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by
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1. I ntroduction

Charles Keely's fundanental reanalysis of the refugee
regime is anbitious. His goal is bolder still - to identify
the patterns behind refugee flows so that those flows can be
antici pated, thereby enabling the suffering to be aneliorated
and even, perhaps, prevented. Keely's nethod in devel oping
this thesis is based on theoretical assertion rather than a
critical conparison of extant theories or induction from
enpi rical data.

Keely argues that the refugee problem is rooted in the
nation-state system Nationalism presunmes that every nation is
entitled to a state, while the state system has an interest in
mnimzing the nunber of states in order to preserve a
manageabl e system There exists an incongruence between the
| arge nunber of nations, each directed by a universal norm
that each nation should have its expression through a
political state, and the small nunber of states. The author
refers to this as the geopolitical root of the refugee
pr obl em

This instability of the state system leads to three
distinct though sonetines overlapping bases for refugee

production - nultinational realities, ideology, and state
i nplosion. The first of these 1is a corrollary of the
structural depiction. After all, if +there are nmany nore

nations than states, then sonme states nust consist of many
nations. Since the normative npdel dictates that each state
shoul d have its own st at e, mul ti-nati onal st at es are



i nherently wunstable. The responses to that instability nmay
entail one of four solutions according to Keely: devel opment
of a new supernational identity, dom nation by one cultura
group, ethnic cleansing, and confederation arrangenents. But
this is not the only source of instability. There my be
debates and conflicts over the form of the state (political
i deol ogy) and there may be an inability to nmake the state
operational resulting in state inplosion.

Not only are the causes of refugee production not
under st ood according to Keely, but the treatnment is rooted in

an aberration - the bipolar world of the Cold War - and has no
validity outside that context. |In that aberrant period,
western states practiced the equivalent of "bleeding” in

medi aeval nmedical practice on the presunption that conmuni st
states were afflicted with bad hunours. Bleeding both gave
confort to those who escaped and, at the sanme tinme, provided
testimony to the instability and disequilibrium of such
authoritarian regines. As a result of the end of the Cold War
and the commtnments and practices built up in that period, the
system for responding to the by-products of the devel oping
nation-state system nanmely refugees, has broken down. There
is too nuch enphasis on asylum and resettlenment which distort
the refugee system and encourage refugee flows. The enphasis
should be on repatriation, wth resettlenment confined to
desperat e cases.

Keely is to be applauded for seeking fundanental answers
to this critical problem of our tinme. Unfortunately, his
analysis is erroneous and m sconceived both in the overall
portrait and in the fine details. I wll concentrate on the
overall picture and slip in crticisns of detail where | can.

2. Queries and Propositions



Are nations the backbone, the skeletal structure, of the
nation-state system providing continuity through changes in
the ideology and functioning of states as Keely suggests? Are
nations the constants and states the variables in the
international systen? Or do states provide the spatial frane
for stability while nations alter over tinme as they try to
preserve their continuity? What about the relationship between
the two? Are nations and states even part of the sane system
each with different functions, or are we m sqguidedly reducing
both to a commobn system just because they are conjoined in
linguistic practice? |If both are part of one system having a
common function, is the function of the nation-state systemto
provide stability and seek an equilibriumin the face of the
shifting techtonics of the dialectic of nation and state, or
are nation-states dynam c and changing elenents in a |arger
set of systems in which the goal is not equilibrium but the
snmoot h managenent of change?

| want to suggest argunents for three propositions and
then a fourth corollary when the first three are applied to
refugees. G ven space limtations, | can only suggest them
First, nations are not stable continuous elenments through
time. A nation is not analogous to a skeletal structure.
Rat her, nations are the sources of dynamc change as the
conception of a collectivity alters and defines itself over
time. Secondly, even though states come into being, change
configurations, and even nerge, they are there to provide
stability and |leverage for the mlitary mnusculature that is
the nonopoly and characteristic conplenment of the state
system Thi rd, t hough states provide the international
skel etal system of stability using mlitary means to do so
when required, nations and states are not part of the sane
system because they do not have the sanme functions. Nations
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and states are two anong a | arger set of systenms for providing
organi zation and dynami c order to a developing international
system

