
of 1828 and 1832, by gaining sufficient support from all
three regions for a compromise tariff bill. In 1850, fol-
lowing several years of intense bickering over the ques-
tion of slavery in the territories obtained from Mexico
as a result of the Mexican War, he attempted to gain
congressional support for several measures known col-
lectively as the Compromise of 1850 by appealing to the
nationalistic fervor of all parties.

Clay offers an interesting example of a politician
whose nationalism evolved over the course of his ca-
reer. In 1798, he ardently supported the Kentucky and
Virginia Resolutions, which declared that a state had
the right to nullify any act of Congress that it believed
to be unconstitutional. In 1812, he served as leader of
the “War Hawks,” a group of mostly western congress-
men who advocated war with Great Britain. He did so
because he believed such a war would make it impos-
sible for western Indians, who were supported by the
British in Canada, to operate as an impediment to west-
ern expansion. However, by 1820 Clay’s presidential
ambitions induced him to take a more nationalist view
concerning regional matters, hence his involvement in
the three compromises.

A biography is Glyndon G. Van Deusen, The Life of
Henry Clay (1937, reprint 1967). Clay’s role in the de-
velopment of U.S. nationalism is discussed in Mau-
rice G. Baxter, Henry Clay and the American System
(1995), Robert V. Remini, Henry Clay: Statesman for the
Union (1991), and Merrill D. Peterson, The Great Tri-
umvirate: Webster, Clay, and Calhoun (1987).
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CODREANU, CORNELIU ZELEA 1899-1938,
Founder and leader of the Legion of the Archangel Mi-
chael and its paramilitary arm, the Iron Guard. The two
became indistinguishable and were commonly known
as the Legionary Movement, a Romanian fascist forma-
tion active in the 1930s.

Codreanu was born in 1899 near the town of Iasi in
the province of Moldavia. His father, whose original last
name had been Zelinski, was a teacher of Ukrainian or
Polish origin. In 1919 Codreanu began studying law
and the University of lasi, where his extracurricular
activities consisted mostly of anti-Semitic and anti-
Communist agitation. In 1922 he attended lectures at
the University of Berlin, where he claimed to have
personally enlightened several future prominent Nazis.
In 1923 he joined the virulently anti-Semitic League
of Christian Defense founded by professor Alexandru
Cuza. In 1924 Codreanu assassinated the police chief of
lasi, who had attempted to curb anti-Semitic activities,
but was subsequently acquitted. The same year he broke
with Cuza over the latter’s unwillingness to abandon
parliamentary politics.

In 1927 Codreanu founded the Legion of the Arch-
angel Michael, an organization with anti-Semitism as a
core element in its guiding ideology. The legion was
also fervently committed to Christian Orthodoxy, anti-
communism, and sought to purge Romanian political
life of its pervasive corruption. In 1930, Codreanu es-
tablished the legion’s paramilitary arm, the Iron Guard.

In August 1931, having decided to compete in parlia-
mentary elections after all, Codreanu gained a seat in a
by-election in his native district of Iasi. In December
1933, after a massive wave of repression against the
guard, its members retaliated by murdering prime min-
ister Ion Duca, with Codreanu’s approval.

In 1934, Codreanu’s forces regrouped as a new polit-
ical party, Everything for the Homeland (Totul Pentru
Tara). In the rigged elections of 1937, the party offi-
cially gained 16 percent of the vote, though its share of
the vote was probably higher. In February 1938, in a
move designed in part to neutralize the increasingly
popular legion, King Carol II declared a royal dictator-
ship, abolishing the entire parliamentary system along
with the constitution and all political parties.

Surprisingly, Codreanu reacted by disbanding the
organization, announcing his political retirement, and
preparing to go into exile in Italy. In April 1938, be-
fore he could do so, he was arrested for slandering his-
torian Nicolae lorga, Romania’s leading intellectual. In
May, Codreanu was additionally tried on trumped-up
charges of treason and convicted to ten years of hard
labor.

COLLINS, MICHAEL

On the night of November 29-30, 1938, Codreanu
and a dozen of his followers were executed by garroting
while being transported to the Jilava prison. The official
announcement claimed that they had been shot while
trying to escape. In September 1939, the Iron Guard
avenged his murder by assassinating prime minister
Armand Calinescu, and later Iorga as well.

COLLINS, MICHAEL 1890-1922, Born in County
Cork, Ireland, he is known for his participation in the
negotiation of, and agreement to, the Anglo-Irish Treaty
of 1921. Collins was a member of the Irish Volunteers
(later to become the Irish Republican Army) and led
the Irish Republican Brotherhood (IRB). He fought
in the Easter Rising in 1916 and became an organizer
for the political party Sinn Féin. Collins also became a
chairman of the provisional government of Ireland and
a minister for finance.

Michael Collin’s participation in the armed struggle
through the Irish Volunteers and the Irish Republican
Brotherhood engendered him great respect from his fel-
low colleagues. The Easter Rising had been planned by
the IRB and sought to establish a free and independent
Irish Republic. After the Easter Rising he was taken
prisoner by the British and eventually ended up at the
Frongoch prison camp in Wales. While imprisoned at
Frongoch, Collins improved his command of the Irish
language and honed his organizational skills as he
worked with an Irish Republican Brotherhood cell.

In furtherance of the cause of Ireland, Collins com-
manded an elite “hit unit” or assassination group,
known as the Squad. Under his command the Squad
was responsible for numerous deaths. Collins is also
known for his strategic military skills and deft intelli-
gence gathering, and is credited by some with develop-
ing a modern approach to paramilitary warfare.

Collins, as a member of a delegation that negotiated
the Anglo-Irish Treaty, viewed the treaty, albeit imper-
fect, as the best possible outcome given the situation at
the time. Although the Treaty did not include the en-
tirety of Ireland, he felt they had negotiated a significant
steppingstone to a united and free Irish republic; it was
“freedom to achieve freedom.” Eamon de Valera, presi-
dent of the Ddil Eireann (the Irish Parliament), had as-
pired to an agreement of external association without
any obligation of members of a future government ow-
ing allegiance to a British monarchy. He was presented
with a required oath of allegiance and dominion status
for Ireland within the British Empire. While the Treaty
passed the Dail Eireann many nationalist Irish men and
women felt they had been betrayed. Others felt, for the
first time, that there was hope in this limited victory.



The Irish Republican Army split over the Treaty and
Collins, along with the responsibilities as chairman of
the provisional government and duties related to his
job as minister of finance, took on much of the work
related to dealing with the IRA. He tried to find balance
in gaining military control of the country while at the
same time supporting covert military policies aimed at
undermining the British authority over the counties of
northeastern Ireland.

Collins was assassinated in an ambush in his home
county of Cork by former comrades who were pre-
sumably unable to come to terms with the treaty, the
provisional government spawned by it, and the role of
Collins in it all. Irish nationalist perceptions of Collins
have ranged from those who think he made the best
deal possible in signing the treaty to those who have
viewed him as a traitor who betrayed the cause of the
united Irish republic.

Among the many works on Collins, those among
the most cited are The Man Who Made Ireland; the Life
and Death of Michael Collins by Tim Pat Coogan, Frank
O’Connor’s The Big Fellow, and T. Ryle Dwyer’s Michael
Collins and the Treaty and Michael Collins: The Man Who
Won the War.

COLOMBIAN NATIONALISM  Colombian national-
ism is weak relative to other Latin American countries
and Colombians lack a strong sense of national identity.
Many scholars attribute this to cultural and class cleav-
ages, the capacity of the country’s economic elite to
dominate politics and to mobilize voters through the
Liberal and Conservative Parties without recourse to
nationalist or populist appeals, and the failure of the
country to achieve social and geographical integration.

The challenge of unifying geographically diverse re-
gions containing rival power centers preoccupied early
Colombian governments. Unification of the United
Provinces of New Granada, which declared indepen-
dence from Spain in the 1810s, was impeded by its scat-
tered and isolated population and natural obstacles that
impeded the establishment of transportation and com-
munication networks. Venezuela and Ecuador seceded
from New Granada (also known as Gran Colombia) in
the 1830s, after which fiercely independent local elites
established a radically decentralized, loose federal sys-
tem. An era of chaos and interregional violence did not
end until 1886, when Conservatives imposed a highly
centralized constitution. National unity continued to be
prevented by brutal armed conflict between the coun-
try’s hegemonic Liberal and Conservative Parties, par-
ticularly between 1899 and 1902 and 1948 and 1957,
when hundreds of thousands died in interparty blood-
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letting. In the 1970s and 1980s, class conflict divided
the country. The refusal of the oligarchy to open the
political system fueled armed Marxist movements with
a presence today in most of the national territory. In-
deed, if Colombians share one national characteristic it
is the capacity to carry on in the face of extreme levels
of violence.

Economic nationalism, which is strong in other
South American countries, also is weaker in Colombia.
In the 1940s and 1950s, Colombian elites sought to
build a national steel industry (now in private hands)
and to return foreign petroleum concessions to the
state. In the 1960s Colombia sought to decrease eco-
nomic dependence on the United States by forging
closer trading ties with Latin American countries. Fol-
lowing the multinational agreements of the Andean
Pact, a 1975 law required all Colombian banks to be
51 percent Colombian owned. But there has never been
official hostility to foreign investment and Colombia
has remained more hospitable to international investors
and firms than neighboring countries. Economic na-
tionalism may be moderated by the fact that, with the
exception of petroleum, most land and productive re-
sources have remained in Colombian hands.

