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the same. That is my mission.”
Representative Toby Roth
(cited in Crawford, 1996)

Iwant all Americans to be

From the start of their schooling,
children are exposed to a full array of
nationalist, often miseducative, les- .
sons. They salute the flag. T}iey stand
for the national anthem. They learn
about “American” culture, myths
(e.g., the melting pot), and philoso-
phy (e.g., rugged individualism). They
learn about the superiority of the
United States in the world and the
leadership (purportedly positive) that
it provides. ‘Rarely are students
taught to question any of this. Rarely
do they grasp the extent of the “lies
[their teachers are] telling {them].”

Such lessons, from both the hidden
and the overt curriculum, serve one
of the chief political purposes of
education: nation building. On the
one hand, nation building serves the
important purpose of promoting social
stability. On the other hand, it can
have dire consequences for cultural
and linguistic minority groups within
the given “national” borders. This is
especially problematic in nation-states
purportedly built upon some notion
of the liberal democratic tradition. In
this paper, I explore two philosophies
of nationalism and point out their
different implications for educational

policy: John Dewey’s progressive
rendering of nationalism and the
quintessentially conservative theory
of Ernest Gellner.

Cultural communities,
political communities, and
nationalism

In 1923, Dewey entered a discussion
of the pré(;ss of “uniting and bring-
ing together the exceedingly hetero-
geneous elements of our population”
(p. §14). In his observations of the
great cultural heterogeneity within the
United States, Dewey revealed
that any discussion of nationalism
must consider'both the cultural
community(ies) and the political com-
munity. _

On the one hand, a state contains
cultural communities defined by the
shared history, religion, language, and
customs of its members. It is within
such communities that individuals
“form and revise their aims and ambi-
tions” (Kymlicka, 1989, p. 135). On
the other hand, there is the political
community within which individuals
“exercise the rights and responsibilities
entailed by the framework of liberal
justice” (Kymlicka, 1989, p. 135).

These two communities are identi-
fied by a variety of names. Emerson
(1960), for instance, refers to the
“terminal community” instead of the
political community. Gellner (1983)
writes about the “political unit”
instead of the political community
and the “national unit” rather than
the cultural community. Whatever
the nomenclature, the fundamental
difference between cultural communi-
ties and political communities remains
consistent throughout the literature
on nationalism.

Since political and cultural commu-
nities are rarely one and the same,
tensions between the two arise, and
nationalism is, ultimately, depicted
in the way one community treats the
other(s). In other words, in a given

‘nation-state, there is a dominant

cultural group that has defined and
set into place the political community.
For them, the two communities are
coterminous. However, most nation-



states have within their borders more
than one cultural community

(e.g., African and Native Americans in
the United States, the Ainu in Japan,
and the Fries in Holland). Nationalism
most commonly arises in the form of
the dominant cultural group seeking
to make the political community and
cultural community coterminous for

. -everyone.!

-Many of these cultural communities
‘have now achieved a certain number
of groﬁp-differentiated rights to
protect themselves. However, in liberal
- democracies they continue to face
great skepticism regarding such group
recognition, as opposed to individual
rights. This skepticism has a long
history and continues to this day. Will
Kymlicka (1989, 1995) argues that
post-war defenders of the liberal
democratic tradition have been so
eager to promote the overarching
value of individual freedom that they
have virtually disregarded the
communities in which individuals
flourish. Indeed, as early as 1927
John Dewey pointed out that the
tendency to equate democracy with
individualism and individual freedom
makes the ideals of fraternity, liberty,
and equality, “hopeless abstractions”
by isolating them from communal life
(p. 149).

The point is that our attachments
to our cultural community help to
define who we are as individuals. This
is because it is through our cultural
group membership that the choices
that we make as individuals—and our
estimations of their value—are made
possible to us. Kymlicka (1989) is
worth citing at some length here. He
observes

“Different ways of life are not simply
different patterns of physical move-
ments. The physical movements only
have meaning to us because they
are identified as having significance
by our culture, because they fit into
some pattern of activities which is
culturally recognized as a way of lead-
ing one’s life. We learn about these
patterns of activity through their pres-
ence in stories we’ve heard about the
lives, real or imaginary, of others.

They become potential models, and
define potential roles, that we can

" adopt as our own. From childhood

on, we become aware both that we
are already participants in certain
forms of life (familial, religious, sex-
ual, educational, etc.),” and that there
are other ways of life which offer
alternative models and roles that we
may, in time come to endorse. We
decide how to lead our lives by
sittiating ourselves inghese cultural
narratives, by adopting roles that have
struck us as worthwhile ones, as ones
worth living (which may, of course,
include the roles we were brought up
to occupy)” (p. 165). .
What Kymlicka focuse? on here is
the cultural community as a context
of choice, not necessarily the character
of the community or its traditional
ways of life. These aspects members
should be free to endorse or reject.
Given the importance of cultural
membership as a context of choice
and, therefore, to the promotion of
individual freedom, the protection of

minority cultures and the recognition .

of the importance of groups should be
a vital concern of liheralism. That is,
by refusing to see the importance of
communities to individuals, we create
a bogus dichotomy between individu-
als, whose freedom is the raison d’étre
of liberalism, and the groups that
help to forge their individual identi-
ties. In multicultural societies, it is the
communal life of cultural and
linguistic minorities—so important to
individualism—that is threatened by
nationalism.

Assimilationist nationalism
Gellner (1983) makes the strict
claim in his “nationalist principle”
that “the political and the national
unit [read: political and cultural
community] should be congruent”
(p. 1). For he argues, it is when politi-
cal boundaries cut through cultural
boundaries that unrest can occur. We
can view this unrest as the enactment
or process of nationalism, the purpose
of which is “to endow a culture with
its own political roof” (Gellner, 1983,
p. 43). In acquiring such political self-

determination, national communities
become political communities, i.e.,
nation-state. More importantly, for
Gellner, they become culturally
homogeneous nation-states, Gellner’s
concept of nationalism, in sum, is
the process of binding politically and
making culturally homogeneous a
group of people within a given
geographical space.

Cultural homogdheity, he continues,
is an inescapable imperative of indus-

trial $ciety¥and one of its by-products.

He claims, “[i]ndustrialization engen-
ders a mobile and culturally homoge-
neous society” (p. 73)...and that an
industrial society’s economy “depends
on mobility and communication
between individuals, at a level which
can only be achieved if‘those individ-
uals have been socialized into a high
culture” (p. 140).

The educational policies and
practices of assimilationist
nationalism

The effect of Gellner’s principle of
nationalism on educational policy and
practices is fairly straightforward. In
the United States, we have seen it at

" work in Americanization programs,

Bureau of Indian Affairs Schools, and
the English-only movement, among
other things. The principle of nation-
alism also drives criticisms of a num-
ber of progressive educational ideas
including, multicultural and bilingual
education. This is due in great part to
the recognition that such programs
give to group differences and not just
individual differences.

In this vein, Arthur Schlesinger, Jr.
draws on Gellner to decry what he
abusively terms a “cult of ethnicity”
supported (or perhaps caused) by
such policies as multicultural educa-
tion and bilingual education.
Schlesinger (1992) argues “they
[cultural minorities] should be assimi-
lated to our customs, measures, and
laws...” (p. 25). This may be a
defensible position and, excluding
“customs,” may seem, at first blush,
not far from a Deweyan one. As we
shall see, Dewey also requires some
assimilation, some commonalities in
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