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Abstract

Picking up on current research about settler colonialism, this study uses a modified version
of a model explaining modern-state formation to explain settler-colonial formation. Charles
Tilly identified two simultaneous processes at work — war-making and state-making which
produced modern states in Western Europe. Settler-colonial systems engage(d) in a
particular type of war to produce their existence: total war. Hence, a modified version of
total-war-making and settler-colonial-existence-making (production) occuring in the settler-
colonial-creation phase is proposed. However, before this conceptual analytical framework
could be developed, it was necessary to examine the meanings of terms such as 'nation' and
‘nation-state’ as well as concepts such as settler-colonialism and total war. The sample of
relevant literature analyzed revealed inconsistencies in the meanings of the terms when
applying W.H. Newton-Smith’s theory of meaning, suggesting the influence of what
Edward Said identified as the workings of orientalism. This has conceptual implications on
terms such as settler-colonialism and the meaning of the type of war it wages upon the
indigenous nations. It also has implications on developing a conceptual analytical tool to
understand the dynamics of the production of the settler-colonial existence. Thus, the terms
and concepts needed to be de-orientalized before using them in the modified model which
was then used to examine initially three settler-colonial cases: the United States, Australia
and Apartheid South Africa. The modified analytical model was able to highlight particular
dynamics relevant to settler-colonial systems and was then used — with the incremental and
imbricate research done in the first three chapters — to examine the Zionist case. It
illustrated that while the cases of the United States and Australia were able pass their
creation phases, the Apartheid case could not and subsequently collapsed. The Zionist case
seems to be still in its settler-colonial-creation phase. This has implications on current

analysis concerning the Palestinian-Israeli conflict.
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INTRODUCTION — SITUATING THE THESIS:

Recent years have seen a number of works published on settler-colonialism, a particular
type of colonialism with a particular purpose and conceptual structure. However, such
literature at times may be influenced by orientalism which seems to have a tendency blur
terms, concepts and analysis of settler-colonial systems. This study extends from this pool
of research to broaden the conceptual structure to develop an analytical framework which
could be used to include relevant but seemingly unrelated concepts. It therefore adopts a
multi-disciplinary approach to sift through the meaning(s) of relevant terms and concepts
for the purpose of producing an un-orientalized analytical framework which could be used

to research a subject which tends to be influenced by orientalism.

1. Main research question:

Given the above, the main conceptual question this research addresses is whether a
conceptual framework of analysis can be developed to analyze settler-colonial systems, of
the past and on-going, without succumbing to the pitfalls of orientalism. This is important
in order to further understand settler-colonialism as a process of sequence of events and as
a system with a constellation of factors generating its momentum (some of which shall be
highlighted in this research). Focusing on one without the other could overlook the broader
aspects of settler colonialism, and thus affect readings of relevant happenings, patterns and

phenomena.

2. Methodology:
The study attempts to address the question above which suggests a comparative approach
that is multi-disciplinary. From the way the research question is formulated and by
benefiting from the work of Paul Pennings, Hans Keman and Jan Kleinnijehhuis on Doing
Research in Political Science: An Introduction to Comparative Methods and Statistics, the
question can be broken down to comprise of the following:

e The search for a conceptual framework of analysis suggests that this is a “theory

guided” question.

? Paul Pennings, Hans Keman and Jana Kleinnijenhuis, Doing Research in Political Science: An Introduction
to Comparative Methods and Statistics (California: Sage Publications, (1999) 2006), p. 27; here they state
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e To analyze settler-colonial systems of the past and on-going, suggests that the
comparative research is concerned with spatial and temporal aspects.’ The spatial
refer to case studies of settler-colonial systems on territorial units, hence, the United
States (henceforth U.S.A.), Australia, South Africa (during Apartheid), and Zionism
in Palestine. The temporal aspect refers to the periodization of cases, hence, the
settler-colonial-creation phases (hence forth SCCP) in the past (as in the U.S.A,
Australia, and Apartheid South Africa), and the on-going one (as in the Zionist
case).

e Derived from the above point are the types of analysis in this comparative research:
The first concerns space: it is cross-sectional to interpret the differences, and
comparable to interpret similarities in the cases, based on

o a system specific unit of variation (i.e. settler colonial systems) and
quantitative data (of statistics and sequences of historical events), and
o qualitative data (comparative analysis done by other scholars relevant to the
four cases in this study).
The internal validity is checked by how lucid the conceptual framework of analysis
modified from the Charles Tilly’s model (hence forth Tillian model) illustrates and
explains the respective settler-colonial system, in its geographical, temporal (past or

on-going), and periodized (the settler-colonial-creation phase) contexts.

The second concerns time: it is a time-series type of analysis to interpret the
method of indirect difference (in terms of the progression of the total wars in the
U.S.A. and Australia, or the regression of total war in Apartheid South Africa) and a
repeated cross-sectional type of analysis to interpret the method of indirect
agreement (that all the cases examined waged total wars in their creation phases),

based on:

“...the theory-guided question within any type of comparative analysis is to what extent the “political’, in
terms of explanatory units of variation [i.e. variables in this study], can indeed account for and is shaped by
the political actions in one social system compared to another. Conversely, the theory-guided question, or
research question, need to be refined so as to define the units of measurement [i.e. indicators in this study]
and thus the units of observation (=cases) in social reality. This process and the attempts to explain it by
systematic comparison distinguish the comparative approach form other approaches in political and social
science.”

3 Ibid., pp. 39-43, see especially the table on p. 43 regarding the terms used here: spatial and temporal aspects
of comparative research, territorial units, periodization, systems and period of multiple cases, pooled time
series, qualitative case analysis, method of difference, and method of agreement.
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o event-related units of variation (sequence of events during these total wars)

o as well as the level of measuring derived from qualitative data (the zero-sum
goals of total war — in this case to produce “empty land” to establish and
sustain settler colonial existence)

o as well as a sequential progression of the first three cases to identify patterns
in the practice of total war (beginning with the U.S.A., then Australia, and
then South Africa)

The external validity is checked against the outcomes in the three cases (the U.S.A.
and Australia which surpassed their creation phases and still exist, while Apartheid
South Africa did not pass its creation phase and no longer exists as a settler-colonial

system).

The third component of the main research question concerns the combination
of time and space: it is thus a time and space dimension of analysis to interpret past
and on-going systems of multiple cases each in their period(s) (i.e. the three cases
representing past settler-colonial creation phases and the on-going one in the Zionist
case). This represents a pooled time series type of analysis which compares cross-
sections at certain intervals using inter-temporal and cross-sectional comparable
data* (i.e. the influence of the geographical location in each of all four cases in
affecting the total-war-making and settler-colonial-existence-making dynamics).
The purpose here is to interpret by method of difference and method of agreement
the cases of the U.S.A., Australia, and Apartheid South Africa about the role of
total-war-making in these systems, and what may be happening in the on-going
Zionist case. These interpretations are based on:

o units of variation that are structural and sequential (i.e. the process of
producing settler-colonial-existence which is the structural unit of variation
and total-war-making which is the sequential unit of variation)

o the qualitative and quantitative data revealed by using the modified Tillian
model in examining the first three cases and then using the data to

understand the dynamics of the fourth case.

* Ibid., pp. 40, 43.
13



o internal validity indicated by the effectiveness of the modified Tillian model
in understanding the production of settler-colonial-existence and
implications on the indigenous nations.

o external qualitative validity which avoids the pitfalls of orientalism. In other
words it checks that in using the modified Tillian model, orientalism has not
been at work to produce a discourse which subjectively shapes meanings of
terms and concepts. (This builds on Edward Said’s insight about how
orientalism works, and it uses W.H. Newton-Smith’s theory of meaning to
check whether the modified model produces contradictory meanings of the
terms and the concepts - in other words that the meanings of the terms have
not become equivocal, but rather remain unequivocal throughout the
analysis)

o and external quantitative validity in that the dynamics within the modified
model is able to place the sequences of events, processes and phases in a
coherent context. Meaning that each explains and reinforces the significance
of the other without creating anomalies; and that the comparative dynamics
of the cases are corroborated by the quantitive data in a way that not only

mentions or describes them, but also explains them.

The above methodology, its levels and sub-levels are illustrated in the following section

explaining the structure of the research by chapter and how they interact with each other.

3. Structure and significance:

The focus of the structure of this research is is not on developing an argument based on a
compilation of material which supports it. Rather the focus is on developing a framework
of analysis to be used in the final chapter which analyses the Zionist case. Hence, the first
two chapters in particular rely heavily on quotes from various resources in order to identify
and illustrate the pitfalls that need to be avoided in developing a conceptual analytical
framework of settler-colonial systems. In this sense the conceptual analytical framework
needs to be more solidly based on previous research rather than merely on an argument and

unequivocal terminology. The former needs to be able to analyze several settler-colonial
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cases both previous and current; each case must be able to withstand a rigorous external
validity-check in terms of sound analysis and objectivity (the forum for this begins with the
defense of the thesis and the criticals reviews after possible publication). This is why the
research begins with Newton-Smith’s theory of meaning which is used to gauge the validity
of the research process particularly in the first two chapters from which the conceptual

framework of analysis, presented at the end of chapter two.

Furthermore, in an argument-based research, the content of the material used tends to be
more selective for the purpose of describing the characteristics of one or several cases to
substantiate the argument, without necessarily illustrating how the dynamics of one case is
similar or distinct from the other as a process. Thus, the cases are assumed to belong to a
past time not linked to the present in a continuum; in other words they assume a-temporal
characteristics. This has the pitfall of overlooking dynamics which could still be at work
and which could be useful in presenting a better understanding of why such cases, if still
existing, face particular problems with regard to, for example, their identity and existence
in the conceptual sense. For the purposes of the extracting and forming a framework of
analysis of dynamics, the first two chapters display an extensive series of quotes in order to
illustrate how the dynamics of orientalism work in shaping or mis-shaping the meanings of
terms such as nation and war; orientalised terms assume equivocal meanings. The extensive
setectoin of material used serves to provide a representative pool of resources upon which
the conceptual analytical framework is produced; this pool is also hoped to provide a
stability which reduces anomalies therein. Provided a conscientious approach is maintained,
it is hoped that veering into a subjective analysis is avoided, which would produce a
subjective conceptual anaylytical framework. Tracking this course of research is Newton-
Smith’s theory of meaning used to shape and utilize unequivocal components of framework
of analysis that is being developed. This is important in order to be able to illustrate how
the dynamics of settler-colonial cases are different from other state formation processes,
and how an orientalist play on the conceptual meanings of terms such as ‘limited war’ and
‘total war’ could skew the analysis of on-going or real-time settler-colonial cases such as
the Zionist case in Palestine. Therefore, in chapter three it has been essential to compile
basic, and to the extent possible — established information, about each of the three cases

analysed while re-organizing them into the conceptual structure of total war in the creation
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phase or the production of settler colonial existence. The geographical context of each case
was added as a factor affecting the continued existence or extinction of each settler-colonial
case. While this geographical factor is not intrinsic to the total war concept, it seems to
have a bearing in the overall outcome of the settler-colonial-creation phase of each of the
three cases. The relevance of this factor has needed to be illustrated, as it was not a given

knowledge within the settler colonial analysis.

The above additional step would not have been necessary if one were analysing any
combination of a set-of- two of the three cases, such as the U.S.A and Australia, or the
U.S.A. and Apartheid South Africa, or Australia and Apartheid South Africa. However, in
order to understand the dynamics of the outcomes of the three cases, the analysis needed to
combine the ‘total war’ concept which began in the production of the settler-colonial
existence in the United States, and seems to have been used later in Australia. With regard
to Apartheid South Africa, the two faces of the same process in total war need to be taken
into account: annihilation of indigenous nations and/or their enslavement. The single-faced
process of total war (the annihilation aspect) seems more relevant to analysis of the
American’ and Australian® cases, while its two-faced process seems relevant to the
Apartheid South African one in the context of its African labour force on a local and
regional scale. Furthermore, the geographical context of being relatively isolated from
external threats during the production of settler-colonial-existence (or the creation phase),
seems also to have been more relevant to the American and Australian cases. This seems in

contrast with the production of the Apartheid existence in South African which engaged in

5 In some areas of America, some of the Eastern coastal nations had become enslaved and had entered the
plantation and household economies of the settler colonizers as tentant farmers, day labourers and domestic
servants. See. Dolores Janiewski, “Gendering, Racializing and Classifying: Settler Colonization in the
United States, 1590-1990” in Daiva Stasiulis and Nira Yuval Davis (eds.), Unsettling Settler Societies:
Articulations of Gender, Race, Ethnicity and Class (London, Thousand Oaks, New Delhi: Sage Publications,
1995), pp. 132-160, here p. 136

% In the case of Australia, Patrick Wolfe notes indigenous labor was used in conditions where, or tasks which,
Europeans were unfit to labor or beyond the realm of appropriate. “In early Tasmania (Van Diemen’s Land),
Aboriginal women were extensively used for sealing and oyster diving, while, later on, Torres Strait Islands
men were employed as divers on pearl luggers. Aboriginal men and women were in many respects
differently colonized, with women’s domestic and sexual labor being valued on a different scale to their
men’s services.” See Patrick Wolfe, “Land, Labor, and Difference: Elementary Structures of Race”, The
American Historical Review, Vol. 106, No. 3 (June 2001), pp. 866-905, here p. 871; see also Penelope
Edmonds, Urbanizing Frontiers: Indigenous Peoples and Settlers in 19"-Century Pacific Rim Cities
(Vancouver, B.C.: The University of British Colombia Press, 2010), pp. 218-222; also Jan Jindy Pettman,
“Race, Ethnicity and Gender in Australia” in Daiva Stasiulis and Nira Yuval Davis (eds.), Unsettling Settler
Societies: Articulations of Gender, Race, Ethnicity and Class (London, Thousand Oaks, New Delhi: Sage
Publications, 1995), pp. 65-94.
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multiple fronts — internal and external. A descriptive analysis on the role of total war and
the geographical context could suffice with analyzing a combination of any two of the three
cases. However, in order to understand the dynamics of both concepts i.e. total war with its
two-faced processes and the factor of the geographical context, these three cases were
needed for the analysis (at least). This especially if they are used to illustrate the dynamics,
and to construct the conceptual framework of analysis which shall be used to examine the
fourth case i.e. the Zionist case. Gauging the temporal continuity means that the range of
comparison should include a combination between cases which have continued to exist and
cases which have not (here one such case seems sufficient). This is important in order to be
able to connect the temporal dynamic (continuity or not) with the total war and the
geographical dynamics. These combined, come to form the essential conceptual framework

that can be used to analyse on-going settler and past settler-colonial cases.

While significant research has been done, particularly over the past decade situating the
Zionist case with a colonial-settler or settler-colonial paradigm, this research determines
why it falls more within a settler-colonial paradigm rather than the former (the meaning of
each combination of the two terms are not inter-changeable as some researchers seem to be
doning). Furthermore, while a comparative descriptive approach may be useful in
illustrating past settler colonial cases such as Apartheid South Africa, and then situating
other settler colonial cases such as the U.S.A. and Australia, one may be overlooking the
temporal dynamics which played, and may be continuing to play, a part in their existence.
In such analysis it may not be necessary to understand the factors affecting temporal
continuity or stagnation of such cases. However, the dynamic of ‘total war’ is one that is
has a binary outcome: victory or defeat; it therefore has a temporal quality. In other words,
total war reaches temporal stagnation either when there is total victory or total defeat of one
party or the other. This means that until this binary outcome is realized, the production of
settler colonial existence assumes a temporal continuity until total war reaches its
culmination of either victory (continued existence of the settler colonial system past its
creation phase), or defeat (inability to complete the total war so as to exit the creation
phase, and therefore the end of the existence of the settler colonial system). Therefore,
settler colonial systems either continue to exist, or cease to exist, in a post settler colonial

creation phase. Implicitly, how thorough the exit from the creation phase (in terms of
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existence of such systems and settler colonial identiy) may determine whether in the post-
creation phase the settler colonial descendants of such systems have shed-off or held-on to
the ‘poineering’ component by which they identify themselves. In other words, whether
maintaining a ‘pioneering’ settler-colonial identity from the creation phase into the post-
creation phase may seem to be relevant, particularly if the dynamics of the total war
concept still live in the indentiy of the descendent settler in the post-creation phase. Some
of the literature about theorizing the ‘nation’ in descendent societies of settler colonial
systems is examined to illustrate residual dynamics from the previous phase (the settler
colonial creation phase). This could give additional insight about how these dynamics
continue to affect the dynamics or their societies today in terms of, for example, identity
and relations with other groups of society which do not stem from the settler colonial
historical heritage. Another example is the academic debate over whether or not the
societies of such systems represent nations or not, and why. The first two chapters examine
such debates in order to assess whether they carry the dynamics of an orientalist discourse

and subsequently politics of meaning in shaping meanings of terms and concepts.

As the Tillian theoretical framework is illustrated and developed in the first two chapters,
the war-making and state-making components in his framework of analysis develop
incrementally in each of the two to produce a modified version. This modified Tillian
version is then used to analyse the three settler colonial cases in chapter three which
incrementally produces the conceptual framework of analysis to examine the Zionist case.
The latter may be unique as it may be an on-going example. This has meant again that the
first three chapters have had to understand and develop the means of extracting a trans-
temporal conceptual framework of analysis which focuses on trying to understand the
process rather than describing the cases in the past without connecting with the present.
One of the challenges in this research has been to extract an analytical conceptual structure
that can be used to examine on-going settler colonial cases which may still be in their
creation phase, possibly the Zionist case. Furthermore, it shall be examined how the
production of settler-colonial existence is a distinct process from modern state formation in
the Tillian sense. In the former, alien communities come to replace indigenous ones, while
in the latter the same community develops its structures into states through state-making.

Therefore, in the settler-colonial cases, a creation phase may precede the development of
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the state, or both processes may occur jointly. This may have implications on the amount of
resources settler colonizers may need, or can muster, to engage in both activities at the
same time. Other factors such as the geographical location of such systems and the size of

the population of the indigenous nation(s) may also be relevant.

4.  Contribution of the research:

This research comes at a time of increasing interest within this field about what settler-
colonialism means conceptually. This is manifest in the newly founded journal by Lorenzo
Veracini entitled Settler Colonial Studies which shall be addressing the question of what
settler colonialism means in its first publication.’ It also comes at a time when there is
growing interest in developing further the settler-colonial paradigm in analyzing the
conflict in Palestine as manifested in the conference entitled Past in Present: Settler
Colonialism in Palestine held at the School of Oriental and African Studies in London in
March 2011.% A main attempt of this research is to contribute to this developing research
by proposing a conceptual means to understand the dynamics of the previous and current
productions of settler-colonial existence. To do this it has been necessary to propose a new
conceptual framework of analysis made up of already established concepts such as Said’s
orientalism, a Tillian concept of state formation then modified for settler-colonial existence
production, and the concept of total war. These combined, it is hoped, may produce a
theoretical framework which gives more understanding to the process(es) rather that the

description(s) of settler colonial systems and why some remain while others do not.

Settler-colonial research has tended to do three things: either inflate the colonialist
discourse, or try to accommodate both colonizer’s and colonized’s discourses, or represent
the discourse of the colonized. The first two are prone to the influence of orientalism. The
third, while being able to represent the discourse and narrative of the colonized, may not
necessarily challenge the conceptual dynamics which may tend to shape a discourse as in
the previous two. On the conceptual level, Veracini in his new book entitled Sett/er

Colonialism: A Theoretical Overview focuses on the settlers themselves within a

7 Lorenzo Veracini is currently at the Institute for Social Research at Swinburne University of Technology in
Melbourne, Australia; see website www.sisr.net/about/people/lveracini.htm ; for information about the new
journal see http://ojs.lib.swin.edu.au/index.php/settlercolonialstudies .

8 SOAS Palestine Society, Past in Present: Settler Colonialism in Palestine, 7% Annual Conference, 5-6

March 2011.
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transnational context. He develops a theoretical and historical understanding about what
settler colonialism is in order to expose what he calls the “invisibility of settler
colonialism” referring to cases such as the United States and Israel in the descendent
socities of such systems.” Veracini provides a comprehensive attempt to pool together the
numerous aspects to describe the settler colonial situation breaking it down into four main
themes: population, sovereignty, consciousness, and narrative. Indeed the first component
covering the population is made up of another 26 sub-components, reflecting an impressive
and challenging understanding of how they inter-relate with the other three themes.'® The
questions of how settler-colonialism functions, and the dynamics involved in the existence
or decline of such systems, from a strategic and political approach may be of

complemantary use in this field.

This research by developing a conceptual framework of analysis to examine settler-colonial
systems, provides a contribution in the means of how to analyze settler-colonialism, to
challenge the workings of orientalism on settler-colonial research, in order to further
understand the dynamics of the process(es) that have affected or continue to affect the
colonized. Implicitly, such a tool may claim to be useful in understanding past settler-
colonial systems as well as on-going ones, by tapping into dynamics of settler-colonization
in addition to the empirical data from other research done on relevant events and concepts.
In other words, this also could mean that happenings may be placed in a conceptual context
which is able to benefit from their descriptive value as well as their functional value within
a process designed to produce, what this study has called a settler-colonial existence, in a

particular phase called here the creation phase of the settler-colonial systems.

The contribution of this research on an overarching level is to show how orientalism works
on shaping the meaning of political terms. This reveals a power on how to control or
manipulate the meanings of the terms and how political agendas may be at play rather than
objective scientific research. Edward Said in his work Orientalism reveals this in a
historical context which could also be useful when utilized to examine specific political

terms such as nation, nation-state, and the conceptural types of war whether limited or total.

? Lorenzo Veracini, Settler Colonialism: A Theoretical Overview (Houndmills, England: Palgrave Macmillan
Ltd, 2010), p. 15.
1 Ibid., pp. 35-52.
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Furthermore, while there is research about colonialism and settler colonialism in particular,
the impact of orientalism and its possible role in generating a ‘regime of truth’ that serves
to perpetuate and justify total war may not have been researched sufficeintly. While there is
literature on the types of wars, such as total war, and their conceptual structures, a merger
with what Charles Tilly attributed as the formation of modern states in Europe to a process
in which war-making and state making mutually re-enforced each other, seems to have not
been made as yet. Furthermore, inquiry about the applicability of such analysis to settler-
colonial state formation seems not to have been explored sufficeintly. Consequently, this
research utilizes the Tillian analysis, and modifies it to examine the production of the
existence of four settler-colonial cases: the U.S.A., Australia, Apartheid South Africa, and
the Zionist case in Palestine. The first three provide a framework which shows how total-
war-making and the production of settler-colonial-existence seem to have been mutually
inclusive processes; that is, one enforcing and justifying the other. This framework and the
dynamics of its workings are then used to analyse the Zionist case in Palestine which is
temporally distinct from the other three, and to what extent it may be in an on-going
process, or seemingly a real-time case. In addition, the first three cases were selected to
develop some understanding about which of the factors contributed to the continuation of
the settler-colonial existence into established states, and which factors may have worked
against such a realization. The Apartheid South African case could not sustain its existence
as a state and collapsed the early 1990s of the last century. Therefore, like in the first two
chapters, the third chapter attempts to illustrate the dynamics of the process of the
production of settler-colonial existence, which factors enabled the systems to sustain their
existence as states, and what factors may have contributed to reducing them into failed
systems which no longer exist. This analysis in turn may be used to examine and give a
preliminary conceptual assessment of the stage in which the Zionist settler-colonial system

may be in.