Another reason for weak Colombian nationalism is
the absence of a unifying culture. A rigid racial hier-
archy based in colonial era caste distinctions among
whites, slaves, and Indians has prevented the emergence
of the mestizo (mixed-race) national identity promoted
by intellectuals and political elites. Since the mid-19th
century, Colombian intellectuals and political polemi-
cists have sought the roots of the country’s endemic
violence and ungovernability in the poor fit between
its geographically dispersed ethnically heterogeneous
population and the homogeneous, extremely central-
ized political institutions imposed by Hispanic elites.
Many have sought to achieve national integration by
forcibly integrating ethnic enclaves under a unifying
Catholic faith. Among the earliest intellectuals focusing
on the “problem” of Colombia’s ethnic heterogeneity
and the preponderance of mestizos are José Maria Sam-
per and Sergio Arboleda in the 19th century, and Lau-
reano Gomez in the 1920s. Parallel to this intellectual
tendency was a politically weaker project that sought a
more authentic Colombian identity in the country’s in-
digenous heritage. This affirmation of indigenous heri-
tage, known as indigenismo, gained wider adherence in
the 1930s and 1940s, when a revival of interest in the
position of the Indian swept across Latin America. Co-
lombia’s most influential indigenist was socialist intel-
lectual Antonio Garcia.

Although they comprise less than 3 percent of the
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population, after two decades of grassroots mobilization
beginning in the 1970s, indigenous Colombians—who
speak sixty-four distinct languages—became a highly
visible and symbolically important political force in the
1990s. Their political zenith converged with a national
movement for constitutional reform that enabled them
to codify a regime of constitutional rights for Indians
and African Colombians that has become a model for
other Latin American countries. Their success may be
attributed in part to Colombians’ historical hunger for
national identity and unity: Colombian indigenous or-
ganizations presented the recognition of diverse Col-
ombian identities as a means to reconcile past hatreds
and transgressions against all types of minorities. The
1991 National Constituent Assembly marks the end of
the elite project to force a homogeneous, Hispanicized
national identity on a culturally diverse population, and
the beginning of the official embrace of the “multiethnic
and pluricultural” national identity proposed by the in-
digenous movement.

No important nationalist movements have taken
power in Colombia but several are noteworthy. Former
dictator General Rojas Pinilla led a national-populist
political party, Alianza Nacional Popular (ANAPO), in
the 1960s as an alternative to the bipartisan National
Front that governed Colombia between 1958 and 1974.
Rojas Pinilla’s nationalism was essentially a critique of
the oligarchic National Front’s degrading dependence
on the United States. The movement peaked in 1970
when Rojas Pinilla narrowly lost to the official Na-
tional Front candidate, who his supporters maintained
stole the election. In 1973 the Movimiento 19 de Abril
(M-19) used the alleged fraud against ANAPO as a rally-
ing cry, taking its name from the date of Rojas Pinilla’s
alleged victory. Convinced of the impossibility of so-
cial change through elections, the M-19 took up arms
against the Colombian government. The M-19’s na-
tionalism came in the form of hostility to U.S. eco-
nomic, military, and political influence. In 1990 the
M-19 signed a peace treaty with the government and
became a political party (Alianza Democratica M-19).

Anti-U.S. sentiment has fueled Colombian national-
ism since 1903, when U.S. intervention secured the
secession of the Colombian province of Panama. Since
the 1980s it has been manifested mainly as resentment
of U.S. influence with respect to its antinarcotics pol-
icy. The extradition of Colombian drug traffickers in
the late 1980s inflamed Colombian resentment and led
(together with brazen attacks by the drug cartels on
Colombian public and private institutions) to a con-
stitutional prohibition on extradition in 1991. Colom-
bian indignation was aroused again in 1997, when the

United States “decertified” Colombia for its insufficient
cooperation in U.S. counternarcotics policies. Under
U.S. pressure, Colombia repealed the ban on extradi-
tion. Anti-U.S. nationalism is often tinged with class
conflict, since the oligarchy maintains close ties to U.S.
businesses and educational institutions and relies on
U.S. support to maintain its political dominance.

Nationalist sentiments also have been aroused spo-
radically by border conflicts, particularly with Vene-
zuela. But Colombia has only fought one war with its
neighbors—a brief border skirmish with Peru in the
1930s—another possible explanation for the weakness
of nationalist sentiment.

COLONIALISM  The search for colonies is one mani-
festation of imperialism as a society establishes political
and economic control over another. Colonialism is the
overall policy of establishing and maintaining colonies,
which involve territories and peoples held in a depen-
dent and inferior relationship to a parent state.

While there are numerous examples of colonies be-
ing established in early world history, the dynamic
states developing in Europe as early as the 14th and
15th centuries began to look outward and compete
with each other. Aided by developments in shipbuilding
and navigation, Spain, Portugal, England, and France
moved to explore and then settle the New World in the
Western Hemisphere in the 16th and 17th centuries.
While religion, avarice, and adventure were impor-
tant in the European colonization of the Americas, the
politico-economic theory of mercantilism was particu-
larly strong. Mercantilism held that national strength
and security in a world of competing states were depen-
dent on a favorable balance of trade and the accumu-
lation of gold in the treasury. While the theory was
flawed, it nonetheless helped to mold the policies of
colonial competition by European powers.

By the late 1800s a second phase of colonialism
swept Europe as states competed for the prestige, based
on nationalism, of accumulating colonial holdings in
Africa and Asia. Much of the impetus came from King
Leopold II of Belgium, who took possession of the
Congo in 1876, thus stimulating British and French in-
terest in Africa. Portugal, Italy, Spain, and Germany also
ended up with colonial holdings there. European colo-
nial interest in Asia has a long history. By the 1580s
Russia pushed beyond the Urals and by 1858 had taken
control of all territory in eastern Siberia north of the
Amur River. Britain was establishing control in India
in the late 1700s and in Hong Kong and Burma in the
mid- to late 1800s, while the French were establishing
a protectorate over Indochina.



The motivating factors behind colonialism are nu-
merous and complex, but they would likely include
such features as economic gain, religion, nationalism,
and national prestige, a sense of a civilizing mission
(perhaps mixed with feelings of cultural or racial supe-
riority) to save “backward” peoples, surplus population,
complex economic dynamics such as those suggested
by the theories of John Hobson and V. I. Lenin, and so-
cial Darwinism, which would link explanations of co-
lonialism to the struggle for dominance, survival of the
fittest, and power politics.

Thorough scholarly discussions of the history and
dynamics of colonialism are provided by George H. Na-
del and Perry Curtis, Imperialism and Colonialism (Mac-
millan, 1964) and David K. Fieldhouse, The Colonial
Empires (Delacorte, 1966) and Colonialism, 1870-1914:

An Introduction (St. Martin’s Press, 1981).

Adapted from Grieves, Forest, Conflict and Order: An Introduction
to International Relations. © 1977 by Houghton Mifflin Company.
Used with permission.

COMMUNALISM The concept of communalism re-
fers to competition between groups based on member-
ship in rival communities. Communities may be distin-
guished from one another based on one or more of a
number of characteristics such as religion, language, or
place of origin. For example, speakers of French and
of Flemish in Belgium can be thought of as compris-
ing separate communities based on language. Likewise,
communal divisions based on religion can be seen be-
tween Protestants and Catholics in Northern Ireland or
between Hindus and Muslims in India.

It is important to realize that the existence of multi-
ple groups based on such markers does not necessarily
foreshadow the rise of communal politics or identities
in a society. In Switzerland, for instance, language is not
a strong force for partitioning the nation into communi-
ties despite the presence of large numbers of French-,
German-, or Italian-speaking inhabitants.

For communities to arise, communal identities must
be constructed and lines of demarcation between “insid-
ers” and “outsiders” must be imbued with meaning. A
sense of belonging must be instilled in members of the
group; people must see themselves as part of the “fam-
ily.” History can be mined and interpreted to provide a
sense of permanence and naturalness to distinctions.
Reference may be made to a “golden age;” myths and
memories may become part of the collective conscience.

Competition for scarce resources appears to be a ma-
jor factor in the genesis of communalism. When groups
have little interaction with one another or desired re-
sources are plentiful, there is little need to foster col-
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lective identities in opposition to one another. When
contact and competition increase so does the strain be-
tween groups. This is likely to lead individuals to orga-
nize themselves based on perceived similarities and to
favor those with whom they feel a communal bond.

The presence of communal friction can have con-
flicting consequences for nationalist politics. When no
group is able to achieve and maintain a distinct position
of privilege, turning communal loyalties into national-
ism is problematic. It is only when one group is able to
gain a sustained political and economic advantage that
distinctions between communities can be consistently
manipulated to take on a nationalistic tenor. An ex-
ample can be seen in the changing nature of the reli-
gious conflict in Northern Ireland. In the early 1800s
Protestants competed with Catholics in Belfast for rela-
tively abundant unskilled jobs in the textile industry.
Neither group was able to gain an advantaged position
and political leaders were unable to utilize sectarian
conflicts for nationalist ends. By the end of the century,
however, a shifting economy made it possible for Pro-
testants to secure a privileged place in the Belfast labor
market. Disputes became more protracted and began to
broaden from quarrels over communal boundaries to
clashes over the allocation of resources. Ulster Union-
ists, for instance, were able to mobilize support from
working-class Protestants who did not wish to lose their
position of economic dominance. As time passed, reli-
gious affiliation became shorthand for one’s position on
Irish nationalism and the future of Northern Ireland.

