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Abstract

Nationalism did not figure prominently as o philosophical problem il
recantly. Among the many dimensions of nolionalism, the paper explores
the moral dimension of the phenomenon. It looks of some guestions
like, Is Natonalism o reasonoble dodrine? Is it amenable to moral
reasoning or is it o morally nevtral concept. The paper examines the
issue of moral eredibility of nationalism by considering the views of
thinkers Fartho Chatteries, Dovid Archord, Isoioh Berlin efc.

Mationalism in one form or another comprises the most powertul and emnipresent
political force in the twenfieth century. The nation-state remains, despite the challenge
of an increasingly integrated global economy, the dominant form of political
membership of cur age. The aim of this paper is o examine one dimension of the
philesophical underpinning of this phenomenon called nation and by implication
the ideclogy of nationalism. It concerns the moral dimension of nation and the
ideclogy of nationalism.

Nationalism as a Theme of Philosophical Inquiry

The intellectual engagement with nationalism virtually started only in the second
halt of the twentieth century. | he intellectual engagement with nationalism cre of
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two types: the empirical engagement is undertoken by historions, economists,
sociologists, political scientists and the scholars working in the emerging area of
cultural stedies. The task here is to provide rich description and insightiul explanation
ot notionalism in its various farms and manifestations as well as, to the extent
possible moke predictions regarding the changes it might undergo. The empirical
sturdies howve saught to identify the sconnmic, sacinlngicnl, palitical or psychalngical
circumstances by which nofionalism is to be exploined. On this approach, the
development and reception of nationalism is not to be sought in the atiractions of
nationalist ideas, but rather in the material conditions from which notionalism was
more or less an inevitable outcome. The second kind of intellectual engagement
with nationalism may be called non-empirical or fo be more precise philosophical.
The philosophical engagement with nationalism is a recent development. To many
philosophers, naticnalism was but an incoherent expression of group egoism, o
non rational sentiment unworthy of philosophical seruting unlike Democracy,
Secularism and even Socialism. However, in recent years there is a radical change
inthe attitude of philosophers regarding nationalism. The philosophical engogement
which is more recent than the empiical one hos thieee aspects: onlological,
epistemological and ethical. Thus one can identify of least three problems regarding
nafionalism viewed from the philosophical perspective.

1. What is the ontological siatus of notion i.e. is it real or a construction? If not
real, why not and if real why and in what sense?

2. What is the epistemological status of nafion i.e. can it be said to be an object
of knowledge? If it is, how is it known and what is the character of such
knowledge?

3. Does nation have an ethical basis? If it has, what is its nature?

We briefly discuss the first two questions and deal with the third question in detail

subsequently.

The ontological question arises because same philosophers considers nation 'to
be given’, a reality deserving o protracted philosophicol reflection. According to
them, it is not a just an onthropologicel fact like kinship since nations through the
idealogy of nationalism permeate the significont aspects of our thought and action.
But since they ore not objects like physical entities and mental stotes, their precise
ontologicol stotus needs fo be delinested. More importantly such philosaphers
seek to establish that actions hove an ontological status in view of the claim of the
rivals who question the ontological status of nations which they consider to be
mere constructions. For instance, Gellner maintains that nationalism is not the
awakening of nations to self-consciousness; it invents nations where they do not
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exist. This means according to Gellner nations are mere inventions or fobrications.
At best itis only a suface phenomenon of o homagenous culture necessitoted by
the modern industrial society whose functional requirements are served by such a
culture, A more nuanced version of such o view is pravided by Anderson whe
unlike Gellner thinks of nation os o genuine creation. The political community of
notion supplonied the cultural sysiems of religious community with their dynostic
polity. In the process there occurred “o fundamental change ... in modes of
opprehending the world, which, more than anything else made it possible to think’
the nation” [Anderson 1991, 2B) Anderson's convincing arguments showing that
a coalition of Protestantism and Print Capitalism as the roots of communities'
imegination of themselves as nations is, philosophically speaking less important
than his claim thol nations ore preducts of imaginations. It is this claim which
deprives nations any ontological status. As Partha Chatterjee points out when we
look closely we see no substantive differences between Anderson and Gellner since
"Both point out o fundamental change in ways of perceiving the sacial world which
occurs before nationalism can emerge [...]. Both describe the new cultural
homogeneity which is sought fo be imposed on the emerging notions” (1999, 21),
In ather words, in different ways they treat notions os constructions. In foct, both of
them go o step forward, Canstructions might achieve some amount of entalogical
status if they are associaled with some intellectual process which may be driven by
some ontological considerations. Hence neither of them recognizes any such
infellectual process. The straight forward sociologicel determinism of Gellner comes
in the woy of such recognition. But, Anderson fares no better, According fo him the
phenomena of nation and nationalism “is all a matter of a vanguard intelligentsia
coming to state power by ‘mokilizing’ popular nationalism and using the
‘Machiovellian’ instruments of official nationalism. Like religion and kinship,
naficnalism is on enthropological fact, and there is nothing else to it” (Chatterjee

1999, 22).

