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THE MUTABILITY OF THE IDEA OF A NATION AND THE SIGNIFICANCE of the action based on this idea--namely, nationalism--emerges with special clarity in the case of Germany. The nation and nationalism are closely linked: the substantive determination of what the nation should be influences the action based on this idea of order. The most dissimilar political orders have legitimated themselves through ideas of the nation, and the most diverse actions have appealed to a national interest. Both an extreme nationalism as well as a lack of national feeling have been attributed to the German people. The most recent history of Germany includes the belated and incomplete formation of a national state by Prussia, the expansion of the German national state into a continental empire by Hitler, and the division of the German national state by the Allied powers in the Second World War. With the exception of the Poles, there is hardly another European nation with a history so full of changes as the Germans. In the German example, therefore, some of the characteristics and functional connections of the nation and nationalism can be analyzed more clearly than holds true for the other West European states. 

The nation is first of all a conceived order, a culturally defined idea that determines a collectivity of people as a union. The kind of union this must be is a consequence of the criteria for the determination of the national collectivity in the idea of order of the nation. If the criteria are ethnic, then the nation is defined as an ethnic union of descent; if the criteria are cultural, then the nation is represented as a linguistic community; if the criteria govern the legal status of citizenship, then the nation is a union of citizens. Depending upon the criteria and their relationship, varying collectivities of people will result that together will form one national solidarity association. The characteristics that acquire validity as a conceived order of the nation establish different types of nations. It follows that there is no sense in which the nation is an unequivocal order of social life that develops naturally. It is changeable over time, and it is capable of adapting to the real power constellations of historical development. 

This historical plasticity and cultural-political manipulability can also be ascertained in other conceived orders. For example, class is an idea of order based on the inequality in human societies. Its criteria change over time and at different times cause different unions to appear as class associations. "Proletariat" and "bourgeoisie," "working class" and "middle class," "old" and "new" middle class are expressions of these temporally variable ideas of order about the internal articulation of a society. These changing designations make the transformations of the conceived order "class" more readily ascertainable than holds true for the semantic constancy of the conceived order "nation." Nevertheless, in principle both ideas of order are historically mutable and politically-culturally manipulable. 

In opposition to other solidarity associations--for example, classes, religious confessions, ethnic or sociocultural groups, kinship and clan formations--the idea of the order of the nation includes the claim to a higher rank and a more general significance. This claim to a higher rank leads to various conflicts with the other unions of solidarity. In these cases, the criteria for nationhood that obtain at any given time either intensify or diminish specific conflict situations. A nation constituted primarily on the basis of ethnic criteria will have much more severe conflicts with minorities than a nation primarily constituted on the basis of equal civil rights. A nation constituted in the latter fashion will in turn encounter more severe conflicts with the internal formation of classes. The claim of the nation to higher rank is first established when the political order of domination is constituted through the idea of the nation. The solidarity association of the nation appears in a state organization of association. The instruments of power of the state as a national state in fact forcibly produce the higher rank of the idea of order of the nation in comparison with other ideas of order that have a weaker organizational force as associations. Of course, it has often happened that ethnic, religious, and class-based associations have been able to sustain power against the national state. In some cases, they have even been able to prevail over it. However, the latter kind of case is successful only if the opposing solidarity association acquires a quality that enables it to become the "nation." Then these associations, which are usually ethnic or cultural, acquire a legitimacy for the potential formation of a state and the accumulation of state power on the same level as that of the national state. There is a correspondence between the organization of the state and the principle of territoriality: the effective claim to exercise domination over the population of a defined territory. The higher rank and greater universality of the nation in opposition to other solidarity associations obtain especially if the latter have no way of proving themselves as territorially enclosed unities, and thus no basis for the development of their own state organization. For this reason, conflicts between ethnic groups that each occupy enclosed territories have a greater chance for success against states than conflicts between classes that possess no territorial closure. 