Much of the literature on communalism concen-
trates on the case of India; the discord between Hindus
and Muslims is the classic case of communal conflict.
An example of this line of research is Democracy, Na-
tionalism, and Communalism by Asma Barlas (Westview
Press, 1995). For a more general discussion of the con-
cept of communities see Imagined Communities: Reflec-
tions on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism by Benedict
Anderson (Verso, 1991).

COMMUNISM A form of societal organization in
which all property and production facilities providing
the goods for that society are communally owned. It is
argued that such a society would be more equitable be-
cause, by eliminating private ownership, Communism
would eradicate the imbalance of social, economic, and
political power arising from the control of the means of
production by one particular class. Marx and Engels’s
brand of Communism was infused with a form of social
evolutionism that argued that the social contradictions
inherent within the class structure of society led to suc-
cessive social upheavals in which the old ruling class
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was replaced by a new one. From their perspective,
Communism, with its absence of class structure, repre-
sented the final stage of social development and was
said to be preceded by progressively less developed
stages: socialism; capitalism; feudalism; and slavery.
Communism should therefore be regarded as distinct
from socialism, a social stage prior to Communism in
which the state becomes a significant owner of raw ma-
terials, property, and production facilities.

In their analyses of the Irish and Polish indepen-
dence movements, Marx and Engels had provided an
explanation of nationalist movements as a reaction to
the oppressive and exploitative behavior of the domi-
nating colonial state. A sociological description of the
consolidation of the nation was also forthcoming in the
“Communist Manifesto™ “The bourgeoisie keeps more
and more doing away with the scattered state of the
population, of the means of production, and of prop-
erty. It has agglomerated population, centralised means
of production, and has concentrated property in a few
hands. The necessary consequence of this was political
centralisation. Independent, or but loosely connected
provinces, with separate interests, laws, governments
and systems of taxation, became lumped together into
one nation, with one government, one code of laws, one
national class interest, one frontier and one customs
tariff.” However, just as the consolidation of the nation
had been associated by Marx and Engels with the cen-
tralization of the means of production under the influ-
ence of the dominant capitalist class, the pending disso-
lution of the nation was also to be explained by the very
same processes. It was argued that capitalism had begun
to “draw from under the feet of industry the national
ground on which it stood.”

The prediction of the final dissolution of nations was
informed by two historical tendencies, one of which
concentrated on the internal processes within each na-
tion; the other process focused on relations at the inter-
national level. First, the need of raw materials and the
search for new markets was said to lead to ever increas-
ing trade at the global level and therefore to a growing
interconnectedness of world society. Marx and Engels
argued that this would create a homogenizing tendency
because the only way each nation could compete with
the deluge of cheap goods from the industrialized coun-
tries was to adopt the same mode of production. This,
it was argued, would lead to a reduction in national dif-
ferences. Secondly, with the consolidation of capitalism,
a division of labor was taking place on a global scale.
The growing cooperation and interdependence initiated
under capitalism meant that once Communism had
eliminated the antagonistic relations between nations,

true social cooperation on a global scale would take
place.

At first sight the attainment of Communism would
appear to contain a paradox. The basis of Communism
would be communal ownership and yet the nation, one
of the strongest forms of community, played no part in
the blueprint for such a future society. However, this
can be explained by the dissolution of such affective so-
cial bonds by the previous stage of development—capi-
talism. The international relations forged during the
capitalist stage of development meant that once Com-
munism had been attained, the global division of labor
would entail cooperation on a global scale, which im-
plied the overcoming of particularist outlooks such as
nationalism and the establishment of a community of
humankind in which social activity would be directed
toward the good of all.

COMMUNIST INTERNATIONAL (COMINTERN) A
supranational federation of national Communist parties
active from 1919 to 1939. Though ostensibly an inter-
national organization, the Comintern was based in
Moscow and was controlled at its upper levels by the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics; thus its policies
were tied closely to events internal to the USSR.

Also known as the Third International, the Comin-
tern arose after the socialist Second International splin-
tered over policy on World War 1. While many socialist
centrists opposed what they saw as a nationalist war
and called for peace, Russian Vladimir Lenin advocated
turning the war between nations into a worldwide civil
war between classes. Lenin carried out this strategy
within Russia by leading the Bolshevik revolution in
1917; in 1919 he declared the first congress of the
Comintern in Moscow to promote world revolution
and to thwart the centrist socialism of the Second
International.

In 1920, delegations from 37 nations attended the
second congress of the Comintern, where Lenin laid out
his “21 Points” defining the mission and membership of
the federation. Designed to overhaul the international
socialism that had failed to oppose World War I, these
conditions required all national parties to adopt central-
ized structures modeled on the Soviet party, to include
the word “Communist” in their names, and to purge
moderate socialists from their ranks. Member parties
were to be governed by the Comintern, not by rank-
and-file constituents in their own nations; between con-
gresses, policy that was binding on all member parties
would be set by an executive committee affiliated with
the Central Committee of the Soviet Party.

As it became clear that world-class revolution would



not follow WWI, the Comintern at the third congress in
1921 adopted a “united front” policy designed to create
a more broadly based working-class movement by join-
ing Communist efforts with socialist and liberal causes.
This cooperation with moderate socialism increased af-
ter Lenin’s death in 1924, as Lenin’s successor, Joseph
Stalin, purged the left wing from the Soviet party in or-
der to defeat his rival, Leon Trotsky.

In 1928, when Stalin had achieved secure control of
the USSR, Comintern policy shifted dramatically at the
sixth congress. Following Stalin’s dictum of “socialism
in one country,” all Comintern member parties were in-
structed to make support of the USSR, the world’s only
socialist state, their top priority. Further, in a swing
back to the left, the “united front” policy was aban-
doned and moderate socialists and liberals were again
declared enemies of the Comintern. This policy, which
ignored the rise of fascism and focused opposition on
the moderate left, continued into the 1930s; under it,
German Communists even went so far as to cooperate
with the Nazis in order to bring down the moderate
Weimar Social Democrats.

At the seventh and last congress in 1935, the Com-
intern responded to the increasingly apparent threat of
fascism with another policy shift back to the “united
front” approach. This congress ordered the creation
of “popular fronts” that would align Communists with
moderate socialists, trade unionists, and liberals to de-
feat fascism. Under this policy, the Comintern during
the Spanish Civil War recruited and commanded Inter-
national Brigades of soldiers to fight with the republi-
cans against the fascist nationalists. More than 50,000
volunteers from a dozen nations joined the fight be-
tween 1936 and 1938, serving in such forces as the
French Commune de Paris Battalion and the American
Abraham Lincoln Battalion.

The “popular front” policy of the Comintern contin-
ued until 1939, when Stalin joined Hitler in signing the
Nazi-Soviet Non-Aggression Pact. Although this move
seemingly demonstrated Stalin’s greater concern for the
national success of the USSR than for the international
Communist struggle, the official Comintern line was
that fascism had been deemed a lesser threat to Com-
munism than Allied bourgeois nationalism. Member
parties were ordered to oppose the Allied war against
fascism, until Germany invaded the USSR in 1941.

The influence of the Comintern in Western Europe
and North America waned radically after 1939 due both
to Stalin’s pact with Hitler and to increasing revelations
of Stalin’s oppressive regime within the USSR. After
World War 11, Stalin replaced the defunct Comintern
with a body called the Cominform; under the stress of

COMMUNITARIANISM 97

conflict between the USSR and China, the international
communist movement dissolved entirely by the mid-
1950s.

A recent history of the Comintern is McDermott and
Agnew, The Comintern: A History of International Com-
munism from Lenin to Stalin (1996). A history from the
USSR is Outline History of the Communist International,
trans. Bernard Isaacs (1971). A study of the influence of
the Comintern on the United States is Klehr, Haynes,
and Anderson, The Soviet World of American Commu-
nism (1998).

COMMUNITARIANISM  Communitarianism emerged
in the United States at the beginning of the 1980s in
reaction to what was described by communitarians as
a state of moral decay, radical individualism, and reign
of instrumental rationality. However, the catalyst event
was the publication in 1971 of A Theory of Justice, a
work written by John Rawls, which marked a revival of
political philosophy and of neo-Kantian contract the-
ories. About ten years later, communitarianism came
forth as the most substantive and incisive critique of
what came to be known as Rawlsian “procedural liber-
alism,” that is, a liberalism stressing the priority of in-
dividual rights and legal procedures and depicting the
individual as a rational, autonomous, free subject.

Four thinkers distinguished themselves as the most
original and challenging communitarian critics: Alas-
dair MacIntyre, Michael Sandel, Michael Walzer, and
Charles Taylor. Since they disagree in several of their
conclusions and usually do not even use the label “com-
munitarianism” to characterize their work, one has to
be careful not to conflate their thinking. For example,
Taylor is inclined toward German nationalist romanti-
cism as embodied in the work of J. G. Herder, whereas
regarding certain issues Walzer is close to the American
pluralist and pragmatic tradition as found in the work
of John Dewey. Nevertheless, to varying degrees, they
all share an inspiration in Aristotle and Hegel. More-
over, Maclntyre and Taylor also share religious com-
mitments. But what brings them together more than
anything else is their common opponent, procedural
liberalism.

