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We are today in a socio-political process that in
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a semnse can be characterized as Nnation-stat Aiﬁ the reverse. The

nation-state was and is a political program of compellin simplicity:

{(1)have t-e state organization of a country cortrolled by one nation
{2)have the iphabitants of a country consist of omly one nation

(3)have all members of that mation live in the same country/territory

This may be seen as a progressive program: first, conquer the state;
then purify the country [except for some marginal groups); final -
ly, gather the whole nation under that state. That the program is

not without a socio-psychological, psycho-political basis is seen by
its relative success in world history, based as it seems to be on

a general human tendency to prefer ome’s own kind, as seen in patterns
of homophily and homogamy - in the choive of friemds and choice of

spouses.

1f the basic criterion fFor the defimition of the mation
is religious rather thamn linguistic, then the ration-state is usually

referred to as theocratic; if it is race then as racist. Israel

and South Africa are examples althoujh for both of trem only criteri-
on rnumber (1) above has been realized. Simce the race criterion is
relatively unchangeable racist regimes stand out as particularly dpjec-
tionable; then come the thsooratic ones because they imply an act of
submission to a system of faith that although doable may not be accept-
able to many. Least objectionable, it seems, is the definition in
terms of language, and some mores, since it reduces to a question of
learning rather than submitting, “rne may even learn the language of

a host country without, so to speak, believing in it.

Since theocratic and racist regimes also tend %o be
beleaguered regimes they may try to bolster the countries by striving
to achieve point (3] above - like Israel collecting Jews From all over

the world; and South Africa whites from parts of Africa. As the exam-
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ples indicate (3] may be implemented befare or instead of (2]. “ut
the crucial criterion is (1) -~ the comtrol over the state, the
center of power, the power over all other power relations inside the

country.

Migration from one nation-state to another reduces
{3) for the nation of origin,and (2] for the nation of arrival. &ny
migration of members of the domimant nation to another country,
hence, is already a process of reversal for the nation-state program,
and even doubly so. The rest is a question of (1), of comntrol over
the state, so that the state does not only faver its own natiorals.
And here the number of items, of rights and duties, contained in the
notion of citizenship is very high, each one of them in primciple
something to be conquered, from the right of unlimited rnumber of
visits, resicence, right to work, to berfFit from social services,
to vote, to hola oFFice;ng the duty to do military service and to
raise one’s children in the gereral ethos of that nation. Usually
this is seen in terms of conquerinu rights rather than of accepting
duties; one reason why citizens may feel discriminated when nom-citi-
zens are accorded more and more rights without necessarily assuminag

hasic duties.

The strategies used by immigrants in conquering rights
ancd by the local govermment (and citizens)] in grarting them/rot
granting them is not the sub ject here. This is a process filled with
endless drama and variation as there is hardly any fixed order in
which the rights can be conquered. What I am focussing on is a clari-
fication of the possible goals of that process. This can be discus-
sed in individual and in societal terms. From the point of view of
the immigrant individual the goal may be a transitory stay or to stay
on forever, including offspring; nomadic or sedentary, in other words.
The nomads may go back to the point of origin or not; it is assumed
that they have worked out in their own calculus of costs and bernefits

whst serves them best. Obviously, it is limited how many nomacds a
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"mosern" country can have within its borders. More interesting is
STRLETS
the problem of goal-states, at least visions of social goals, assum-

ing a multi-national composition of the imhabitants (of whom the

citizens are a sub-set]} of the country.

First, there are those who have clearly vertical goal-

models irmn mind, with a distinction between first and second class
citizens - the latter may not even have citizenship. There is a
de jure model with formal, explicit rules separating the ethnic groups

or nations in what then becomes a caste system, and there is a

du2 Facto model based on informal, implicit mechanisms usually not
separating the ethnic groups so perfectly, more like a correlation,

like in a class system. The latter is what we are likely to have

for a very long time, with slightly more upward thamn downwarcd mobili-
ty for the mom-dominant arocups, but still with a clear correlation

with power and privilege. This is hardly an explicit goal state.

Second, there are those who have clearly horizontal

goal models in mind, without any distimction between first and second

class citizens - regardless of ethnic origin thev are all equally much
citizens, with the same rights and duties at least in so far as ethic
orizin is concerned. Again there are two broad classes of models:

the singularist models whereby the inhabitants form omne ethnic group

only, and the pluralist models where there are several ethnic groups

considered equal. OF the singularist models two are particularly
well known as efforts to obtain integrationm into one ethnic group:

the domimance model where the immigrants comform to the ethnic charac-

teristics of the domimamnt group (which is not mecessarily a majority

gﬁ@upl and the melting-pot model whereby some kind of weighted

average of ethnic characteristics is accepted as the national (new)
norm, making each new immigrant and immigrant group in principle
a contributor to the total mix, changing the point of gravity ever

so little in one direction or the other. Although this term is of ten
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uzed about the United States it is hard to see that this is justified.
Lingustically English, or some kind of Basic English, is still the
dominant language; there is little or nothing corresponding to a ling-
uistic melting pot process as can be found in countries where some
kind of pidgin is talked. 0Other languages are clearly second class
languages. Religiously, however, one may perhaps talk about plural-
ism (although the ruling relicion probably is the religion of the
rulinm class - that class is mow changing from New England

high church to California and South-West lower church traditions).

O0f the pluralist models there are also two particularly
known types: the '"together and equal" and the "separate but egual"”
varigties. The differential use of conjunctives in the expressions,
shifting from "and" to "but" point to the problem: is it possible to
ne "equal” (meaning "horizontal") if at the same time separate? The
existence of an apartheid (“"sepmrate''] which is certainly not equal,
but rather a vertical caste system) does not prove anything: on the
other hand there is the Swiss system with the cantons divided into
three [(four) linguistic and two religious aroups, sven highly correla-
ted and yet as equal as it seems possible to become in a world very

semsitive to ethnic charteristics.

The tw> models may be referred to as "integrated" and
"Federal'", respectively. The integrated model is a vision of a
country with different nations mixed together with a very high level
of entropy, with mo class order [that would make it vertical] and
with no geographical order (which would make it, de facto, "federal').
I do mot think we know any examples of this imn the world today; race,
not to mention ethimnic characteristics seem to be so strong if not
for socio-psychological at least for historical-political reasons
that correlations with class and/or geogrpahy seem to arise. And if
noth of them hecome relatively high, stable, crystallized so to spealk,

then the basis for territorial separatism ~s present.
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