Be it as it may, as all ontological controversies are domain specific the ontological
controversy olluded above concerns the polilical domain, It is an issve regarding
whether nations con be accorded an ontological status in order to maoke sense of
our poliical discourse and political endeavour,

The ontological controversy has naturolly o bearing on the episiemological question
whether nations are worthy objects of knowledge or merely amenable to beliefs.
Those who maintain that nations con be obijects of cognitive claims, and hence
nationalism to be o cognitive system must accept the ontelogical status of nations
os axiomalic or ot least justifiable derivation. However, their opponents cannot
merely sit back ofter claiming that notions, being merely shadows can only be
objects of doxa and not episteme. Since they maintain that nations and nationolism
are products of the imposition of o new culture they hove to explain how the new

38



balief system which has nation as its focal point could supersede the old belief
system without such a focal point. The transition is more palpable and traumatic
when such o new system of beliefs is on alien impasition as in the cose of zolonized
societies. As Partha Chatierjee recognizes there is, “a problem of incommensurability
and inter-cultural relativism which the new national culture must overcome” (1999,
&). Gellner even while recognizing such a problem does not corsider it to be a
serious one. According fo him, universal occeptance of the demands of Industrialism
itself enables pre-modern societies fo overcome incommensurability and relativism,
In his view, “The quastion concerning just how we manoge 1o transcend relafivism
is interesting and difficult, and certainly will not be solved here. What is relevant,
howevar, is that we somehow or other do manage to overcome it, that we are not
hopelessly imprisoned within a set of cultural cocoons ond their norms, and that
for some very obvious reasons (shared cognitive and productive bases and greatly
increased inter-social communication) we may except fully industrial man to be
even less ensloved to his local culture that was his ogrorion predecessor” (1783,
120). In this way Gellner seeks to ensure that nationalist thought “does not pose
any speciol problems for .. .epistemology” (Chatteriee 1999, &). Gellner's attempt
to overcome relativism is somewhat knee-jerk. It is to his credit he recognizes that
the cognitivist with his realist stance towards notion does not face the problem of
incommensurobility where as his own view does. But he could have denied that the
incommensurability implies relativism. In his lost writing Thomas Kuhn whe was the
first to propound and obly defend the incommensurability thesis in philosaphy of
science, makes a penetrating observation that nullifies any charge of relativism. He
says, “There are things that can be said in one language that cannot be articulated
in another. Recognition of that point has increasingly enobled me to temper those
ospects of my original work which hove seemed to justify charges of relativism. Itis
not the case that a proposition frue in one language (or within one paradigm) can
ke false in one languoge cannot even be formulated in oncther. It is not truth value
but effability that varies with language” (Kuhn 1999, 35).

Deploying this argument of Kuhn one can circumvent the problem of relativism by
saying that incommensurability does not imply relativism. This is epistemolegically
o beter move than recognizing relotivism as o consequence of incommensurability
and then fries to explain it away in sociolegical terms. This is not to say that the
epistemological move is free from problems. However, the move keeps alive by its
very problematic character the epistemological aspect of the problem of nationalism.

The Moral Credibility of Nationalism

We shall now come to the core of the philosophy of nationalism which concems
the moral dimensions of nafionalism and which pertains to the question whether
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nationalism has any moral basis. For quite sometime, the ethical engagement with
natienalism was carried out within a framework which was not rich enough as to
make the discussion charged. So long as ethics in its modemn phase was dominated
individualism its central concerns was with the question “what is marally right for
an individual?” (What is normatively permissible rather than what is good; that is,
what are the most desirable ways 1o live a wholesome human life2) Rationally
enlightened self interest wos supposed fo provide a sufficient moral fulcrum for any
collective including the nation. After all, an individualist is convinced that any
group identity is detrimental to an adequate ethical order, national identity being
no exception. Hence, for fairly long time the moral dimensions of nationalism did
not even pose a problem, Perhaps the realization of the inodequacy of the individualist
ethics and the reclization of the need to lock ot the prospects of nationalism as
morally credible form of life or interrelated.