Contrary to liberals who present the self as “unen-
cumbered” by any social attachments and as prior to its
aims, communitarians argue that the self is actually de-
fined by the community to which it belongs as well as
by its ends. Therefore, the self is not always free to
choose its ends and values, as liberals pretend. It is
through its belonging to a community rather than by
escaping it that it can attain a real and substantive moral
autonomy. Since the aims constituting the self are those
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of its community, the ethical principles peculiar to that
community (Hegel's Sittlichkeit) are superior to and
more genuine than the universal principles upheld by
liberals (Hegel’s Moralitat).

Following this rejection of universalism, communi-
tarians attach an intrinsic value to the community and
to the social relations constituting it. They are both
goods in themselves which must not be assessed on in-
strumental grounds. The self has thus an obligation to
sustain its community, for the disappearance of the lat-
ter would jeopardize its autonomy and self-realization.
It has to aspire to a politics of the common good. Con-
sequently, the communitarian “community” is more
than a mere association of free and equal citizens; in
many respects it resembles Ferdinand Tonnies’s ideal-
ized Gemeinschaft.

It has been argued that communitarianism is guilty
of moral relativism, conservatism, and antiliberalism
(generally equated with antidemocratic positions). All
of these accusations are denied by communitarians.
They point out (1) that more than their celebration of
Sittlichkeit, it is liberalism’s emphasis on procedures
and individual rights at the expense of the common
good that fosters moral relativism; (2) that they put for-
ward social demands and egalitarian claims that imply
social changes; and (3) that their political ideal is closer
to participatory democracy and to ancient or Machia-
vellian civic republicanism than to an authoritarian or
totalitarian regime.

Although not a direct one, the relationship between
communitarianism and nationalism is quite obvious.
The obligation of the individual to sustain its commu-
nity becomes the duty of the citizen to sustain or defend
its nation. Communal solidarity becomes national soli-
darity. In both cases, the nature of the entity and of its
relationship to the individual dictates a loyalty and du-
ties that outweigh obligations toward outsiders, that is,
human beings as such. Thus, when presenting the com-
munity as a polis and invoking the republican tradition,
communitarianism can translate into civic/liberal na-
tionalism or patriotism. Nevertheless, the emphasis on
the inescapable social and cultural embeddedness of the
self, as found, for example, in the work of Charles Tay-
lor, can also legitimize ethnic and cultural claims put
forward by minorities, thereby fostering the develop-
ment of a logic close to that of ethnic nationalism. Com-
munitarianism is then faced with a paradox: It advo-
cates civic virtue and a republicanism giving priority to
the common good over particular interests, but at the
same time its understanding of the self and its cele-
bration of Sittlichkeit legitimize particularistic claims
made in the name of “subnational” cultural or ethnic
communties.

CONFEDERATE NATIONALISM  The complex of ide-
ologies that enabled citizens of the eleven states that se-
ceded from the United States of America in 1860-1865
to identify themselves as citizens of a new nation, the
Confederate States of America (CSA).

Because the CSA was at war with the United States
throughout almost its entire existence, Confederate na-
tionalism often is defined more specifically as the mo-
rale of the Confederate Army during the American Civil
War. Delineating the components of Confederate na-
tionalism then becomes an attempt to identify the emo-
tional attachments and belief systems that united Con-
federate soldiers from diverse classes and geographical
regions and made them willing to die, in unprecedented
numbers, for a nation that had been newly created. In
this common interpretation, Confederate nationalism is
judged “successful” during the early years of the Civil
War, when the fighting forces of the CSA were strong,
loyal, and victorious in battle; conversely, Confederate
nationalism is considered to “fail” in the later years of
the war, when troops were plagued by desertion, inter-
nal insurrection, and military defeat.

Confederate nationalism is of particular interest to
students of nationalism because it was created so
quickly and self-consciously under the duress of war.
Secession served the interests of only a small class of
southerners, the planter elites who believed that their
wealth and power, based on slavery, were jeopardized
by the election of Abraham Lincoln as U.S. president in
1860. However, the need for more broadly based sup-
port of secession among southerners became apparent
almost immediately when Lincoln opposed secession
with military force. To resist forced reassimilation into
the Union, planter elites had to generate a nationalism
that would both unite the eleven seceded states in a cen-
tral military effort, and inspire the white masses of those
states to defend secession with their lives.

Constructing such a unifying nationalism was a
daunting task, because the eleven southern states that
became the CSA lacked many distinguishing features
of modern nationhood. Unlike European nationalists
fighting for independence, Confederates could not dif-
ferentiate themselves from their foes on the basis of
language, race, or cultural heritage—though some
erstwhile propagandists adopted novelist Sir Walter
Scott’s bifurcation between oppressive Anglo-Saxons
(Yankees) and rebellious Norman Scots (Southrons).
Additionally, though modern nationalism usually is
based in mass print culture, the Confederate states
lacked both the popular literacy and the networks of
publication and distribution common in more indus-
trialized nations, including the northern United States;
instead, Confederate leaders anomalously depended on



oral media such as sermons, proclamations, and songs.
Finally, the Confederate states possessed no prior his-
torical or even mythic alliance or unity—at most they
had become aligned as a political faction in the decades
preceding secession.

To justify southern independence and a war to main-
tain it, as well as to differentiate the CSA from the
northern United States, Confederate elites claimed a
divinely appointed mission—thus the national motto
“Deo vindicus.” This mission melded political and
moral imperatives: to preserve the economic system of
slavery, which ostensibly resolved the conflicts between
labor and capital inherent in northern industrial capi-
talism; and to maintain deferent, hierarchical social re-
lations, which ostensibly reflected the original tenets of
American republicanism in contrast to the atheistic de-
mocratization of the north. Obviously this reactionary
ideology of mission served the interests of the planter
elite, but as the war progressed and Confederate leaders
became ever more dependent on the white masses for
fighting force, more progressive interpretations of na-
tional mission battled with this official version, and
Confederate nationalism became ever weaker, more
contested, and more diffuse.

The ideology of national mission was propagated in
the Confederate states through two chief forums: the
constitutional convention and the evangelical Christian
pulpit. Each forum was a familiar part of U.S. national-
ism and had great popular appeal, yet remained largely
under elite control at the outset of the war. Soon after
secession, conventions in each southern state set out
new constitutions declaring allegiance to the preserva-
tion of slavery, republicanism, and independence from
Yankee perversion of the ideals of the American Revo-
lution. And throughout the war, the southern clergy
proved the most influential legitimators of the new na-
tion, developing a “just war” theology that posited the
fighting as defensive, necessary to uphold the moral
ideals of the nation against evil, even demonic, Yankee
invaders. But as the white masses and evangelical clergy
became ever more powerful, and especially as the CSA
suffered increasing military defeat, the clergy chal-
lenged the elite definition of national mission by search-
ing for national sins and proposing reform of wartime
profiteering and, most subversively, of slavery. Funda-
mentally, evangelical Christianity proved a shaky foun-
dation for Confederate nationalism, for the radical
egalitarianism of evangelicalism stood in direct ideo-
logical opposition to the reactionary hierarchies of the
Confederate elite.

Since defeating the CSA in 1865, the U.S. govern-
ment has vigorously denied that Confederate national-
ism ever existed, even naming the “Civil War” to denote
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an internal uprising rather than a contest between two
independent nations. U.S. historians generally have per-
petuated this interpretation, considering Confederate
nationalism to be simply a spurious extension of sec-
tionalism whose ultimate bankruptcy was proven, in
hindsight, by the military defeat of the CSA. The
anomalous characteristics of Confederate nationalism,
described above, lend some support to this view; yet a
more emotional charge is suggested by the vehemence
of the denials. Evangelical Christianity and “just war”
theology played a central role in U.S. nationalism as well
during the Civil War; indeed, Lincoln created the U.S.
Thanksgiving holiday to celebrate divine assistance at
the battles of Gettysburg and Vicksburg—so proslavery
nationalism seems an oxymoron to U.S. national mo-
rality. Additionally, the ideology of consensual union is
essential to U.S. nationalism, and the imperial conquest
and forced assimilation of another nation antithetical to
it; thus the belief that a Confederate nation never ex-
isted perhaps resolves the challenge to U.S. nationalism
posed by the secession conflict.

Despite (or perhaps because of) this denial, symbols
of Confederate nationalism have retained potent mean-
ing. The Confederate battle flag, in particular, has be-
come the most infamous icon of racism in the United
States; it was adopted by the terrorist Ku Klux Klan
during Reconstruction, was raised by the “Dixiecrats” in
opposition to racial integration in the South during the
1950s and 1960s, and often is displayed alongside the
Nazi swastika by hate groups today. The battle flag also
has been displayed internationally to signify rebellion
against national governments; sightings have been re-
ported in locations as diverse as Sicily, Catalonia, and
postapartheid South Africa. And though Confederate
nationalism had such a brief political and military exis-
tence, it lives on in U.S. culture today, integrated into
the national imagination as the heroic lost cause epi-
tomized by the most successful film in history, Gone
With the Wind (1939, rereleased 1998).

A concise and elegant study of the subject is Drew
Gilpin Faust’s The Creation of Confederate Nationalism
(1988).