In consequence, the particular significance of the nation develops when the political organization of the state comprehends itself as a national state: in other words, when the idea of order of the nation acquires the order of a state association. This normally occurs when state rule is legitimated through the principle of popular sovereignty and the bearer of this source of legitimacy must be determined. As a result, the nation acquires the additional title to self-determination: independence from without and self-organization from within. The criteria for the definition of the nation imply political consequences for the determination of its external boundaries and its internal mode of order. Thus nations may come into conflict with one another over their borders if the criteria for the determination of the nation include persons who live outside of the state borders. However, they may also have a consensus over their borders, even if a portion of the population with the same ethnic or cultural characteristics lives beyond the borders, if the categories of order of the nation do not call upon ethnic or cultural criteria for the institution of the nation. Similarly, the appeal to national interest may be associated with the most various domestic orders because the expression of the national interest can be variously determined through the criteria of the nation. 

The complexity of the internal constitution of the idea of order of the nation and its protean relations with other solidarity associations, foreign relations, and the domestic order of systems of domination make the analysis of the nation and nationalism more difficult. This is why it is necessary to analytically decompose historically variable syncretic ideas about the nation and its social validity in concrete situations in order not to conflate things that are different and employ unanalyzed aggregates of elements that enter into ideas of nationalism and nationalistic conduct as undetermined and sound units for historical analyses. 

All conceived orders, ideas about solidarity associations, contain three aspects. First of all, the characteristics that make one solidarity association distinguishable from another must be determined: the classificatory aspect. Then, a value must be ascribed to the solidarity association thus designated that makes it appear as a desirable, sanctioned order of human social life: the normative aspect. Finally, the order distinguished and valued in this way must also have a significance for the orientation of the action of those who belong to this order and are supposed to affirm it: the conduct-determining aspect. These three aspects stand in changing relationships with respect to one another. They make the concept of the nation that can be historically described at any given time ambiguous and variable. Perhaps a typological procedure is the best way to analytically display the structural characteristics and functional meanings of ideas of the nation. The following remarks on the characteristics and functions of different "types of nations" serve this purpose. 

THE FOLK NATION 

The "folk nation" is constituted on the basis of the ethnic descent of a collectivity of human beings. For this purpose, the properties of the folk must be determined so that it can be distinguished from other ethnic formations and those belonging to the folk can appear in a relationship of equality. The specification of an ethnic equality is difficult since only seldom are there obvious racial features, perhaps in skin color or other invariant bodily traits. Consequently, ethnic unions are also determined by cultural characteristics, speech, religion, or by even more obscure criteria such as common historical fate. The ethnic homogeneity of a nation is thus not something that grows organically. On the contrary, it is entirely the product of a culturally maintained identity and an equality that is achieved politically, even if the claim to validity of the idea of the folk nation is legitimated prepolitically and by natural law. This legitimation by natural law serves as the value foundation for the validity of the idea of the folk nation, its distinctive normative characteristic in opposition to other solidarity associations. 

There are always considerable problems with the idea of the folk nation if the ethnic unity it defines either exhibits no territorial closure because of ethnic settlements that historically have been scattered or if within a territory large groups are classified as ethnic outsiders. This results in unclear outer boundaries or in discrimination within a folk nation. In the case of the ethnic heterogeneity of broad regions of middle and southeastern Europe, the idea of the folk nation has led to extraordinary confusions and conflicts over the boundaries between the nations and to corresponding discrimination against the minorities affected. The connection of the state principle of legitimation of popular sovereignty with the idea of the folk nation was a cause of the dissolution of the Ottoman empire and the Hapsburg monarchy, which were ethnically heterogeneous and dynastically legitimated empires. However, this connection was not able to replace them with ethnically homogeneous national states. This has special significance for the history of the German people. On the one hand, the German minorities in ethnically heterogeneous regions were always able to appeal to territorial claims of the German national state that could be activated. On the other hand, every conceivable way of drawing the boundary had to result in the inclusion of more ethnic minorities into the German national state. The dilemma of internal discrimination and external intervention is rooted in the idea of the folk nation and its politicization through the national state. The German nationalism that is perceived as an especially powerful international threat is based on the lack of territorial closure of the regions in which the Germans settled and the resulting indefiniteness in the external boundaries of the German national state. To some extent, this situation also holds for the Hungarians and for the western and southern Slavic peoples. Although it is true that a certain ethnic homogenization of this area has occurred as a result of the compulsory resettlement, expulsion, and repatriation of German population groups from middle and southeastern Europe since the Second World War, the problematic continues to remain for the Hungarians and Slavic peoples. The idea of the folk nation is unproblematic with respect to the external boundary of states only if outer boundaries have been established and minorities within the territory have been absorbed as a result of long historical processes of actual homogenization and the prevalence of cultural ideas of ethnic equality. 