Another contribution of this research is that it may provide a means to add insight about
settler-colonial cases in general. The temporally-accommodating conceptual framework of
analysis which is developed here may be useful in understanding on-going settler-colonial
cases as well as increasing the understanding about past ones and the strategies used against

the nations they colonize(d). In this sense, chapter three explores the relation between the
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annihilation and/or subjugation of indigenous nations and how this has affected, or affects,
the practice of total war until its logical end, i.e. the total acquisition of indigenous land, by

emptying it from indigenous existence or content.

Each chapter can be developed further to explore a wider range of how it can be applied.
Yet, because the first three chapters were produced to be able to build the conceptual means
to analyse a settler-colonial system possibly still engaged in consolidating the production of
its existence, they have had to tap into a wider range of resources which represent works by
established scholars each renowned in their field(s) of specialization. This has been
necessary in order to reduce reliance on exploratory reseach which may reduce the stablily

of the conceptual framework of analysis attempted here.

5. Literature Review

The literature review here shall focus on a selection of works which have been used to
develop the rationale and the sequencing of the range of topics covered in this research. At
this point it would be appropriate to state that a study of this kind would not have been
possible without Edward Said’s work and insight developed in his book Orientalism:
Western Conceptions of the Orient. He revealed how orientalism works in re-shaping
meanings and images through a discourse which manifests a power relationship through

colonialism designed to establish control over the ‘other.’

David Held, building on Immanual Wallerstein’s work, has maintained that capital
accumulated through globalization and colonialism contributed to the formation of modern

. 1
states in Europe.

From a more specific perspective, Charles Tilly in Coercion, Capital
and European States AD 990-1992 put forward a model illustrating how modern states in
Western Europe formed as a result of two activities mutually enforcing one another: war-
making and state-making.'? Jiirgen Osterhammel in his book Colonialism (originally in

German) examines colonialism and classifies them into six kinds, one of which is

" David Held, “The Development of the Modern State” in Stuart Hall & Bram Gieben (eds.), Formations of
Modernity (Cambridge: Polity Press in Association with the Open University, 1992), pp. 71-125, here p.
95.

2 Charles Tilly, Coercion, Capital and European States AD 990-1992 (Cambridge MA & London:
Blackwell, (1990) 2003), pp. 67-126, here p. 97.
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settlement colonies. These he breaks down even further to include some variants such as

the “New England” and the “African” types."

It would seem that the time frame of colonialism as well as the transformation of the states
into modern ones, somewhat overlap with settler-colonial formations in various parts of the
globe — particularly between the sixteenth and the early twentieth centuries. Here a
curiosity emerges as to whether Tilly’s model could somehow be used to understand
settler-colonial formations particularly since they tend to extend from the European context
at the time. In his just published book Settler Colonialism: A Theoretical Overview,
Lorenzo Veracini maintains that colonialism is not the same as settler colonialism because
settlers want Indigenous people to vanish while at times make use of their labour before
they are made to disappear. He concludes that “even if colonialism and settler colonialism
interpenetrate and overlap, they remain separate as they co-define each other.”'* This could
mean that taking Tilly’s model from the colonial context to apply it to the settler colonial is
not a straightforward matter. Indeed, it would require some modification. But the question

that arises is what should be modified and with what?

At first glance it would seem that the two main Tillian components should be changed:
war-making and state-making while maintaining their mutually reinforcing dynamic which
produced modern states. With regard to war-making, a clue is given by Russell F. Weigley
in his chapter on “American Strategy from its Beginnings through the First World War” in
Peter Paret’s Makers of Modern Strategy from Machiavelli to the Nuclear Age. Weigley
notes that a war in America in the second half of the seventeenth century was being waged
against the Indigenous nations, which was more absolute than those of the European
contemporaries who were entering the age of limited war."” Jan Willem Honig, in his

chapter on “Clausewitz’s On War: Problems of Text and Translation”, in the book edited

" TFirgen Osterhammel, Colonialism (Princeton: Markus Wiener Publishers, (1995) 1999), pp.10-12; with
regard to the latter type, John L. Comaroff breaks the South African model further into three colonial
types: the state model, settler colonialism, and civilizing colonialism; see John L. Comaroff, “Images of
Empire, Contests of conscience: Models of Colonial Domination in South Africa”, American Ethnologist,
Vol. 16, No. 4 (1989), pp. 661-685, here pp. 671-677..
' Lorenzo Veracini, Settler Colonialism: A Theoretical Overview (Houndmills, England: Palgrave Macmillan
Ltd, 2010).

' Russell F. Weigley, “American Strategy from its Beginnings through the First World War” in Peter Paret
(ed.), Makers of Modern Strategy from Machiavelli to the Nuclear Age (New Jersey: Princeton University
Press, (1986) 1994), pp. 408-443, here p. 409.
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by Hew Strachan and Andreas Herberg-Rothe entitled Clausewitz in the Twenty-First
Century, points out that the term ‘total war’ was invented in France towards the end of the
First World War and then made popular by the German Erich Ludendorff in the mid-1930s
while the term “limited war” is a modern one in English that became popular only in the
1950s.'® Both classifications of war are useful in their conceptual structures in terms of
which type of war to use in modifying the Tillian model for the settler-colonial context.
However, on the descriptive level, the literature is conflicting when it comes to classifying
colonial wars. Ludendorff in his translated book entitled The Nation at War classifies
colonial wars in which “nations or tribes are fighting only for their life, and whom the
opponent can simply crush, bear ...the character of totalitarian war.”"” Yet in the reference
work edited by Lawrence Freedman entitled War, colonial wars are categorised under a
section called limited wars."® Furthermore, in her detailed and conceptual analysis of total
war, Beatrice Heuser in her work The Bomb: Nuclear Weapons in their Historical,
Strategic and Ethical Context refers to the American continent in her analysis. However, in
her focus there during the nineteenth century there she does not include the wars of
extermination waged against the Indigenous nations, but rather only the American Civil
War which does not classify conceptually as total war since neither side (the Northerners
nor the Southerners) wished to exterminate the other irrespective of the high tolls
inflicted."” The above illustrates discourses in the literature which seem reminiscent of
workings and manifestations of orientalism; here it provides equivocal if not conflicting
meanings to the types of war. One way of resolving this could be by focusing on the
conceptual structures of both types of wars (limited and total) towards de-orientalizing
them. Hence a need to pool together the conceptual structure of one of them in the settler-
colonial context. The subsequent question arises about which one is relevant with regard to

the wars waged by settler colonial systems upon the nations they sought to settler-colonize.

' Jan Willem Honig, “Clausewitz’s On War: Problems of Text and Translation” in Hew Strachan and

Andreas Herberg-Rothe (eds.), Clausewitz in the Twenty-First Century (New York: Oxford University
Press, 2007), pp. 57-73, here p. 65.

'7 Erich Ludendorff, “The Nation at War” Translated by A.S. Rappoport, (London: Hutchinson & Co. Ltd.,
1936), pp. 16-17.

'8 Lawrence Freedman (ed.), War (Oxford, New York: Oxford University Press, 1994), pp. 309-363,
particularly pp. 315-316.

' Beatrice Heuser, The Bomb: Nuclear Weapons in their Historical, Strategic and Ethical Context (New
York: Pearson Education Inc., 2000), p. 117.
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Veracini provides a definition of settler colonialism in terms of what it does. In it settlers
want Indigenous people to vanish but can make use of their labour before they are made to
disappear.20 This happens to be interestingly close to what Heuser described as aim of total
war which is “to achieve complete domination of an enemy group ... by one’s own group
... to the point where the enemy group is exterminated or at least quite literally enslaved.”?'
Enslavement seems to be the other side of extermination in total war, in that it is delayed
and gradual. This is startling but not new. Conceptually, enslavement was regarded as such
by a philosopher contemporary to the colonial period and indeed a partaker in colonizing as
secretary to the proprieters of the Carolina Colony.** John Locke in The Second Treatise of
Government defines slavery as “nothing else, but the state of War continued, between a
lawful Conquerour, and a Captive.”” This would seem to mean that slavery in total war is
a continuation of the war by other means however termporally delayed. This would seem to
suggest that the use of the captives’ labour in total war is tantamount to extermination over
an extended period of time. Furthermore, it would seem to shed additional light on what
Joseph Hanlon analyzed in Beggar Your Neighbors: Apartheid Power in Southern Africa
describing how the labour force of a whole region was exploited to maintain the economic
function of Apartheid. Thus, the combined analysis of Wiegley, Honig, Ludendorft,
Heuser, Locke, Veracini, and Hanlon would seem to suggest that the Tillian model could be
used in a modified version to analyze the production of settler-colonial existence; here
total-war-making and settler-colonial-making produce settler-colonial existence on

indigenous land in a process of eliminating indigenous nations.

%% Lorenzo Veracini, Settler Colonialism: A Theoretical Overview (Houndmills, England: Palgrave Macmillan
Ltd, 2010).

2! Beatrice Heuser, The Bomb: Nuclear Weapons in their Historical, Strategic and Ethical Context (New
York: Pearson Education Inc., 2000), p. 114.

22 Lisa Ford, Settler Sovereignty: Jurisdiction and Indigenous People in America and Australia, 1788 -1836
(Cambrige, M.A. and London, England: Harvard University Press, 2010), p. 15. Ford elaborates further
that “John Locke... provided justification and impetus to English expansion like no other. Between 1680
and 1690, he combined the North American empire and the Hobbesian state with the new English
ideology of improvement to create a uniquely Protestant and English synthesis, independent of the legal
archive of Crusade. He did so by defining indigenous North Americans as creatures of nature. Natural
men, in no social contract, could neither own property nor exercise sovereignty over people or land. They
shared the earth in common. As Indians harvested the products of nature, they could own nothing more
than the carcasses of wild beasts. Property in land came only from improvement. North America, then,
was truly vacant land — and under ancient Roman law it was free for the taking — absent farmers therefore
absent sovereigns and absent laws.” See also D. Armitage, “John Locke, Carolina and the Two Treatises
of Government”, Political Theory, Vol. 32. No. 5 (2004), pp. 602-627; B. Arneil, John Locke and
America: The Defence of English Colonialism (Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 1996).

2 John Locke, The Second Treatise of Government (New York: Macmillan Publishing Company, (1690)
1986), p. 16.
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The accuracy of the above hypothesis would have to be examined on settler-colonial cases.
But first it seems necessary to identify what settler colonialism is. Veracini’s definition of
settler colonialism is that settler-colonialists want the indigenous to disappear.* Implicit is
the concept that the land settled is, or should be, empty or emptied of indigenous presence.
A compiled work on settler colonialism is one edited by Caroline Elkins and Susan
Pedersen entitled Settler Colonialism in the Twentieth Century. In a series of chapters, it
covers locations such as Korea, Manchukuo (north west of Korea), Palestine, Mozmbique,
Poland, and Namibia. The genre of this work tends to the descriptive covering at times a
disjointed selection of periods particularly when examining the Zionist case. It
consequently seems to illustrate one of the pitfalls in doing research on settler-colonialism
without a conceptual analytical framework. For example, even though Elkins-Pedersen
distinguish effectively between settler colonialism and colonial settlerism, they still group
them together as one under settler colonialism.”> Another manifestation is how the Zionist
case is examined. The second chapter of the book by Gershon Shafir covers Zionism from
the period between 1882 and 1914, and Pedersen discusses it later in a chapter about the
deliberations at the League of Nations about the Zionist project during the 1930s.® The
selective extraction of timeframes of analysis by Shafir such as the first three decades after
the 1880s and then the 1930s by Perdersen, produces an impression that the early Jewish

27 and that “Zionism was in

settler to Palestine “set new and high standards of morality
conception a nationalist and not an imperialist project: it was an effort to constitute a new
nation within an already colonized space.””® This implies that Zionism was morally above
engaging in activity to make the indigenous disappear, and it essentially did not need to
settler-colonized Palestine because it was already colonized by the British. Therefore,
whatever violence occurred during the 1940s particularly towards the end was as a result of

Zionists filling the gap left by the British in 1948. Such a reading stands in stark contrast

with other works that suggest otherwise such as Expulsion of the Palestinians: The Concept

* Lorenzo Veracini, Settler Colonialism: ..., op.cit.

** Caroline Elkins and Susan Pedersen (eds.), Settler Colonialism in the Twentieth Century (London & N.Y.:
Routledge, 2005), p. 5.

%% Gershon Shafir, “Settler Citizenship in the Jewish Colonization of Palestine,” in Caroline Elkins and Susan
Pedersen (eds.), Settler Colonialism in the Twentieth Century (London & N.Y.: Routledge, 2005), pp. 41-
57; Susan Pedersen, “Settler Colonialism a the Bar of the League of Nations” in /bid, pp. 113-134.

27 Ibid., here p. 54.

% Susan Perdersen, “Settler Colonialism at the Bar of the League of Nations” in Caroline Elkins and Susan
Pedersen (eds.), Settler Colonialism..., op.cit., p. 128.
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of ‘Transfer’ in Zionist Political Thought, 1882-1948 by Nur Masalha whose analysis
includes the selective periods in Elkins-Pedersen yet maintains a periodic continuum
between the early 1880s to the late 1940s. Other such works include The Birth of the
Palestinian Refugee Problem, 1947-1949 by Benny Morris, and The Ethnic Cleansing of
Palestine by Ilan Pappe.”’ The above illustrates how different research on the same subject
could produce conflicting outcomes. One could suspect that this bears the reminiscences of
orientalism. This therefore is a motive behind the methodological construct of the structure
of the research done in this study which uses an analytical conceptual framework of
analysis to contextualize what would otherwise be descriptive information that could be

read or interpreted several ways.

Another, methodological feature of this study, is that in analysing and developing the
modified Tillian model, a selection of cases are initially examined while excluding the
Zionist so that contentious discourses concerning it would not be included at this early
stage. This could have the effect of evoking subliminal biases which would tarnish the
intergrity of the conceptual analytical framework in the making, and possibly fall into the
very analytical pit-holes this research has sought to avoid. Subsequently, even the selection
of cases was as a result and reflection of some the overlap in the literature itself where
some sources made reference to another case by way of comparison or contrast. George
Fredrickson provides a substantial comparative analysis both descriptive and conceptual
between the American case and Apartheid South African, in his book White Supremacy: A
Comparative Study in American & South African History. Based on and extensive number
of sources, he conceptually traces the beginnings of what Osterhammel later categorized as
the “New England” type of settler colonialism, to British colonization of Ireland in the
sixteenth century.”® Furthermore, he points out that the racist discourse which gave
colonisation its momentum, was based on its construction of a monopoly of truth. He traces
the discourse which constructed its claimed validity through the Middle Ages, through the

time of the Moslem presence in Spain, through the Classical Period to a Biblical premise.

 Nur Masalha, Expulsion of the Palestinians: The Concept of ‘Transfer’ in Zionist Political Thought, 1882-
1948 (Washington: Institute of Palestine Studies, 1992); Benny Morris, The Birth of the Palestinian
Refugee Problem, 1947-1949 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988); and Ilan Pappe, The Ethnic
Cleansing of Palestine (Oxford: Oneworld Publications Limited, (2006) 2007).

3% George M. Fredrickson, White Supremacy: A Comparative Study in American & South African History
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1982), pp. 14-15.
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Fredrickson adds that as early as 1521, a German Hebraic scholar attributed that “all
barbarous peoples descended from Ham, while all civilized men were the issue of Shem
and Japheth.”31 Further analysis of the origins and theories behind settler colonialism is
provided by Carole Pateman and Charles Mills in their substantive work Contract and
Domination particularly the chapters on The Settler Contract and Reparing the Racial
Contract.”® Further insight into discourses about the creation of the settler colonizers and
the decimation of the indigenous nations are provided in Patrick Brantlinger’s work Dark
Vanishings: Discourse on the Extinction of Primitive Races, 1800-1930.” Other sources
used in this study in the analysis of the case of the United States are the edited work by Jon
E. Lewis The Mammoth Book of Native Americans: The story of the America’s original
inhabitants in all its beauty, magic, truth and tragedy,”* Carl Waldman’s Atlas of the North
American Indian® and the edited work by Betty Ballantine and Ian Ballantine The Native
Americans: An Illustrated History.>® These combined provide a rich pool of empirical data
on the case of the United States for analysing the production of the settler-colonial

existence there.

Henry Reynolds, while providing rich research on settler colonization of Australia and its
impact on the Aboriginal nations there, frequently refers to the American case in the
context of an interesting sequential framework, almost as if representing a learning process.
In other words that settler colonialism in Australia seems to have learned from that in the
United States. On this point, Patrick Wolfe concludes that “[i]ndeed... the settler-colonial
policies that authorities in... [Australia and the United States] have implemented or have
attempted to implement might seem to have been drawn from a common stock.”” Reynolds

has numerous works such as An Indelible Stain? The Question of Genocide in Australia’s

U Ibid., pp. 9-10, citing on p. 10 Nicholas P. Canny, “The Ideology of English Colonization: From Ireland to
America”, William and Mary Quarterly, XXX, (1973), pp. 585-586. See also John L. Comaroff, “Images
of Empire, Contests of Conscience: Models of Colonial Domination in South Africa”, American
Ethnologist, Vol. 16, No. 4 (1989), pp. 661-685, here p. 673.

*? Carole Pateman and Charles Mills, Contract and Domination (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2007).

33 Patrick Brantlinger, Dark Vanishings: Discourse on the Extinction of Primitive Races, 1800-1930 (Ithaca
and London: Cornell University Press, 2003).

** Jon E. Lewis (ed.), The Mammoth Book of Native Americans: The Story of the America’s Original
Inhabitants in All its Beauty, Magic, Truth and Tragedy (London: Constable & Robinson Ltd., 2004).

3% Carl Waldman, Atlas of the North American Indian (New York: Checkmark Books, (1985) 2000).

3% Betty Ballantine and Ian Ballantine (eds.), The Native Americans: An Illustrated History (Atlanta: Turner
Publishing Inc., 1993).

37 Patrick Wolfe, “Land, Labor, and Difference: Elementary Structures of Race”, The American Historical
Review, Vol. 106, No. 3 (June 2001), pp. 866-905, here p. 870.
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History,”® and Frontier: Aborigines, Settlers and Land,” as well as his other works which
include Dispossession: Black Australians and White Invaders® and The Law of the Land."'
A conceptual comparative work about colonial frontiers is provided by the work edited by
Lynette Russell entitled Colonial Frontiers: Indigenous-European Encounters in Settler
Societies™ and her jointly edited work with Ian J. McNiven entitled Appropriated Pasts:
Indigenous Peoples and the Colonial Culture of Archaeology.”® These combined in
addition to other articles seem to provide a good base for engaging in the type of research

for the purposes of this study.

Analysis of the case of Aparthied South Africa also used Fredrickson’s White Supremacy
for the comparative context as well as empirical material therein. An overview of the
emergence of Apartheid used Leonard Thompson’s A History of South Africa,™ as well as
John L. Comaroff’s article Images of Empire, Contest of Conscience: Models of Colonial
Domination in South Africa in which he proposes three models particularly drawn from a
body of literature.* Other material such as the work Eliane Unterhalter in her chapter
entitled Constructing Race, Class, Gender and Ethnicity: State and Opposition Strategies
in South Africa as well as Ralph Austen’s African Economic History: Internal Development
and External Dependency and relevant sections from L. S. Stavrianos’s The Global Rift:
The Third World Comes of Age are also relevant .*® On the latter years of Apartheid Joseph

Hanlon’s works about the influence of Apartheid over the Southern African region Beggar

** Henry Reynolds, An Indelible Stain? The Question of Genocide in Australia’s History (Australia: Viking
Penguin Press, 2001); another valuable source is A. Dirk Moses (ed.), Genocide and Settle Society:
Frontier Violence and Stolen Indigenous Children in Australian History (New York and Oxford:
Berghahn Books, 2004).

3% Henry Reynolds, Frontier: Aborigines, Settlers and Land (Australia: Allen & Unwin, (1987) 1989).

* Henry Reynolds, Dispossession: Black Australians and White Invaders (Australia: Allen & Unwin Pty Ltd,
1989).

*! Henry Reynolds, The Law of the Land (Australia: Penguin Books, 1987).

2 Lynette Russell (ed.), Colonial Frontiers: Indigenous-European Encounters in Settler Societies.
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2001)

* Tan J. McNiven and Lynette Russell, Appropriated Pasts: Indigenous Peoples and the Colonial Culture of
Archeology (New York: Altamira Press, 2005).

* Leonard Thompson, 4 History of South Africa (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1990).

* John L. Comaroff, “Images of Empire, Contests of conscience: Models of Colonial Domination in South
Africa”, American Ethnologist, Vol. 16, No. 4 (1989), pp. 661-685, here pp. 672-677.

" Elaine Unterhalter, “Constructing Race, Class, Gender and Ethnicity: State and Opposition Strategies in
South Africa” in Daiva Stasiulis and Nira Yuval Davis (eds.), Unsettling Settler Societies: Articulations of
Gender, Race, Ethnicity and Class (London, Thousand Oaks, New Delhi: Sage Publications, 1995), pp.
207-240; Ralph Austen, African Economic History: Internal Development and External Dependency
(Portsmouth, N.H.: Heinemann, 1987); L. S. Stavrianos, The Global Rift: The Third World Comes of Age
(New York: William Morrow & Co. Inc., 1981).
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Your Neighbors: Apartheid Power in Southern Africa and Apartheid’s Second Front: South

Africa’s War Against Its Neighbours® were used.

While the cases of the United States, Australia and Apartheid South Africa could be
analysed as settler-colonial almost without contention, the Zionist case is not as
straightforward particularly because of the variety of classifications it has been given
ranging from a national movement to a settler-colonial one; and furthermore since it seems
to be on-going, happening in real-time. While there has been, and more so over the past
decade, more work being produced placing the Zionist case within a settler-colonial
paradigm, there is a weight of literature which attempts to place it in a more benign
framework of analysis. This dynamic seems to epitomize the workings of orientalism and is
also on-going in current debate. Placing the Zionist case within the conceptual framework
of settler colonialism cannot be based solely on perspective or opinion, but would have to
be manifest through a conceptual model or framework of analysis. The framework here
uses the proposed modified Tillian model as well as the main components of total war as
was mentioned by Heuser: its seems to claim a monopoly of truth (or a ‘regime of truth’), a
reversal in the roles of politics and war that it is waged against entire populations or
nations. These in addition to the particularity of the geographical location as derived and
compared with the previous cases would seem to have to both describe and explain the
dynamics of the Zionist case from its beginnings in Palestine through today. A selection of
sources could be used for this purpose. Situating the Zionist case within the settler colonial
paradigm began with Maxime Rodinson’s work Israel: A Colonial Settler State. He
concludes that the creation of the Zionist state in Palestine “fits perfectly into the great
European-American movement of expansion in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries
whose aim was to settle new inhabitants among other peoples or to dominate them
economically and politically.” ** This in effect places the Zionist case to signify settler
colonialism conceptually. Ian Lustik in Unsettled States Disputed Lands: Britain and
Ireland, France and Algeria, Israel and the West Bank-Gaza situated the occupation of the

Palestinian land after 1967 as colonization in which the colonial “mother country” is the

%7 Joseph Hanlon, Beggar Your Neighbors: Apartheid Power in Southern Africa (London: Catholic Institute
for International Relations and Indiana University Press, 1986); Joseph Hanlon, Apartheid’s Second
Front: South Africa’s War Against its Neighbours (London: Penguin Books (1986) 1987).