Subsequently, nationalism was thought to be a specific manifestation of o general
framework namely the modern western conception of knowledge. The latter was
considered to be o “"universal framework of thought.. . which proclaims its own
universality; its validity, it pronounces is independent of cultures, Nationalist thought,
in agreeing o become ‘modern’, accepls the cloim 1o universality of this modemn
framework” (Chatterise 1999, 11). It is this framework which goes in the name of
Enlightenment. Hence, it is not surprising that it was thought that the moral character
of nationclism was taken to be self-evident. However, this perspective faced the
problem of explaining the fact that in many cases notionalism took forms that were
anti-enlightenment in the sense they debunked the modern notions of rationality,
progress, universality etc. In shorl, nationalism which was supposed to have its
moral locus in modernity and hence not being in need of a maral justification took
an anti-modern form at different places at different times. This phenomenon is
colled ‘ethnic’ or ‘eastern’ forms of notionalism in contrast to the ‘civic’ or ‘western’
versions of it. The anti-medern farms of nationalism are most palpably expressed in
the craving of notionalists for o return to the pre-modern ethos. The nationalist
struggle has been quite often backed by romantic versions of the past. For instance,
“In India [the] romantic yeaming for a retumn to an idealized ethnic and religious
past which was being eroded by Westernization and Capitalism was to be found in
late nineteenth-century intellectuals like Tilak and Aurcbindo and in movements
like the Arya Semaj” (Hutchinsen 1994: 8). In a cerfain sense, Gandhi’s Hind
Swaraj is also an example of such a trend though this work is a philosophically
pregnant critique of modern western civilization. But, such a deviation of the
essentially modem phenomenan called nationalism was not given a philosophical
explanation since such o deviation wos not considered to be germane fo nationalism
rather the deviation was given o sociological explanation. The deviation of
nationalism from its ‘narmal’ path charted by Enlightenment wos oftributed to the
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factors typical of traditional sacieties with their inherent tendency to resist change.
The conditions in the non-western world that are unfavourable to Enlightenment’s
vision of rational and progressive society were faken o be the domain of ‘explanans’,
i.e., the bosis of explanation for the deviatinn of nationalism which wos in itzalf
beyond moral reproach. Thanks to its locus in Enlightenment. This reminds us of
the attempt of rationalist philosophers of science to neutralize the attack of the
social constructivists on the rationalist image of science. The social constructivist or
the sociologists of science like David Bloor and Barry Barnes (1996) claimed that
the actual practice of science does not fit the rationalist philosophers’ description
of science in methodological terms since science more often than not deviates from
the cannons of scientific method and hence science must be explained in sociclogical
tarms. Against them, the rationalist philosophers of science like Imre Lakatos and
Larry Loudan maintain that only the deviant cases in science in the history of
science be explained in sociological terms while science in its ‘'normal’ form must
be explained in methodological ferms.

The explanation of deviant nationalism in sociclogical terms that is in terms of
social conditions can be absolutely unacceptable to the thinkers of nationalist
thought and movements which are at variance with nationalism as construed by
the philosophers committed to the ideology of enlightenment. Such thinkers of
alternative nationalism might claim cognitive supenority of their brand of nationalism
by taking resort o intellectual systems that are indifferent to or even antagenistic to
the philﬂsﬂphf of enlightenment. To dub such altemative intellectual systems 1o be
irrational and unenlightened and anti-progressive is to simply beg the gquestion.

Further, the view that nationclism is o pure product of Enlightenment and hence
inharently ethical and its deviant forms are due to the extrancous foctors such as
social conditions in backward countries has naive understanding of the relation
between Enlightenment and the so called deviant nationalism. As we have already
seen, Partha Chatterjee captures succinctly the complex relation between two when
he porfrays the so colled irrational nationalism as the Enlightenment’s ‘Other’
without which the Enlightenment fails to assert itself as the universal ideal (CF.

Chatteriee 1999, 17).

Be it os it moy. It wos realized thol nationalism conneot be defended by simply
tracing it to the Enlightenment philosophy and claim its moral self-evidence. Hence
atiempts were made fo delineate the renosons on the basis of which the moral elaim
of nationalism wes sought to be established and in doing so to enquire into the
moral dimension of nationalism.

One of the main charges levelled ogainst Gellner by Partha Chatterjee is that
Geliner treats nationalism as o part of sociclogical determinism necessitated by
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industrialism in the West. Chatterjee points out that Gellner did not put nationalism
for a maoral scruting. While Chatterjes does evake the notion of morality, instead of
pursuing this point about morality, he goes on to problematise nationalism in the
context of Indian nationalism. This preoccupation of Chatterjee, it must be noted,
hos deflected from raising the question about morality of nationalism. That is,
Chatteriee’s point about lack of moral scruting of nationalism rests largely on
opplication of nationalism outside the Wast. In addition 1o problematising the moral
basis of nationalism in the ransplanted context, it is also necessary to toke bock
the discussion of moral basis of nationalism to the West where it has its origins.
One of the recent writings that can provide an entry point into the moral dimension
of the problem of nationalism is that of David Archard whe in his “The Ethical
Stotus of Mationality” seeks to evaluate the moral grounds of nationalism, though
Archard's focus is the moral claim of 'Unions’ and ‘Nationalists’ on the Irish issve.
Archara relates the ethical arguments in favour of nationalism to Gellner’s claim
that the essence of nationalism is o political principle namely the political and
national unit should be congruent. This mokes it clear that Archard considers
political notionalism as the proper form of notionalism rather than cultural
nationalism though as we shall see shortly the question of culture does figure in the
moral defense of political nationalism provided by many philosophers whose view
Archord does not accept. According to Archard, the ethical defense of nationalism,
i.e. of the political principle mentioned above has proceeded in the past on two
lines of reasoning which Archard calls Reductionist and Non-Reductionist, The
Reductionist line of reasoning orgues that the pelifical and the national unit should
be congruent in order that some non-nationalist good may be reslized and/or
some non-nationalist bad con be avoided. The non-reductionist line of reasoning
argues that there just is some value inherent within the political-nofional congruence
and this value cannot be reduced to non-nationalist goals. The non-nationalist
goods ore those “whose relotionship to the success of nationalist project is contingent,
They may be secured by the success of nationalism but they need not be. Mationalist
goods, on the other hand, are those which are constitutive of or internal to the
nafionalist project; they can be secured only by the success of nationalism. Put
onather way, non-reductionist nationalism urges the value in and of itself of the
congruence of the political and the national. Reductionist nationalism urges the
value of that which can, only or most effectively, be secured by such o congruence”
lArchard 1999, 151). Thus, Archard's perspective makes a distinction, ethically
speaking, between the reductionist nationalism and non-reductionist nationalism.