As regards immigration societies like the United States, the idea of the folk nation cannot even pretend to be responsible for the formation of the national state. The concrete experience of ethnic heterogeneity requires criteria for classificatory and normative self-legitimation that are other than ethnic. Ethnic, cultural, or historical criteria of the identity of descent can no longer be constitutive for the formation of nations in an ethnically heterogeneous society. In the United States, therefore, the transition to the "nation of citizens" (1) took place through the declaration of the rights of man and the provision of a constitution. The nation is politically constituted on the normative legitimation basis of individual rights that are conceived as natural rights. The formation of the American nation is thus indeed the "first new nation." 

In contrast, the idea of the folk nation requires no dramatization of individual civil rights as the constitutive criterion of the membership of an individual in a nation. The properties through which a people becomes a nation concern a collectivity. The folk is conceived as a prepolitical essence; the individual is subsumed under this collectivity on the basis of the identity ascribed to his properties. The nation does not develop as a politically constituted solidarity association of citizens. On the contrary, it appears as prepolitical essence that has a higher status than the individual. The attribution of an essential nature based on natural law rests on the value of the collectivity of the people, not on the value of the individual. The folk nation is therefore constitutionally indifferent. Given its foundation, there is no necessity for legitimating the internal political order through equal rights for citizens and democratic rights of participation. The most different internal orders and constitutions imaginable can be justified through the sovereignty of the "people." The fundamental higher status of the folk in relation to the individual can even serve to justify the limitation of individual rights to freedom and democratic procedure in the name of the realization of the interests of the folk, which are grounded historically and philosophically and are interpreted by ruling elites. This results in the possibility for national legitimation of traditional rule by elites and plebescitarian-charismatic monocracy as long as the idea that these forms of rule preeminently serve the interests of the collectivity of the folk can gain acceptance. Any opposition against such forms of rule can then be designated as "antinational" and their bearers can be defamed as "enemies of the Reich," as persons lacking national loyalty. Even the ethnically homogeneous bearers of political opposition will be discriminated against as ethically heterogeneous members of the state. 

The precarious foreign policy situation of the German Reich continually served as the "objective" foundation for the political defamation of domestic opposition as "antinational," "unpatriotic," "papist," "loyal to Moscow." The lack of international consensus about the foreign borders of the German national state served as the internal political means of the suppression and reinterpretation of social conflicts into national disloyalty. Diametrically opposed to France, where violent internal political conflicts are not linked to the question of national loyalty, in Germany this admixture of social with national conflicts has been maintained up to the present day. 

The constitutional indifference of the idea of the folk nation was of particular significance in the case of Germany. This is clearly expressed in the process of the political disenfranchisement of even the ethnically German citizens under National Socialism, a phenomenon that posed as "national awakening," the recovery of Germany's sovereignty and the realization of the German people's world mission. The revocation of civil rights and the constitution immediately after the seizure of power was accepted as permanent, and was justified as the presupposition for the realization of the interests of the German folk. This bizarre confusion was made possible by the fact that the differentiation of the idea of the nation out of the folk nation and into the nation of citizens was not achieved. This resulted in an acquiescence in the loss of civil rights in the name of strengthening the collective interests of the folk. 