*® Maxime Rodinson, Israel: A Colonial Settler State (New York: Monad, (1973) 1980), p. 91.
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Isracli state on the 1948 Palestinian land.*” This analysis does not seem to have been
corroborated by focusing only on the Zionist settler-colonial expansion in the West Bank
and East Jerusalem particularly over the past two decades of the negotiations which should
have reflected some form of colonial contraction to the ‘mother country’; indeed quite the
opposite seems to have happened as shall be illustrated in chapter four. An earlier work by
Veracini entitled Israel and Settler Society™ categorized the Zionist case as one not
completely compatible with a colonial one, hence his definition of settler colonialism in his
latest work mentioned above. A number of other sources are used during the course of
analysis of the Zionist case within the conceptual analytical framework modified from the

Tillian model.

6. Chapter outline

The purpose of chapter one is to sort out the conflicting meanings regarding nation and
nation-state so as to arrive at a clear meaning of what both terms entail. This helps in
determining what settler-colonial states are and what they are not. Once this has been sorted
out, it is then possible to proceed to develop an analytical framework about settler colonial
cases which can be used to compare and contrast several such cases. The development of
such a framework is done in Chapter two. In chapter three, three colonial settler cases are
analyzed using the analytical framework of analysis developed in the previous chapter.
From the cases of the United States, Australia, and South Africa, some patterns are drawn
out which shall be useful in analyzing the Zionist case which is content of chapter four. The
last part provides some observations made on the Zionist case in the context of the previous
three cases. Some overall observations about settler colonial cases are made as well as

overlaying conclusions about the research as whole.

4 Tan Lustik, Unsettled States Disputed Lands: Britain and Ireland, France and Algeria, Israel and the West
Bank-Gaza (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1993).

30 Lorenzo Veracini, Israel and Settler Society (Londond: Pluto Press, 2006).
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Chapter One: The nation-state and orientalism

This chapter analyzes literature which evolved around three propositions concerning nation,
whether settler colonizers are nations, and whether settler-colonial states can be regarded as
nation-states. To arrive at conclusions about the propositions, W.H. Newton-Smith’s theory
of meaning shall be used. The following reviews the definitions of nation from a sample of
literature. A particular pattern emerges when analyzing settler-colonial cases. Whether they
constitute nations is also examined. This effort is not intended as a comprehensive
literature analysis on what has been written on the subjects and categorizations.”' Rather, it
illustrates the differences by reviewing some works of some scholars to illustrate the
contrasts between the meanings of the terms examined. According to the W.H. Newton-
Smith’s theory of meaning, a term cannot have one meaning and also mean its opposite.”
The following are three contradictory propositions that have been extracted from the
relevant literature which illustrate the workings of an oreintalist discourse seemingly to

maintain such discrepancies.
1. The first proposition is that “a nation exists AND does not exist at the same time.”
2. The second proposition is that “settler colonizers are nations AND are not nations.”

3. The third proposition is that “a state is a nation-state AND is not a nation-state.”

A fourth proposition that emerges from literature concerning the production of settler-

colonial existence is highlighted in this chapter, but analyzed further in chapter two.

5! Theorists such as Elie Kedourie, Tom Narin, Eric Hobsbawm, and Paul Brass just to name a few have been
left out at this stage of the research. Furthermore, while it may be necessary to address nationalism in
discussions of the nation phenomenon, to include it at this stage would defeat the purpose of the paper
which is to distinguish between nations, states, and combinations of both. Conceptually and to varying
degrees, nationalism tends to be mutually inclusive with nations, states and nation-states. This
characteristic would only shed more confusion to the latter terms. See Walter Schnee, “Nationalism: A
Review of the Literature”, Journal of Political and Military Sociology, Vol. 29, No. 1, Summer 2001, pp.
1-18. On p.1 he defines nationalism a “one of the ideologies, perhaps the ideology, which characterizes
modern society. In other words, nationalism is a way of thinking about society, whether domestic or
international.”

32 W_.H. Newton-Smith, “Relativism and the Possibility of Interpretation” in M.Hollis and S. Lukes (eds.),
Rationality and Relativism (London: Blackwell, 1982), pp. 106-122.
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1. The first proposition: “a nation exists AND does not exist”

In order to tackle this proposition, it is necessary to go over the contesting definitions of the

term “‘nation”.

What is a nation?”’

Linguistically, “the word nation comes from the Latin and initially bore the idea of
common blood ties. It was derived from the past participle of the verb nasci, meaning to be
born and hence the Latin noun, nationem, connoting breed or race.”>* In the literature on
the term nation, the concept fluctuates from a one with an explicit territorial component to
one that is abstract; hence, two propositions: a nation exists on a territory (is real- is
territorial) AND a nation does not exist on a territory (is a-territorial rather abstract or
myth). According to the theory of meaning both propositions cannot be true at the same
time. It is not logical: X cannot be A and not-A at the same time. So how can the

emergence of such a proposition distilled from the sample literature be explained?

i. Nation exists (is territorial)

In the following definition, the territorial component is intrinsic.

[A nation is a] social group which shares a common ideology, common institutions and

customs, and a sense of homogeneity.... In the nation... there is also present a strong group

sense of belonging associated with a particular territory considered to be peculiarly its
55

own.

> In contrast with the monotheistic nation in which 'reality ' is believed to be a fragment of the absolute
Reality of the Creator, the focus here shall be on the secular nation which developed with the rise of
nationalism as articulated in the following quote by Ernest Gellner, Nations and Nationalism (Oxford:
Blackwell Publishers, (1983) 1993), p. 142: “Society can and does worship itself or its own culture
directly and not as Durkkeim taught, through the opaque medium of religion.... In such a society, one's
prime loyalty is to the medium of our literacy, and to its political protector. The equal access of believers
to God eventually becomes equal access of unbelievers to education and culture.” See also Walter Schnee,
“Nationalism..., op. cit., pp. 8-9. Here Schnee reviews Benedict Anderson's definition of nation:
“Anderson ... does recognize the strong parallels between the nation and the religious community.
Whereas, for Europe at least, Christianity had provided the means for conceptualizing and understanding
temporal reality in terms of the sacred, the rise of nations and nationalism provided a secular means of
doing so.” He adds referring to Michael Billig “Instead of the godhead, society now began to worship
itself through anthems, public ceremonies, and flags.” Hence the author of this paper suggests that in
contrast with a monotheistic view that all ideologies are religions but not all religions are ideologies, the
secular view is that all ideologies are religions and all religions are ideologies. Consequently, in the latter,
the leap from pre-state religion to post-state nationalism is a technical one whereas in the former view
there is an essential shift in the meaning of world-view. This is requires further research and is beyond the
scope of this paper. See also Anthony D. Smith, “The Crisis of Dual Legitimation” in John Hutchinson
and Anthony Smith (eds.), Nationalism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994), pp. 113-121.

5% Walker Connor, “A Nation is a Nation, is a State, is and Ethnic Group, is a...”, in John Hutchinson and
Anthony Smith (eds.), op.cit., p. 38.

55 As cited by Walker Connor, op. cit., p. 36. Original source: 'A Nation is a Nation, is a State, is and Ethnic

33



Other definitions from within the same group are provided by Mark Simpson, Anthony
Giddens, and Anthony Smith just to name a few. Mark Simpson's definition of nation
entails a collectivity which has an attachment to a specific territory distinguishing itself
from other groups and aspiring to political independence.’® For Anthony Giddens, a
“nation'...only exists when a state has a unified administrative reach over the territory over
which its sovereignty is claimed.””” Comprehensively put, Anthony Smith's definition of a
nation is “a named human population sharing a historical territory, common memories,

and myths of origin, a mass standardized public culture, a common economy, and common

legal rights and duties for all members...”® Examples of nations are England and France.*

ii. Nation does not exist: (is a myth, a-territorial)

In contrast, another group of scholarship regards nation as an abstract notion to various
degrees. The most abstract definition comes from Ernest Renan where:

A nation is a soul, a spiritual principle. Only two things, actually, constitute this soul ...the
past, [and] the other is in the present. One is the possession in common of a rich legacy of
remembrances; the other is the actual consent, the desire to live together, the will to
continue to value the heritage which all hold in common....A nation is a grand solidarity
constituted by the sentiment of sacrifices which one has made and those that one is
disposed to make again.... A nation never has a real interest in being annexed or
holding on to a country despite itself.”’

Renan does not deny that this is somewhat metaphysical, and that the omission of the
territorial component does not affect his definition of nation. In this sense, nation is not a

people associated with a territory but a people themselves having a connection with each

Group, is a...”, Ethnic and Racial Studies, Vol. 1, No. 4 (1978), pp. 379-88. [Emphasis added]

> Mark Simpson, “The Experience of Nation-Building: Some Lessons for South Africa”, Journal of Southern
African Studies, Vol. 20, No. 3 (September 1994), pp. 463-474, here pp. 463-464. His definition is “... a
nation, that is a collectivity who shared a common history, language, culture and attachment to a specific
territory, and most importantly in order to distinguish them from an ethnic group with which they share
the former attributes, possessed a sense of self-awareness that they are distinct from other groups and
aspired to political independence.” [Emphasis added]

" Anthony Giddens, “The Nation as Power-Container” in John Hutchinson and Anthony Smith (eds.),
Nationalism, op. cit., p. 34. Original source: “A Contemporary Critique of Historical Materialism”, ii.
The Nation-State and Violence (Polity Press: Cambridge, 1985), pp. 119-121.

58 Anthony Smith, National Identity (Reno, N.V.: University of Nevada Press, 1991), p. 60, and Anthony
Smith, “National Identity and the Idea of European Unity”, International Affairs, Vol. 68, No. 1, pp. 55-
76. [Emphasis added]. Smith modifies his concept of nation a decade later; see below.

> See John Hutchinson, “Cultural Nationalism and Moral Regeneration” in John Hutchinson and Anthony
Smith (eds.), Nationalism, op. cit., p. 123.

5 Ernest Renan, “Qu'est-ce qu' une nation?” in John Hutchinson and Anthony Smith (eds.), Nationalism, op.
cit., p. 17. Original source: Qu'est-ce qu' une nation, (trans.) Ida Mae Snyder (Calmann-Levy: Paris 1882),
26-29. [Emphasis added].
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other in their minds. On a less metaphysical level but nonetheless theoretical, Karl Deutsch
takes a socio-demographic approach relying on effective channels of communication.®'
Here also, the emphasis is placed on human communication rather than the attachment to a
land. This is reiterated by Hugh Seton-Watson who defines nation as a sense of solidarity,
common culture, and national consciousness.®” Ernest Gellner also emphasises the mutual
recognition of solidarities and loyalties of people rather than territory. Hence,

...nations are the artefacts of men's convictions and loyalties and solidarities. A mere
category of persons (say, occupants of a given territory, or speakers of a given language,
for example) becomes a nation if and when members of a category firmly recognize
certain mutual rights and duties to each other in virtue of their shared membership of
it. It is their recognition of each other as fellows of this kind which turns them into a
nation, and not the other shared attributes, whatever they might be, which separate that
category form non-members.” **
Furthermore, Max Weber's entails the notion of a community of sentiment — unified by a
myth of common descent and with a commitment to political project — which normally
could culminate into a state.”* Like Gellner, Weber’s definition does not regard the
territorial aspect as significant as the mutual recognition by the members of a community of
their mutual rights and duties in order to belong to that ‘nation’. Benedict Anderson takes
the definition even further to propose that nations are imagined communities. He
attributes this to “[t]he convergence of capitalism and print technology on the fatal diversity

of human language [which] created the possibility of a new form of imagined community,

6! See Karl W. Deutsch, “Nationalism and Social Communication” in John Hutchinson and Anthony Smith
(eds.), Nationalism, op. cit., p. 15. Original source: Nationalism and Social Communication, (2™ edn.)
(Cambridge, M.A.: MIT Press, 1966), pp. 96-8, 101, 104-105. “Karl Deutsch's socio-demographic
approach offers a functional definition of the nation which avoids single-factor characterizations of the
nation, and proposes 'the presence of sufficient communication facilities with enough complementarity to
produce the overall result'. Deutsch argues that the objective of nationalist organizations is to strengthen
and extend the channels of communication which can ensure a popular compliance with national symbols
and norms.” On p. 26 in Hutchinson, Deutsch explains communication to entail “the storage, recall,
transmission, recombination, and reapplication of relatively wide ranges of information; and the
'equipment' consists in such learned memories, symbols, habits, operating preferences, and facilities as
will in fact be sufficiently complementary to permit the performance of these functions.”

62 See definition by Hugh Seton-Watson, Nations and States (Boulder, C.O.: Westview Press, 1977), p. 1: “A
nation is a community of people, whose members are bound together by a sense of solidarity, a common
culture, a national consciousness” as cited by Shu-Yun Ma, “Nationalisms: State-Building or State-
Destroying?”, Social Science Journal, Vol. 29, No. 3 (1992), http://weblinks].epent.com/citation.asp,
here pp.1-2 (printed from internet version).

63 See Ernest Gellner, Nations and Nationalism ... op. cit., p. 7. [Emphasis added].

%4 See Max Weber, “The Nation” in John Hutchinson and Anthony Smith (eds.), Nationalism, op. cit., pp. 15,
25. Weber's definition: “a nation is a community of sentiment which would adequately manifest itself in a
state of its own; hence, a nation is a community which normally tends to produce a state of its own.” The
original source is from Max Weber: Essays in Sociology, H.H. Gerth and C. Wright-Mills (trans. and ed.)
(London: Routeldge & Kegan, 1948), pp. 171-177, 179.
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which in its basic morphology set the stage for the modern nation.”®> Here the emphasis is

on the imagination of the human agent rather than the connection to a territory.

iii. A nation exists AND does not exist:
A third category of literature seems to hold the two types of definitions of nation
simultaneously: that a nation is territorial (exists) and a myth (does not exist) at the same
time. John Hutchinson divides nations into two entities: political and cultural. He explains
that a nation manifesting political nationalism is territorially specific, while a nation
representing a cultural nationalism is social-strata specific which demands that natural
divisions within the nation be respected. Hence:

Political nationalists share with cultural nationalists an antipathy to the bureaucratic state,
but they tend to look to reason as their ethical source. Their ideal is a civic polity of
educated citizens united by common laws and morals like the polis of classical antiquity.
...[and] because, the world is divided into a multiplicity of political communities, they are
forced to work within a specific territorial homeland in order to secure a state that
will embody their aspirations.... By contrast, the cultural nationalist perceives the state
as an accidental, for the essence of a nation is its distinctive civilization, which is the
product of its unique history, culture and geographical profile. Unlike the political
nationalist, who is fundamentally a rationalist, a cultural nationalist like Herder affirms a
cosmology according to which humanity, like nature, is infused with a creative force which
endows all things with an individuality. Nations are primordial expressions of this
spirit.... Nations are then not just political units but organic beings, living personalities,
whose individuality must be cherished by their members in all their manifestations. Unlike
the political nationalist, the cultural nationalist founds the nation not on 'mere' consent or
law but on the passions implanted by nature and history.®

Hutchinson is not alone in promoting such a dual meaning of nation, one that is territorial
which he calls “political nationalism’ and another which is spiritual which he calls ‘cultural
nationalism.” Walker Connor begins with a definition of nation from a popular dictionary of
International Relations “[a] nation may comprise of part of a state, be conterminous with a
state, or extend beyond the borders of a single state.”®’ By doing so, he regards territoriality

as intrinsic to the definition of nation. Nevertheless, later he defines nationalism as a

% See Benedict Anderson, “Imagined Communities” in John Hutchinson and Anthony Smith (eds.),
Nationalism, op. cit., p. 95. [Emphasis added]

% See John Hutchinson, “Cultural Nationalism and Moral Regeneration” in John Hutchinson and Anthony
Smith (eds.), Nationalism, op. cit., p. 122. The author adds: “ ...for cultural nationalists the nation ....is
perceived as a complex of individualities, each one of which has equal rights and value to the
community.... cultural nationalists demand that the natural divisions within the nations — sexual,
occupational, religious and regional — be respected, for the impulse to differentiation is the dynamo of
national creativity.”

67 Walker Connor, “Nation-Building or Nation Destroying?” World Politics, Vol. 24 (1972), pp. 319-355,
here p. 333.
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“psychological bond” in which “what ultimately matters is not what is but what people
believe is.”®® Both Hutchinson and Connor, fluctuate from a concept of nation which
focuses on territory to another which is not tangible, but rather cultural or psychological.
Anthony Smith makes a similar shift perhaps in an attempt to merge the various definitions
of nation. In contrast with his concept of nation in 1991 which was territorially specific,”
his modified definition of 2002 drops the territorial component to focus on the process.
Hence,
The concept of the nation involves a series of different processes coming together; and, in
the nature of things, it must be a matter of judgement, of the participants and the
analyst, as to whether the processes have developed to the point where they and we can
begin to speak, more or less tentatively, of the presence of nations in the minds and
hearts of people and in their institutional expression.70
Smith admits that this definition “lays great emphasis upon the subjective elements of
attachment, will and imagination of groups of individuals.””" Yet, he adds “it also points to
the institutional expression of these elements — in recorded myths, memories and traditions,
in symbols and values, and in the various forms and styles of art, music, literature, law,
ritual and activity that give concrete and recurrent embodiment of these elements.”’* Along
this line, Goradana Uzelac also focuses on a process which can have two forms:

[It] could either be a temporal determination, that is, delineating a specific stage in history
when the nation as a social phenomenon emerged, or it can be a conditional determination,
explaining various characteristics social groups have to fulfill in order to be defined and
recognised as nations.”

Uzelac, then provides a modified definition of nation as “a social agency politically
organised as a community which claims its rights on the basis of a culture defined as its

4
own.”’

Here, any politically organized group can claim right to be a nation based on its
culture. The problem this definition does not address is what happens when such a group

claims right to a territory which belongs to another nation. Also it proceeds to take on a

68 Walker Connor, “A Nation ... op. cit., pp. 36, 37. [Emphasis added], original source: “A Nation is a
Nation, is a State, is and Ethnic Group, is a...”, Ethnic and Racial Studies, Vol. 1, No. 4 (1978), pp. 379-
388. Connor wrote a refreshing critique on the mis-use of terminology referring to nations and states. His
conceptual lapse does not diminish the significance of sorting out the terminological chaos; emphasis
added. See also Walker Connor, ‘“Nation-Building ... op. cit., pp. 319-355.

59 See above point i) Nation exists.

7 Anthony D. Smith, “When is a Nation?”, Geopolitics, Vol. 7, No. 2 (Autumn 2002), pp. 5-32, here p. 29.

"' Ibid.

"2 Ibid., pp. 29-30.

* Gordana Uzelac, “When is the Nation Constituent Elements and Processes”, Geopolitics, Vol. 7. No. 2
(Autumn 2002), pp. 33-52, here p. 33. (Italics in original text).

™ Ibid. , p. 49. (Italics in original text).
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more subjective position by implying that societies in the process of becoming nations have
equal standing as nations that have existed on territory for a prolonged period of time. The
definition becomes problematic when the social agency claiming rights to nationhood
imposes itself on the territory of another nation. Here, a social agency objectively classified
as a nation over a territory, clashes with another social agency which proclaims nationhood
on the same territory not on the basis of living and having lived on it, but on their other
abstract criterion or perception or belief. This becomes especially clear in the cases of

settler-colonialism versus and indigenous nations, which shall be illustrated below.

Analysis of i, ii and iii:
If one were to apply W.H. Newton-Smith’s theory of meaning on the first proposition
which has emerged from the literature sample above (namely, that a nation exists and does
not exist),”” one concludes that both parts of the proposition cannot be valid simultaneously
1.e. at the same time. Implicit in Newton-Smith’s logical tool is the temporal element which
is key to its logical function. Whether each part of the proposition is located at the same
time or at different times, determines whether both can logically exist together or
separately. Alternatively, there are two possible outcomes if the parts of the proposition
were to represent different times. Hence, a thing, an organism, or an idea can:

e De at one time and then not be at a later time.

e 1ot be at one time and then be at a later time (come to be).
But this is not what the theory of meaning addresses as it assesses the validity of both
statements in the proposition at the same time and not in different times. Hence, at this
stage of the analysis, one can conclude that the third group of literature does not pass the
logical standards in the Newton-Smith’s theory of meaning. That is, the group of literature
that claims that “a nation exists and does not exist”, cannot be valid.
Why a group of scholars would hold on to such a proposition and the validity of the claims
of the first and second groups — that is, whether ““a nation exists (is territorial)” or “a nation
does not exist (is a myth)” — cannot be determined at this stage of the research. It is not
clear what interest(s) lie(s) behind espousing either three combinations of the proposition.
Exploring cases of when the assertions clash could reveal more about the implications of

espousing one or the other or both. Settler colonizers versus indigenous nations seem to be

7> Ttalics are used in here to emphasize the terms used and separate them from the text used to discuss or
analyze.
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such cases which also seem to produce another conflicting proposition. Hence, the next

proposition is what emerges from the sample of relevant literature.

2. The second proposition: “settler colonizers are nations AND are not

nations”

The above analysis has shown that the assertion that “nations exist and do not exist” cannot
be valid according to the theory of meaning. In the analysis here, another proposition is
reviewed — one that emerges from relevant literature regarding settler-colonial cases in
relation to the indigenous nations. The following shall analyze both parts of the above
proposition: the first that settler colonizers are nations, and the second that settler colonizers
are not nations. A third category which considers that settler-colonizers may simultaneously
be, and not be, nations, (after altering the definition of nation) is also reviewed. The theory
of meaning shall then be used to analyze these and the unresolved parts of the previous
proposition of whether a nation exists or not. First, however, it may be useful to give a brief

idea of what is meant by settler colonialism.

What is settler colonialism?

Settler-colonizers are part of a process of colony-making. Jiirgen Osterhammel provides a
succinct definition of what is meant by a colony:

A colony is a new political organization created by invasion (conquest and/or settlement
colonization) but built on pre-colonial conditions. Its alien rulers are in sustained
dependence on a geographically remote “mother country” or imperial center, which claims
exclusive rights of “possession” of the colony.’

Setter colonialism, however, is distinguished from imperial expansion by its ultimate aim.
This is clarified by Caroline Elkins and Susan Pedersen:

Settler colonialism is routinely and rightly distinguished from imperial expansion
undertaken for military advantage or trade, for in such cases imperial overlords often
concern themselves as little as possible with land seizure or internal governance, seeking
companies. The presence of a settler population intent on making a territory their permanent
home while continuing to enjoy metropolitan living standards and political privileges
creates a quite different dynamic.”’