When the interactions of these various systens are
understood, it will becone clear that refugees are not the by-
product of the shifting techtonics in the dialectic of the
nation and the state. Nor are the current solutions sinply the
remains of the Cold War. It my indeed be true that
repatriation needs to be enphasized, but not because we have
pl aced too great a reliance on resettlenent. The historical
dialectic of responding to refugee crises nust itself be
understood as part of another systemin interaction with both
the system of nations and the systens of states.

3. The State System

Keely depicts two very different purposes of the state
ldeally, it is the political expression of the nation. This I
refer to as the Herder thesis.® On a nore 'realistic' plain
it is "the institution for legitimtely exercising power and
extracting resources for the purpose of providing order,
protection, and decisions on the wuse or distribution of
extracted resources.” This is not a Lockian definition of the
state which serves to ensure the preservation of the property
of its citizens? or its conplenment, the Marxist depiction of
the state as the instrument of ruling class interests.® It is
a traditional social denocratic vision of a welfare state in
whi ch a denocratic governnment responsible to its electors is
used as an instrument for the distribution of surplus value.?

If it is to do the latter, then while it protects its own
dom nant nation, it wunalterably opposes the creation of new
states. In other words, the state is defined, at one and the
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sane time, in nationalist and in political-econonmc power
terms. As a result, there is a tension between the nation and
the state such that, "states resist formation of new states
and nationalism tends towards nultiplication of states.”
Presunmabl y, within any mul ti-national state (a state
constituted of several nations), the result is also a tension
within the state between its two different functions.

Keely follows Aristotle's differentiation between the
i deal purposes of the state and the actual functions of its
political institutions.® However, Aristotle never envisioned a
united political entity to rule over or express the
commonal ity of Hellas. Ildeally, the state was an ethical
ideal, the expression of the common ethos rather than the
expression of an ethné, conpact enough to provide an
i ntegrated system of education in social ethics to facilitate
the nmoral perfection of its menbers and the determ nation of
what is just. States had no interest in ethné, in ethnicity or
nationalism in nmodern parlance. In applying this ideal to
actual institutions, Aristotle followed the principle that the
state was an instrunment for the distribution of benefits, and
it rewarded individuals in proportion to the contribution each
made to the state. The state was a distributor of |[|argesse
based on contributions to the polis rather than a recipient of
surplus value or a distributor of that value to ensure equity
or to develop the capacities of its nenbers.

In the contention that the ideal state exists for the
preservation of the political comunity and the expression of
the nation, Keely provides a schizphrenuic counterpoint to his
realist thesis in sharp contrast to Hegel who finds congruency
bet ween collective self-expression and individual interests.
In Hegel, this is acconplished institutionally only when there
is a recognition of the right of citizens to participate in



are combined with both the separation of state and society and
t he republican i nstitutional Vi si on vesti ng political
authority in the citizens of a state. To acconplish this
vision, the institutions of the state facilitated the full
devel opnent of each nenber of the state and did not just
di stribute rewar ds proportionate to t he i ndi vidual's
contribution to the state. Thus, the state served the
i ndividual at the sanme time as the individual acted in the
interests of the whole community.

In contrast to both Arisotle and Hegel's very different
congruent dualist versions of the state, in Keely, in contrast
to Aristotle, the ethical goal 1is renmved altogether. 1In
contrast to Hegel, the ideal function of the state is reduced
to serving an ethné which has no 'spirit'. Further, in the
state's institutional organization, there is no necessary
connecti on with republ i cani sm t he ri ght of citizen
participation in political decision-making. There are various
sources of legitinmacy, anong which republicanismis sinply one
i deol ogical alternative. Finally, the state exercises power
and distributes 'surplus value' as a reflection of the
dom nant ideology of the state which may be on the basis of
contributions of supporters, as a developer of <citizen
capacities, or as an effort in distributive justice. Thus, the
node of determning legitimcy, the nethod of exercising the
power gained, and the use of that power for distribution
pur poses, have no guiding ethos. Each nerely reflects the
dom nant ideology of a society. In Marxism this in turn is
det erm ned by the dom nant cl ass.