In addition, the idea of the folk nation implies a latent potential for degrading other peoples as inferior. Insofar as a state behaves imperialistically on the basis of the legitimation provided by the folk nation, the repression and disenfranchisement of the hegemonically ruled people can be justified by the idea of a historically and philosophically grounded superiority, the world mission of its own people. The colonial imperialism of the west European nations used racial, cultural, and religious superiority as justifications. In the case of German continental European imperialism, a substantially higher degree of legitimacy is needed because the subjugated European peoples all belong to the Christian-European cultural tradition and are at the same world-historical stage of development. The more insubstantial the differences in civilization in comparison to the subjugated, the greater the costs of justification and the more extreme the attribution of value to one's own folk. The racial contraction of the category of the folk was especially suitable for this since the superiority claimed for one's own folk had to be effective even against recognized cultural or civilizational achievements of foreign peoples designated as inferior. The creators of this recognized achievement or the group that constituted their bearer was then racially reinterpreted without hesitation and included in the racially superior "substance" of one's own folk. 

In the long run, the racial contraction of the category of the folk which took place under National Socialism led to the dissolution of the German people into a German-Aryan folk that was no longer identical with the historically and culturally defined "German people." The consequence of the ambivalent definition of the criteria of the people in the idea of the "folk nation" is immediately apparent in this example. 

Within the continuum of racial, ethnic, cultural, and historical criteria on the basis of which the folk or the folk nation are defined, a de facto reinterpretation of the nation at the same time that the meaning of the word remains constant becomes possible. The resulting manipulability of the conceived order of the nation is extreme. It can lead to a tacit transformation of the nation into the folk at the same time that there is a tacit accommodation of the idea providing legitimacy to the existing constellation of political interests. The detachment of the concept of the nation from all constitutional foundations and nominal operational characteristics made possible the disenfranchisement, exclusion, and ultimate annihilation of German citizens of Jewish belief or Jewish origin without the recognition that this also abolished the civil rights and freedoms of all German citizens. 

THE CULTURAL NATION 

The "cultural nation" is constituted on the basis of the cultural equality of human beings. In German history it has a significance that appears again and again, both in relationship of substitution and of complementarity to the political nation-state. Faced with the real experience of the political fragmentation of the cultural community established by the German language, the idea of a German cultural nation evolved first of all as a replacement for the German Reich, which in the eighteenth century had collapsed into autonomous territorial states. The intention of this idea was transpolitical--that is, it accepted the unrealizability of a comprehensive German national state and attempted to establish a national identity based on cultural equality and political inequality. The concept of the cultural nation corresponded to the situation of the German minorities in middle and southeast Europe, as well as to the circumstance that both of the dominant German states, Prussia and Austria, were ethnically heterogeneous dynastic entities. This idea, therefore, had interpretive force for the perception of reality. It also retained this force after foundation of the Kaiser Reich, since the latter did not include the really vital metropolises of the German-speaking culture--in particular Vienna, but also Zurich, Basel, and Prague. Most recently this idea has been reactivated for the interpretation of the relationship between the Federal Republic and the German Democratic Republic, and that corresponds entirely to the traditional function of this idea of order. Insofar as the idea of the cultural nation bears a transpolitical character, it has no implications for the domestic orders of the German states and the recognition of their foreign boundaries. 