78 Jiirgen Osterhammel, Colonialism (Princeton: Markus Wiener Publishers, (1995) 1999), p. 10.
"7 Caroline Elkins and Susan Pedersen (eds.), Settler Colonialism in the Twentieth Century (London and New
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Establishing a new existence of a settler population on a new territory geographically,
distant from the “mother country” and to make it its own, sets in motion a particular
dynamic of colonialism. Alfred Moleah expands on this distinct dynamic:

All colonialisms have a racist predicate but settler colonialism has a virulent racist
predicate. To enable ruthless exploitation, brutal repression, extermination or expulsion of
the natives, their humanity is denied by the simple act of negation. The settler colonialist

declares, one way or another, that 'the native is not human' or, worse, 'the native does not

exist'.”®

Examples of settlement colonies are provided by Jiirgen Osterhammel, Caroline Elkins,
Susan Pedersen and Hyung Gu Lynn. These include the United States, Canada, Australia,
New Zealand, Southern Rhodesia (before it became Zimbabwe), and South Africa (before
the fall of Apartheid).” One can now proceed to examine the parts of the proposition

deduced from the following sample of literature.

i. Settler colonizers are nations:

The following is a sample of literature which claims that settler colonizers are nations.
Enakshi Dua considers “Canada as a white settler nation.”® Michel Seymour also argues

. . 1
that Canada is a “nation.”®

Robert McCreight considers the United States a nation amongst
“several other nations.”®* Bruce Tranter and Mark Western, consider both the United States

and Australia as part of the community of “advanced Western nations.”® A publication by

York: Routledge, 2005), pp. 3-4, 17-18.

78 Alfred Moleah, “Zionism and Apartheid: An Unlikely Alliance?” in EAFORD & AJAZ (eds.), Judaism or
Zionism? What Difference for the Middle East? (London: EAFORD & Zed, 1986), pp. 148-168, here p.
155-156.

7 See Jiirgen Osterhammel, Colonialism, op. cit., p.11-12; Caroline Elkins and Susan Pedersen (eds.), Settler
Colonialism ..., op. cit., p. 2; Hyung Gu Lynn, “Multhusian Dreams, Colonial Imaginary: The Oriental
Development Company and Japanese Emigration to Korea”, in /bid., pp. 25-40, here p. 25. While
Osterhammel categorizes settler colonialism into three: the “New England”, the “African” and the
“Caribbean” types and distinguishes the settler colonialism from other types of colonialisms, neither he
nor Elikins-Pedersen nor Gu Lynn make a distinction between the settler-colonial and the colonial-settler.
While both are settlers, the former develops independency from the metropolitan colonizer in the “mother
country” while the latter is under the control of the “mother country” colonial apparatus. This shall be
explained in more detail in the next chapter.

% Enakshi Dua, “Exclusion through Inclusion: Female Asian Migration in the Making of Canada as a White
Settler Nation”, Gender, Place and Culture, Vol. 14, No. 4 (August 2007), pp. 445-466, here p. 445.

81 Michel Seymour, “Quebec and Canada at the Crossroads: A Nation within a Nation”, Nations and
Nationalism, Vol. 6, No. 2, (2000), pp. 227-255, here pp. 244.

82 Rober McCreight, “Science, Technology and the New President: Advancing Security Prosperity, Resilience
and Stability for 2009 and the 21* Century”, Policy Review Research, Vol. 25, Issue 6 (1 November
2008), pp. 614-618, here p. 614.

8 Bruce Tranter and Mark Western, “Postmaterial Values and Age: The Case of Australia”, Australian
Journal of Political Science, Vol. 38 , No. 2 (July 2003), pp. 239-257, here p. 239.
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the International Institute for Strategic Studies, regards Australia and New Zealand as “two
nations [amongst the] Pacific island nations.”® Haydie Gooder and Jane M. Jacobs
consider Australia as one of the “settler nations.”® Francis G. Castles, Jennifer Curtin and

286 1n all these

Jack Vowles also term Australia and New Zealand as “[b]oth nations.
examples, settler colonial cases are grouped with nations like England and France which
were not formed by settler colonialism. In contrast, another sample of literature represents

the second part of the above proposition.

ii. Settler colonizers are not nations:

In contrast with the above, another group of scholars do not regard settler colonial groups
as nations. Some like Walker Connor are explicit, while others are implicit. Connor points
out that the United States cannot be termed a nation:

Whatever the American people are (and they may well be se generis), they are not a
nation in the pristine sense of the word. However, the unfortunate habit of calling them a
nation, and thus verbally equating American with German, Chinese, English, and the like,
has seduced scholars into erroneous analogies. Indeed, while proud of being 'a nation of
immigrants' with a 'melting pot' tradition, the absence of a common origin may well make
it more difficult, and conceivably impossible, for the American to appreciate instinctively
the idea of the nation in the same dimension and with the same poignant clarity as do the
Japanese, the Bengali, or the Kukuyu."’

Since a nation is a self-defined group and an ethnic group is defined by others, Connor adds
that some scholars have distorted the meanings of both by shuffling one with the other.*

This happens when referring to settler colonial cases such as the American and Canadian:

8 Alexander Nicoll (ed.), “Pacific island conflicts: Challenges for Australia and New Zealand”, IISS Strategic
Comments, Vol. 13, Issue 04 (May 2007), p. 1.

% Haydie Gooder and Jane M. Jacobs, “ ‘On the Border of the Unsayable’: The Apology in Postcolonizing
Australia”, Interventions, Vol. 2, No. 2 (2000), pp. 229-247, here p. 229.

8 Francis G. Castles, Jennifer Crutin and Jack Vowles, “Public Policy in Australia and New Zealand: The
New Global Context”, Australian Journal of Political Science, Vol. 41, No. 2 (June 2006), pp. 131-143,
here p. 131.

87 Walker Connor, “A Nation is a Nation ... op. cit., p. 38. [Emphasis added].

8 Ibid., pp. 37, 38. See also Walker Connor, “Nation-Building..., op. cit., pp. 319-355, here p. 337 “...we can
describe the nation as a self-differentiating ethnic group. A prerequisite of nation-hood is a popularly held
awareness or belief that one's own group is unique in a most vital sense. In the absence of such a popularly
held conviction, there is only an ethnic group.” Connor adds on page 38: “Unfortunately, terms used to
describe human collectivities (terms such as race and class) invite an unusual degree of literary license,
and nation certainly proved to be no exception. ...One etymologist notes, however, that by the early
seventeenth century, nation was also being used to describe the inhabitants of a country regardless of that
population's ethnonational composition, thereby becoming a substitute for less specific human categories
such as the people or the citizenry.” See also Mark Simpson. “The Experience of Nation-Building..., op.
cit., pp. 463-464.
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Ethnicity (identity with one's ethnic group) is, if anything, more definitionally chameleonic
than nation. It is derived from Ethnos, the Greek word for nation in the latter's pristine
sense of a group characterized by common descent. Consonant with this derivation, there
developed a general agreement that an ethnic group referred to a basic human category (i.e.
not a subgroup). *

This confusion of terminologies develops a momentum of its own which redefines other
terms such as ‘ethnicity’, ‘minority’ and ‘interest groups.” Connor adds:

American sociologists came to employ ethnic group to refer to 'a group with a common
cultural tradition and a sense of identity which exists as a subgroup of a larger society.' This
definition makes ethnic group synonymous with minority, and, indeed, with regard to group
relations within the United States, it has been used in reference to nearly any discernible
minority, religious, linguistic, or otherwise.””

Furthermore:

The definition of ethnic group by American sociologists violates its original meaning with
regard to at least two important particulars. In the traditional sense of an ancestrally related
unit, it is evident that an ethnic group need not be a subordinate part of a larger political
society but may be a dominant element within a state (the Chinese, English, or French, for
example) or may extend across several states, as do the Arabs. Secondly, the indiscriminate
application of ethnic group to numerous types of groups, obscures vital distinctions between
various forms of identity.””'

The United States and Canada have used the term ethnic to represent the cultural, religious
and indigenous groups/populations together. This serves to categorize them as 'interest
groups' — a political classification — rather than a genuinely ethnic representation.””

Consequently,

It is difficult for the American to appreciate what it means for a German to be German or
for a Frenchman to be French, because the psychological effect of being American is not

% Walker Connor, “A Nation is a Nation..., op. cit., p. 43.

% Ibid.

°! Ibid.

See Ibid., p. 44 where he writes: “However, despite the usefulness that such a categorization possesses for
the study of the politics of special interest groups, there is little question but that it has exerted an
damaging influence upon the study of nationalism. One result is that the researcher, when struggling
through thousands of entries in union catalogs, indices to periodicals, and the like, cannot be sure whether
a so-called ethnic study will prove germane to the study of nationalism. Sometimes the unit under
examination does constitute a national or potential national group. Other times it is a transnational (inter-
or intrastate) group such as the Amer-indians. And, in most instances, it is a group related only marginally,
it at all, to the nation, as properly understood (e.g. Catholic community within the Netherlands).
Moreover, a review of the indices and bibliographies found in those ethnic studies that do deal with a
national of potential national group, illustrate all too often that the author is unaware of the relationship of
his work to nationalism.” Author cites a work by Nathan Glazer and Daniel Patrick Moynihan in which
they defend the grouping of several forms of identity under one rubric: “Thus, there is some legitimacy to
finding that forms of identification based on social realities as different as religion, language, and national
origin all have something in common, such that a new term is coined to refer to all of them: 'ethnicity'.
What they have in common is that they have all become effective foci for group mobilizaion for concrete
political ends...”. Source: Nathan Glazer and Daniel P. Moynihan, Ethnicity: Theory and Experience
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1978), p. 18.
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precisely equitable. Some of the associations are missing and others may be quite

different.”
Dorothy Ross reflects this particular American view of what is meant by a “nation” which
alters its meaning as has been illustrated above. In a review of American writers from the
late 19™ century, Ross illustrates their ideas of what they meant by United States. Frederick
Douglass, a prominent American writer at the time, considered the United States a nation of
many races and religions while admitting that this could be a problem in the country’s
ascent as a “nation.” He believed however that this problem could be solved by “the
principle of absolute equality.”®* The emphasis here was on providing legislation to forge a
sense of belonging. Implicitly, this signifies that the settler-colonizer society in America
was not a nation but was perhaps entering a process to try to become one. Yet, to claim to
be a something (to be a nation) and still having to begin the process of becoming that thing
(a nation), means essentially that it is not that thing as yet (not a nation). Correspondence
between other American thinkers of the 19™ century, like Charles Summer and Francis
Lieber, illustrate what Connor has noted as the chameleonizing of the term nation. The
following extract from Ross reflects this dynamic:

Summer first proposed to Lieber that it was the particular political structure of the United
States that make it a nation, but Lieber countered: “We started a new nation. 1 always
endeavour to show in my lectures on the Constitution of the U.S. that from the first
colonization there was a current leading to a new nationality; and in the Independence it
bodied plainly forth.”

Summer’s and Douglass’s vision of an egalitarian civic sphere and composite nationality
had to wait for the twentieth century.” Commenting on the American path to becoming a

homogeneous society, Connor, writing in the early 1970s, proposed that in America the

% Ibid., p. 38.

* Dorothy Ross, “Are We A Nation? The Conjuncture of Nationhood and Race in the United States, 1850-
1876, Modern Intellectual History, Vol. 2, No. 3 (2005), pp. 327-360, here p. 358. She cites Fredrick
Dounglass, “Our Nationality: An Address Delivered in Boston, Massachusetts, on 7 December 1869,” in
The Fredrick Douglas Papers, ed. John E. Blassingam and John R. McKivigan (New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press, 1991), 4:240-59; see esp. 340-45.

% Ibid. p. 356 she cites from: Lieber to Summer, Aug. 25 1867, Francis Lieber Collection, The Huntington
Library, San Marino, CA. [Emphasis added]. On page 357 Ross notes that “Summer tried to reinforce this
race-free view of the nation by publishing a collection of extracts from mostly European writers that
forecast America’s greatness in terms of its political unity, continental destiny, and liberty, not is racial or
ethnic character. Like the European language of nationhood adapted by other mid-century American
writers, Summer’s collection legitimated the idea of the United States as a nation comparable to the
nations of Europe, but it equally confirmed that the United States could be a great nation without the
ethnic unity attributed to European nationality.” [Emphasis added]

% Ibid., p. 360.
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“[t]otal melting has not yet occurred and may never occur, but it has made great strides and
is progressing on a significant scale.””’ Others, such as Marina Ottaway, suggest that the
“melting pot” notion is obsolete, three decades later:

In the United States, the notion of the melting pot has been debunked, particularly as a new
wave of immigrants from the developing world has shunned outright assimilation by
forming a mosaic of hyphenated Americans. And contrary to the mythology inherited from
the 19th-century Europe, historical evidence reveals that the common identity, or sense of
nationhood, that exists in many countries did not precede the state but was forged by it
through the imposition of a common language and culture in schools.”

Settler-colonial societies which rely on incoming migrants cannot claim to be a nation on
the basis of its original definition since the composition of the society is continuously being
renewed. The identity of such societies is not formed like nations but is invented and at
times re-invented.” Furthermore, the term nation tended to include white settlers
exclusively: in the United States the inclusion into American society through the mid 19™
century was based on ethnoracial lines (colour) excluding Afro-Americans and indigenous
Indian Nations.'” Canada also in the late 19" century practiced exclusion into the “white

. 101
settler nation.”'”

Australian nationality between the 1830s and the end of the Second
World War developed among white settlers from British origins.'® This has ultimately
urged some scholars to develop a new definition of nation which removed the territorial
component thus categorizing all nations as imagined. The pretext seemed more to do with
settler- colonial societies, than with other types of societies of nations, which could not
identify the parameters of the territory they colonized, nor with the continuous incoming

variations of migrants changing their societal composition.

7 Walker Connor, “Nation-Building ...., op. cit., p. 345.

% Marina Ottaway, “Nation Building,” Foreign Policy, Issue 132 (Sep/Oct 2002), pp.16-22, here p.2 from
http://weblinks3.epnet.com/DeliveryPrintSave.asp

% Lyn Spillman, Nation and Commemoration: Creating National Identities in the United States and Australia
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997); Anthony Moran, “White Australia, Settler Nationalism
and Aboriginal Assimilation”, Australian Journal of Politics and History, Vol. 51, No. 2 (November 2,
2005), pp. 168-193.

1% Dorothy Ross, op. cit., pp. 332-333.

%" Enakshi Dua, “Exclusion through Inclusion: Female Asian Migration in the Making of Canada as a White
Settler Nation”, Gender, Place and Culture, Vol. 14, No. 4 (August 2007), pp. 445-466, here p. 450. Dua
notes that the purpose of excluding Asian women migrants was to prevent the settlement of Asian men in
Canada.

192 Anthony Moran, “White Australia. .., op. cit., p. 171.
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Hence, Benedict Anderson,'” Homi Bhaba,'** and Carl Stychin'®® proposed that nations are
imagined as Nan Seuffert summarizes:

...no member can even know all of those who make up the nation, and therefore each
carries a fictional image of the nation. It is an imagined community in the sense that all
members of the nation are imagined as part of a fraternity. This part of fiction typically
masks various forms of inequality, exclusion, and exploitation.'®

Thus, according to this new definition, all nations are imagined: both nations fixed to
territory and those that are psychological or mythical. In this sense settler-colonizer
societies are inflated to “nationhood” on imaginary grounds, while indigenous nations are
conflated from territorial national identity to imaginary psychological bonds. Some scholars
writing on settler-colonial cases have used Anderson’s definition as a basis to discuss
settler-colonizer and native nationhood: Nicole Waller (US), Anthony Moran and Paul
Rainbird (Australia) and Nan Seuffert (New Zealand) just to name a few. This intellectual
maneuver transforms the discourse between settler-colonizers and the colonized nations
into one of perspectives, rather than objective analysis of what terms are valid in with
regard to nations. By assuming that all nations are imaginary, objective analysis of which
societies constitute nations and which are not becomes replaced by subjectivity (this shall
be elaborated on further below). Hence a celebration of Social-Darwinism as Osterhammel
illustrates:

This line of thought met with general approval and seemed irrefutably corroborated by
biology and anthropology... [which some] colonial practitioners transformed racist theory
into violent practice....[Hence, 1]egitimation of colonial rule in the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries... was based not on the right of the conqueror to rule, but on the claims that
conquerors were fulfilling a universal historical mission as liberators from tyranny and
spiritual gloom. Rulers claimed two moral duties: to bring the blessings of western
civilization to the inhabitants of the tropics and to activate neglected resources in backward
countries for the general benefit of the world economy.'”’

An outcome of such an analytical approach produced what can be regarded as a third group

of scholars who assume another proposition which is problematic.

19 Benedict Anderson, Imagined Communities ..., op. cit.

1% Homi Bhaba, “Introduction: Narrating the Nation,” in H. Bhaba (ed.), Nation and Narration (London:
Routledge, 1990).

195 Carl E. Stychin, 4 Nation by Rights (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1998).

196 Nan Seuffert, “Nation as Partnership: Law, “Race,” and Gender in Aotearoa New Zealan’s Treaty
Settlement”, Law & Society Review, Vol. 39, No. 3 (2005), pp. 485-256, here p. 489. Seuffer also cites
Anderson, op. cit., pp. 6-7; Sychin, op. cit., Bhaba, op. cit., pp. 1-8. [Emphasis added]

197 Jiirgen Osterhammel, Colonialism, op. cit., pp. 109-110, citing from Michael Banton, Racial Theories
(Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press, 1987), p. vii.
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iil. Settler colonizers are nations AND are not nations
This category of scholars from the sample literature present a conflicting proposition which
counters Newton-Smith’s theory of meaning in that a term cannot mean something and its
opposite. This group proposes claims that settler-colonizer societies are a “multicultural

nation” or “multinational” or even “nation(s) within a nation”.

In an attempt to reconcile between the descendants of the French settler-colonizers in
Quebec and the descendants of the English speaking settler-colonizers in Canada, Michel
Symour builds on a “civic conception of the Canadian nation, held by most Canadians and
a socio-political conception of the Quebec, held by most Quebeckers.”'® Seymour
proposes that Quebec as a socio-political nation should be accepted as such with a

multinational Canada.'®

Kenneth Roberts categorizes Canada as a “nation” with “internal
nations” and “multicultural”, recognizing the efforts of Canadian political scientists in
theorizing how Canadian multintionalism might be accommodated. Here the interchange
amongst “multinational”, “mulitcutlural” and “internal nations” referring to what he places
within parenthesis “First Nations” (Native Americans), denoting that he does not consider
them as such.''” The inability of settler colonial societies to develop into nations, has put
into motion efforts by social scientists to come up with other combinations of terms which
incorporate the term nation so as not to be categorized as “non-nations”. By implication,
scholars categorizing, in this case, a settler colonial society as a “nation” in order to be
regarded as practicing a “nationalism as liberal ideology and a legitimate practice of nation-

»l111

building. A process in which loyalty of the citizens of such societies is to their
governments, and in so doing, are more willing to recognize themselves as “a common
nation”. According to Valery Tishkov the length of this consolidation process (nation-
formation) “does not in itself account for the homogenous character of, say, Euro-American

112
states.”

1% Michel Seymour, “Quebec ..., op. cit., p. 240.

1% Ibid., pp. 238, 244.

"% Kenneth Mc Roberts, “Canada and the Multinational State”, Canadian Journal of Political Science”, Vol.
34, No. 4 (December 2001), pp. 683-713, here p. 683-686.

Valery A. Tishkov, “Forget the ‘Nation’: Post-Nationalist Understanding of Nationalism”, Ethnic and
Racial Studies, Vol. 23, No. 4 (July 2000), pp. 625-650, here p. 628.

"2 Ibid., p. 643.
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The above analysis illustrates how the term nation is being used by some scholars to denote
entities that are not nations such as cultures, ethnicities, and regarding indigenous nations
as “First Nations” implying that the settler-colonial societies which came later constitute a
nation, or in the case of Canada where the settler-colonial (in French Quebec and the
English-speaking societies) are contesting sovereignty within the state. Here societies,
which cannot be termed as nations are being theorized as “nations” of some modified form
as part of an implicit aspiration to become part of the world community of liberal states, yet
having been part of a settler-colonial process. Furthermore, while the theorizing effort is
put into accommodating such societies, there is scholarly neglect in recognizing that the
nations which were, and may still remain, in the colonized areas are nations by objective
assessment, and attachment to their land. An example of the latter is the Maroon Nations
who often negotiated with colonial troops or colonial governments in America for “fixed
territorial boundaries because the land they inhabited carried the bones of their ancestors,
creating a temporal connection.”'"® In contrast, the settler-colonial scholarship holds the
concept of nationhood to be spatially flexible, and temporally non-linear."'* In other words,
not necessarily with a stable connection to the land or time marking the formation of what it

terms as “nation”.

This group has adopted Benedict Anderson’s definition of a nation as an imagined
community, yet they still aspire to be termed as nation in some form or another by re-
defining the term without the territorial stability and temporal linearity which are intrinsic
to the meaning of the term. For nations, “nation” is a term for objectively distinguishing
nations from non-nations; for the latter the term is a concept that can be altered by
theorizing and in so doing subjectively marginalizing nations. Furthermore, the proposition
that “a nation exists and does not exist” cannot be regarded as valid according to Newton-

Smith’s theory of meaning.

Analysis of i, ii and iii:
In the analysis of the previous proposition “a nation exists and does not exist”’, when the

theory of meaning was applied, it could not be held to be valid. Similarly, when applying

13 Nicole Waller, “ “Not for the Overthrow of Government”? Postcolonialism and Nationhood in an
American Studies Perspective”, Neohelicon, Vol. 35, No. 2 (December 2008), pp. 147-160, here p. 153

114 g7
Ibid., p. 150.
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the theory of meaning the proposition above “settler colonizers are nations and are not
nations”, it cannot be held to valid. What has remained requiring analysis of validity are the
both parts of the first proposition (i.e. ‘a nation exists’ and ‘a nation does not exist’) as well
as both parts of the second proposition (i.e. ‘settler colonizers are nations’ and ‘settler
colonizers are not nations’). The following shall discuss each part and its opposite in each
proposition utilizing the theory of meaning. With regard to nations and the settler
colonizers, also discussed shall be what constitutes the identity of each and how it is
formed. This may produce contrasting implications between the concepts of nations and
settler colonizers. The example of how Canada came to be, and the current challenges it
faces today concerning its demographic composition, can be used to illustrate the contrast

between a nation and settler colonizers.

Before the northern part of north America was colonized by the French, what shall be
termed here as First Nations (Amerindians) had been living on the land since 20,000 to
30,000 years.'"> Accordingly, the Amerindians objectively meet the definition of a nation
as a people who have lived on a particular land continuously and whose identity has been
formed by the sustained interrelationship between themselves as peoples, the land and over
an extended period of time (between 20 to 30 millenniums). Here the term nation is
spatially rigid in that the space in which these peoples developed as nations is confined to
North America. The hundreds of nations that emerged over the northern part of the
continent were territorially specific in that each nation had its territory, culture, and
language in relation to the other nations.''® The term is also temporally linear meaning that
the people have existed on this particular land without interruption throughout the 20 to 30
millenniums. Consequently, the identity of each as a nation was formed by the continuous
interaction between three components which objectively constitute a nation: people of a

particular space over a continuous duration of time.''” The culmination of this sustained

'3 Carol Waldman, Atlas of the North American Indian (New York: Checkmark Books, (1985) 2000), pp. 1-
24; see also Encyclopedia Britanica, CD version (2001): “The ancestors of the American Indians were
nomadic hunters of northeastern Asia who migrated over the Bering Strait land bridge into North America
probably during the last glacial period (20,000-30,000 years ago). By 10,000 BC they had occupied much
of N., Middle, and South America.”

" Ibid., pp. 32-52.