The main categories of non-nationalist goods recognized by reductionist nationalism
are cultural, econamic, social and polilical. The cultural goods concern presenation
ond celebration of cultural artifacts such as art, music, ond literature ond so on
ossociated with a particular cammunity as a hallmark of its identity. But a nationalist
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claim based on such cultural grounds is nat strong encugh for two reasons: the
cultural needs con be met within the community without having a national outonomy;
that is national autonomy and cultural identity are not logically related. Secondly,
it is o foct that mony diasporic communities retain cultural identity without
constituting a nation i.e. culting across notional boundaries. Moreover, establishing
the moral credibility of nationalism on the basis of cultural outonomy becomes
even more problematic if one calls into question the moral basis of cultural autcnomy
itself. Atter all morally benign nature of cultural autonomy is not all that self-
evident. In foct the talk of a global culture is not pointless either epistemologically
or ethically. Epistemologically it may get linked to relativism. Ethically it may
encourage insulority rendering self-criticism highly limited and even impossible.
Since substantiol criticism of one’s own culture more ofien than not takes a vantoge
point that lies outside their culture’s framework.

Econemic goods perfain o income, property and other assets, that is to say,
nationalists might claim that their achieving nationhood results in the cessation of
economic drain and thereby, promotes economic advance of the community. They
may even add that the achievement of nafionhood will lead to fairer distribution of
wealth since the so colled outsiders promote elite who function as their hond-
made. However this recourse to the economic goods does not sufficiently justify the
nationalist’s cloim for autonomy. It is true that many fimes nationalist cloims toke
econamic form. In Indio theareticians of the freadom struggle staring from Dodo
Bhai Mauroji kept providing economic reasons as the major plank of their
movement. But many of them for quite some fime did believe, on adequate grounds,
that India could be given a relative autonomy within the British Empire which on
the whole was benign. It is of course true that their hopes were shattered by the
imperialist power. However, there was nothing logically necessary about that
frustration. That is to soy economic autonomy and natienal autonomy are not
logically related though the relation is not merely tenuous. If the relation were
logical the view of the early nafionalists that India’s economic outonomy within the
British Empire was possible would have been an outright absurdity. In the cose of
notional secession the economic argument would be even less convincing because
it is more possiole that economic needs of people can be met within a national
fromework if the relation between a community demanding secession is not colonized
by those from whom secession is sought. Further, it is factually wrong fo say that in
all cases of success of naticnalist elitism has been dismaniled. In none of the Third
Warld cauntries which hove ochieved nationhood and in none of those which hos
achieved nationhood through struggle for secession elitism has not reduced and in
some cases it has increased and inegualities hove been deepened leading 1o
shattered hopes. Partha Chatierjee has provided poignant examples of this point
threugh his interviews with the participants of the freedom struggle (cf Chatterjee

43



1998, 1-5). But from this it does nat follow that the freedom struggle was futile and
achievement of nationhood a meaningless exercise. In shor, the relation between
nationalism and the economic reasons provided for it are not so orgenically related
s to morally justify the former in terms of the latter.