Does the state exist as the expression and realization of



the particularity of an ethné, or does it exist to facilitate
an ethné realizing itself as a unique expression of
universality? O does the state have a very different
relationship to an ethné altogether? What about private
interests? Does the state exist to extract sufficient surplus
value so that order can be maintained to enable individuals to
pursue their private interests as in capitalist states or for
the state itself to determ ne the use of the remaining surplus
value for allegedly wegalitarian purposes as in socialist
states or capacity building in welfare states? In the Keely
schema , the state determ nes the use of extracted resources.

This is not the current dom nant ideology of the state
Private and state interests may overlap, but of all the
separate functional systens making up the internationa
collectivity, state and private interests are perceived as
overl apping the least. This is particularly true in the new
gl obal econom c order of multinational corporations where 70%
of international trade is intra-conpany trade, where |arge
corporations are quickly losing their identification with a
single state, and states in turn have increasingly |ess
| everage and ability to tax the profits of these corporations.
The gl obal econony is the nutritional system of the
i nternational human organism that is committed to operating
relatively independently of the state skeletal system of the
international order. The current dom nant ideology clains that
the state is not and should not be the determ nor of the uses
of surplus value |est one reproduce the boneheaded gigantism
of the self-destructed soviet system or the nore noderately
i nfl ated bureaucracies of welfare denocratic socialismor its
equivalent in mlitary national socialist regines.

Furthernmore, Keely seens to equate all private interests
in society with econonmc interests when, in fact, the civi
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society, which is separate from the state, consists of not
only a system of interlocking interests, but also a system of
interlocking rights. This system of rights as part of the
i nt ernati onal regulatory system (and not the system of
econom c interests) is, in fact, the key regulator of the flow
of refugees. Now it is true that many theorists (including
Hegel ) enphasize the state as the expression and realization
of the rights of the individual rather than as (or for some in
addition to) the determ nor of the uses of surplus value or as
the protector and expression of the nation. Clearly, Keely is
not one of them On the other hand, in Keely's definition of
the state, the state has no relationship whatsoever to the
protection and realization of individual rights and |iberties.

The state is not only reduced to its role in interaction
with nationalism and economc interests in very different
ways, while ignoring the system of rights as as extraneous
add-on of a particular ideology which has nothing to say about
the essence of the state, but other systens are ignored as
well. In terms of refugees, one of the nobst inportant is the
i nternational system of comruni cations which has been far nore
inportant in the international sphere to the treatnment of
refugees than the end of the Cold War. In referring to a
conmuni cation system | do not mean the transportation system
of which refugee flows are a part, but of the electronic
systens (tel ephone, television, conmputer internets, faxes) and
nore traditional print nmedia (books, magazines, newspapers)
that constitute the sensibilities, nerve endings and central
intelligence system so crucial to the operation of the state
system the system of nations, the economc system the
i nt ernati onal regul atory system and the transportation
system The latter is concerned not sinply with the nmeans of
transport (wheeled vehicles travelling on highways, trains,
ships, airplanes), but wth the people they transport as



busi ness travellers, tourists, immgrants and refugees. This
transportation system is not to be confused wth another
system engaged in transportation, the ecol ogical system which
carries not only the waste products and toxic substances of
the economic system and the biological organisns of the
di seases which afflict humans, but the world system of
i mmuni zation against diseases and for disposing of toxic
substances to maintain the life sphere of this fragile gl obe.