"7 The following concepts have been modified to define the term nation: the term “objective” modified from
the term “subjective” used by Anthony D. Smith, op. cit., pp. 5-32, here p. 29; the terms “spatially rigid”
and “temporally linear” modified from the terms “spatially flexible” and “temporally non-linear” used by
Nicole Waller, “ “Not for the ..., op. cit., pp. 150.
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interaction is a specific identity as a nation. This is consistent with Mark Simpson’s
definition in which each of the people’s “internal legitimacy in territorial terms was
uncontested because its population had, over time, come to constitute a nation, that is a
collectivity who shared a common history, language, culture and attachment to a specific

territory...”'"®

In contrast, the ancestors of the current French Canadians of Quebec came as settler
colonizers from France in 1603. Before this time they had not had contact with this land.
History of the French invaders to Quebec ‘begins’ in the 1600s. Yet the French of Quebec,
in disregard of the First Nations they displaced or replaced in that region, consider
themselves the “rightful inhabitors” of that area in face of the English-speaking settler
colonizers who come in 1773, less than two centuries later.'"” As Walker Connor notes:

Consider the case of a French-Canadian living within the large, predominantly French
Province of Quebec. He lives in an ethnic homeland, which has been continuously
inhabited by Frenchmen since before coming of les Anglais and which is laden with
emotional overtones. English-speaking people are seen as invaders, aliens in a French-
Canadian land."”’
In both cases of the French and the English settler colonizers of Quebec, they seem to meet
Anthony Smith’s categorization as, “.... those without particular pasts can have no peculiar
destinies, and therefore cannot become 'nations'.”"'*' Seeing how they begin to ‘clock’ their
histories at different times (the history of the French of Quebec is zero at 1603 and the
history of the that of the English colonizers is zero at 1773), both are temporally non-linear
as there is not a forging of nationhood through time preceding their subjective beginning of
‘clocking’ from their defferent ‘zeroing’ of time. In other words, they did not hava a prior
and continued eixistance on the land they colonized, prior to the dates they mark as the
beinging of their existence on the ‘new’ land. It follows that these two settler colonial

societies could be categorized as, what Valery Tishkov calls, non-nations.'*

"8 Mark Simpson, “The Experience of Nation-Building. .., op. cit., pp. 463-464.

"9 Author's calculation from arrival of French to Quebec city in 1608 and then taken over by English-
speaking colonial settlers in 1773. Source: Encyclopedia Britanica, CD version (2001).

120 Walker Connor, “Nation-Building ..., op. cit., pp. 346-347. [Emphasis added]

12! Anthony Smith, “State-Making and Nation-Building” in John Hall (ed.), States in History (Oxford: Basel
Blackwell Ltd., 1986), pp. 228-263, here p. 244.

122 Valery A. Tishkov, “Forget the ..., op. cit., p. 628.
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Yet, as also illustrated in the above quote from Walker Connor, the French of Quebec in
disregard of the nations they displaced or replaced in that region, consider themselves
“rightful inhabitants” of that area in face of the English speaking settler colonizers who
come in 1773, less than two centuries later.'” Based the subjective beliefs of both settler
colonizers, each would claim to be a “nation” and would demand mutual recognition
towards the end of the twentieth century. This contest of recognition as nations would bring
the Canadian political system to a crisis, and scholars would begin to theorize terms which
would make Canada “a nation within a nation”, as Michel Seymour would propose. As the
“beginning of the history” according to this discussion begins in 1773 (with the invasion of
the English speaking colonizers), nowhere in this discussion is the legitimacy of the
Amerindians as First Nations to the same land (nearly 30 millenniums) and what

implications this would have on the Canadian political system.

The temporal manipulation — zeroing history at the point where colonization begins — is
also a characteristic of the settler colonization in the United States'>* and in Australia where

Aboriginality not only became merged with Australia’s timeless past, but was contained
within it.... Aboriginal identity was defined in relation to a temporal boundary that was
positioned at the moment of Australia’s colonisation — i.e. the point at which Australia’s
uncolonised past became the colonial present. Aboriginal presence within the colonial
landscape became obsolete: in contrast to the colonial landscape, Aboriginal people were
made to appear an anachronism, a sign of the past transposed upon Western modernity.'*
Furthermore, to the colonial mind “the colonial subject was ahistorical — in other words,
that it was unrelated to the passage of time denoted by Western history ...— was a concept
fundamental to the colonial process.”'*® The First Nations whether in United States or
Australia were categorized as representing non-histories.'?” Consequently, in this discourse,
both communities whether First Nation of settler colonizer, are considered imagined or

myths.'2*

'2 Author's calculation from arrival of French to Quebec City in 1608 and then taken over by English-

speaking colonial settlers in 1773. Source: Encyclopedia Britanica, CD version (2001).

Fredrick Jackson Turner, “The Significance of the Frontier in American Hisotory”, (Excerpts) A paper

read at the meeting of the American Historical Association in Chicago, 12 July, 1893.

125 Rod Macneil, “Time After Time: Temporal Frontiers and Boundaries in Colonial Images of the Australian
Landscape” in Lynette Russell (ed.), Colonial Frontiers: Indigenous-European Encounters in Settler
Societies (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2001), pp. 47-67, here p. 49.

126 1bid., p. 52.

27 1bid., pp. 52-56; Kerwin Klein, Frontiers of Historical Imagination: Narrating the European Conquest of
Native America, 1890-1990 (California: University of California Press, 1997).

128 Nicole Waller, « “Not for ..., op. cit., pp. 150; Paul Rainbird, “Representing Nation, Dividing Community:
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The factor of time is relevant to an objective and therefore legitimate use of the term nation.
Implicit in the Newton-Smith’s theory of meaning, is that a term can not have one meaning
and its opposite meaning at the same time. Time, as we know it, passes along in one
direction. As it moves, time produces what is termed as past, present, and future. Time,
therefore, moves in a linear progression. In other words, it is a sequence of presents or
nows. Each now is replaced by the next “now” turning the first into a past then — a “now”
that has passed. The “now” that has not happened is another future then — a “now” yet to
come. One cannot make a future then that has not happened move back to a now. Nor can
one make a past then that has passed move to a now. Human agency cannot control the
passage of time, alter the sequence of this mechanism (from past then to now to future
then), nor can it change its direction from and along a linear mode from a past to a present
to a future.'” Furthermore, time is cumulative: now represents the sum of past “nows”, and
the future can only be made of the sum of passed “nows”. In other words, one cannot make
a now which is not comprised of the sum of passed “nows”, nor can one make a future
“now” without a sum of the past and present. In this sense, time also assumes linear
cumulative characteristics which human agency cannot change. One can conclude

objectively, therefore, that time is linear both sequentially and cumulatively.

In contrast, hypothetically, if one were to be subjective and yet concrete (i.e. corroborating
with practical and physical evidence from the natural sciences), one could say that one
wants past to jump to future without passing now, or that future can jump to past with
passing now. One could also claim that now can be made without past, and that future can
be made without present and past. In effect, by combining both assertions, one would
effectively be claiming to be able to reverse the direction of time thus reversing the
cumulative nature of time; this as well as being able to break the sequential character of
time by creating distinct periods which are without temporal context(s) i.e. without its past,
its present, and its future. Therefore, one would not even necessarily have to stick to this

order (in other words, shuffling past, present, and future and therefore breaking the

the Broken Hill War Memorial, New South Wales, Australia” World Archeology, Vol. 35, No. 1 (2003),
pp- 22-34, here p. 24; Kerwin Klein, op. cit.

129 perhaps this may be possible in future. Theoretically, however, this would mean acquiring the capability to
interject into, if not rupture, the sequencing of the nows from both thens (the past then and the future
then).
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progressioanl sequence of the three in time). Hence, a subjective human agent would claim
that time is non-linear cumulatively and sequentially. Such subjective claims, cannot stand
a contest with time and is characteristics, for they would have to demonstrate the ability to
create a “now”” without being produced from its past “now” and/or its future “now”, as well
as the ability to alter the direction of time from future to past. Hypothetically, to be
subjective about time is to venture into the fantastical, practically defying at least current

knowledge of physics.

The above creates anomalies which emerge in the discourse about settler-colonial cases.
Referring to America, Kerwin Klein considers the American West as a cultural combat
zone where the historical civilizations of the Old World met the non-historical wilds of the
New, and where a collision of people with and without history still dominates public
memory. This has created conflicts between narration and knowledge, entangling peoples
in philosophies of history which they no longer profess.”*’ In the case of Australia, for
example, the significance of the memorial-day produces contention. Paul Rainbird,
suggests that the foundation of the Australian “nation” has more to do with the World War I
experience, than its independence from Britian in 1901 or the day when the First Fleet
sailed in to Sydney Harbour and Port Jackson on 26" of January 1788 — a date the First

. . . . . . . . . 131
Nations there consider a day of mourning marking invasion and their dispossession.

In addition, from the creation as well as manipulation of temporal boundaries, what
emerges also is the creation of existential boundaries. When it comes to the concept of
nation, and as Anthony Smith admits, it becomes subjective when tackling the
contradictory assertions of what the term nation means. Thus, a claim that a nation can be
and not be at the same time, effectively suggests that a thing can exist and not exist at the
same time, and effectively that fime has assumed both non-cumulative, and non-sequential
properties, and that it is non-linear. Indeed, as shall be discussed below, the literature bears
claims that a collective agency of people can be a nation and be in a nation-making process
at the same time. Hence, logically, and according the linear qualities of time, a collective
human agency cannot claim, in the present, to be something that can only be the future.

Even more so, it cannot claim to be something while it is still in the process of aspiring to

130 . . .
30 Kerwin Klein, op. cit.

1 paul Rainbird, op. cit., p. 23.
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become that very thing. Here, the claim is that one can be living a stage one has not
temporally reached yet, and that one can create a temporal stage (in the present) from
another temporal stage (from the future), without being connected to the past of that stage.
Such people would logically have to claim and substantiate that the future can, and is
practically, creating its past i.e. the present, rather than the past and the present producing
the future (the latter being the normal progression of time). Rod Macneil adds insight about
the power relationship manifested here in the case of Australia:

By suggesting that Aboriginal people had no history that they had no past — that their
presence within the Australian landscape prior to colonisation was inconsequential and left
nothing by which to mark the passage of time. A discourse of temporality — or perhaps
more accurately, the creation or control of such a discourse — presented the possibility
that ongoing indigenous presence with colonial landscape could be erased. Further,
the distinction made between colonial Australia and its ahistorical, uncivilised made it
conceivably possible that colonial Australia and its Aboriginal past did not coexist, or
even coincide — that the space was once inhabited by Aboriginal people was not that which
Australians were making claim. Instead, Aboriginal Australia existed on the Other side
of a temporal boundary, within an uncolonised landscape that was, by definition,
unknown to colonial Australia.'*”

What has is implicitly being said in the above quote is that in the case of Australia, the
indigenous nations were rendered as non-nations in Australian settler colonial discourse by
simply denying that the Aborginies ever had time — and therefore of having ever existed.
The implecations of this are that the indigenous people are ‘tranformed’ into the physical
structures (bodies) bearing qualities of the living, but being treated as physical relics
(temporal ‘fossils’) which settler colonial time clears away like ‘other relics’ on the settler

colonized landscape.

From the discussion above, it has emerged that the term ‘nation’ seems to bear two
contradictory meanings:

A nation (referring to First Nations globally whether in Europe or the Americas or
Australia or Africa): a term deduced through objective analysis, is spatially stable,
temporally linear, and is valid according to the theory of meaning as well as
practical known sciences about the physical.

A ‘nation’ (referring to settler colonial entities in the colonized parts of the globe):
a term deduced from subjective analysis, is spatially flexible (effectively unstable),
temporally non-linear, and is not valid according to the theory of meaning. Hence, a
non-nation.

132 Rod Macneil, op. cit., p. 53. [Emphasis added].
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This level of politics of meaning over the term nation bears resemblance to what Edward
Said called orientalism.

... Oreintalism is underpinned by the material basis of imperialist exploitation and
exercise of power. This is evident, according to Said, in the creating of a consensus about
the 'other', the Oriental nations.... Power, or the lack thereof, therefore, lies at the heart
of the Orientalist discourse and allows the stabilization of the consensus that is critical to
the maintenance of dominance.'*

Furthermore, Said observed that in Orientalism there is no knowledge of the ‘other’ which

134

is not a temporal act. * Rod Macneil explains this point further:

The positioning of the coloniser and the colonised at opposite sides of the temporal frontier
permitted an even greater critical distance from which the colonial ‘us’ could observe the
colonised ‘them’. To exist within Western time implied a certain legitimacy: in contrast, to
exist outside its bounds brought into question not only the civility but the humanity of the
colonial subject."”’

Favouring or promoting a subjective analysis over an objective one has implications on
which peoples are deemed legitimate nations and therefore which have legitimate claim to
nationhood. This reflects, or is even a practice of a form of, power. Here, however, the
power is not only over who controls the meanings of the terms, and for what purpose(s)
they are used, but also who decides who is ‘worthy’ of having a time, and of having a
future, as well as the power and means to scrap ‘others’, allegedly devoid of human
characteristics and severed, from the pulse of life; hence the power to determine who is
worthy of living. The subsequent logical deduction produced from this discourse is that
there can be no crime in eliminating the ‘other’ fundamentally because its mythical
construction of this ‘other’ means that one cannot kill or injure ‘a thing’ that is already dead
or on the sure-path towards death, and particularly after having been ‘cast out’ from time."*
Here this discourse compresses a future-time death with the present life of the ‘other’
being. Thus, in this orientalist discourse, the ‘other’ is the embodiment of death (albeit not
happened yet) and the orientalist discourse portrays this ‘other’ as having no future,
because the orientalist has taken claim of the ‘other’s’ future, in a course in which there
can be only one future, that of the orientalist ‘us’. Hence, according to the orientalist

discourse of the settler-colonial type, the ‘other’ nations are deemed lifeless as they have no

133 See The Concise Oxford Dictionary of Politics. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, (1996) 2003), p. 387,
[Emphasis added].

134 Edward Said, Orientalism (London: Penguin, (1978) 1995).

135 Rod Macneil, op. cit., pp. 52-53.

136 This seems to correspond with John Locke’s definition of slavery as being a delayed death sentence. See
below.
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future in the course of the settler-colonial project except that which has been determined by
the “us’ of settler colonials. This in turn means a total de-railment of the ‘other’ from the
progression of time. In other words, the linear sequence of the progression of time
accorging the orientalist settler colonial discourse is made up as follows: Where the
‘other’s’ (indigenous nations) past has progressed to their present, it (the indigenou’s
present) is replaced with the ‘us’s’ present (of the settler colonial) so that there can only be
one future — that of the ‘us’s’ (the settler colonial’s). Any residuals of the ‘other’s’ phases
of time still in the present should be eliminated as they have (or must have) no future. In

. . 37
this sense, settler colonizers seem to be time-jacking”

the ‘other’s (indigenous nation’s)
future indefinitely, rendering the latter non-existent. Patrick Wolfe has refered to settler-
colonial tendency to genocide as manifesting “the logic of eliminantion... [which] refers to
the summary liquidation of Indigenous people...”'*® Therefore, according to the logical
outcome of this settler-colonial-orientalist discourse, the ‘other’ nations should be made to
have no future by physical elimination or by rendering them without souls, non-human, and
therefore expendible physical relics with no place in the future in the contest over existence
— the power to decided who conceptually and therefore existentially has a tomorrow (the
‘us’ or the ‘other’). In such a configuration, there can be no future where both the ‘us’ and
the ‘other’ exist in this orientalist discourse. It follows according that any elimination
practices of the indigenous is claimed by the settler colonizers to be primarily a ‘self-
defense’ from an indigenous reclaim of their temporal future. Hence, the seeming driving
factor of total war waged by the settler colonials is not out of self-defence from actions by
the indigenous nation may necessarily do in the present. Rather it represents and offensive
by the settler colonizers to create a future totally void of indigenous participation or claim.
In other words, if there are no indigenous left to participate, then there can be no indigenous
re-claim to a future. The means to realize this seems to be through total war which assumes
a temporal in a addition to an existential-eliminating dynamic: rendering the indigenous
nations without a temporal present, thus cancelling both the indigenous’s past and future by

eliminating the linking temporal component, the present and its physical manifestion in

37 From the term “hijack”.
138 patrick Wolfe, “Settler colonialism and the elimination of the native” Journal of Genocide Research, Vol.
8, No. 4 (December 2006), pp. 387-409, here p. 388.
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terms of indigenous people, culture, relics of heritage, and institutions which could shape

their future.

3. The third proposition: “a state is a nation-state AND is not a

nation-state”

This section examines the term state and its synonymity with nation-state from a sample of
literature. Here a pattern seems to emerge regarding settler-colonial-cases particularly
concerning their production-of-existence phase. This phase is actually a settler-colonial-
production-of- existence phase (henceforth the creation phase) which is distinct from state-
formation of other categories of states. In the former, the creation phase precedes the state-
formation and should ideally be separate and sequential. In the other categories of states,
the state-formation occurs without having to create the existence of the people who are to
become part of the state as in the settler-colonial cases. The people already exist on the land
on which their state is forming. Again the following is not intended as a comprehensive
literature review on what has been written on the subjects and categorizations.'*’ Rather, it
illustrates the differences by reviewing some works of some scholars to illustrate the
contrasts between the meanings of the terms examined. W.H. Newton-Smith’s theory of
meaning is also used as an analytical tool to critique the two following propositions which

have emerged from the literature.'*’

i. A state is a nation-state and is not a nation-state
The proposition above proposes that a state is a nation-state on the one hand, and is not a
nation-state on the other. Logically it cannot be true because it contradicts itself. Yet this

does not seem to be what a review of the following sample of literature below indicates

139 Theorists such as Elie Kedourie, Tom Narin, Eric Hobsbawm, and Paul Brass just to name a few have been
left out at this stage of the research. Furthermore, while it may be necessary to address nationalism in
discussions of the nation phenomenon, to include it at this stage would defeat the purpose of the paper
which is to distinguish between nations, states, and combinations of both. Conceptually and to varying
degrees, nationalism tends to be mutually inclusive with nations, states and nation-states. This
characteristic would only shed more confusion to the latter terms. See Walter Schnee, ‘Nationalism...” op.
cit., pp. 1-18. On p.1 he defines nationalism a “one of the ideologies, perhaps the ideology, which
characterizes modern society. In other words, nationalism is a way of thinking about society, whether
domestic or international.”

10 W H. Newton-Smith, ‘Relativism...” op. cit., pp. 106-122.
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with regard to the state. In the first quote of this review is from David Held who considers
that all modern states are nation-states:

All modern states are nation-states — political apparatuses, distinct from both ruler and
ruled, with supreme jurisdiction over a demarcated territorial area, backed by a claim to a
monopoly of coercive power, and enjoying a minimum level of support or loyalty from their
citizens

The above stands in contrast with the legal definition of the state as illustrated in the
following:

A state or political society is an association of persons, living in a determinate part of
the Earth's surface, legally organized and associated for their own government. The
origins of states have probably to be sought in fighting between groups and acquisition of
territory, factors which give rise to cohesion and to the emergence of leaders and rulers....
To be recognized as a state the group of persons must be substantial, usually millions, and
have exclusive possession and control of a distinct portion of the Earth's surface, from
which those people seek to exclude interference by others and within which they
collectively seek to enforce their will.... A state can comprise of more than one nation, or
group of people bound together by history, race, common traditions, and sentiments, and
can comprise many substantial minority groups who are distinct in many cultural respects
and who would frequently regard themselves as belonging to another nation....'*

In the latter part of the legal definition above, a state could comprise of more than one
nation. This already contradicts Held's definition that all states are nation-states.
Furthermore, a nation-state represents “a territorial unit (a state) whose borders coincid[e]
or nearly coincid[e] with the territorial distribution of the national group.”'* This is an
ideal situation, and in fact today perhaps on only 19 out of 192'** states fit the “one nation
in one state” criterion accounting for merely 10% of the world population.'*> Most states
therefore have more than one nation or none at all, but rather ethnic groups. Hence, since
most states are not nation-states, the term sfate cannot be assumed, from a legal
perspective, to mean nation-state. To do otherwise conceptually, i.e. to treat states as
nation-states, would create anomalies such as explaining the mass killings of civilians
during internal conflicts in heterogeneous states. Thus, ethnic cleansing in Ruwanda and

the former Republic of Yugoslavia, for example, should not have occurred according to

"“"David Held, “The Development of the Modern State” in Stuart Hall and Bram Gieben (eds.), Formations
of Modernity (Cambridge: Polity Press in Association with the Open University, 1992), pp.71-125, here p.
87 citing Skinner, 1978, pp. 349-58; Giddens, 1985, pp. 17-31, 116-21.

"“David M.Walker, The Oxford Companion to Law (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1980), pp. 1176-1177.
[Emphasis added].

143 Walker Connor, 'A Nation ... op. cit., p. 39.

44 According to current United Nations statistics, there are now 192 member states.

145 Shu-Yun Ma, 'Nationalims. .. op, cit., p. 2 other original sources cited.
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Held’s definition, because being part of one nation should reduce considerably, if not
eliminate, the possibilities of ethnic killings and refugeedom. Yet, this is what has precisely

happened in both cases amongst others.

Demographic composition of state (state and/or/none nation):

The above brings one to the demographic composition of states which do not meet the “all
states are nation-states” proposition. Shu-Yun Ma classifies states into three main types:
nation-state, multinational state, and state-nation. Which way the state forms depends on
how the combination of nation and state factor with the role of nationalism.'*® These

distinctions allow for a clearer observation of the internal dynamics of the respective states.

a. Nation-state:
Geographically, nation-states are those which boundaries of states and nations are more or
less coterminous. It describes a situation in which a nation has its own state and hence
loyalty to the nation is synonymous with loyalty to the state; these are ideal nation-states.'*’
In 1998, out of 164 states, only 19 fit this criterion of “one nation in one state” representing
a mere 10% of the global population.'*® Gunnar Nielsson observed that nation-states were
“found mostly in Europe and North and Latin America, but rarely in Asia, Africa and the
Middle East.”'* Yet, the term nation-state has come to be applied indiscriminately to all
states. Consequently, the meaning of nationalism has become fixed to represent loyalty to

the nation rather than identification with, or allegiance to, the state.””® This becomes

problematic is in the next category which is not an ideal nation-state.

6 Ibid., p. 7 (printed from internet version) He proposed defining three kinds of states as a remedy to
weakness in Connor's over-generalization that nationalism factored as a “state (nation)-destroying”
influence. He adds, “... in examining the impact of nationalism on the state (nation), Connor neglected the
fact that the latter may also have influence to the former....Throughout my analysis I single out loyalty to
nation as the most essential element of nationalism. ”

" Ibid., p. 2, other original sources cited.

8 Ibid., p. 2, other original sources cited. i.c Gunnar Nielsson who proposed a matrix analysis of state-centric
and ethnic-centric taxonomies.