CORSICAN NATIONALISM  Legally part of the repub-
lic of France, the island of Corsica lies in the Mediter-
ranean Sea approximately 100 miles (160 km) south of
France and 50 miles (80 km) west of Italy. Known to
many as the birthplace of Napoleon Bonaparte, emperor
of France, Corsica was under the control of the Italian
city-state of Genoa for most of the period from the
late 13th century to the middle of the 18th century.
Spontaneously rebelling against Genoa’s corrupt rule
in 1729, Corsicans were able to create a nominally
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independent state from 1752 to 1768 under the leader-
ship of Pasquale Paoli. Paoli was chosen to head the
fledgling national government and oversaw the adop-
tion of a constitution proclaiming the sovereignty of the
Corsican people in 1755. In 1768, Genoa sold the island
to France after the latter, preoccupied with security
concerns in the Mediterranean, had its proposal to Paoli
for a French protectorate over Corsica rejected. By
1769, French troops had ended Corsican dreams for in-
dependence, despite a brief period in the 1790s when,
following the turmoil of the French Revolution, Britain
endeavored to negotiate its own protectorate over
Corsica.

The long history of external intervention and control
over Corsica, the rebellion against Genoa’s corrupt rule,
and the brief period of autonomy marked Corsican na-
tionalism as one of the first rebellions of subject peoples
in the modern era. The memory of the 18th-century
events subsequently contributed to the growth of con-
temporary Corsican nationalism, although ironically
Napoleon’s singular military and political career ulti-
mately contributed more than Pasquale Paoli did to a
sense of Corsican identity within the context of French
rule. Himself an island emigrant, Napoleon set the pat-
tern for many of Corsica’s young men who, in the
19th and 20th centuries, played important roles in the
French military and civil services, both on the mainland
and in France’s colonies. Still, it is Paoli, not Napoleon,
who has served as the symbolic father of modern Cor-
sican nationalism.

In addition to the historical claim of independence,
however short or precarious the period, Corsican na-
tionalism draws on the distinctive attributes of indige-
nous Corsican culture: the Corsican dialect (closer to
Italian than French), the importance of the extended
family and strongly differentiated gender roles in island
social life, codes of honor and the vendetta, and occult-
ism. The erosion of cultural distinctiveness by modern-
ization during the past forty years has diminished the
basis of a unique Corsican identity underlying nation-
alist claims, but simultaneously has contributed to re-
sentment over a long history of external domination.

Since the late 1960s, economic grievances have also
been an important factor contributing to the rise of
several groups demanding greater Corsican autonomy
within the French Republic or, in extreme cases, out-
right independence. By the mid-1970s, twice as many
Corsicans lived in mainland France as on the island.
Employment opportunities have long been limited be-
cause many jobs are seasonal (including those in tour-
ism, an especially important industry) and businesses
have been dominated by the mainland French. More-

over, the 1960s exodus to Corsica of some 17,000
French-Algerian settlers, the pieds noirs, contributed to
arguments that Corsica was the victim of economic co-
lonialism. Particularly important in the wine industry,
the Algerian French were seen as unwelcome rivals who
grew rich at the expense of the traditional Corsican
peasantry.

The early 1970s marked the beginning of a con-
tinuing history of violent outbreaks, including bomb
attacks on government buildings and on other visible
signs of the mainland French presence, such as banks,
travel agencies, and holiday homes. Tension mounted in
1975 when a small group of armed autonomist militants
led by Edmond Simeoni (who later became a main-
stream politician) occupied the wine cellar of a pied noir
who owned almost 3000 acres of land that, the militants
argued, should have been distributed to young Corsican
farmers. Interpreting the events as an out-and-out in-
surrection, the government sent in a large contingent
of police to rout the protesters and quickly dissolved
Simeoni’s organization, Action for the Renaissance of
Corsica (ARC, Action pour la renaissance de la Corse).
During the subsequent two decades, other small, banned
autonomist organizations came and went.

In the early 1980s, a newly elected Socialist govern-
ment in Paris moved to decentralize authority through
a series of political reforms. In 1982, special autonomy
laws established a directly elected Corsican Assembly,
with wide powers in executive decision making for
the island in the areas of education, agriculture, trans-
portation, housing policy, and economic development.
During the same period, a university named for Pas-
quale Paoli was established in the town of Corte, and
the building that had housed Paoli’s original indepen-
dence government became the home of the Center for
Corsican Studies. The center in turn has become part
of a wider revival of Corsican language (which is now
taught in the schools) and culture, including tradi-
tional Corsican music and the restoration of ancient
monuments.

Despite this linguistic and cultural revival and the de-
volution of some political authority, which has pleased
most Corsicans, a nationalist movement—albeit di-
vided—persists. Banned groups, such as the Corsican
National Liberation Front (FLNC, Front de liberation
nationale de la Corse), have continued to take responsi-
bility for the hundreds of bombings each year that in the
1990s targeted symbols of French authority. Although
most estimates place the number of terrorists at fewer
than 500, their attacks undermined efforts to build a
stable economy and increasingly alienated most Corsi-
cans. In response, the French government pursued a



strategy of repression of dissident groups combined
with massive economic subsidies to Corsica. Nonethe-
less, several high-profile acts of violence, such as the
1996 bombing of the office of Bordeaux’s major, Alain
Juppe (at the time also prime minister of France), and
the 1998 assassination of the newly arrived prefect for
Corsica, Claude Erignac, disrupted efforts to find a per-
manent resolution to Corsican grievances.

The books of Dorothy Carrington, particularly Cor-
sica: Portrait of a Granite Island (John Day, 1974) and
The Dream-Hunters of Corsica (Weidenfeld & Nicol-
son, 1995), offer well-researched and gracefully written
overviews of Corsican history and the culture that un-
dergird nationalist sentiment.

COSIC, DOBRICA 1921, Serb author and intellec-
tual, member of Serbian League of Communists Central
Committee, 1965-1968; member of Serbian Academy
of Arts and Sciences, 1977—; president of the Fed-
eral Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia-Montenegro), June
1992-May 1993. Initially trained in agriculture, Cosi¢
became a member of a Communist group in Yugoslavia
in 1938, and subsequently received political training. In
World War 11, Cosi¢ was active as a political commissar
with the Communist partisans. During this period he
also engaged in political writings.

After World War 11, Cosi¢ remained active in the
Yugoslav Communist Party. In the decade following
the war, he forged close personal links to students in
Belgrade who would later become influential in Serbian
and Yugoslav society. Cosi¢ rose to prominence in
Yugoslavia as the author of several controversial nov-
els. These included Daleko je sunce (Distant Is the
Sun, 1951), Koreni (Roots, 1954), and Deobe (Divisions,
1961). Increasingly, Cosi¢ began to challenge the offi-
cial depiction of the partisans and the Serb royalist Cet-
nik movement of World War II through an examination
of struggles within Serbian society.

Public statements on politics made by Cosi¢ pro-
voked a polemical confrontation between Cosi¢ and a
Slovene intellectual, Dusan Pirjevec, in 1961 and 1962.
The debate brought into question the postwar Commu-
nist slogans of socialist Yugoslavism and national unity,
or bratstvo i jedinstvo (brotherhood and unity).

In the 1960s and 1970s, the subsequent writings
and speeches of Cosi¢, and the criticisms thereof, made
more apparent a growing divide between Serb intellec-
tuals on the one hand, and Slovene and Croat intellec-
tuals on the other. In particular, Cosi¢’s assertion that
Yugoslavism should transcend all other national iden-
tities in Yugoslavia provoked criticism that he was ad-
vocating a veiled form of Serbian nationalism at the
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expense of smaller nations and of the non-Serbian re-
publics in Yugoslavia. Yet this criticism ignored Cosi¢’s
belief that a Serbian-led centralism could only fail in Yu-
goslavia. In fact, Cosi¢’s thoughts reflected his percep-
tion of a fear of reawakening nationalism in Yugoslavia.

After the purge of Yugoslav Vice President Aleksan-
dar Rankovi¢, a Serb, in 1966, Cosi¢ was among those
Serbs who grew increasingly critical of the Yugoslav
League of Communists and the structure of the Yugo-
slav state. The purge of Rankovi¢ marked an attack by
the Communists against centralizing pressures in the
party leadership. Although the exact reasons behind
Rankovi¢’s ouster remain obscure, Serbs felt that this
attack was unjustified and was, by contrast, a mani-
festation of regional and even secessionist tendencies.
Cosi¢’s statements during the 1960s and 1970s were
often at the margin of what was politically acceptable to
the Yugoslav League of Communists. Although Cosi¢
continued to write prolifically, he did not have ready
access to the press. The marginalization of Cosi¢ was
particularly evident in the period from the early 1970s
to the death of Tito in 1980.

Recent scholarship has emphasized the gradual na-
ture of Cosi¢’s growing disenchantment with Yugoslav-
ism and his emergence as the leading intellectual Serb
nationalist. The process stretched from the early 1960s
to the mid-1980s, a period during which the League
of Communists of Yugoslavia criticized Cosi¢ heavily.
Nonetheless, the comparatively liberal political atmo-
sphere in Yugoslavia allowed Cosi¢ openly and with in-
creasing vigor to deplore the political climate that he
felt restricted Serbdom and Serbian identity to Serbia
proper. Cosic felt that Serbdom was under siege every-
where in Yugoslavia, and that Serbs outside of Serbia
proper were prevented from enjoying their own iden-
tity. During the 1970s, Cosi¢ also wrote his four-volume
Vreme smrti (Time of Death). This massive work dealt
with the catastrophic Serbian losses during the first
two years of World War I, a process that Serb historians
and intellectuals have called the “Golgotha” of the Serb
nation.