Now the state is the incubator and producer of the
international regulative system the system of |aws and
regulations that nonitor the mlitary system the econonic
system the circulatory system the ecol ogical system and the

transportation system in great part in response to the
nmessages recei ved and pr ocessed by t he wor | d-wi de
conmuni cation system One of +the nost inportant sets of

regul ations apply to the international transportation system
that is to the various classes of people that nove about and
t he novenent of vehicles that transport them

Thus far, | have pointed to rather than even sketched
eight international systems - the states, the mlitary, the
community of nations, the gl obal econony, i nternationa
conmuni cations, international transportation, internationa
| aw and the ecological system They interact and are nutually
dependent on one another and are |inked together by various

|l evel s and types of culture. Primacy is not given to nations
or states |let alone a purported nation-state system O her
systens are not defined only in terms of a distorted

relationship to states and nations. However, before | return
to the nature and role of states, there is one additional
system that nust be introduced - the reproductive system for

it is through the understanding of reproduction that we wll
gain our first insight into the nature and functions of
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nati ons.

Keely entitled his paper, "The Nation, the State, and the
Reproducti on of Refugees." This seens a nost peculiar title
because in the body of the text he refers to the production
and not the reproduction of refugees. It is the nation that is
concerned wth self-reproduction. Ref ugees, in Keely's
construct, are deviants, by-products of the msmatch between
the existing state system and the purported ideal norm of one
nation per state while npbst states of necessity consist of
nore than one nation. These deviants threaten the sovereign
state systemitself. They do not seem to possess any neans of
sel f-reproduction within themselves, or, if they do, it would
seem to be associated with a cancerous variety by those who
view refugees as threats to civilization and order. In any
case, Keely does not follow that train of thought even if it
is sugeested by the title.

However, the slip (if that is what it is) does raise the
issue of reproduction. Is the nation the wunit of self-
preservation through reproduction? In other words, is the
nation the equivalent of species or organisns in orthodox
Darwi ni an theory (or genes in neo-Darw nian sociobiol ogical
t heories where the purpose of reproductive behaviur is to
maxi m ze the survival of an individual organisms genetic
mat eri al) conpeting with one another for reproductive success?

Aside from the unit of reproduction, what 1is the
mechanisn? |Is it classical Darwi ni an conpetitiveness in
adaptation to an environnent, or are there historical and
structural contraints to the purported ideal nodel of perfect
conpetition in an ahistorical anarchic world or even an inner
directed and self organizing principle at work? Watever the
answer, Keely, | believe is correct in one respect - the
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nation 1is best understood as the collective nmeans of
preservation and reproduction of a culture and it is to a
deeper analysis of the nation that | now want to turn.

The Nati on

Though Keely clainms that the "nation is currrently the
normative basis for having a state,” | am nore concerned with
undertaking an analysis of the nation abstracted from the
state rather than understanding service to the nation as an
i deal of the state.” Wth over 5,000 ostensible nations, Keely
claims that the |ack of congruence creates a tension between
the 5,000 nations and the less than 200 states that have an
interest in stability and not the dramatic changes that cone
from the pressures of each nation striving to have a state of
its own.

Here is the dichotony. Are nations intent on having a
state of their own or are they interested in self-preservation
and reproduction in which a state nay sonetinmes serve as a
useful tool, like a shell for a turtle? In the latter case,
one m ght describe the shell as undertaking the responsibility
for preserving the nation, but would not say that the shell
has a function of serving as the political expression of a
nation. This version of one state per nation | term the
crustacean view of the state.

VWhat ever the tensions within the state and between the
state and the nation, there is a prior conflict over what the
nation is. This debate is exenplified by Keely's discussion of
the various theories of the nation, differences which Keely
| ocates in the different scholarly views of the first nodern
nation. Keely approaches the problem in terns of an
essentialist, that is determ ning the character of nationalism
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in terms of the essential characterization attributed to the
nation. I want to offer three views of nationalism focused on
only one country, Great Britain. Al three perspectives have
in common the fact that they are geneol ogical rather than
essentialist accounts of the nation.