A presupposition for this transpolitical function of the cultural nation is the construction of a complementary concept of the political nation. The postulate of the unity of the German culture can remain unpolitical only if there is a basis of legitimacy for the existence of different political communities that can be linked with the postulate of the unity of the German culture. For the eighteenth century, the idea of the dynastic legitimacy of political rule provided this complementary idea of order. With the demise of this legitimation, the concept of complementarity for the cultural nation also fell. The cultural nation then began to take on political content. The cultural nation again acquired a relationship of complementarity to the concept of the folk nation, which then began to prevail only by means of the idea of popular sovereignty as the basis for the legitimacy of political rule. The German empire soon understood itself as the national state of the German people and banished the German-speaking regions of Austria and Switzerland into the residual category of the German cultural nation. In any case, the Catholic culture of Austria seemed inferior to the Protestant-Prussian elite of the Kaiser Reich. The difference in cultural level perceived at that time between Protestant and Catholic Germany was also carried over to the relationship between Germany and Austria, and so the concept of the cultural nation slowly shrank to the territory of the Kaiser Reich. The consequences were a growing weakening of the reception and perception for cultural development in Austria and a depreciation until today of the impulses out of the old Austria since the turn of the century, which have influenced the German-speaking culture. The differentiation of "German" and "German-speaking" shows the decline of the interpretive force of the cultural nation as opposed to the nation-state. It was more the Austrians than the Germans who, before the First World War, aspired to an incorporation of that which is German-Austrian into the German Reich. After the collapse of the Hapsburg monarchy, the Austrians lacked a convincing idea for the national-political autonomy of one part of what had previously been conceived as the unity of the German cultural nation. 

No principles for the internal organization of Germany can be derived from the idea of the cultural nation. A linguistic community as such is indifferent to its political organization. It is sufficient to establish the linguistic medium itself as the "state language" and to secure for it an administrative and communicative monopoly. Also, no political idea of order would be developed from the contents of the cultural heritage; in particular, the Protestant-Catholic cultural difference had led to the development of different private and public moralities. So basically the cultural nation remained a category complementary to the nation-state without being able to determine its political contents. In the present situation, the democratic self-legitimation of states is a sufficiently strong justification for the existence of different states with the same language and same cultural heritage. The uncontested self-legitimation of the nation-states of the Federal Republic of Germany and Austria justifies the autonomy and differentiation of each state without thereby having to put in question the cultural community of both states as heirs of the German culture and bearers of the German language. 

The case of the relationship between the German Democratic Republic and the Federal Republic of Germany is different. Here the leadership of the German Democratic Republic has attempted again and again to break up the idea of the cultural nation and to decree its own "socialist national culture" separate from the German Federal Republic. This peculiarity follows from the possibility, evidently feared by the leadership of the German Democratic Republic (GDR), that the idea of the cultural nation could become a replacement for the nation-state, that the demand for a political community could derive from the recognition of a cultural community or could even additionally legitimize itself. This fear is not unjustified so long as there is no sufficiently strong self-legitimation for the autonomy of the state of the GDR through the people of the GDR. The defense of the formula of the two states of a nation, which originated approximately 10 years ago in the German Federal Republic at the time of the founding treaty, led to a special effort by the GDR leadership to forcibly deny all cultural commonalities as well. Since then a certain easing of tension has taken place; the attempts to incorporate a large part of German cultural history into the cultural heritage of the GDR have been carried out on a remarkably large scale. The depolitization of the idea of the cultural nation also makes progress in the understanding of the leadership of the GDR. Since no organized cohesive power is attributed to the cultural nation, the prevailing power of the state dominates. Nevertheless, the cultural nation retains a complementary function. It maintains the possibility of a conceived order of solidarity that has a reference point of reality for action to the following extent: within this state of cultural equality, especially as regards language, different opportunities for communication and interaction result than is the case with regard to other cultural unities. 