In 1986, the Serbian Academy of Arts and Sciences
published a memorandum in which Serbia was por-
trayed as the victim of the development of postwar
Yugoslav politics and economics. Cosi¢ was widely sus-
pected of being one of the main authors of the memo-
randum. Recent research has demonstrated that there is
no evidence to support this allegation.

Cosi¢ continued to write numerous novels in the
1980s and 1990s. He also spoke publicly. His prominent
intellectual role in Serbia since World War II earned
him the accolade of “father of the Serb nation.” His role
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in drawing attention to perceived wrongs against Serbia
after World War II made him popular with many Serbs.
Cosi¢ endorsed Slobodan Milogevi¢ at several points in
the late 1980s. Cosi¢ stated that he admired Milogevi¢
for providing political expression for the frustration of
the Serb people. Although the endorsement was not
completely without reservations, it presented a huge
boost to Milosevi¢. Cosi¢ also had contacts to Radovan
Karadzi¢, the leader of the Bosnian Serb nationalists.
Cosi¢ stated publicly on several occasions in the late
1980s and early 1990s that the collapse of the Yugoslav
state was inevitable.

The election of Cosi¢ as president of the Federal Re-
public of Yugoslavia in June 1992 was widely supported
by the Serb public. In 1993 Cosi¢ sided with Yugoslav
Prime Minister Milan Pani¢ against Serb President Slo-
bodan Milosevi¢. Cosi¢’s increasing opposition to Milo-
sevi¢ led to Cosi¢’s ouster in May 1993.

COSMOPOLITANISM  Cosmopolite means basically
“citizen of the world.” It derives its meaning from the
ancient Greek kosmos, world, and politeés, citizen. The
cosmopolitan individual is characterized by the ability
to live equally in all countries, that is, the ability to “be
at home in the world.” With the advent of the Enlight-
enment in the 18th century, people started to use cos-
mopolitanism not only to refer to the disposition to live
as a cosmopolitan person, but also to refer to the ability
of enlarging one’s horizons in order to integrate other,
foreign perspectives. Cosmopolitanism became associ-
ated with a willingness to engage and become involved
with otherness, an attraction toward the contrast rather
than the same, and ultimately a concern for human kind
as a whole.

The cosmopolitan person is thus worldly wise, made
of diverse cultural influences and experiences, and open
to the world. Similarly, the cosmopolitan city is made
out of a multiplicity of peoples and cultures and blos-
soms at their crossroads. Contrary to multiculturalism,
which implies the maintenance of a plurality of distinct
cultural groups, cosmopolitanism entails an enlarge-
ment, a surpassing, a fusion of horizons. Therefore, the
fact of having people from different cultures living in
a city is not enough to make that city cosmopolitan,
in the same way that visiting many countries does not
make a person cosmopolitan. Cosmopolitanism arises
out of the uniqueness engendered by the interpretation
of cultures. The cosmopolite is not a free-floating indi-
vidual, completely detached from all particularisms and
thereby equally indifferent to all cultures, but rather a
person rooted in and nurtured by several memories and
histories. He does not aspire to a symbiosis with a sup-

posed “world culture” but rather to the surpassing of his
culture so as to leave the comfort of the known and
identical and thereby put his anchoring points at risk.
In this sense, cosmopolitanism is different from univer-
salism. Although they both distrust enclosures and pa-
rochialism, the latter aims at the unity of humanity and
is not concerned with diversity, while the former relies
on diversity. Indeed, without otherness cosmopolitan-
ism loses its raison d’étre. Paradoxically, at the same
time that it fosters crossings and mutual permeation, it
needs the subsistence of difference. Thus, it is an ambi-
tion or project that cannot, by definition, ever be real-
ized but at the expense of its own dissolution.

Cosmopolitanism has always aroused the suspicion
of nationalists, because it favors the development of
multiple attachments—*“extranational” attachments—
at the expense of the monopoly of loyalty demanded by
the nation. This suspicion is exacerbated when nation-
alism is grounded in ethnicity: In addition to not being
faithful enough to the nation-state, the cosmopolite
jeopardizes the purity of the nation by integrating alien
cultural references and preoccupations, and eventually
a foreign universe. Moreover, because she had the op-
portunity to distance herself from her society and cul-
ture, the cosmopolite often takes a reflexive and critical
stance toward the “national culture,” then running the
risk of becoming a “traitor” in the eyes of nationalists.
Such a hostility can also be nourished by the fact that
cosmopolitanism is generally the privilege of a minor-
ity, a minority often looked at with ressentiment by
nationalists.

Nevertheless, in the case of independence move-
ments, cosmopolitanism can be combined with nation-
alism, or at least with sovereignty, insofar as the cre-
ation of a nation-state is seen as a step toward other
nations. Along this line of thought, in the same way that
one has to learn one’s history in order to understand the
history of others, one has to create a polis so as to accede
to the cosmopolis. Similarly, during the heydays of the
Enlightenment, cosmopolitanism coexisted with patri-
otism. At the same time that English, French, and
American leaders were building or consolidating their
nations, they thought of themselves as embracing hu-
manity. The nation was their vehicle, their ship, to
reach the cosmopolis. In the same vein, many authors
put forward the idea of a “rooted cosmopolitanism” and
stress that being open to the world does not necessarily
imply ignoring one’s obligations as a citizen of a specific
country. All the more since, as a vast number of people
painfully experience everyday, individuals have politi-
cal rights only as citizens of particular states. Therefore,
the characterization “citizen of the world” must not



be understood stricto sensu. We are very far from a
world citizenship, and yet cosmopolitanism has existed
for several centuries.

COUGHLIN, CHARLES 1891-1971, Roman Catholic
priest who was active as a radio commentator, born in
Hamilton, Ontario, Canada. Coughlin served as pastor
from 1926 to 1966 of the parish of the Shrine of the
Little Flower in Royal Oak, Michigan, near Detroit. He
began his radio career on Detroit station WJR in 1926.
At first his broadcasts were based on his sermons and
focused on religious issues, but he soon expanded to
political and social commentary. His audience grew as
the medium of radio itself expanded. By the mid-1930s
his rich, mellow voice (described by the author Wallace
Stegner as “a voice made for promises”) was heard every
Sunday afternoon by a national listenership estimated
at more than one-half of the entire U.S. radio audience.

Coughlin was an early supporter of Franklin D.
Roosevelt and once said that he was instrumental in
Roosevelt’s 1932 defeat of Herbert Hoover. However,
Coughlin broke with Roosevelt in 1936 over the expan-
sion of the New Deal. An attempt by Roosevelt to heal
the breach was unsuccessful, and by the beginning of
World War II Coughlin was perhaps the leading critic
of FDR’s presidency and in particular of interventionist
policies such as lend-lease, not only through his radio
broadcasts but also through his magazine Social Justice.

Coughlin’s broadcasts in the early days of World
War 1II, prior to US. entry, presented the standard
America First view of the conflict as a purely European
matter with no appropriate role for the United States.
However, Coughlin went even further in his public
statements than most isolationists by explicitly describ-
ing the conflict as a “Jewish war” in which the lives
of American Christians should not be needlessly sac-
rificed for the benefit of “atheistic Jews who espouse
communism.”

After the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor and the
subsequent declaration of war by Germany against the
United States, Coughlin’s extreme isolationism went
against the grain of American opinion. In 1942 Social
Justice was banned for violations of the Espionage Act
and Coughlin’s church superiors censured him and re-
moved his radio program from the airwaves.

Coughlin then remained largely in obscurity until
his death, resurfacing briefly from time to time to ex-
press an opinion on issues such as the civil rights move-
ment (which he opposed) and U.S. participation in the
Vietnam War (which he favored).

The extent to which Father Coughlin is the symbolic
parent of the present wave of populist-conservative ra-
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dio talk shows (e.g., Rush Limbaugh) has been debated.
The association of Coughlin with the current talk-show
climate is made by critics of the genre, and denied by its
supporters, because Coughlin’s virulent anti-Semitism
makes him an unsuitable model for any contemporary
broadcaster.

A thorough recent biography of Coughlin is Radio
Priest, by Donald Warren (The Free Press, 1996).

CRAZY HORSE  1842-1877, Born along Rapid Creek
near what is now Rapid City, South Dakota, Crazy
Horse was a member of the Hunkpatila band of Oglala
Lakota Sioux. Many Lakotas consider him the great-
est of their leaders because of his uncompromising
resistance to the advancement of white settlement in
the Sioux country, and his courageous and masterful
leadership in battles such as the so-called Fetterman
Massacre in 1866 and the Battle of the Little Big Horn
in 1876.