"Gunnar P. Nielsson, “States and 'Nation-Groups': A Global Taxonomy,” in E.A. Tiyakian and R. Rogowski

(eds.), New Nationalisms of the Developed West (Boston: Allen & Urwin, 1985), pp. 27-56, here p. 53.
Walker Connor, 'A Nation is a Nation..., op. cit., pp. 39-40. He writes: “It is also probable that he habit of

interutilizing nation and state developed as alternative abbreviations for the expression nation-state. The

very coining of this hyphenate illustrated an appreciation of the vital differences between nation and state.
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b. Multinational-state:
In this category a state is made up of more than one nation, meaning more than one
nationalism, and thus more than one loyalty. Hence, “political activists of different nations
in a sub-national state may then make use of this situation to mobilize the people of their
own group. A sub-group can also produce a nationalism."”' Ma adds:

Whether nationalism is state-building or state-destroying in the context of multinational
states then depends on the degree of integration of nations within the state. If integration is
close enough, nationalism also implies loyalty to the state, as in the case of ideal nation-
states. Loyalties of each of the nations form various supporting pillars to the state. The more
the state contains such loyalties from each of the nations, the more cohesive the state can
be. However, these supports can be weakened or may even collapse when the integration
between nations and state breaks down. This may take two forms: (1) conflicts between
loyalty to the state and loyalty to the nation, and (2) conflicts between or among loyalties of
different nations within the state.'”

In the first case, the conflict may not be a bloody one but may affect internal state political
influence and development. An example is the head of a state who serves to benefit
members of his nation by providing political posts and by acquiring economic monopolies.
Thus, the development of the state as a whole is marginalized as priority is placed on
improving the well-being of the core nation.'>® Other nations within the state would be left

out from this process and produce discontent. Groups could form along ethnic lines to deal

It was designed to describe a territorial-political unit (a state) whose borders coincided or nearly coincided
with the territorial distribution of the national group.”

15! Shu-Yun Ma, 'Nationalims..., op. cit., p. 4.

2 Ibid.

"33 Ibid., p. 5. He writes: “Hence, whether nationalism is state-buiding or state-destroying in a multinational
state depends on the degree of integration of nations with the state. D.N. Maclver identified three sets of
assets, which he called “integrative factors,” that determine such degree of integration: coercive,
instrumental and identive. They are summed up as follows: Coercive assets are primarily an autonomous
structure for maintaining authority, control and security in the form of a legal administration, courts,
police and military force. Instrumental assets are economic, technological, administrative and human
resources and the ability to utilize them effectively. Identive assets are values, symbols, traditions,
religions and cultural institutions which endow the seceding unit with legitimacy, social cohesion and
political coherence. Maclver's crucial point is that separatism may appear when the above assets,
especially the identive assets, are internalized with the sub-unit. In other words, nationalism as an
important identive asset is state-destroying when the integrative factors are operating towards the direction
f internalization (from state to nation). Nationalism can be state-building if it is externalized and held by
the state, as in the case of the United States. Various national symbols and the idea of a “common history”
were promoted by the U.S. Government through education and other socialization processes. Immigrants
were subject to strong societal pressures to dissolve in the “melting pot” has been argued as not
significantly different from the Canadian “mosaic,” the “100% Americanism” did function as a strong
state-building force.” (Cited in Ma from D.N. Maclver, “Conclusion: Ethnic Identity and the Modern
State” in C.H. Williams, National Separatism (Vancouver: University of British Colombia Press, 1982),
pp- 299-307, here pp. 301-304. Latter part cited in Ma from Howad Palmer, “Mosaic versus Metling Pot?
Immigration and Ethnicity in Canada and the United States”, International Journal (Summer, 1976): pp.
488-528.
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with the state, though this may not necessarily lead to state-destroying forces but rather
weakens the state at the heights of command."** Should the discontent turn critical then the
loyalty conflict develops into the second case. Here the term national security rather than
meaning the security of the state actually comes to mean the security of the nation(s) within
the state. Hence internal 'ethnic' conflict or even civil war breaks out at the expense of the
well being and sometimes even the territorial unity of the state. If conflict is too deep, a
process of state break-up occurs as each nation tries to create a situation in which it
becomes the only occupier of a territory it claims its own (i.e. representing its nation) to
produce a new nation-state. In this process, ethnic cleansing occurs as Jenifer Preece points
out:

...forcibly moving populations defined by ethnicity (race, language, religion, culture, etc.) to
secure a particular piece of territory — thereby cleansing that territory of a particular group —
has been an instrument of nation-state creation for as long as homogeneous nation-states
have been the ideal form of political organization...[E]thnic cleansing has affected millions
of people around the world.... Indeed, in the twentieth century so widespread was the
practice of ethnic cleansing or forced population transfer (which is the older expression

used to describe those practices associated with ethnic cleansing) so far-reaching were its

155
consequences...”

The case of the former Republic of Yugoslavia is a case of where the state collapsed with
the end of the Soviet era and broke up into smaller states. Even after this break-up into
smaller states, and so long as the ideal nation-state has not been created, conflict could flare
up at any time as they did in 2004, requiring a return of 2000 NATO troops to Kosovo.'>®
Other cases in which nations with a state have sought break up from the state into a nation-

state are Ruwanda, the Ivory Coast, Ethiopia, and Sudan.

c. State -nations:
In state-nations the “states are formed before the nation...were only tribes or ethnic groups

but no nations [exist] at the time of state-formation.”"*” Ma adds:

...In state-nations there is no nation and thus no nationalism at the time of state-formation.
The heterogeneous nature of state-nations often tempts these states to promote nationalism

'3 Shu-Yun Ma, 'Nationalims. .., op. cit., p. 5; (cited additional original sources).

'35 Jennifer Jackson Preece, “Ethnic Cleansing as an Instrument of Nation-State Creation: Changing State
Practices”, Human Rights Quarterly, Vol. 20 (1998), pp. 817-842, here pp. 8§18-819.

156 BBC News 24 (5:00 am): NATO sends 2000 troops the region after 31 people killed violence between
Serbs and Albanians in Kosovo, (20/3/2004). See also http:/news.bbc.co.uk/go/pr/fr/-
/1/hi/world/europe/3552251.stm

137 Shu-Yun Ma, 'Nationalims. .., op. cit., pp. 2, 5; (cited additional original sources).
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from above after their formation. However, these attempts tend to be state-destroying as
they increase the tension between the state and the tribes and/or ethnic groups.'®

He adds that:

In state-nations, nationalism as loyalty to nation does not exist, for the simple reason
that there is no nation. Yet, this does not prevent members of a tribe or ethnic group from
having a strong attachment to their group. I define tribalism as loyalty to tribes and
ethnocentrism as that to ethnic groups. As state-nations only have tribes or ethnic groups
but no nation, it follows that there are only tribalisms and/or ethnocentrisms but no
nationalislgl.... Tribalism and ethnocentrism are thus divisive factors that impede state
building.

Asa consequence,

...state-nations often resort to promote nationalism from above. This is deemed necessary
because the doctrine, while emphasizing cohesive loyalty, is "polycentric" in the sense that
it drops the idea of singularity and centrality of a group, and emphasizes equal status among
nations.... Hence, in contrast to the nationalisms in ideal nation-states and multinational
states which are rooted from below, most nationalisms in state-nations are instigated from
above. While the former are natural and spontaneous, the latter are artificial and alien.'®

Hence, while true nationalism in the sense of spontaneous loyalty to the nation does not
exist in state-nations, there can be artificial nationalisms created from above. However,
tribal or ethnic leaders may be suspicious to the intention of the state's effort of promoting a
unified nationalism.... Hence, contrary to leaders' expectation that a nationalistic campaign
is state-building, the effort may result in counter-productive effects.... On the other hand,

'8 Ibid., p. 7 (printed from internet version)
' Ibid., pp. 5-6 (printed from internet version) (cited more original sources). He adds: “A characteristic of
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tribalism is that it supports the existence of tribes as closed societies, not willing to conduct their affairs in
relation to other groups even after they are included into a state. As each tribe has its own way of life and
attitudes that make it difficult to live in peace with other tribes, there is constant intertribal warfare. With
regard to ethnocentrism, its fundamental feature is "the unshakable faith in the superiority of the group. It
comes close to solipsism." Since virtue and power are believed to belong only to "my" but not "your"
group, ethnocentrism also hampers an ethnic group from co-existing peacefully with other groups.” He
then presents Smith’s categorization of levels of classification of groups: “According to Smith, there are
seven features that characterize a nation: 1- cultural differentiae; 2- territorial contiguity with free mobility
throughout; 3- a relatively large scale; 4- external political relations of conflict and alliance with similar
groups; 5- considerable group sentiment and loyalty; 6- direct membership with equal citizenship rights;
and 7- vertical economic integration. Smith then defined tribes, ethnic groups and nations in terms of the
above features as follows: common 1+2 + kinship network= tribe (examples: Tallensi, Lugusi); +2
+34+4+5= ethnic group (examples: Luo, Wolof, Lulua); ethnic group +6+7 = nation (examples: Ibo,
Somali, Bakongo). Feature 4 and 6 in above are political factors, and each of them plays a role in
differentiating one form of group from another. Here difference among tribes, ethnic groups and nations
thus lies, among other, in the degree of politicization, with tribes at the lower end and nations at the
higher. Since state is one of the highest forms of political entity, demand for possession of own state
seldom comes from a lowly politicized group. In fact, conflicts among tribes and/or other ethnic groups
may take the primitive form of fights for coins, women, or cattle. It is only when a group is politicized to
the point that it has become a nation will there be demand for possession of an independent state. Hence,
among the examples of tribes, ethnic groups and nations mentioned above, only Somali nation formed the
Somalia state.”

Shu-Yun Ma, 'Nationalims ..., op. cit., p. 6 (cited additional original sources). He adds: “ This difference
has led Joshua Fishman to coin the term "nationism" to refer to the latter, in order to avoid giving the term
nationalism "too great a burden to carry."”
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state leaders are similarly suspicious to any group sentiments emerging from below.... The
reason "lies in the heterogeneity of these countries. Even if labeled 'nationalist' by its
advocates, a grassroots collective self-consciousness is likely to be exclusivist and
divisive." Any cohesive sentiments originated from below are thus feared by the central
government as forces that may undermine rather than reinforce the state's authority.'®'
Thus, state-nations find themselves in a dilemma. Should the state promote nationalistic
ideas from above, local elites are likely to react with hostility and if group consciousness
emerges from below, there is a high chance of being suppressed by the state. Ma concludes
that while “genuine nationalism is absent at the time of state-formation, any nationalistic
movements thereafter, whether state-sponsored or mass-initiated, tend to increase the

»162 I cases of extreme

tension between the state and tribes and/or ethnic groups.
deterioration, the state — unable to create a nation — is deemed as to have failed at nation-
building and could collapse as the tribal or ethnic groups compete for power over parts of

the state if not all of it. Somalia and Ruwanda are such examples.

Thus, since most states are not nation-states mostly in the Third World, the question arises
about the reason for upholding such a discrepancy between the term nation-state being
synonymous with state. Mark Simpson gives two reasons: 1) the international framework
of decolonization and 2) a willingness to pretend that states were nation-states even though
they were not. He explains:

... The established international norm was that the new members of the system of states
should be nation-states, and in order to participate in the international game you had to meet
this pre-condition.... [T]he nationalist discourse of Third World anti-colonial elites,
claiming to speak in the name of suppressed nations, strengthened the predisposition on the
part of part of a West where the ideology of nationalism had originated to grant them
independence on such terms.'®

Consequently internal conflict indicated that nation-state categorization was an illusion:

The normative framework against secessionism which had developed over time in the Third
World... [was on] the one hand ...an implicit recognition of the falsity of the myth on
nation-statehood in much of the Third World, [and] yet [at] the same time also a reflection
of a willingness to go on pretending that there was such a thing as a Nigerian, Ethiopian or

1! Ibid., pp. 6-7 (printed from internet version) (cited additional original sources). He adds: “Regarding the

state's integrative movement as a threat to their status and power, they may further emphasize tribalism or
ethnocentrism as a defence against the official nationalism promoted by the state. Such a hostile attitude of
local elites to state-building efforts is particularly common in developing or centralizing countries.”
[Emphasis added].

1bid., p. 7 (printed from internet version) (cited additional original sources).

1% Mark Simpson, “The Experience of Nation-Building ..., op. cit., p. 464.
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Sri Lanken nation that was co-terminous with the territorial limits of the Nigerian,

Ethiopian or Sri Lanken state.'®*
The purpose at this stage in highlighting the three categorizations of the state by a
nation and state configuration has been to show the tendency in non-ideal nation-states or
multinational-states of being unable to achieve loyalty to the state. Here nationalism has
acted as a negative force. Furthermore, the illusion that “states are nation-states” suited
both the new ruling elites of “Third World” countries and the superpowers alike during the
Cold War. It has also suited scholars, particularly in the “First World,” seemingly in order
to endorse inclusion of settler-colonial states into the community of states without being
accountable for their actions against the First Nations (indigenous nations). Hence, other
factors need to be considered in order to be able to contrast states with non-nation states
including settler-colonial ones. The following is a brief overview of the various paths of

state-formation in the hope to conduct a credible comparative study in this research.

ii. State formations: the Western and the settler-colonial

A method of drawing the distinctions between nation-states and non-nation-states is by
highlighting how they emerged. This section takes each type of state with its respective
nation/state combination and contrasts its temporal, geographical and historical contexts.
While there seems to be agreement, more or less, of what a state should comprise of — a
territory, a people which it calls citizens, and a government which organizes the people — it
is less clear whether there is a singular way to arrive at modern statehood. The following

legal perspective on how states are created is a useful starting point:

A new state may be formed by settlement of a distinct area of the Earth's surface and the
adoption of legal and political organization, or more commonly now, by break-away from
an existing state of a province or territory by the inhabitants thereof and their adoption of an
independent organization, or by the grant of independence by one state to the inhabitants of
a territory hitherto governed as a colony or dependency.... '

1 Ibid., pp. 464-645: “And the Cold War reinforced this illusion (or collective self-delusion). As has been
argued elsewhere by one scholar [James Mayall], the Cold War was the taxidermist of the international
system, at least in terms of its cartography.” Citing James Mayall, “Nationalism and International Security
after the Cold War”, Survival, (Spring 1992), pp. 19-35.

' David M.Walker, The Oxford Companion..., op. cit., pp. 1176-1177.
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According to James Mayall, the current global political map is the outcome of four main
waves of state creation since the Congress of Vienna in 1814-1815 which reorganized
Europe after the Napoleonic Wars.'®

...the first was in Latin America in the nineteenth century, with the withdrawal of Spanish
power from that part of the world; the second was in Europe and the Middle East, following
the collapse of the Hapsburg, Ottoman and Romanov empires after World War I; and the
third unfolded when West European governments transferred power to their overseas
possessions after 1945.[A fourth wave was the] disintegration of the Soviet Union [which]
has revealed the extent to which it remained an imperial system in disguise, crumbling like
so many before under the triple impact of overextended power, economic failure and a loss
of faith and intellectual commitment on the part of the ruling establishment. It clearly
started as a result of the withdrawal of Soviet power from Eastern Europe and reassertion of
national aspirations there and around the Baltic Sea.'"’

While the classification above gives a temporal indicator of when most states were created,
it does not explain much about the process of how they were formed, some into modern
states and others not. For this, it becomes useful to use Anthony Smith's breakdown state
formation into four patterns: the western, the immigrant, the ethnic and the colonial

pattern. 168

All these categories are relevant to settler-colonial state formations which are
primarily western, entailed migrant and ethnic populations, and were a particular form of

colonialism.

a. The Western:

The western category is “where state and nation emerge ... with dynastic and territorial
states being built up around a definite ethnic core, to which other ethnic and regional
groups and communities are successively attached by alliance, marriage, coercion and
administrative intervention.”'® To use Ma's criteria, this would be the ideal nation-state,
and to use David Held’s descriptive term which for Weber's is functional (i.e. rationalized),
such nation-states are modern. Geographically, this ideal type occurred in Western Europe.
There are however two schools of thought as to how this was achieved one of which is

represented by Charles Tilly, which is the one this research shall focus on.'” He maintains

'%James Mayall, “Nationalism ..., op. cit., p. 22. While he emphasizes three waves, he later adds the fourth
wave to represent the collapse of the Soviet Union which he proposes could be said to have functioned as
an empire. [Note: The Congress of Vienna: (1814-15) Assembly that reorganized Europe after the
Napoleonic Wars.]

7 Ibid., pp. 22-23.

'S Ibid., pp. 241-242.

' Anthony Smith, “State-Making ..., op. cit., pp. 241-242.

170 The other school of thought is represented by Pal Bakka who maintains that successful state-building in
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that state-making and war-making converged; this seems relevant also to settler-colonial-

state formation.

Tilly argues that war-making and state-making reinforced each other.'”! War “tended,
indeed, to promote territorial consolidation, centralization, differentiation, of the

instruments of government and monopolization of the means of coercion, all the

fundamental state-making processes. War made the state, and the state made war.”'’?

Smith elaborates that according to Tilly:

...what turned a probability into a certainty [of the growth of modern states] was, first, the

external environment, and second, the policies and will of certain elites. By the external
environment, Tilly is referring to the inter-state system, both in its economic sense of a
nexus of core capitalist states engaged in trade wars, and a system of absolutist states
engaged in military warfare and diplomatic rivalries in Europe, especially since the Treaty
of Westphalia in 1648. By elites Tilly means certain absolute monarchs and their chief
ministers and generals who succeeded, often in the face of determined opposition, in
crushing rival centers of power within a staving off external interference, to create compact,
solidarity and fairly homogenous states able to take advantage of the technological
revolutions that spread across the continent from the eighteenth century onwards. It was
their policies and qualities of will and administrative skills that ensured the victory of the
modern European state.'”

Accordingly, David Held adds that states had to able to secure and strengthen their power
basis to order their affairs internally and externally. The capacity of states to organize the
means of coercion through armies, navies and military might and to deploy them, when
necessary, was key. Western globalization was a key feature of the modern states system
and began with “the European states' capacity for overseas operations by means of naval
and military force of long-range navigation.”'™ The success cases of state-making in this

form were England, France and Spain.'” This process however was not without costs:

Europe pivots on process of “concentration of political power in one institution” over a period of five
centuries. Bakka’s hypothesis is relevant to the European context whereas Tilly’s can be utilized in
explaining the settler-colonial-state formation as well. See Pél Bakka, “Elements in a Theory of State-
Building: An Inquiry into the Structural Preconditions for Successful State-Building in Europe”,
Scandinavian Political Studies, Vol. 19, No. 4 (1996), pp. 193-308, here p. 294.

Charles Tilly, Coercion, Capital, and European States, AD 990-1992 (Cambridge, M.A.: Blackwell,
(1990) 1995), p. 97. See also endnote no. 1 of Chapter 1, in Michael Barnett, Confronting the Costs of
War: Military Power, State, and Society in Egypt and Israel (Princeton N.J.: Princeton University Press,
1992), p. 271.

"Charles Tilly (ed.), The Formation of National States in Western Europe (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton

University Press, 1975), here p. 42.

17

'73 Anthony Smith, “State-Making ..., op. cit., pp. 238-239.
74 David Held, “The Development ..., op. cit., pp. 90, 98-99.
'3 Ibid., p. 95.
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If the consolidation of the modern European state was aided by globalization, this process
involved great social costs: the progressive collapse of non-European civilizations, among
them the Moslem, the Indian, and Chinese; the disorganizing effects of western rule on a
large number of small societies; and the interlinked degradation of the non-European and
European worlds caused by the slave trade. The benefits and costs were not, however, just
the result of the expansion of European states system: the picture was more complicated.'”®

Held brings in Immanual Wallerstein's analysis that capitalism, being an affair of the world
economy and not of nation-states, was able to permeate the world. Distinguishing between
two types of world-systems, world empires and world-economies, the former “were
displaced, Wallerstein argues, because the new world economic system was based on a
process of endless accumulation of wealth.”'”” Accordingly, “the modern world-system is
divided into three components: the core (initially located in north-west and central Europe);
the semi-periphery (the Mediterranean zone after its decline from earlier prominence); and
the periphery (colonized and captured territories), although where each of these three
components is located has varied over time.”'”® Hence, Held points out that “while in the
late twentieth century colonialism in its original form ha[d] practically disappeared, the
world capitalist economy create[d] and reproduce[d] massive imbalances of economic and
political power among different component areas.””’ He concludes that and understanding
of the rise of the modern state and how it came to be a national or nation-state entails three
points: (1) that nation-states became supreme because they won at war, (2) that they were
economically successful, (3) and that they subsequently achieved a significant degree of

legitimacy in the eyes of their populations and other states.'™

Consequently, some preliminary observations regarding western nation-state formation are:
(1) nation-state formation extended over a period of several centuries; (2) as Smith points
out, it took place while Western Europe was geopolitically isolated at the time and did not
encounter external intervention;'®' (3) not all political entities in Europe succeeded in state-

182

building (success rate was 1 in 20), °° and (4) a significant number of modern European

76 Ibid., p. 99.

7 Ibid., p. 100.

'8 Ibid., p. 100.

7 Ibid., p. 100.

80 Ibid., p. 103.

'8 Anthony Smith, “State-Making ..., op. cit., p. 238.
182 Author's calculation based on Tilly p. 15.
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nation-states are essentially collapsed former colonial empires benefiting through

globalization from core-periphery relations with former colonies.

b. The immigrant:""

This is “where small part-ethnie are beneficiaries of a state of their own, with or without a

struggle, and they then seek to absorb and assimilate waves of immigrants from different

cultures into what becomes increasingly a territorial nation and a political community.

59184

The main examples Smith gives are America, Argentina and Australia. He does not

mention Israel in this category'® while in a footnote he adds Apartheid in South Africa (at
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The use of the term “immigrant” to depict colonizers or settler-colonizers seems also to connote an
orientalist discourse. See Haunani-Kay Trask, “Settlers, Not Immigrants” in Candace Fujikane and
Jonathan Y. Okamura (eds.), Asian Settler Colonialism: From Local Governance to the Habits of
Everyday Life in Hawai i (Honolulu: University of Hawai‘i Press, 2008), p. vii.

Anthony Smith, “State-Making ..., op. cit., p. 242, see footnote no. 29 in which author writes: “ South
Africa also went through ethnic, colonial and immigrant phases, but now [1986] practices an ethnic policy
within a racial colonialism.” It would seem that Smith means that in contrast to the US and Australia,
which were once colonial and now modern democracies, South Africa under Apartheid , followed a route
a double racism 1i.e. that of colonialism and ethno-centrism. It is interesting to note that South Africa, was
only able to pursue a democratic system after Apartheid imploded from political dominance in 1990. On
the other hand, Smith's use of the term 'racial colonialism' could also be viewed as a contradiction in
terms, for it would assume that colonialism was not inherently racial. This reveals an inherent bias towards
colonial settlers which conceptually allows for the case of Israel to be viewed as a case of ethnically
divided Jews involved in state-building, totally factoring out the Palestinian indigenous population, from
analysis, even, as in Smith's case, as late as 1986. Thus, according to Smith, the Palestinians with Israeli
citizenship are not part of the Jewish state-building project; this amounts to ethnic exclusion and can be
conceptually regarded even within Smith's conceptual framework as another case of “an ethnic policy
within a racial colonialisms” were the indigenous Palestinians are included in his analysis.