The social goods concern valved ofiributes such os esteem, respect and stotus.
However, since these con be achieved by equal access to political rights cultural
goods and equal economic opportunities, it may be argued that they do not constitute
an independent category. Hence the reductionists who invoke the category of social
goods include practices, octivities and associations such as religion. Though religion
can also come under the category of cultural goods, this means that the demand
for natienhood can be morally justified because it promotes the religion of a people
seeking nationhood. But this view can be questioned by peinting out that there can
be “a rich enough understanding of religious liberty 1o ensure that one’s faith is not
only one that can be practiced, but one that is esteemed. Tolerance extends beyond
mere sufferance fo recognition. Then, once again, the nationalist principle receives
no support from the existence of sociol goods” (Archard 1999, 153). To this, it may
be replied that o people seeking nationhood or national autonomy might wont
something more than mere tolerance and even complete religious freedam. They
may want their own religion to be the official religion of the state. But this is highly
obijectionable since, “doing so runs foul of familiar liberal criticisms of governments
whose laws and policies viclate a principle of neutrality on religious and moral
matters. Moreover the argument is not s such a nationalist one but rather represents
the very particular {and objectionably illiberal) form o nationalist argument might
take” {lbid., 153-4). Thus, the attempt to establish the oral credibility of nationalism
by invoking the caotegory of social good with religion os the focal point is weak.

The category of political goods mainly concems self-determination. Since its inception
the nationalist principle is linked to the democratic principle. It is a widely shared
belief that the democratic self-government of a people was inseparably tied to the
national sovereignty of a people. However, the appeal of this belief has drastically
reduced in view of two factors. That is, it is plausible now to delink the democratic
principle from the nationalist principle. In fact, “this needs to be done not least
because of the ambiguous scope of any principle of self-determination” (Ibid.,
154). This is due to the fact that the ‘self’ which does the determining and that
which the self determines are themselves indeterminate. Moreover the demand to
be recognized os a distinct enfity to justify the cloim for nationheod already
presupposes as Adams points out “[To prescribe self-determination for a national
minority as a distinct entity from the rest of the nation is @ mutation of the principle
of self-determination” {Ibid.). There is a further problem about self-determination.
To the question, “Self-determination for what?” there con be two answers. If the
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answer is that self-determination is for economic equality or cultural prosperity or
social status, then it means thot self-determination can be subsumed under any
one or two or all of the three phenomena in which cose self-determination becomes
vulnerable to the criticisms which we have mude ugainst the attempt to justify
nationalism based on the three categories of non-nationalist goods. The other
answer to the question, self-determination for what, is that, it is in itself valuable
and its inherent value lies in the fact that nationality *is @ more evident principle of
jurisdictional division than any other” [Ibid.). But, such an answer falls under the
non-reductionist line of reasoning thal seeks to estoblish the moral credibility of
nationalism.

Let us see how non-reductionist line of reasoning thot seeks to make a room for an
ethical dimension for nationalism fores. As we have seen the non-reductionist line
of reasoning claims an intrinsic value for nationalism, that is, for the principle of
the enngruence of the palitical and natisnal, The philocophare who adopt this line
of reasening invoke the concepts of rectification of histerical injustice, importance
of being with one’s own people and naturalness of the nation-state.

The argument from histarical injustice has been invoked by nationalists both in
anti-colonial struggles as well as secessionist endeavours. Even if we acknowledge
historical injustice and the need for rectification, the orgument does not take us far
in establishing the moral claim of nationalism. As Archord points out, “The
rectification of @ wrong does not have to amount to a literal restoration of the
situation which would exist hod the wrong not been committed. Rectification does
not require o reversal or overturning of the originally unjust act” (Ibid., 159). This
may be due to the fact that the ariginal victims of the injustice may not still be alive
to enjoy that rectification. Also, destruction of cerfain goods cannot be rectified by
their restoration to the owner even if he is alive and that is why we speak of appropriate
compensation, thot is to soy rectification of historical injustice can be effected by
securing for the victims various rights and resources and not necessarily granting
nationhood. Secondly, as Archard points aut, “the principle of rectifying a historical
wrong should operate only in conjunction with only relevant principles” (Ibid.). In
other words, it is not acceptable that historical injustices ought to be rectified
irrespective of the moral costs of such rectification. “|A] past injustice ought 1o be
rectified only if there are no other stronger countervailing moral reasens not to do
so” (lbid., 160). This means that rectification of historical injustice cannot on is
own constitute the moral basis of nationalism.,

The next two arguments which concem ‘importance of being with one’s own people’

{which is taken resort to by secessionist nationalism) and ‘naturalness of the nation-
state’ (which is restored to by anti-colonial nationalism) are important because the
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idea of self-determination as an intrinsic value, which we mentioned earlier, has its
locus in these arguments. Self-determination in this sense is foken to be equivalent
to, not just, instrument for realizing the importance of being with one’s own people
and/or aftaining a natural state thot the nation-state embodies.