As a young man Crazy Horse was aware of the in-
creasing conflict between the prowhite trading chiefs
and the band leaders who feared and hated whites,
which they saw as intruders. He was trained to become
a warrior and got his name because of his reckless rid-
ing habits. He took an antiwhite stand as he realized
the extent of U.S. deceit and corruption involved in the
terms of the 1851 Fort Laramie Treaty and in the white
conduct of trade with the Lakotas. In 1854 Crazy Horse
had a vision of a guardian spirit that would make him
invulnerable in the battle. This spirit gave him added
prestige in a Lakota society where military achieve-
ments were highly valued. The Bozeman Trail, leading
to the Montana gold fields through Sioux homeland,
caused resentment among the Indians, who attacked the
forts along the trail. Crazy Horse led the band that de-
stroyed Captain William Fetterman’s troops in northern
Wyoming in December 1866. The new Fort Laramie
Treaty in 1868 ended the warfare temporarily. Crazy
Horse did not sign what proved to be a disastrous treaty
for the Sioux, as most of their lands were ceded to the
United States, and they were assigned to reservations.

The weak peace was shattered in 1874, when gold
seekers entered the Black Hills in western South Da-
kota, a place sacred to the Sioux. The U.S. military pro-
tected the whites. The Sioux battled to drive the whites
away and to keep enough of the plains country free for
themselves and the buffalo on which they depended for
survival. The blatant disregard and underestimation of
the Sioux strength by Colonel G. A. Custer led to the
battle at the Little Big Horn River on June 25, 1876.
In this famous battle, Sioux troops led by Crazy Horse
and Gall completely annihilated Custer’s forces. After
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the fight, an embarrassed U.S. army relentlessly chased
down Lakota military leaders, which forced a band led
by Sitting Bull to escape to Canada. Crazy Horse was
chased down in May 1877, and was killed by the army
resisting imprisonment in September 1877.

Crazy Horse is a less well-known figure than for ex-
ample Hunkpapa Lakota Sitting Bull or Oglala Lakota
Red Cloud (from a different band than Crazy Horse),
who were more accommodating to whites. However, he
better signifies the Sioux patriotism in his refusal to ac-
cept the presence of white traders and military in Sioux
homeland. His was a pursuit for lands free from reser-
vation limitations, where the Sioux could live as they
always had. He was a big inspiration for the American
Indian Movement in the 1960s and 1970s. Crazy Horse
on horseback is memorized as a massive sculpture on a
Black Hills mountainside in South Dakota.

The most definitive and by far the best biography is
Mari Sandoz, Crazy Horse, the Strange Man of the Ogla-
las: A Biography (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press,
1992), a 50th-anniversary edition, which provides a
Sioux perspective. Stephen Ambrose, Crazy Horse and
Custer: The Parallel Lives of Two American Warriors
(Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1975) has a conven-
tional approach.

CRNJANSKI, MILOS 1893-1977, Serb diplomat,
writer, and intellectual. Crnjanski received his educa-
tion in Vienna, Rijeka (in present-day Croatia), Timi-
soara (Romania), and Belgrade. He specialized in the
study of philosophy. During World War I, Crnjanski
was a soldier in the Austro-Hungarian army. Crnjanski
served in the Yugoslav diplomatic corps in the 1930s
at posts in Berlin and Rome. Although originally an
atheist, Crnjanksi propounded a particularly messianic
form of Serbian nationalism during the 1930s. For
Crnjanski, the Serbs represented the true faith and the
true nation. The Croats and the Slovenes had betrayed
the Pan-Slavic cause by joining the Catholic Church.
Orthodoxy was the natural faith of all Slavs. Crnjanski
fundamentally did not understand why the other South
Slavic nationalities refused to perceive that it was in
their “objective” interest to amalgamate with the Serb
nation. Although Crnjanski regarded Russia as the nat-
ural leader of the Orthodox and Pan-Slavic world, he
believed that Russia had forfeited its right to leadership
due to the rise of Bolshevism. Therefore, Serbia should
assume the leadership role among Slavs. During the
1920s and 1930s, Crnjanski also wrote extensively on
contemporary political issues facing Yugoslavia. His
writings were informed by Serbian nationalism and by
strong anti-Communism.

CROATIAN NATIONALISM

Crnjanski saw a strong continuity in Serb history,
beginning with the founding of the Serb Orthodox
Church by St. Sava in the 13th century. In Crnjanski’s
writings, Serbdom appeared as a noumenon which pos-
sessed primordial purity and permanence. In his most
famous work, Seobe (Migrations), this noumenon was
described as an “endless blue circle.” Thus, it could sur-
vive for several centuries even in the absence of a state
or a church, as happened to a large extent during Otto-
man rule. Serbdom was an “endless blue circle,” an
admittedly irrational and illogical force, but one that
was perhaps more powerful than any other. The single,
secular, and corporeal life of the individual was there-
fore itself senseless and vain.

CROATIAN NATIONALISM  Croatia was settled by
the Slavic-speaking Croats in the 7th century A.D. An
independent Croatian kingdom existed from circa 925
to 1102, when it was incorporated into the neighboring
kingdom of Hungary. The loss of independence did not
necessarily entail the loss of political and social privi-
lege on the part of the Croatian nobility, which re-
mained the bearer of Croatian state right thereafter. In
1527, a year after the battle of Mohacs, in which the
Ottoman Turks destroyed much of the Hungarian polit-
ical elite, the Croatian Estates elected the Habsburg
ruler Ferdinand I as the kingdom’s monarch. From that
point to 1918 Croatia remained part of the Austrian Em-
pire, though between 1868 and 1918 it was part of the
Hungarian half of the dual monarchy.

Modern Croatian nationalism emerged in the early
19th century as a response to the political pressures
exerted by Magyarization. Two factors have been of
immense importance in shaping modern Croatian na-
tional identity and nationalism. The first is the concept
of historical state right, the belief that the medieval
Croatian state never completely lost its independence.
The second is various forms of identity associated with
other Slavs, especially the Southern Slavs. This was a
reflection of the Croats’ numerical inferiority vis-a-vis
the Habsburg monarchy’s ruling German and Magyar
elites, the weaknesses arising from the division of the
Croat lands, as well as the presence of a significant Serb
minority within the Croat lands.

The first stage of Croatian nationalism is associated
with the Illyrianist movement (1836-1848), which suc-
ceeded in laying the groundwork for a Croatian liter-
ary language. Its most important work was in the cul-
tural sphere. In 1842 it formed Matica Hrvatska (Croat
Literary-Cultural Foundation) to promote the Croatian
language, and was also the first Croatian political move-
ment to demand that Croatian (“Illyrian”) be adopted as



the country’s official language. During the revolutions
of 1848 the Illyrianists sought to achieve Croatian polit-
ical autonomy within a federalized Habsburg monarchy.

Ilyrianism spawned two Croatian political move-
ments. The first was Ante Starcevic’s Party of (Croat
State) Right, founded in 1861, which argued that Croa-
tia’s state right had never been abrogated, and that as
such Croatia was an independent state. Starevi¢ re-
garded the Croatian lands to be not only present-day
Croatia, but also Bosnia-Herzegovina and Slovenia, and
adopted a political definition of nationhood. All people
in this Great Croatian state, whether Catholic, Muslim,
or Orthodox Christian, were defined as Croats.

The other movement was Josip Juraj Strossmayer’s
Yugoslavism. Unlike the Party of Right, Strossmayer
and his supporters were prepared to cooperate in poli-
tics and cultural life with the other Southern Slavs
of the monarchy, the Serbs and Slovenes, in order to
achieve the unification of the Croatian lands within a
federalized monarchy. Both Starcevi¢ and Strossmayer
had an important role in shaping Croatian identity,
but their influence was limited largely to Croatia’s
intelligentsia.

Croatian nationalism only attained a mass follow-
ing under the leadership of Stjepan Radi¢’s Croatian
People’s Peasant Party, founded in 1904. Radi¢ linked
peasant social and economic emancipation to the Croa-
tian national aspirations. His party was inconsequential
in the Habsburg period of its existence (1904-1918)
because of the highly restrictive electoral franchise in
Croatia. With the creation in 1918 of the Kingdom of
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes (“Yugoslavia”) and the intro-
duction of universal manhood suffrage, Radi¢’s party
became the only significant Croatian political party and
the second largest in the whole country, which was con-
firmed in all elections of the 1920s.

As an opponent of Yugoslav unification—he feared
the loss of Croatian national rights in a highly central-
ized state, dominated by the numerically larger Serbs—
he was able to organize Croatia’s peasant masses behind
his party. Since 1918 Croatian nationalism has been de-
fined in opposition to Belgrade, just as before 1918 it
was defined by its opposition to Vienna or Budapest,
or both.

Between Radi¢’s assassination in 1928 and the out-
break of World War II in 1939, Croatian nationalism
was defined above all by its struggle for some form of
autonomy, even independence, from Belgrade. In 1939
autonomy was obtained in the form of the Sporazum
(Agreement) between the Croat Peasant Party, now led
by Vladko Macek, and the Belgrade authorities. The
Sporazum provided Croatia with home rule; internal af-
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fairs, economic, social, and cultural policy were autono-
mous, with defense, fiscal, and foreign policy remaining
in Belgrade. The extreme wing of Croatian nationalism,
represented by the exiled Ustasa movement of Ante
Paveli¢, demanded an independent Croatian state. In
April 1941 Nazi Germany and fascist Italy attacked
Yugoslavia and partitioned the country. Paveli¢ was in-
stalled as the leader of the so-called “Independent State
of Croatia” (1941-1945), in reality an Italo-German
creation, a regime that perpetrated numerous crimes
against its minorities.