THE CLASS NATION 

The leadership of the GDR designates the "class nation" as a new idea of order for the identification of the nation-state. In the state order of rule of the GDR, the socialist German nation was supposed to make possible the formation of an identity based on the criterion of equality of class position, in opposition to the German Federal Republic. Neither of the old ideas of order--that of the folk nation or the cultural nation--was available for this purpose, because neither could permit the derivation of a justification for the autonomous statehood of the GDR as an ethnically and culturally homogeneous nation in opposition to the German Federal Republic. The only possible alternative was the idea of the nation of citizens. However, this could not be considered because of the nature of the political system of the GDR. The ruling elites were forced to construct a distinctive concept of the nation by employing the strategy of the necessary justification of autonomous statehood in relation to the population of the GDR and the necessary justification of a policy of extreme isolation in relation to the German Federal Republic. The choice of class position as the descriptive differentiating feature was connected to the normative aspect of the philosophy of history of a theory of the class structure of a society and its historical stage of development. The class nation can also be accommodated to the practice of a ruling system that justifies itself on the basis of the claim that it realizes the class interests of the workers and peasants. So the construction of the idea of the class nation offered a criterion both for the justification of foreign borders as well as for the internal order of the GDR. The development and application of this idea of order is a good example of the great elasticity of the concept of the nation and its capacity for manipulation by ruling elites. In this regard, it certainly remains questionable whether this idea of the nation provides adequate behavioral orientation for the population of the GDR. 

As in the case of the folk nation, the idea of the class nation shifts the determination of the characteristics of the nation to a collectivity. "Folk" and "class" are categories that have similar functions: they make possible the ascription of individuals to collective beings whose superiority, grounded in a philosophy of history, legitimizes a reduction of individual civil rights. Folk nation as well as class nation are constructions for connecting the idea of popular sovereignty with undemocratic orders of rule. Since the ground for legitimacy should lie in the interests of an entity that is defined in the philosophy of history, the exercise of rule is in principle detached from the particular interests of the individuals; the interpretation of the collective interests is thus transferred to selected elites. In the self-understanding of such a regime, democratic and procedurally controlled processes of the political consensus concerning legitimation through free expressions of the will of those belonging to the state are not required for making the claim to popular sovereignty valid. The assertion of an identity of the working class, the party of the working class, and rule of the party of the working class grounds the claim to legitimacy just as undemocratically as the assertion of an identity between the folk and the plebiscitarian folk leadership. 

This construction of legitimacy is flawed for the following reason: if it is to retain sufficient explanatory power for the interpretation of life, there must at least be a high degree of equality that can actually be observed in the life situation of the population. That is because the postulate of the equality of members of the state is based on this consideration. The idea of the folk nation is not the basis of pressure for an equality of life situation. This is because the idea of the historical uniqueness of the people is completely consistent with the differential qualifications of members of the people. Consider societies such as the GDR which, due to the need for demarcation from the German Federal Republic, are able to fall back upon the complementary ideas of the folk nation and the cultural nation for the determination of national identity only to a limited extent and which are not able to complete the transition to a nation of citizens due to the structure of the system of rule. Such societies are forced to mask internal differentiations in life situation and to suppress the overt expressions of conflicts over distribution. 

The fusion of the conceived orders of nation and class limits the legitimate formation of associations to the level of class interests. For this reason alone, free labor unions cannot be permitted because the recognition of class oppositions would not be reconcilable with the legitimation construct of the national rule. Ruling systems that justify themselves by a legitimacy construct of the class nation therefore restrict the rights of the class of workers, which really provides legitimacy, more severely than those that are legitimated by the idea of the nation of citizens, even though the degree of social inequality may be less pronounced in the former than in the latter. But if, in a borderline case, class interests are overtly manifested--as recently in Poland--then the paradoxical situation results: in the name of the interests of the class nation, action is taken against the interests of the class that ostensibly constitutes the nation. The functional similarity of the ideas of the class nation and the folk nation becomes clear in this situation as well: the claim to entities that have been constructed by the philosophy of history allows considerable justification of the loss of individual rights. 

Complementary to the idea of the class nation, people's democracies also develop conceptions of the folk nation and the cultural nation. All three are syncretically linked to a diffuse idea of national identity. This is also true of the GDR, where ethnic and cultural elements make possible an adequate demarcation and a positive self-identification in relation to eastern bloc states but not in relation to the German Federal Republic. 