The argument from the ‘importance of being one's own’, as it is colled by Archard,
is characterized by Judith Licthenberg os ‘flourishing argument’ (1997, 160).
According to this argument human beings flourish, when they belong to communifies
and this flourishing achieves its fullness if and only if the communities to which they
belong achieve notion-state. As Archard points out, “there is some Aristotelion
warrant for the final move in his view that the polity (polis) is the supreme and
fundomental tarm of community or associafion (koinania) to which humans con
belong” (Ibid., 161). In other words, the nation-state is voluable because it fortifies
and promotes a sense of communal belonging which is necessary for collective
flourishing. It must however be noted that “the importance of being with one's awn
people’ is not taken in an instrumentalist sense. For exomple, occording to Mill
such a fortification of communal belonging is necessary for free institutions. On a
similar line David Miller argues thot o shared sense of membership which would be
strengthened by the nation-stote is necessary for legitimising a fair distribution of
goods and services. Thus, free institutions for Mill, foir distribution for Miller are the
ends to be served by the sense of collective membership which in turn is fortified by
the nation-state. However, those who put forth the argument from the ‘imporant of
being one's own people’ consider collective membership to be infrinsically valuable
and the nation-state which fortifies it is inherently moral. The question is whether
the nation-state is related to collective life as organically as the argument construes.
It is @ historical fact that the achievement of o nation-state by o community many
times resulls in creating fissures and thus breaks the community. That is to say, the
achievement of nationhood quite often results in the weakening or even undermining
of the unitary character of a community. Further, the argument presupposes the
prior existence of @ community with a unity which is subsequently fortified by the
emergence of a nation-state, that is, ‘that nations exist prior 1o their achieving
statehood’ borne out of o nationalist struggle. That is, nations exist before
nationalism. Such an assumption is countered by philosophers like Gellner
occording fo whom nationalism “invents notions where they do not exist” (19564,
18). In fact, the assumption is ill-at-ease with a less radical claim of Anderson that
the nations are “imagined communities” whose members feel bound by certain
shared ties and not by face to foce contact (1991, 14-16). lfthe nation is the most
remarkable instonce of a community which can sustain its identity across time and
across great members of physically separated individuals without noticeable
oitenuation of that identity. ..t seems correspondingly implausible to think that the
nafion is dependent upon the state for its continued existence (Archard 1999,
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162). Further, even in Europe nation-states come into existence even before there
was much sense of nofionhood. At best, a pre-existing national consciousness was
only among many reasons for the rise of nation-states in Europe. As Glover points
out, “In Africa [...] Many state boundaries were lines drawn on maps by colonial
governments and administrators, ofien cutting through the middle of territories
inhabited by Africans who felt part of a single community” (1997, 12-13). In foct,
calling those collective entities ‘nations’ is itself questionable though the very talk
of nations existing prior to the nation-states which only come subsequently in order
to fortify the former is quite misleading. This is because nations without nation-
states are like Hamlet without the prince of Denmark. This is not fo deny the existence
of what are called ‘multi-national states” or stateless nations. It is only fo assert that
in the primary sense of ‘nation’, nations and nation-states are two sides of the
same coin. |t is this sense which must wear the trouser. Deviation from this sense
which enables us to talk of o nation existing before it achieves nafion-state moy not
be incoherent but such a deviant use cannot take the burden of proof but the
argument from the ‘importance of being with one’s own people’ cannot have even
initial plausibility unless it chorocterizes os ‘nation’ the collectivity which exists prior
to the nation-state. This is not to identify the nation with nation-state. The relation
between the nation and the nation-state, even in the primary sense of nation is one
of identity-and-difference, By construing the relation between nation and nation-
state in terms of temporal priority of the former, the argument is guilty of construing
tha relation in terms of diference axclusively. The relation in terms of forification of
the former by latter in no way brings in the relation of identity.

The third argument advanced by those who odopt the non-reductionist line in
defending the moral claim of nationalism is woven around the idea of the ‘naturalness
of the nation-state’, According to this argument, nationality supplies a handy and
ready to be used partition of humanity into bodies of citizens. In other words, the
principle of division on the basis of nationality is the most natural principle. This is
because political societies of today cannet be either village communities or Greek
states, nor is it reasonable to cttempt to realize o global polity. First of all, it is
difficult fo understand what the term, “natural’ implies. In fact, the critics of nationalism
question the very naturalness of nations when they suspect the moral claim of the
nationalists. Hence the argument becomes otiose. In order to avoid the emptiness
of their argument, its propenents must give some content to the term natural such
as natural boundaries or raciol distinciness, etc. Such a ‘natural’ construal reduces
nutions o ribes, In fact, Evropeans drew nafional boundaries on the basis of tribal
divisions which they thought to be the most natural one but as Basil Dovidson
(1992) suggests, the word tribe does not have any clear meaning and colonial
rulers’ intent on dividing Africans into tribes sometimes had to invent fribes. In
other words, natural is more often than not a construction. Even if what is identified
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as natural one are factors like a common feeling or o principle of sympathy generated
by a shared life. This in no way renders the nation-state itself as o natural
phenomenon. Further, we rarely see nations recognizing the naturalness of other
nations. Since no bounded territorial jurisdiction contains or has ever confained a
naturally homogenous population, efforts ta secure a natural homogeneity to cchieve
nationhood within @ given territory led to morally intoleroble consequences.
Moreaover, the proponents of this argument curiously endow nation with naturalness
even fhough they know thot nafion is fypically @ modem phenomenaon. It is significant
to note thot the defenders of capitalism chaoracterizes copitalism as the most natural
form of society, copitalist profit as the notural profit, acquisitive tendency so central
to copitalist system fo be the most natural human tendency. It is a familiar practice
to consider something to be natural in order to establish its moral credibility. Those
who do so unknowingly rafionalize the ill effects of certain socio-economic formations.
Considering copitalism 1o be notural butiressed its exploitative character. Considering
nafions to be natural emounts to forced movements and even ethnic cleansing.
The proponents of two-nation theory in Indio considered the distinction between
Hindus and Muslims to be natural, thereby implying that the two communities by
their very nature are inherently ditferent,