Greenfeld (1992) assigns the genesis of the nodern state
to Engl and because, for her, the essence of the nodern state
is the transfer of sovereignty from the King to the people
Hence, the concept of "nation" underwent a transformation from
a reference to representatives of a political, cultural and
then social elite "to the population of the country and nmade
synonymous with the word 'people ."(p. 6) "National identity
in its distinctive nodern sense is, therefore, an identity
whi ch derives from nmenbership in a 'people', the fundanental
characteristic of which is that it is defined as a 'nation'.
(p. 7) "The nation was perceived as a community of free and
equal individuals."” (p. 30) Hence, Geenfeld sees nationalism
as the expression of a political ideology which asserts that

the people - however |oosely defined - are sovereign and
constitute the ultinmate authority in a state. Sovereignty is
vested in the population, a population constituted of

i ndividuals. This is the essence of nationalismfor Geenfeld.
Greenfeld suggests that the various characteristics of
nationalism - | anguage, citizenship in the sane state, shared
traditions, a common history, race, etc. - are related as in a
Wttgensteinian famly resenbl ance; none of them are necessary
or essential to any particular expression of nationalism but
at least sone of them nust characterize an expression of
nati onal i sm

The concept, however, did not remain stagnant. When this
idea of God's firstborn in the nodern world was transported to
other countries, it became associated with a unique soverign
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peopl e, where ethnicity became primary and sovereignty
derivative. Wth that transformation, the source of authority
became a collectivist one - rooted in fraternity - rather than

in an individualistic foundation of a political ideol ogical
view of a sovereign nation in which each individual nenmber had
the right to exercise his/her will. Thus, ethnicity

constitutes a m xture of various characteristics which can be
sel ected and conbined to constitute a nation as a political
organi zi ng principle.

As a result, there are two senses of nationalism for
Greenfeld - civic nationalismand ethnic nationalism

Critics have raised a nunber of problems with Geenfeld' s
thesis. To nmention only a few, if sovereignty in British
nationalism was vested in the people as a collection of
i ndividuals, why did it take another two hundred years for
Catholic individuals to obtain the right to vote. Wy was
suffrage restricted to such a small mnority of the
popul ati on? Why was there a class basis to that suffrage in
terns of property ownership?

Greenfeld' s answer to these questions 1is that the
guestions demand that the species of British nationalism
energe fully mature on the world stage, when, in fact, it
initially emerges in an infant stage in which the presunption
at the root of British nationalism has not yet been fully
realized. Nevertheless, "English national consciousness was
first and forenpst the consciousness of one's dignity as an
individual. It inplied and pushed toward (though it could not
necessitate the immediate realization of) the principles of
i ndividual liberty and political equality. These notions were
primary in the definition of English nationhood.” (p. 86) The
process of social restructuring within England, the Protestant
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reformation and the divine sanction it gave to the new
nationalism the encouragenent of the Tudors (with the
exception of Queen Mary's anti-national counter-reformationa

policies), the use of the Bible and the spread of Iliteracy,
all contributed to the gestation, developnent, and spread of
this new conception of the elite in whom sovereignty was
vested - English civic nationalism

There is a second thesis which traces the devel opnment of
British nationalism to a response to exogenous rather than
i ndi genous forces. Nationalism results not so nmuch from an
endogenous sui generis creation in Britain, but as a response
to external threats, specifically, the long and protracted
rivalry with France in successive wars - the Nine Years War
(1689-97), the War of Spanish Succession ( 1702-13), the War
of Austrian Succession (1739-48), the Seven Years War (1756-
63), the Anmerican Revolution (1776-83) in which France forned
an alliance with the breakaway thirteen colonies of North
America, the French Revolution (1793-1802), and the Napol eonic
wars (1803-15). Thus, the British identity was forged in the
Act of Union of 1707 joining Scotland to England and Wles
(recall that the Tudors were already Wlsh royalty) in an
attempt to support the existing order against externa
threats.?