Smith does not consider the Israeli case as and immigrant category but rather as an ethnic category; he
writes: “In modern Israel, too, state-making is impeded by an enveloping but divided sense of common
ethnicity. Again, there is a rich set of communal pasts form which to choose for models of a national
utopia; but not so many of these have relevance to state power, since Jewry has been divorced from the
exercise of power and state-making for the last 2000 years. Again, selective memories aligned to social
class and educational stratum can fashion alternative regenerative visions for nation-building; a traditional,
rabbinic prescription can draw sustenance from a genealogical myth of origins and descent traced from the
priestly families of ancient Israel through the diaspora sages and scholars to the latter-day East European
Orthodox rabbis and their followers, while a secular, modernist myth looks across the two millennia of
Jewish exile to the ancient commonwealth of peasants and herdsmen of Israel and Judah under the house
of David. But the division between Orthodox and secular images is not the only rent in the fabric of
Israeli-Jewish ethnicity; there is also the parallel conflict between Ashkenazi and Sephardi Jewry, and the
gulf between their respective outlooks and aspirations, which has resulted in periodic outbursts against the
early vatikim from Eastern Europe. In the case of the Ethiopian Jews, the 'Falashas', intra-ethnic and
religious divisions cross cut each other to some extent, and state authorities had to await religious approval
over the vital question of who counts as and ethnic member, and hence a citizen of Israel. This is just one
of many examples where, despite considerable bureaucratic centralization, ethno-religious factors, instead
of providing a simple, ready-made Jewish base on which to form a strong state on the 'rational' Western
model, as in the West itself, have by their internal fissures and ambiguities helped to weaken and impede
centralizing drives towards state expansion and authority and jurisdiction, including the various legal
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the time, 1986) which he maintains had gone through the following phases: ethnic, colonial
and immigration phases, and was practicing “an ethnic policy within a racial
colonialism”."®® What this policy seems to mean is ethnic discrimination, which is racist,
within an already racist colonialism, hence an augmented form of racism. Such forms of
settler-colonial states create their existence as political entities on foreign territory and by
subduing or even eliminating the indigenous First Nations.'®” Once this creation phase has
been completed, then the colonial settlers begin their state-building process, claiming to be
an ethnic group. Furthermore, this ethnic group then claims itself to be engaged in nation-

building, by being “a nation of immigrants™'®®

while still taking on new immigrants in its
state-building phase. In so doing it creates its own past by constantly merging its present
with its future as it moves with these multiple projects in a temporal labyrinth. Here it
becomes difficult to separate goals from processes, and whose futures from whose pasts

and presents of consecutive 'immigrants' are being shaped into “nationhood”.

Hence, in order to become a nation, the new immigrants have to make new pasts, which
include the relatively shorter new pasts of the core colonial-settlers in order become
collectively a 'nation' territorially characterized and a political community. It follows then
that such a grouping as the Americans cannot even be called “a nation of immigrants”
(which means a temporally finite stage that has supposedly ended at some point in time) as
long as it is absorbing new immigrants (which is temporal indefinite and still continuing).

Hence, the process of making a collective past is constantly being interrupted by

legacies, the extreme multi-party system, and the influence of diaspora Jewish communities, especially in
the United States. There are also factors that also work towards greater state authority like the size of the
country, the role of the army and education system, heavy urban concentrations and industrialization, and
above all, the security problem and the general Arab-Israel confrontation. But, paradoxically, successive
wars, though they may strengthen the military, have not enhanced state power in the same measure; and
this may be attributed, in part, to ethno-religious divisions within a common ethnie....” See Anthony
Smith, “State-Making ..., op. cit., pp. 250-251.
Anthony Smith, “State-Making ..., op. cit., p. 242, footnote no. 29.
This entails ethnic cleansing of the indigenous populations on a large scale (which could go on for an
extended period of time) as in the United States, Canada, Australia and New Zealand. Apartheid South
African was unable to capitulate the indigenous population and hence self-collapsed, while Israel has not
been do so. The following statistics are indicative: Ethnic composition of indigenous populations in
respective colonial setter states: in USA: Amerindian and Alaska Native 1.5% of total population; in
Canada: Amerindians 2% of total population; in Australia: Aborigines 1% of total population; in New
Zealand: Maoris 9.7% + Pacific Islanders 3.8% = 13.5% of total population. Contrast these with the
following cases where the settler state has collapsed or is still facing conflict: South Africa: white settlers
13.6% of total population (Apartheid collapsed in 1990); in historical Palestine: Jews are 55% of total
population (still in conflict with Palestinians) — author's calculation. Sources: (CIA World Factbook)
webpage www.cia.gov/cia/publications/factbook/geos and www.passia.org/index_pfacts
Walker Connor, 'A Nation is a Nation ..., op. cit.,, p. 38.

186
187

188

68



newcomers who have yet to make a past within the collective. It seems a contradiction to
claim to be an outcome i.e. a nation when one is still in a process of yet-to-achieve that
outcome i.e. to absorbing new immigrants to become a nation and to claim to be a nation
while this is still happening. Canada is also still absorbing immigrants, Australia and New
Zealand are weary of absorbing refugees.'®” Smith's culminating definition of nation entails
both the process and outcome at the same time:

So that, for our purposes, the 'nation' becomes a territorialized, politicized, homogenized
and economically unified ethnie, even if much of the 'historic culture' of that ethnie is
'reinvented' for present-day needs.'”

To be conceptually consistent, only when the immigrant-absorbing component is no longer
part of the state-building project, can a project of building a collectively inclusive past be
claimed to have begun. In other words, a nation needs to have a continuous and common
lived past on a particular land. If there are constantly newcomers, then a unified common
past cannot be shaped; it becomes a collection of pasts and new presents of the newcomers
jumbled together but not merged into one. This is still, however, short on two accounts
from being considered to be heading towards becoming a nation. The first is that unless the
indigenous nation has become extinct, the colonial settlers would still remain conceptually
as the newcomers in contrast with the indigenous. To exclude the First Nations from being
within conceptual category of nations, is not only subjective but suggests a racist
conceptual framework. Furthermore, to re-define and conflate the standing of First Nations
into ‘enthic groups’ or ‘minorities’ would amount to what the Edward Said called
orientalism as it constructs the “other” in a distrcutive form. This is further complicated
when the settler colonizers bring in other peoples as slaves during the settler-colonial
production of existence phase. The primary example of this is the Afro-Americans who
were brought to settler-colonial entities as slaves not as immigrants. In the course of the
progression of settler-colonial societies, this created tensions of assimilation as Connor
mentions:

Black nationalism, by contrast, may directly challenge the larger “us” of the American
nation.... In refusing to identify with the American nation, and in postulating a rival black
nation, black nationalism constitutes a nationalism in the most correct sense of the word.

'8 On tensions in Australia with new immigrants see Australia cracks down after camp riots in immigration
detention centres (2/1/2003) see http:/news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/asia-pacific/2621131.stm ; on refugee
riots in New Zealand see Refugees fight to stay in NZ (17/4/2000) http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/asia-
pacific/717107.stm

1% Smith introduces this definition of nation in footnote no. 30 p. 243. See Anthony Smith, “State-Making
..., Op. cit., p. 243.
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This is so whether the nationalist advocates “two nations, one state” or actual political
separation.... The key factor that differentiates the process of assimilation in the United
States is that the impetus for assimilation has come principally from the unassimilated, not
from the dominant group. The typical non-African immigrant voluntarily left his cultural
hearth and traveled a substantial distance, in both physical and a psychological sense, to
enter a different ethnopolitical environment which recognized no notable political or
psychological relationship with his former homeland. Moreover, in any one generation, he
and other immigrants of his particular ethnicity were few in number relative to the
dominant, Anglo-Saxonized, American population.... ethnic problems within the United
States have not been characterized primarily by the resistance of minorities to assimilation,
but the assimilation of the rate desired by the unassimilated."’

The portrayal above stands in contrast with what would ideally be a civic nation-building as
Pal Kolste writes:

Leaders intent on building a civic rather than an ethnic nation will attempt to secure the
political loyalty of all inhabitants without encroaching upon their cultural distinctiveness.
Citizenship will not be a concomitant of ethnicity, and all citizens will enjoy equal political
rights. Political traditions and symbols common to all ethnic groups will be cultivated. '

The above suggest that settler-colonial societies which still rely on absorbing newcomers
have a distinct process of state-formation than those societies which have remained intact in
terms of a continued presence on a territory for an extended duration of time and thus
forming a common past and identity which is combined with this process. Settler colonial
state formation by bringing in newcomers seems to be constantly mixing pasts by included
people with pasts from different lands; this seems to have an effect on the cohesion of such

communities as they become comprised of multiple ethnic groups.

I ' Walker Connor, “Nation-Building ..., op. cit., pp. 345-346. While Connor wrote this in the early 1970s it
still seems relevant and not only within the USA context: on 1992 LA riots see
http:/news.bbc.co.uk/onthisday/hi/dates/stories/april/29/newsid_2500000/2500471.stm#top ; on recurrence
of LA riots in 2002 “LA4 is on fire again: Ten years after the Los Angeles riots — during which 54 people
were killed and 1,100 buildings were damaged or destroyed, causing a total of 1$billion worth of damage-
LA is on fire again (3/7/2002) see http://news.bbc.uk/1/hi/programmes/crossing_continents/2089812.stm.;
on Amerindians in USA see America’s failing native peoples’ (11/10/2002) According to the article
“...Amnesty International says America's native peoples are still one of the most marginalized and poorest
communities in the world, discriminated against and often exposed to grave abuses of human rights.” see
http:/news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/americas/2318757.stm; within the Canadian context on recently giving
aboriginal tribes governing powers see Mohawks move to self-government (31/5/2001) see
http:/news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/americas/1361175.stm, also Canada passes land-claims treaty
(14/12/1999) see http:/news.bbce.co.uk/1/hi/world/americas/5654140.stm

192 pal Kolste, “Nation-building in the Former USSR”, Journal of Democracy, Vol. 7, No. 1 (January 1996),
pp- 118-132, here pp. 120-121.While he mentions the US as a case of civic nation-building, without ethnic
core-centrism, recurring ethnic tensions within over the past decade are indicators to the contrary.
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c. The ethnic:

This is “where ethnie exist in varying degrees of completeness and self-consciousness prior
to the advent of the modern, rational state and of nationalism, which then demands the
'upgrading' and transformation of these ethnie to fully-fledged nations replete with their
own territories, economies, legal rights and education systems. This demand, in turn, gives
rise to a drive for autonomy and statehood, as a means for creating the nation and giving it
a protective shell.”'** Smith adds:

...after 1945, the imposed alien state evokes an elite nationalism based on artificially
constructed boundaries and territories. At the same time, it rouses a conflicting mass [//]
ethnic nationalism, which may demand separation from the post-colonial state. Here the
chances of conflict over basic loyalties and identities is greatest, with minority and
peripheral ethnie competing with each other or with dominant and strategic core
communities and their ethnically-inspired state elites, the concept of the 'state-nation' being
in sharp opposition to that of the 'ethnic nation'.'”*

While there is some overlap between the ethnic category and the colonial, the former is
distinct in that it occurs after a political system of rule has failed to maintain territorial
congruity. A major recent example is the collapse of the former Soviet Union and its
subsequent break-up into republics with various ethnic configurations. Here Kolsto, gives a
profile of the ethnic nation-builders as such:

Ethnic nation-builders identify the symbols and traditions of the state with those of the
titular nationality. Authorities strive from maximal correspondence between ethnos and
polity, the preferred methods being induced out-migration of minorities and their exclusion
from decision making. The methods of assimilation and border revision are less popular, the
former because it seems to threaten the dilution of the “pure” titular ethnos, and the latter
because it may require the surrender of territory.'*

In contrast Smith argues that the nature and intensity of ethnic ties could unmake states:

1> Anthony Smith, “State-Making ..., op. cit., pp. 242-243 see footnote no. 29 in which author writes: “South
Africa also went through ethnic, colonial and immigrant phases, but now [1986] practices an ethnic policy
within a racial colonialism.”

Anthony Smith, “State-Making ..., op. cit., pp. 242-243. In footnote no. 30 p. 243 the author writes:
“There is of course, much overlap between these four trajectories and periods; but it is interesting that in
each case the state, and at least a regional-inter-state system, is in the sense of territorial, legally and
economically unified, and educationally homogenized, historic culture communities, even if they do not
require states of their own, can most easily be created through state agencies and operations, once they
have a core historic culture, i.e. an ethnic core. So that, for our purposes, the 'nation, becomes a
territorialized, politicized, homogenized and economically unified ethnie, even if much of the 'historic
culture' of that ethnie is 'reinvented' for present-day needs. Clearly, the 'nation' is much more complex and
abstract 'ideal-type' unit than an ethnie; that is why there are so many forms of nationalism, expressing the
varying visions of 'the nation' entertained by nationalists at different times and in different milieux.”

1935 p3l Kolste, “Nation-building ..., op. cit., p. 120.
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...the central difficulties of both state-making and nation-building stem from the nature
and intensity of ethnic ties and sentiments, and that lack of ethnic foundations and
resilience can unmake states and dismantle nations as much as any inept elite activities
or geopolitical calculations. While many processes and activities go into the 'making'
of states and the 'building' of nations (both of which are ideological metaphors about
large-scale abstractions and constructs) — economic development, communications,
urbanization, linguistic standardization, administration — there are equally important
questions of meaning, identification and loyalty which 'make sense' of, and 'give purpose'
to, otherwise unpatterned processes. The aspirations for identity, unity and autonomy that
form the main ideological dimensions of nationalism undoubtedly confer from the main
ideological dimensions of nationalism undoubtedly confer that 'meaning' and 'purpose' on a
gamut of modern processes engulfing individuals.'

Mark Simpson elaborates furthers on the phenomenon of state failure which he describes as
follows:

While the labels are often applied in terms of the failure of Third World states to initiate
and sustain a process of economic development in their territories, or to develop
depoliticised, rational bureaucratic/administrative structures along Western lines which
would allow for successful implementation of decisions emanating from the political centre
in the peripheral areas, it is also argued that one of the main causes of their weakness lies in
their inability to build nations out of the ethnically diverse societies they inherited at
independence. The resulting problems of secessionism and irredentism, are ultimately
rooted in a crisis of legitimacy on the part of the state in Africa and Asia, an inability to
create a central focus for the loyalties of their citizens who are seen to be trapped in their
'pre-modern' parochialisms.'”’

Marina Ottaway provides the following brief context for state failure:

Colonial powers formed dozens of new states as they conquered vast swaths of territory,
tinkered with old political leadership structures, and eventually replaced them with new
countries and governments. Most of today's failed states, such as Somalia or Afghanistan,
are a product of colonial nation building [i.e. colonial state-building]. The greater the
difference between the precolonial political entities and what the colonial powers tried to
impose, the higher the rate of failure.'”

This in consequence could lead to state collapse, which is a post-conflict condition where
there may be no state at all."”” Terrence Lyons and Ahmad Samatar provide the following
definition of this:

State collapse occurs when structure, authority, legitimate power, law, and political order
fall apart, leaving behind a civil society that lacks the ability to rebound to fill the
vacuum....Without the state, society breaks down and without social structures the state

1% Anthony Smith, “State-Making..., op. cit., pp. 243-244. [Emphasis added].

7Mark Simpson, “The Experience of Nation-Building... op. cit., p. 463.

8Marina Ottaway, op. cit., p. 2.

%¥Sarah Petrin, ‘Refugee Return and State Reconstruction: A Comparative Analysis.” in New Issues in
Refugee Research, UNHCR Working Paper No. 66 (August 2002), pp. 2-4, here p. 2.
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cannot survive. State collapse is not a short-term phenomenon but a cumulative,
incremental process similar to a degenerative disease. Governments lose their ability to
exercise legitimate authority unevenly over territory. Certain regions decompose or fall
away from central control, as happened in northern Somalia in the late 1980s, while others
remain within the government's realm. States may also collapse unevenly over time....The
syndrome of state collapse often begins when a regime loses its ability to satisfy various
demand-bearing groups in society as resources dry up.>”

Abdel-Fatau Musah includes the role of globalization in state collapse:

Rapid globalization may have united the world’s peoples around certain shared values, but
in weak states it has also ruthlessly exposed the inadequacies of governance and catalysed
the violent empowerment of non-state actors — warlords, terrorists, private military
entrepreneurs. We live in an era when state and non-state actors alike are guaranteed speedy
and often indiscriminate access to lethal technologies, including night-vision equipment,
satellite communications gadgets, and rocket-propelled grenades.””’

Within the African context, Musah has this to say:

Most so-called 'collapsed states' in Africa are extreme cases of the complex and
contradictory processes of state-making and unmaking which are unfolding in the continent.
Beneath the veneer of sovereignty, virtually all these nations started their independent
existence in the 1960s as shell states. Since then, they have either followed the path of self-
destruction (state collapse) or have sought to fill the shell with institutional content (state-
making). Private military intervention is one of the key external factors undermining the
state-building project.””

He provides what can be a useful way of distinguishing between the ethnic state-formation
(which adopted a Tillian formation) from the next category, the colonial (which advanced
towards the Weberian formation). This category of states, and particularly in Africa, Musah

writes that:

[T]he legacy of colonialism weighed heavily on early state formation in African. In the first
decade after independence, all African states looked alike in at least three respects. All were
founded on a contradiction between traditional values and grafted inherited institutions. All
were vulnerable to the vagaries of external political and financial systems; and, within all of
them the security sector was singled out as a priority area for consolidation. Thus, African
states as a group shared arbitrary boundaries, extractionist / rentier production relations, and
repressive security apparatuses.... Beyond their similarities, however, the African states are
differentiated by the paths to development that they followed since the 1960s. The modern
state is regarded to have passed through a 'Tillian' formation, whereby the state operated as
a 'security racket' ... to a 'Weberian' (Bonapartist) form marked by bureaucratic impartiality

200 Quoted from Terrence Lyons and Ahmad I. Samatar, “Somalia: State Collapse, Multilateral Intervention,

and Strategies for Political Reconstruction”, Brookings Occasional Papers (Washington D.C.: 1995), p. 1.
They cite William I. Zartman (ed.), Collapsed States: The Disintegration and Restoration of Legitimate
Authority (Boulder: Lynne Rienner, 1995).
21 Abdel-Fatau Musah, “Privatization of Security, Arms Proliferation and the Process of State Collapse in
Africa”, Development and Change, Vol. 33, No. 5 (November 2002), pp. 911-933, here p. 920.
292 1bid., p.911.
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and the pursuit of public welfare in a context of relatively widespread socio-political
legitimacy... Most African states can be understood to have taken a Tillian form. A few
were less Tillian and more Weberian from the beginning; in these cases, the civil societies
fostered in them have been better able to withstand the destabilizing effects of the post-Cold
War era and continue the drive towards Weberian statehood. Others, however, have evolved
from Tillian to extreme Tillian states.””

While here as well there are many themes that could be highlighted, the following are some
of the points that can be observed: (1) ethinc type of state-formation is a dire form of state
creation which leads to further state failures and collapse, if not prolonged conflict; (2) in
contrast with nation-state formation which extended over several centuries, the life cycle of
state formation in most Third World state is about half a century (i.e. a time factor of 1 to 8
at least); (3) again in contrast with nation-state formation the ethnic state-formation
category is unable to protect itself from even private external intervention in its
'sovereignty' and (4) state failures, especially state-collapses, are the result of inability, let
alone failure, to build a state apparatuses to fit the size of the border-shells they have found

themselves in after colonialism.

d. The colonial:

This is “where a modern, rational state is imposed from above on populations which are
divided into many different ethnic communities and categories, who band together to
achieve independent statehood under the aegis of a state-wide nationalism, and then try to
use this territorial state and its 'nationalism' to create a unified nation out of these divergent
ethnie.”™™ Smith adds examples such as Latin-American countries, where a semi-modern

colonial state was imposed onto populations whom it fuses, in varying degrees, culturally

5

and who share their culture with their rules.’’> A more technical historical context is

provided by Abdel-Fatau Musah:

The current collapse [of states] has its roots in the vast proliferation of nation-states,
especially in Africa and Asia, since the end of World War II. When the United Nations
Charter was signed in 1945, it had 50 signatories. Since that time, membership has more
than tripled, reflecting the momentous transformation of the pre-war colonial world to a
globe composed of independent states. During that period, no nearing its conclusion
following the independence of Namibia in 1990, the U.N. and its member states made the
“self-determination of peoples” -- a right enshrined in the U.N. Charter — a primary goal.**

29 1bid., pp. 915-916.
294 Anthony Smith, “State-Making..., op. cit., pp. 241-242.
205 77 -
Ibid.
296 Abdel-Fatau Musah, “Privatization ..., op. cit., p. 920.
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The subsequent post-Cold War outcome was as follows:

... the end of the Cold War has unleashed new forces of dissent sub-nationalism and given a
second wind to older ones, taking the political map out of the deep-freeze to which it had
been consigned. We are now witnessing the return, with a vengeance, of that oldest of
dynamics in the international system, namely the fission and fusion of states. And at the
present stage,... the emphasis is clearly more on the centrifugalism rather than
centripetalism.””’

While states may tend towards fusion and centrepetalism as systems, not all may be able to
maintain such a dynamic. Those which become affected by fission and centrifugal
dynamics due to, for example, multiplicity of nations of ethnic groups may, in the worst
case scenario, end up as failed states. These could pose security threats according to Gerald
Helman and Steven Ratner:

.the failed nation-state, utterly incapable of sustaining itself as a member of the
international community. Civil strife, government breakdown, and economic privation are
creating more and more debellatios, the term used in describing the destroyed German state
after World War II. As those states descend into violence and anarchy — imperilling their
own citizens and threatening their neighbors through refugee flows, political instability, and
random warfare....*"*

Another outlook with regard to the future of the state in Africa was given by Jeffrey Herbst
who concluded that “some states will probably be unsuccessful in finding ways of building
the state in times of peace and will therefore remain permanently weak.” He then goes on to
propose that the international community would “have to develop non-traditional policies
for helping a new brand of states; those that will continue to exist but that will not

209
develop.”

From the analysis of a specific type of colonial state-formation, the settler-colonial type
emerges from the analysis above, as well as from the literature. Consequently, another

category can be added to the list of types of state-formation which is the settler-colonial.

7 Marck Simpson, “The Experience of Nation-Building: Some Lessons for South Africa”, Journal of
Southern African Studies, Vol. 20, No. 3 (September 1994), pp. 463-474, here p. 465. [Emphasis Added].

%8 Gerald B. Helman and Steven R. Ratner, “Saving Failed States”, Foreign Policy, 89 (Winter 1992-1993),
here p. 1. (Viewed from internet version).

299 Jeffrey Herbst, “War and the State in Africa” International Security, Vol. 14, No. 4 (Spring 1990), pp.
117-139, here p. 119.
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e. The settler-colonial”"’

This is another category of state-formation particular to settler-colonial systems. This
research proposes that this type undergoes two phases: the first is what shall be called here
the production-of-existence phase (henceforth the creation phase) in which the settler
population acquires land and settles it to form a new territorial existence. This phase
becomes completed when the First Nations or the indigenous nations become reduced so
that they no longer affect the settler-colonizatoin process. Settler-colonial states that have
realized this phase move on to the next phase with could be called state-building phase.
This is where the state institutions begin to develop to represent the whole of the settler
society of the settler-colonial state. Some cases of settler-colonization that have surpassed
the creation phase are the United States, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand. Some
settler-colonial cases which have not surpassed this phase were Rhodesia and Apartheid
South Africa. Nothern Ireland and the Zionist cases could be argued to be cases yet to be
determined as they are still exist as on-going systems while Rhodesia became Zimbabwe in
1980, and Apartheid South Africa collapsed in 1991. From the literature about the types of
wars waged upon the First Nations by colonizers, some consider the production of settler-
colonial-existence wars as total wars while another group of scholars have regarded these
wars as limited (not total wars). Hence, a fourth proposition which illustrates a
contradiction has emerged, aside from the others covered in this chapter, which requires
and examination of validity. Hence, the fourth proposition:

Settler-colonial- production-of-existence war is total war AND is not total war.