THE NATION OF CITIZENS 

The "nation of citizens" is constituted on the basis of equality of civil rights and the procedure of democratic legitimation of rule by the citizens. Its outer boundaries are determined by the geographical domain in which the constitutional order is valid, and is independent of whether there are groups of persons living outside the state's borders that are ethnically, culturally, or historically similar to the people of the democratically constituted state. Insofar as such persons make an unconditional claim to the civil rights of this polity and also legitimate this state, their independence and autonomy are legitimated by the same criteria as their own polity. The recognition of another state is therefore homologous to the self-recognition of one's own polity. Quite important implications for the domestic order follow from the idea of the nation of citizens. That is because it is not constitution-neutral. The guarantee of the individual civil rights and the constitutionally controlled provision of legitimation for the ruling system are irrevocable. That is because it is by precisely these criteria that the nation of citizens is constituted. In addition, the relationship to any ethnic or cultural minorities can be controlled on the basis of the equality of civil rights without prohibiting ethnic associations and without forced cultural assimilation. The relationship of greatest tension is that of class differentiation since the exercise of civil rights is linked to specific economic, social, and cultural presuppositions. Systems elaborated for the institutionalization of conflict are thus functional presuppositions for the nation of citizens. The criteria for the legitimation of the state imply the legitimation of class associations and thereby heighten the potential for internal political conflict. The primacy of foreign policy is replaced by the primacy of domestic policy. The much-cited American isolationism is also the product of a society that is politically constituted by the idea of the nation of citizens and that dramatizes internal political conflicts. 

Contrary to a conventional German linguistic usage, in this connection we do not speak of the nation-state but rather of a nation of citizens. This is because the concept of the nation-state provides no specific criteria for the idea of the nation. This latter concept designates only the existence of a state order of association for a national idea of order, regardless of the criteria on which it rests. Therefore, the nation-state is first of all merely the expression of a national construct constituted as a state, regardless of whether it is based on the idea of the folk nation, the cultural nation, or even the class nation. Thus any criteria for the nation could be constitutive for the nation-state. In this sense the GDR is also a nation-state insofar as it represents a state order of association. This formal version of the nation-state corresponds to the legal concept of the state for which only the de facto exercise of rule over a territorially delineated population is decisive, but not the grounds of legitimacy of the rule. 

The nation of citizens, on the other hand, contains specific criteria for constituting a nation. These criteria distinguish it from the ideas of the folk nation, the cultural nation, and the class nation. The criterion of equality from within is the equality of the citizens; the criterion of difference from without is the difference of citizens. Here, too, of course, we find that the idea of the nation of citizens is mixed with ideas concerning the folk nation and the cultural nation, and that democratic national identifications are also syncretically formed. This holds true because the process of democratization has taken place in a gradual fashion; a nation of citizens therefore rests on predemocratic political socialization processes that have already developed a historically formed idea of national solidarity. Thus the complementarity of the national ideas of order that are mainly dynastic and that concern an ethnic and cultural solidarity are a result of the processual character of the development of the nation of citizens. 

The German national movement in the nineteenth century did not realize the German national state in a revolutionary way as the self-constitution of the German people; nor did this happen in an evolutionary fashion as the gradual democratization of a unified territorial state that was already dynastically homogenized. The new German national state did not see itself explicitly as a nation of citizens but as a folk and cultural nation unified as a state. 

As early as the period of foundation of the Reich, the liberal-democratic idea of the nation of citizens receded behind a constitutionally indeterminate syncretic understanding of the nation. In the Kaiser Reich, the national idea was seized by the ruling elites for the justification of conservative interests opposed to those furthering democracy. Internally, it served as an ideology of integration; externally, as the foundation of a German claim to hegemony. Even in the democratic-republican phase of the Weimar Republic, no clear differentiation of the civil rights aspect within the understanding of the nation was achieved in Germany. Thus in 1933 the abolition of civil rights to freedom could be proclaimed as the presupposition for the renovation of the "honor" of the German nation and could even find widespread agreement in the population. 