The above discussion has shown how inadequate are the two lines of reasoning
both of which sought to establish the moral credibility of nationalism. This does not
mean that nationalism lacks moral credibility like religious sectarianism or is morally
neutral like tribalism. Isaiah Berlin seeks to establish the moral credibility of
nationalism and the conditions which must be met by nationalism in arder to elaim
such credibility. Berlin stresses antagonism between the philosophy of Enlightenment
with its claim of a universal human nature and nationalism with its philosophical
moorings in the counter-Enlightenment philesophy called Romanticism, Very
interestingly, Berlin acknowledges that the Enlightenment philosophy had a better
value system though it had a poor understanding of human psyche whare as
nationalism and romanticism had a better understanding of human psyche though
their value system is not appealing. Moreover, in the history of ideos and particularly
in the history of political ideos the right value system does not go with right psychology.
In fact, the relction is inverse: the better the value system, the shallower the psychology
and vice-versa, However, from this, it does not tollow according to Berlin that
naticnalism lacks @ moral credibility. It can achieve such credibility in spite of
lacking a value system comparable to thot of Enlightenment philosophy.

This is becavse Berlin, unlike the onti-nationalists does not think that natienalism is
not based on hostility towards the other nor does he share the view of these pro-
notionalists who adopt a positive view of nationalism on the basis that nationalism
does justice to an inherent human need to moke o distinction between ‘we and
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they'. According to Berin, nationalism is based on the incommensurability of values.
For him, not all of the values that are important fo us are reconcilable. That is, not
all of those values which we value can be reclized in one form of life. On the basis
of this contention, Berlin makes o case for pluralism of volues. Value-plurolism
looks upon other forms of life s possessing internal values. Eoch of us ought to be
aware, hence, that other forms of life embody values which are important to us and
valorized by us but con not be realized in our own form of life or at least to the
same degree. A nationalism that is founded upon such pluralism can claim moral

credibility.

The irreconcilability of values is not merely a psychological fact, as the conflict
between the values of an active life and o contemplative life but also o conceptual
one as the conflict between the monastic life and fomily life. More importantly,
pluralism of values does not mean relativism since relativism implies tolerance and
not pluralism. According to Berlin values that are realizable by other forms of life
are important nat only to people who belong te that form of life but also fo us who
do not belong to that form of life, To choose a set of values is to choose a way of
lite. Mostly, we choose a way of life we are bom into. National belonging is the
outstanding example of this truth, The irreconcilability ot values which Berlin
choracterizes as incommensurability of volues implies the stotus of a value for
pluralism which in erdinary tarms may be colled variety, Barlin maintained that the
valorization of plurality and variety is o recent phenomenon. According to him,
“the view that variety is desirable, where as uniformity is monotonous, dreary, dull,
o letter en the freely-ranging human spirit [...] stonds in sharp contrast with the
traditional view that truth is one, error many, a view scarcely challenged before-at
the earliest-the end of the seventeenth century”™ (1980: 333). Thus, plurality of
values is not a necessary evil to be somehow tolerated for the sake of a conflict free
world but is something to be desired and nurured, In fact, it is an existential
necessity since more than one form of life must exist in order for values we consider
worthwhile to be realized. Every torm of lite has its own constraints within which
individucls in that form of life make their choices. Belonging to a national form of
life means being within a frome that offers meaning or significance to the choices
pecple make between alternatives and thus acquire an identfity. A national form of
life gives o set of choices in every area of life. Two national forms of life might have
somewhat overlapping sets of choices yet they differ not only in the range of choices
but also in the degree of freedom.