In 1945, with the creation of Tito’s Communist Yu-
goslavia, Croatia became one of the six constituent So-
cialist republics of the country. Croatian nationalism,
like the country’s other nationalisms, was suppressed
by the Communist authorities. Croatian nationalism
had not disappeared, however, but simply lay dormant.
During the late 1960s, renewed calls were heard in Cro-
atia for greater autonomy for the republics, particularly
in economic policy. This movement was suppressed in
1971-1972 by Josip Broz Tito’s government as part of
a wider campaign against reformist elements in all of
Yugoslavia.

Until the late 1980s Croatian nationalism lay dor-
mant. It was revived again mainly in response to the
perceived threat posed by the Serbian leader Slobodan
Milosevi¢, who championed the cause of a strongly
centralized Yugoslav federation. With the declaration
of Croatian independence in June 1991 and the war
in Croatia (1991-1995), which secured that indepen-
dence, the aims of Croatian nationalists have seemingly
been realized.

CROMWELL, OLIVER 1599-1658, Unlike the War of
the Roses, the English Civil War in the 1640s was not
simply a fight over who should occupy the throne, but
an ideological struggle to determine the very nature of
English government and society. Oliver Cromwell had
been born into a wealthy and influential family in Hun-
tingdon, England. He studied in Cambridge although
his father’s death required him to terminate his studies
before receiving a degree. First elected to Parliament in
1628, he became a Puritan in the 1630s. Puritans were
Protestants who advocated the people’s right to observe
simpler modes of church organization and worship,
but their religious convictions quickly became political.
When a power struggle between Parliament and the
king broke out, it sparked the civil war in 1642.

When the new parliamentary army was created in
1644, Cromwell became second in command although
he had had no previous military experience. Never-
theless, he proved himself to be a military genius and
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brilliant cavalry leader. His soldiers, who reportedly en-
tered battle singing religious hymns, were dubbed “the
Ironsides” and never lost a battle. They defeated the
king’s forces at Naseby in 1645 and captured the mon-
arch the following year.

When the victorious parliamentary forces split into
Presbyterians, the majority who advocated sharing po-
litical power with the king, and Independents, Crom-
well supported the latter when the two factions began
fighting in 1648. He put down the revolt. His army re-
moved the Presbyterians from parliament, abolished the
House of Lords, and seized the king. Cromwell was a
key figure in the trial and beheading of Charles I in
1649. This was the only English monarch to die for re-
ligious reasons and the last to be killed for political rea-
sons. Englishmen continued to debate whether Charles
was a martyr for the causes of royal stability and the
Anglican Church or whether he deserved to die for op-
posing the representatives of the people.

England became a republic, the Commonwealth of
England. As first chairman of the Council of State,
Cromwell led successful military campaigns against
Ireland and Scotland from 1649 to 1650. His troops’
brutality and atrocities they perpetrated have never
been forgotten in those two lands, which were brought
under England’s control. He also strengthened the En-
glish navy.

Cromwell had hoped to rule in a liberal and demo-
cratic way. But continued factionalism, the inability to
enact major reforms, and the threatening anarchy in
English society caused him to assume absolute power as
lord protector in 1653. The commonwealth was ended
and replaced by the protectorate. He demanded strict
moral behavior, and he limited press and other free-
doms. In 1667 Parliament offered him the title of king,
but he declined. When Cromwell died in 1658, his son
Richard replaced him as lord protector. But he was not
a competent ruler and resigned in 1659. In 1660 Parlia-
ment restored the monarchy and offered the crown to
Charles Stewart, the son of the dead king. Charles II
returned from the continent to which he had escaped
and was greeted by a joyful people.

CULTURAL IDENTITY Cultural identity can be dis-
tinguished from ethnic identity, which implies the exis-
tence of a common ancestry, and from national identity,
which requires the development of a national con-
sciousness and of a nationalist movement. Cultural
identity is not a by-product of blood ties, for blood does
not convey any meaning in itself. Cultural identity is
essentially a social construction that confers a particular
meaning to the attributes of individuality, whether it is

gender, sexual orientation, professional occupation, po-
litical convictions, artistic taste, and so on. In this sense,
it is a more comprehensive identity. However, it does
not necessarily follow that cultural identity appears to
people as being more important, or more “real” than
other forms of identity. Actually, it tends to be more
fluid and imponderable than many identies because it
relies on neither a delimitated territory nor on clear
membership criteria such as citizenship or biological/
physical features. This being said, its constructed and
changeable character does not imply that it is an illu-
sion or that it does not produce real social effects.

Cultural identity can be studied from both an objec-
tive and a subjective perspective. These perspectives
are more complementary than mutually exclusive. The
objective perspective requires the establishment of “ob-
jective” identification and membership criteria—such
as language, religion, and customs—by an outside ob-
server regardless of the importance individuals attach
to them. From this perspective, individuals need not be
conscious of their cultural identity. They are guided by
internalized principles which they perceive as “natural”
and self-evident. These principles, in turn, translate into
a certain world view and set of routinized practices. The
use of objective criteria allows for the boundaries defin-
ing a common or collective cultural identity to be drawn
more easily. This is also partly the result of this perspec-
tive’s need to delimit the object and unit of analysis so
as to ensure that it remains “identical” despite changes
of content. It thus tends to rely on finite categories
rather than continuously changing forms.

The subjective perspective, on the other hand, looks
at cultural identity from the standpoint of the involved
individuals. Identity thus varies according to the feature
individuals decide or happen, for contingent reasons, to
emphasize. It is built and defined on the basis of a reg-
ister of defining characteristics, the goal being to distin-
guish oneself from other cultural groups and identities.
Identities are then constructed, adapted, and recon-
structed depending on the situation encountered. They
do not exist in isolation from the rest of the world or
society. Therefore, the subjective perspective stresses
the social process through which individuals become
aware of their distinctive features. In this process, they
realize that their understanding of the world is not
“natural” but rather proper to them and to the group
they now see themselves as belonging to. Becoming self-
conscious of one’s identity requires thus the encounter
of otherness. Identity is constructed through a dialogue,
possibly conflictive, with the “other.” Even if conflic-
tive, this relation can be useful for groups because it al-
lows them to reassert their boundaries and their iden-



tity. In this sense, from the subjective perspective,
identity can only be grasped within a “relationship to,”
that is, in a relational dynamic. Hence the importance
of webs of relationships and social networks.

Nevertheless, one should not draw the conclusion
that identity is constructed from scratch and that one
can become whatever one wishes. Some initial “materi-
als” of identity—ascribed characteristics such as, for
example, gender or skin pigmentation—are given.
What varies is their meaning and significance, thereby
bringing about a relatively autonomous cultural iden-
tity. Moreover, despite individual variation, it is impor-
tant not to overlook or downplay the existence of col-
lective cultural identities defined by a common core of
values and practices that allow for shared meanings and
rules. The fact of being born in the midst of a particular
collective cultural identity also influences the scale and
nature of choices and possibilities available to us. Some
boundaries are thus more difficult to cross than others.

Besides, one of the first objectives of emerging na-
tionalist movements is often to define as much as pos-
sible these boundaries and argue that they can only be
crossed at the expense of one’s authenticity. Indeed,
when developed along cultural principles, nationalist
movements define the nation as the embodiment of the
collective cultural identity—which then becomes the
national identity—and of the most essential features of
the individual selves that constitute it.

CULTURAL NATIONALISM While sometimes con-
flated with political nationalism, cultural nationalism is
a distinct form of nationalism that seeks to celebrate,
and glorify, the national culture of a community. An
integral part of this national culture is, of course, the
language of the community; it manifests itself in the
poetry, folklore, myths, legends, epic stories, and music
of a distinct linguistic and cultural group. More specifi-
cally, cultural nationalists are concerned with the cul-
tural revitalization and moral regeneration of their na-
tion, working through historic and cultural societies to
elevate and rejuvenate the submerged moral purity of
their nation’s past.

The many differences between political and cultural
nationalism help to bring more clearly into relief the ex-
act nature of the latter. The major goal of most political
nationalists is the creation of an independent state or
some more modest form of political autonomy: one na-
tion, one state. Their perception of the nation is usually
framed in rational-legal terms; for them the nation is
composed of a relatively homogeneous collectivity of
educated citizens participating in the polis. Political na-
tionalists tend to construct centralized organizations,
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such as political parties staffed by professional politi-
cians and bureaucrats, to attain their goals.

Cultural nationalists, on the other hand, are less in-
terested in a separate state per se, as much as they are in
the protection and preservation of a distinct historical
tradition. In a way, cultural nationalism is not con-
structed from above, as is sometimes the case with po-
litical nationalism, but is reanimated from below, often
emanating from a grassroots base. As a result, the major
work of this brand of nationalism is conducted by his-
toricist intellectuals and academics who set up small-
scale decentralized organizations such as historical,
cultural, and language societies to study and develop
the cultural heritage of the community. With the aid of
the disciplines of philology, anthropology, archaeology,
folklore, and topology (and in some instances from the
genetic sciences), academics, intellectuals, and journal-
ists take on themselves the task of fashioning and dif-
fusing a unique cultural history and identity, from a na-
tion’s fragmented past. In many cases these groups are
the basis for larger educational movements and cultural
revivals that seek to promote a sense of pride in the dis-
tinctive cultu