It was only the German Federal Republic that saw itself confronted by a situation in which legitimation of the new state was possible only by democratic civil rights and free self-determination grounded in the principle of popular sovereignty. Not until then did all political elites agree upon a concept of the nation as a nation of citizens. In opposition to this, the ideas of the folk nation and the cultural nation are merely supplementary and politically subordinate. The constitutional order and the political process based on it have given the idea of the nation of citizens a more pronounced normative accent and have made it more relevant to behavior than at any other time in German history. Even the postulate of reunification has not prevented the clear differentiation of the nation of citizens, since the claim to reunification is always substantiated on the basis of the right to free self-determination of the nation. Thus if the population of the GDR should legitimate itself according to the criteria of the nation of citizens in a more free and procedurally controlled way as all independent state entity, then the claim to reunification would also be resolved. In this case, two German states as self-legitimating "nations of citizens" would judge and act for their autonomy and the recognition of the other German states according to the same criteria. Likewise, the free democratic process also allows a number of forms of reciprocal cooperation, federation, and amalgamation without making it necessary to trouble with a different and higher justification than provided by the principle of procedurally controlled popular sovereignty. 

THE NATION AS ORDER 

The analytic differentiation of the idea of order of the nation with reference to the prevailing central criteria for the determination of the equality among those belonging to the nation makes possible the identification of all the varying implications of an interpretation of reality and a behavioral orientation that are based on ideas of the nation. It is not the strength of the national consciousness, the emotional identification with the nation as such, that is problematic for domestic or foreign policy in German history. Rather, the inadequate structuring of the content of ideas of the nation and its syncretism were possible on the basis of the extremely varying interpretations of situation, orientations of behavior, and legitimizations of rule given in domestic and foreign policy. The degree of national pride and national identification is irrelevant to foreign policy if they imply no boundary changes or no claims to hegemony. Similarly the level of national identification is irrelevant to domestic politics if it does not thereby legitimate orders of rule that have a specific potential for discrimination and oppression. On the other hand, a modest emphasis on national identity and a weak national symbolism and rhetoric are still no indication of deficient national integration. A system with a comprehensive representation of interests, an institutionalization of conflict, and political efficiency does not need to compensate and legitimate experiences of internal political failure and perceived deficiencies of achievement in comparison with other societies in a "nationalistic" fashion. The relative efficiency of the socioeconomic and political system of the German Federal Republic that has existed thus far has even made possible the acceptance of the loss of territory in the east and the recognition of the GDR without substantial national identity crises. To be sure, there were no realistic alternatives. But still, in view of the unrealistic national expectations and ideas that frequently appear in German history, these are indications of a much more precise definition of the national idea in the direction of the type of the nation of citizens, the formation of national identity based on civil rights, and the constitutional order of the German Federal Republic. 

The advantage offered by the analytic conception of the nation as a conceived order and not as a "substance" lies in the fact that the variability and differential relevance to action of ideas of the nation appear more clearly. In accordance with the character of the conceived orders, different elements of social reality are interpreted with the category of the nation and made reference points for the orientation of action. This in no way implies that the perception of reality becomes exclusively a question of the cognitive construction of reality. The interpretive power of a construction of reality is dependent on the fact that it is activated as a means of interpretation and that it provides meaningful, socially acceptable interpretations for the perception of reality. Constructions of reality as such are not sufficient for the perception of reality; they must be activated by elites and they must be plausible for nonelites. In principle, for any given perception of reality persons may draw on many competing constructions of reality. Depending upon which one they choose for the interpretation of this reality and employ as the orientation of their action, various implications for behavior follow from this reality. So it is entirely possible that with sudden changes in real social experiences, the choice of constructions of reality employed for their interpretation and, accordingly, the orientation of behavior would alter as well. The stability of behavioral orientations thus rests on the degree of constancy with which constructions of reality are applied by ruling and opposing elites and on the consistency of these constructions. The more ambivalent the syncretic ideas of order are, the easier it is to introduce an alteration of behavioral orientation between the elites--in the case of a national behavioral orientation, this holds true for extreme nationalism as well as for erratic nationalism. However, precisely this was a problem of nationalism in German history. 