The question is how nationalism fulfils o deeply felt humon need by providing us
with o complete form of life. The obvious answer is that it is by providing o sense of
"belonging’; the question is what is this sense of ‘belonging’? In the first sense in
which Johann Gottried Herder uses the term, belonging concerns whot makes it
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possible for o person fo express his or her selfhood. In this sense of belonging
“people make use of different styles fo express their humanity. The styles are generally
determined by the form of life to which they belong. There are people who express
themselves * Frenchly”, while ethers hove forms of life that ore expressed ‘Koreanly’
or ‘Syrienly’ or ‘lcelandicly™ (Margalit, 1997, 84) belonging in the second sense
concerns not expression but the sense of feeling at home. 'To belong’ in this sense
means fo be ‘accepted by others as you ore’ (ond not because of your achievements
or failures in achieving) belonging to a family is the best example of this os opposed
to belonging o a professional group. The third sense of national belonging lies
between belonging in the second sense and achievement. Such a sort of belonging
provides one with a reflected glory cannected with achievements of gified members
of one’s nation, According lo Berlin, it appears the sense of belonging that is
belonging in the sense of being at home is crucial for a national form of life. A
nation-state fortifies the volues germane to a national form of life and herein lies its
moral credibility and in doing so it does not demean the values of other national
forms of life becouse of its acceptance of value pluralism. The moral credibility of
nationalism has its root in the success of nationalism in recognizing and fulfilling a
deeply felt psychological need of human beings fo feel at home by belonging to
something beyond the drab mundane personal world.

Berlin is eware of the feelings of notional superiority associated with nationalist
feeling. To the charge that nationalism gives way to the feeling of superiority because
of nationalism’s particularistic choracter os opposed to universalistic character of
ideologies like Marism. According to Berlin, the feeling of superiority is neither
historically given nor ontologically necessary. Berin's point is that though the nation
of essential superiarity which each nations associates with it might lead fo destructives
political consequences and thus making nationalism morally questionable. The
feeling of superiority has nathing to de with the particularism of nationalism. Nen-
parficularistic ideologies, seculor ones like Maomism and religious ones like
Christianity claim superiority in spite of their universalism.

The above discussion sought to establish that nationalism os a conceptend as @
movement can find its place in the moral domain so that unlike non rational
phenomenon like spontaneous feelings and the categorized like sentiments and
kinship it deserves a moral evaluation and need not be driven into o marally
neutral demain. In fact, s ably substantiated by Berlin nationalism passes the
litmus test of ethical evaluation end con claim moral credibility. But this only
establishes the initial credibility of nationalism in ethicel terms. For, there are aspects
of nofionalism which de not lend themeslves so sasily to an ethical ratification.
Coemmitment to nationalism implies a partiality towards co-notionals. Secondly,
nationalism with its communitarian ethics is pronouncedly ill-at-ease with individual
autenomy which is central fo individualist ethics in particular and liberalism in
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general our commitment to which, albeit o good deal of reservations and
gualificotions. Thirdly, notionalism while being an expression of self-determination
of a people realized in the achievement of a notion-state seeks to maintain its
sovereignty by discouraging and even suppressing os ospirafion of self-determinafion
by the minorities within the nation. The moral issues which emanate these aspects
of nationalism need to be discussed and justified on their own merit.

We may end by pointing out that the moral credibility of nationalism depends upon
our answer fo two quasfions that constitute the core of moral philosophy namely, is
our commitment to nationalism normotively permissible, and the question, whether
the commitment fo nationalism embodies the most desirable way to live o human
life. The two questions are distinct because the first question concerns “right’ and
the second guestion concerns ‘good’ using Rawlsion distinction. This is obvious
from the foct that even while granting that notionalism is morally right, that is, it
does not violole our stondard/s of morality one might claim that it connot be
constitutive of a morally wholesome conception of lite. The first question dominates
much of contemporary western polifical philosophy and hence the philosophical
discourse on nationalism. This is not surprising becouse ethics in modern times is
almost exclusively concerned with the question of moral standard since modern
ethics is organically linked to the philosophy of liberalism ond philosophicol liberals,
with their commitment to individualism are “reluctant to extend the reach of polifical
philosophy beyond questions of the first kind for fear of presuming to second-guess
how individuals choose to conceive their own ends of life* (Beiner 1999, 15).
Though the second question has not been given equal prominence as the first one,
its importance should not be underestimated. Ronald Beiner optly colls it *Existentiol
Question’ and rightly traces it fo the Greek thought: "Philosophicol reflection on
nationalism must therefore seek somehow to offer an answer to the problem of how
to orient oneself among the diversity of life’s possibilities” (1999, 16). Our discussion
of Berlin's views has shown that prima-facie a positive answer to this questionis a
plausible one.

Further, responses to the question that concemns moral permissibility of nationalism
cannot be only positive or negative. Neither o positive answer nor a negotive
answer fo the Existential Guestion about nationalism is self-evident or trivial. The
positive answer is not seli-justificatory and obviously true becouse the ideal of
‘citizen of the world” has never lost its appeal to a great many. The negative answer
is olso not readily occeptoble becouse nationhood is an achievement unlike race
which is given and more often than not the attempt ot achieving it is fuelled by
morally edifying aims. After all, nation in many third world countries was and has
been a site of struggle for autonomy and solidarity vis-&-vis imperialism, old and
new, and, hence, the force of the question and the significance of the answer.
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