There is another critique of Geenfeld s thesis of the
i ndi gi nous and sui generis origins of English nationalism as
wel | as the exogenous thesis of the devel opnent of nationalism
in rel ati onship to t he eneny- ot her. It i's an
exogenous/ endogenous theory of nationalist developnent in
relationship to proxinmate others. English nationalism was not
an i ndi gi nous product deformed into sonething else when it was
exported to the French and the Russians. Instead, English
nationalism was forged - as are all nodern nationalisms - by
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the effort to regulate who could enter and acquire nenbership
in the English body politic and by control of the exit of its
own popul ation. For exanple, in Robin Cohen's version of this

thesis,® "a conplex nati onal and soci al identity is
conti nuously construct ed and reshaped in its (often
anti pat hetic) i nteraction with out si der s, strangers,

foreigners and aliens - the 'others'. You know who you are by
knowi ng who you are not." (p. 1)%

The thrust of this thesis is that it places a theory such
as Greenfeld's within the long line of British apologetics for
British exclusiveness and uni queness which is but part of the
"unease, affinity, antipathy, enpathy, conflict and distaste
between the British and the rest of mankind." (p. 1) In other
words, Greenfeld offers not so much an explanation as a
mani f estation of characteristic British nationalism on the
excl usivist side. According to Cohen, the historical reality
is that British nationalism has been forged in the attenpt to
define the frontiers of its identity as the English interacted
with the Celts (Welsh, Scots, Irish), the Brits interacted
with its Dom nions and then the enmpire and the Commobnwealt h,
and, currently, Europeans and Aliens, reforging its identity
at every stage along the way. Rather than the English having a
core and essential nationalism rooted in the dignity of the
i ndi vidual, that nationalism was protean and given form and
reshaped by English and subsequently British interaction with
exogenous forces. However, unlike Colley's thesis, those
exogenous forces are not external enemes threatening the
exi stence of the state, but proxi mte other who penetrate the
per meabl e menbrane surroundi ng the nation.

Attending only to the initial tension between an English
and a British identity, Cohen's historically devel opnental
thesis (like Colley's in this respect but in contrast to
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Greenfeld' s essentialist one, where English connotes elitism
class, linguistic and cultural superiority, and priviledge,
citizenship and the absence of its wunivocal definition in
British law to this very day in contrast with the French) is a
result of a passively received |egal category rather than one
whi ch was forged t hr ough sel f-assertion and sel f
identification in the active affirmation of people over the
body politic. Thus, it is the French revolution that forges
the notion of nationality built on citizenship (rather than an
English nationality a |la Roger Brubaker 1992) or view ng the
French as an external threat and uniting to resist it..

Further, nationalism is not so much the product of an
et hereal idea (except, perhaps, in its revanchist versions) as
much as a predom nantly practical and material answer in which
a powerful bourgeoisie and intelligentsia articulate the need
for a separate state or at |east a degree of autonony to
support econom c devel opnent in response to past devel opnent al
def ormati ons and current economc opportunities, while a
conpeting bourgeoisie and intelligentsia argue the benefits of
mat eri al advance through cooperation and even incorporation
within a broader entity to provide greater access to markets,
an i ncreased st andard of l'iving, and unboundari ed
participation in a larger political system

Let me termthese respective theses on the forging of the
English/British identity the idealist/Wig (Geenfeld), the
realist (Colley), and the materialist/communitarian (Cohen)
theses. They are not just rival historical interpretations,
but different narratives in support of different conceptions
of the British national identity. In other words, they are not
sinply neutral intellectual products, but part of the debate
about the British national character and its current identity.
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In the second thesis, identity is not primary; survival is.
ldentity is forged in response to threats to internal security
and external challenges to hegenonic commercial and political
power and not sinply a byproduct of visceral chauvinism or
dynam c responsi veness.

There is an irony in these various theses. Clearly, the
first (idealist) and the second (realist) theses are both
i ndi vidualist, but also conservationist and conservative,
while the third thesis is comunitarian and nost open to the
ot her. However, both Cohen and Colley share the view that
nationalism 1is an inmagined construct rat her than an
organically and naturally emergent one, but in the Colley
view, that construct was an invention forged above all by war
and external threats rather than internal policies in dealing
with the perceived threat of the alien other, whether
i ndi genous or an immgrant or refugee. In the Colley thesis,
that construct is developed in response to an eneny O her, but
the Other lived beyond the boundaries, on other shores, rather
than within or threatening the control gates.

| mm grants and Refugees

By now it should be clear why | have detoured through
some different historical versions of the construction of
British identity alone - to indicate not only that Keely's
citing of one school is not only selective, but is itself part
of the intellectual defence of one version of national
identity, one rationalization for dealing with immgrants and
refugees, and a contrast with realists who are Hobbesian at
heart. Further, instead of two core ideas of nationalism |
wanted to provide a glinpse of several of the historical
constructions which both allegedly explain nationalism and
provide a rationale for dealing with alien immgrants and



ref ugees.

1. "(T)he nobst natural state is, therefore, one nation, an
extended famly with one national character. This it retains
for ages and devel ops nost naturally if the |eaders come from
t he people and are wholly dedicated to it. For a nation is as
natural a plant as a famly, only with nore branches. Not hi ng,
therefore, is nore manifestly contrary to the purpose of
political governnment than the unnatural enl ar genent of
states." J.G Herder, Ideas for a Philosophy of the History of
Mankind, IXiiv:2, p. 324 in F.M Barnard, ed., Herder on

Social and Political Culture, Canbridge: Canbridge University
Press, 19609.

2. "The great and chief end, therefore, of nmen's uniting into
commonweal ths and putting thenselves under governnent is the
preservation of their property.”™ John Locke, The Second
Treatise of Governnent, [|X 124. The juridical apparatus of
governnment exists to adjudicate property disputes by an
unbi ased judge according to established laws, while the
executive branch ensures its execution.

3."(T)he state is the form in which the individuals of a
ruling class asert their comon interests, and in which the
whole civil society of an epoch is epitom zed." Karl Marx,
German |deol ogy, MEGA 1/5, pp. 52-3, in T.B. Bottonobre and
Maxm | |ian Rubel, Karl Marx: Selected Witings in Sociology
and Soci al Phil osophy, Hammonsworth: Pelican, 1993, p. 228.

4, Cf. M Beer, A History of British Socialism London: George
Allen & Unwin, 1919, 336-7, or GD.H Cole, A History of
Soci alist Thought: Volune 111, The Second International, Part
1, London: Macm |l an, 1956, pp. 967-8.

5. Aristotle, Politics, 1:2, 29-30.

6. By the time Hegel wote the Philosophy of Right, after the
procl amation of the Karlsbad Decrees and the reintroduction of
both censorship and the reinstatenent of +the restoration
regi mes espousing the divine origins of nonarchic sovereignty
in opposition to a constitutional nonarchy, republicanism is
conjoined in Hegel with a nonarchy as its fulfillnment, and the
juncture between the public and private realns is reduced to
to an invisible gap as the witing itself becones nore
convol uted and equi vocal .

7. Keely does indicate near the end of the paper that
i ndi genous peoples, which may have clainms to nationhood, are
accommodated i n ot her ways.
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8. Cf. Linda Colley, Britons: Forging the Nation 1707-1837,
New Haven: Yale University Press, 1992.

9. Robin Cohen, Frontiers of Identity: The British and the
Ot hers, New York: Longman, 1994.

10. Earlier versions of this thesis were articulated
M chael Hechter, Internal Colonialism The Celtic Fringe
British National devel opnent, 1536-1966, Berkeley and Los
Angel es: University of California Press, 1975, and Keith
Robbi ns, Ni net eent h- Cent ury Britain: I nt egration and
Diversity, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1988.
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