According to Newton-Smith’s theory of meaning, the above cannot be valid. In other
words, settler-colonial-production-of-existance war cannot be categorized as total war and
also be categorized as not being total war i.e. limited war. Thus, each of the two

possibilities of this fourth proposition needs to be examined.

19 On settler colonies see also Anna Johnston and Alan Lawson, “Settler Colonies” in Henry Schwarz and
Sangeeta Ray (eds.), A Companion to Postcolonial Studies (Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, (2000) 2005),
pp- 360-376.
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i. Settler-colonial war on the colonized nations is total war

In the formation of modern states in Europe, and according to Charles Tilly’s analysis,
state-making and war-making were two activities each reinforcing the other. Similarly, the
production of settler-colonial existence or the creation phase and war-making seem also to
have also been simultaneous activities, each reinforcing the other in order to acquire more
land for settler-colonization. In a paper delivered to the American Historical Association in
Chicago, in 1893, Frederick Jackson Turner declared his thesis that the American frontier
had formed the distinctive character of the American people and history. According to
Turner, the frontier “was not simply a place but a process where the ‘unsettled’ became
‘settled ... by the physical movement of settlers on the land.”*"" “Each [frontier] was won

- - 212
by a series of Indian wars.”

In contrast with the type of war-making that accompanied
state-making in Europe, settler-colonial-state creation utilized a particular type of war-
making distinct from the European.

As Europe after 1648 entered an age of limited war, employing the means of carefully
regulated combat among professional armies to achieve ends of limited dynastic
advantage, in North America the colonists and the Indians were discovering that their
cultures were so incompatible that they could not well endure side by side. Wars between
settlers and the Indians became — beginning at least with King Philip’s War in New
England in 1675-1676 — struggles aimed at reducing the enemy to military impotence.
To this end, the means frequently disregarded European restrictions on attacks
against the property and lives of noncombatants. Seventeenth and eighteenth-century
Americans came to conceive of war in more absolute terms than their European
contemporaries. >

The above citation distinguishes between limited war which engages in regulated combat
by and against professional armies to achieve limited ends for political gains. In contrast,
what is termed as “absolute” (here meaning total war), the aim is to reduce the opponent —
combatants with and through the non-combatants — to military inability. The end in such
wars is total defeat by any means necessary. The German General Erich Ludendorff in his
book of 1935 entitled “Total War”, characterized this type war as one in which the people

are involved in the war effort.>'*

I Nigel Penn, “The Northern Cape Frontier Zone in South African Frontier Historiography”, in Lynette

Russell (ed.), Colonial Frontiers ..., op. cit., p. 19. Originally citing from Fredrick Jackson Turner, op.
cit., pp. 3, 4 and 28.

*12 Fredrick Jackson Turner, op. cit., pp. 2, 4.

213 Russell F. Weigley, “American Strategy from its Beginnings through the First World War”, in Peter Paret
(ed.), Makers of Modern Strategy from Machiavelli to the Nuclear Age (New Jersey: Princeton University
Press, (1986) 1994), pp. 408-443, here p. 409. [Emphasis added].

1% The term “limited war” is a modern one in English that became popular only in the 1950s while the term
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Colonial wars, wherein nations or tribes are fighting only for their life, and whom the
opponent can simply crush, bear, as far as the attacked nations or tribes are concerned,
the character of a totalitarian war, and are waged by such tribes for moral reasons. For
the rest, these wars are most immoral actions, and do not deserve the sublime and serious
definition of warfare. They are stirred up and waged out of greed, and not for the preservation
of the nation.*"

Hence, a particular characteristic of total war, as Beartrice Heuser points out, can be

summed up in the following:

Total War is waged by and entire population against not only the armed forces of a
designated enemy group, but against every one of its members, man, women or child,
explicitly denying any distinction between combatants and non-combatants.*'®

This type of war was also waged on First Nations in other settler-colonial cases such as

Canada, Australia, and New Zealand.

ii. Settler-colonial war on the colonized nations is limited war
In a reference work on War edited by Lawrence Freedman, the whole category of wars
waged on colonized peoples comes under section on “limited war”. Some of the scholars
included in this section and with this view include for example, Colonel C.E. Callwell who
claims that:

The suppression of the Indian Mutiny and the Anglo-French campaign on the Peiho, the
British operations against the Egyptian army in the 1882, and the desultory warfare of the
United States troops against the nomad Red Indians..., can all alike be classed under the
category of small wars.*"’

Small wars as termed in the quote above are categorized in the book under limited wars and
therefore mean limited wars. Another scholar, L. J. Shadwell categorizes war with
colonized nations as limited war based on the absence of battle formation:

No savage nation, as far as I am aware, employs second and third lines of troops, either in
the attack or the defence, and consequently, if the first line — which contains every available
man — is defeated, the enemy has no general reserve to bring up to cover his retreat or make

‘total war’ was invented towards the end of the First World War in France and then made popular by the
German Erich Ludendorff in the mid-1930s; Jan Willem Honig, “Clausewitz’s On War: Problems of Text
and Translation”, in Hew Strachan and Andreas Herberg-Rothe (eds.), Clausewitz in the Twenty-First
Century (New York: Oxford University Press, 2007), pp. 57-73, here see p. 65.

215 Erich Ludendorff, The Nation at War, (trans.) A. S. Rappoport, (London: Hutchinson & Co. Ltd., 1936),
pp- 16-17.

*16 Beatrice Heuser, The Bomb: Nuclear Weapons in their Historical, Strategic and Ethical Context (New
York: Pearson Education Inc., 2000), p. 114.

217 Cited in Lawrence Freedman (ed.), War (Oxford, New York: Oxford University Press, 1994), p. 315.
Original source is from C.E. Callwell, Small Wars: Their Principles and Practice (London: HMSO,
1906), pp. 21-24. [Emphasis added].

78



a counter attack. Once such a foe has been defeated no rearguard is formed to cover retreat,
and the loss of the morale is infinitely greater than a European force. *'*

Furthermore, in an indication that war waged on the colonized could be on the face of it
limited on the part of the colonizer due to technological advances yet actually total upon the

. . g 21
colonized due to absence of “force multipliers™*"

which can inflict high tolls with limited
effort, Shadwell, notes:

...on account of the advantages which civilized troops posses over savage or semi-
barbarous foes, owing to the power of discipline and of better weapons, and to the
possession of artillery and machine-guns, a well-handled European force can resist or attack
with every chance of success a much greater force of savages or semi-barbarians than it
could of disciplined Europeans.**

The above suggests that colonial wars upon the colonized may seem of a limted nature
because of the techonological superiority over the indigenous. Yet in the previous quotes,
settler-colonial wars are regarded as total wars. The implication in the last quote by
Shadwell is that the war upon the colonized remains total while the colonizer, with the
technological advantage, is able to maintain it as a limited-war-task on their side, with the
possession of “force multipliers” such as the machine gun. This does not seem to change
the whole nature of the type of war in its total nature waged upon the colonized combatants
and non-combatants. This element shall be discussed in more detail in the next chapter. It is
sufficient at this stage to highlight that settler-colonial wars upon the First Nations or the
indigenous peoples seem more like total wars as they aim to eliminate the presence of the
indigenous from the expanding “frontiers” replacing them with settlers. That this category
of war is termed as limited by the colonizer seems to be a distortion, implicitly suggesting
that all victims from the colonized in the settler colonial wars are combatants whereas in
effect include both combatants and the peoples themselves, particularly since the aim is not
limited but total (i.e. the total surrender or elimination of the colonized nations in such

221

cases).”” Indeed, in settler-colonial cases which passed the settler-colonial creation phase,

218 Freedman, War, op. cit., p. 318.

219 While this concept shall be elaborated on later in chapters three and four, for the purposes here, the
definition of a force multiplier is a “capability that, when added to and employed by a combat force,
significantly increases the combat potential of that force and thus enhances the probability of successful
mission accomplishment.” See Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms (US Department of Defense,
2005).

220 Breedman, War, op. cit., p. 318.

22! This shall be expanded on further primarily in chapter three.
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the First Nations were reduced to one to two percent of the popula‘[ion.222 This
manipulation of meaning seems also reminiscent with the power of meaning in orientalism
and its discourse: treating the “other” as sub-human, and as such “deserving” the outcomes

of not supporting settler-colonial “civilization”.

The conclusion reached at this stage is sufficient to highlight the need for further
investigation about the conceptual structure of total war before an attempt can be made to
develop and use it in a modified Tillian version of the model he proposed. The use of
Newton-Smith’s theory of meaning determined that in the fourth proposition which
emerged from the literature that settler-colonial-production-of-existence war is total war
AND is not total war could not be valid. However, which of the two possibilities of the
proposition is valid, and upon initial review, seems to have determined that the following is

more likely to be true: settler-colonial-production-of-existence war is total war.

4. Conclusion:
At the start of this chapter, three propositions were examined. The first was about what
constitutes a nation. The second examined whether settler colonizers could be considered
nations. The third proposition concerned whether all states could be regarded as nation-
states. In these three propositions, the use of W.H. Newton-Smith’s theory of meaning
could reveal orientalism at work in shaping the meanings of the terms thus promoting the
discourse of the settler colonizers. This was found to represent a subjective disregard of the
discourse of the indigenous nations. The meanings of the terms when applied to represent
the indigenous peoples were found to be valid on objective analysis and upon the
application of the theory of meaning. While examining the third proposition to determine
whether all states were nation-states, the state-formation of various categories of states was
analysed base on relevant research. This was necessary so as to illustrate that the processes

through which states were formed were not uniform. In other words, there was a distinction

22 In the U.S.A. Amerindian and Alaska Natives are 1.5% of the total population. In Canada Amerindians are
2% of the total population. In Australia Aborigines are 1% of the total population. In New Zealand the Maoris
9.7% and the Pacific Islanders 3.8% are 13.5% of the total population. Contrast these with the following cases
where the settler-colonial state has collapsed or is still facing conflict: South Africa: white settlers 13.6% of
total population (Apartheid collapsed in 1990); historical Palestine: Jews are 55% of total population (still in
conflict with Palestinians) — author's calculation.
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between the processes of each type of state formation: the Western type, the immigrant
type, the ethnic type, the colonial type, and settler-colonial type. In the last of these, i.e. the
settler-colonial type, it emerged that Charles Tilly’s conceptual framework used to
understand the dynamics of the formation of modern states in Western Europe could useful
in understanding the settler-colonial formation. This seems especially so, in light of
Frederick Jackson Turner’s thesis that America, for example, was formed by the physical
movement of settlers on the land (the frontier) through a series of wars with the indigenous
nations. These wars were ones in which the settlers were producing their existence on land
conquered from the indigenous nations - effectively meaning that the indigenous nations
had to be made to disappear through such a war in order to produce “empty land” which
could culminate in a state for the settler colonizers. Such wars according to Russell
Weigley constituted a different nature of war, an absolute type which was distinct form the
types of limited wars know at the time. He was referring essentially to what later became to
be known as total war. This has bearing on developing a conceptual analytical framework

for analysing settler-colonial creations.

The Tillian conceptual framework has two aspects which need to be modified in order to be
utilized in the analysis of settler-colonial case. The first has to do with the kind of war-
making and the second has to do with the aspect of state-making or what is being produced.
In the Tillian version, war-making of existing states were transforming them from pre-
industrialized states into modern ones. In this sense what was produced was an upgrade in
the type of states analysed. In the settler-colonial context, the first aspect (i.e. war-making)
needs to be replaced with total-war-making and the second aspect (i.e. “modern” state-
making) needs to be replaced with what was produced in the settler colonial context,
namely, the production of a “empty land” for settler colonizers. Thus, total-war-making
and the production-of-settler-colonial existence mutually included and re-enforced one
another. Each modified aspect represents a conceptual structure of its own. This means that
before merging both aspects together to understand the mutually enforcing dynamics of
each, what is needed first is to construct a conceptual structure of each in order to
understand the dynamics of each separately. Once this has been done, then one can proceed
to develop a conceptual framework of analysis which merges both dynamics. Both these

endeavours are the subject matter of the next chapter.
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The final part of this chapter has shown, however, that analytical care shall be needed in the
coming chapters to avoid slipping into, and becoming part of, an orientalist discourse
through the concepts and meaning of terms. For, while examining a fourth proposition
which emerged from the literature — that “settler-colonial-production-of-existence war is
total war AND is not total war (in other words limited war)” — the theory of meaning could
not determine which one of the of second two parts of the proposition was valid
objectively. It could only determine that only one of the two latter components could be
valid, and not both at the same time. In other words, one of the following possibilities of
the fourth proposition could be valid: “settler-colonial production-of-existence war is total
war” or “settler-colonial production-of-existence war is limited war”. That both emerged
from the literature about wars in the colonial context involving indigenous peoples,
illustrates an orientalism working to promote a subjective meaning rather than objective
analytical deduction. This phenomenon could be called the politics of meaning. Therefore,
even after the concept of total war has been developed in a way that can be used to
understand settler-colonial creation, and even after an investigation has been done about
what settler-colonialism means conceptually, the approach to proceed in the research to
focus on the total war (to build a modified Tillian analytical framework of analysis
particular to settler-colonial cases), does not rest on the solid ground. For even though the
“analytical cue” was taken from Weigley’s observation that settler wars in America were
absolute and from Ludendorff who upon developing the concept of total war regarded
colonial wars against indigenous nations as totalitarian, the soundness of going on to
contruct a model based solely on this cue is questionable. What is needed is further
corroboration by actual settler-colonial cases. Only when this has been done, that is, to
examine whether the modified Tillian analytical framework can actually illustrate and
explain the dynamics of total-war-making and the production of settler-colonial existence,

can it be used to analyze the Zionist case in chapter four.

Therefore, a sum-up is needed about the dynamics of the research which proceeds from this
chapter. The following chapter shall do three things: first, develop the conceptual structure
of total war; second, develop the conceptual structure of settler-colonialism, and then third,

it shall merge both into a modified Tillian version in the form of “total-war-making and of
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settler-colonial-existence-making” as a process in which one reinforces the other. This
based on, and derived from, the “war-making and state-making” as in the original Tillian
version. Subsequently, the function of chapter three shall be to show that the analytical
framework produced in chapter two can actually be used to explain the process(es) and
dynamics of the production of settler colonial existence in the United States, Australia, and
Apartheid South Africa. In other words, the function of chapter three is to substantiate
through analysis of actual cases that the modified conceptual framework produced in
chapter two is useful as a tool. Furthermore, the analytical progression from chapter two to
chapter three to validate what was produced in chapter two (i.e. both chapters combined),
should corroborate by empirical cases whether the decision to pick up on the “analytical
cue” in this chapter based on both Weigley’s and Ludendorff’s observations (the latter
having developed the concept of total war), was a sound one, objective and free from being
influence by an orientalist discourse. This step is necessary because while:

e there is ample research material to illustrate the workings of orientalism on the
meanings of the terms nation, nation-state, and whether all states are nation-
states;

e and while there is also ample research material from which to analyze
orientalism at work in past colonial discourses as Edward Said has done in his
phenomenal work Oreintalism,

e and while there is ample material about the Palestinian-Israeli conflict,

there is not as much material that combines the Zionist case as a settler-colonial project
with orientalist discourse, and with the significance of total-war-making to this particular
on-going case. Therefore, in order to be expedient, this research has to produce a
conceptual analytical framework which attempts to be, to the extent consciously possible,
objective, orientalist-free, and temporally dynamic (i.e. that can analyze past settler-
colonial cases and on-going ones). Only, if this has been achieved, can one proceed to
analyze the Zionist case in chapter four with a prospect of adding new insight and

contributing to producing knowledge about the ongoing conflict in Palestine.

83



Chapter Two: A Conceptual Framework of Settler Colonialism

The previous chapter provided and analysis about the politics of meaning involved in
including settler-colonial states into the community of nations. It also illustrated how
subjective academic research can become main stream when it is driven by power interests,
as it assumes an orientalist character distorting meanings of terms marginalizing the
narrative of First Nations and their experiences as a result of settler-colonialism. This
makes it more challenging to conduct objective analysis amidst the myriad of meanings of
terminologies, such as nation and nation-state. This has implications on what is actually
meant by nation-building, state-making/building, and total and limited wars. Embedded in
all these terms is the ortientalist “us” and “other” discourse: “us” being the European or
Western colonizer and the “other” being the European or Western a subjective construction
of who the First Nations are. This is distinct from the objective identification of the First
Nations. Consequently, there are three parties in this kind of discourse: the European’s or
Western’s “us” and its “other” and the First Nations’ “self”. Being aware of these
undercurrents in the analysis involving settler-colonial cases and First Nations, enables one
to be aware and avoid pitfalls in analysis which could divert subjective analysis and
outcomes. Hence, the importance of chapter one lies in sifting the subjective from the

objective regarding this subject of analysis.

The outcomes of chapter one that settler-colonial societies are not nations, that settler-
colonial-states are not nation-states, and that the creation phase of the settler-colonial states
was not a process that utilized limited war but total war, all these enables one to be better
equipped for developing a conceptual framework of analysis. This, shall be used for
comparing settler-colonial cases in order to analyze how they emerged, the process
involved, and the outcomes — some colonial-settler states are still existing today such as the
United States, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand. Others failed and collapsed such as
Rhodesia and then Apartheid South Africa. Why some continued to exist while others
failed is a relevant point of this research which shall be used to assess the status of the
Zionist case; this shall be addressed in Chapter Four. However, in order to extract the main
dynamics involved in success or failure of the settler-colonial cases, it is necessary to
develop a theoretical construction of settler-colonialism. Then it is necessary to extract

from the cases that shall be analyzed, other factors that influenced the prolonging or ending
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of such a project based on conditions each faces(d) and the geographical or regional factors.
This chapter shall, therefore, develop a theoretical construction of settler-colonialism,
distinguishing it from colonialism, and identifying the key dynamics of this type of
colonialism. This shall be extracted from various literature that has been written about
colonialism and settler colonialism. Hence, the purpose of this chapter is to analyze settler-
colonialism as systems to construct a conceptual structure. This shall be used in the next

chapter when analyzing some cases.

This chapter has two sections. The first shall focus on developing a theoretical framework
about settler-colonialism, its typologies and how it is different from other forms of
colonialism. The second section shall develop the theoretical framework, based on Charles
Tilly’s analysis of European modern state formation, of how settler-colonial-state creation
and total-war making reinforced each other. These two activities occurred simultaneously
and gave momentum to each other in what shall be called her the creation phase of the
settler-colonial systems. Both sections combined shall provide a theoretical framework
from which to assess the process of settler-colonial systems in the next chapter which deals
with specific cases. The following are two questions which this chapter shall develop

answers to:

ii. What is settler-colonialism and how is it different from other forms of

colonialism?

iili. Concerning the settler-colonial-state creation phase, how the production of
settler-colonial existence and total-war making conceptually reinforced each

other.

Charles Tilly maintains that:

Warmaking and statemaking reinforced each other, indeed remained practically
indistinguishable until states began to form secure, recognized boundaries around
substantial contiguous territories.**

In this section of the research, Tilly’s proposition shall be modified to adapt to the settler-

colonial cases. Hence,

23 Charles Tilly, Coercion, ..., op. cit., p. 97
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Total war-making and the production of settler colonial existence reinforced each other,
indeed remained practically indistinguishable until settler colonial systems began to
secure, recognized boundaries around substantial contiguous territories of the First
Nations.

1. Settler-colonialism and how it is different from other forms of
colonialism

In order to understand what settler-colonialism is, it is necessary place it within the context
of colonialism while clarifying how each are different. According to Jiirgen Osterhammel
colonization involves a process of acquiring territory. It is a system of domination through
colonies which are a particular type of sociopolitical organization. All these three concepts
are driven by the notion of society beyond its original habitat.”** Osterhammel excludes
situations of temporary military occupation and the annexation of border areas to modern
national states from the concept of colonialism.”*> While Philip Curtin’s general definition
of colonialism is “domination of people of another culture,”*** Osterhammel adds another
three components referring to modern colonialism. The first is that colonialism is “not just
any relationship between masters and servants, but one in which an entire society is robbed
of its historical line of development, externally manipulated and transformed according to
the needs and interests of the colonial rulers.” Furthermore, “[m]odern colonialism is based
on the will to make “peripheral” societies subservient to the “metropolises.””227 The second
has to do with the dissimilarity between colonizers and colonized. The characteristic of
modern colonialism “is the unwillingness of the new rulers to make cultural concessions to
subjugated societies.” In the nineteenth century, this was justified by allegedly
insurmountable “racial” hierarchies. Consequently, the colonized were expected to
“assimilate” the values and customs of Europe rather than the colonizer to assimilate in
colonized civilization.”?® The third component is that modern colonialism can be described
not only in structural terms, but as a particular interpretation of the relationship between the
colonizer and the colonized. In this sense Ostrehammel uses Edward Said’s term regarding

it as primarily an “ideological formation.””* It was seen as part of a divine plan for provide

2% Jiirgen Osterhammel, Colonialism, op. cit., p. 4.

225 Ibid., p. 10.

%28 Ibid., p.15, citing Philip D. Curtin, “The Black Experience of Colonialism and Imperialism,” in Sidney W.
Mintz (ed.), Slavery, Colonialism, and Racism (New York: Norton, 1974), p. 23.

27 Ibid., p. 15.

228 Ibid., pp. 15-16.

2 Ibid., p. 16, citing Edward Said, Culture and Imperialism (New York: Knopf, 1993), p. 9.
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salvation to the pagans; as a secular mandate to “civilize” the “barbarians” or “savages,”

and as a “white man’s burden” that he is privileged to carry. These attitudes were always

based on the belief in European cultural superiority.”*’ Hence implicit in the following

definition of colonialism:

Colonialism is a relationship of domination between an indigenous (or forcibly imported)
majority and a minority of foreign invaders. The fundamental decisions affecting the lives
of the colonized people are made and implemented by the colonial rulers in pursuit of
interests that are often defined in a distant metropolis. Rejecting cultural compromises with
the colonized population, the colonizers are convinced of their own superiority and of their
ordained mandate of rule.”!

i. Processes of colonial expansion:

In world history, according to Osterhammel, the processes of colonial expansion took six

main forms:>*

a.

Total migration of entire populations and societies. Here, large human collectives
that have settled in one place give up their original settlements without leaving
parent societies behind. Expansion of this type generally entails military conquest,
subjugation, and often suppression of peoples in the target regions. This situation
does not produce colonies, since no controlling center of expansion remains behind.
A relatively late example could be of a voluntary collective migration which was
the departure of the Cape Boars to the interior of South Africa on the Great Trek of
the year 1836-1854, with the subsequent establishment of the two Boer

communities of Orange Free State and Transvaal >

Mass individual migration. This represents the classic “emigration” in which
individuals, families, and small groups leave their home territories, motivated
primarily by economic factors, with no intention to return. The societies from which
they leave remain structurally intact. Here individual migration generally takes
place as a second-stage expansion process within established political and world
economic structures. The emigrants do not create new colonies, but are integrated

into existent multi-ethnic societies. However, they often group in enclaves affirming

29 1bid., p.16, citing Philip Mason, Patterns of Dominance (London: Oxford University Press, 1970), p. 274.
21 1bid., pp. 16-17.

22 1bid., pp. 4-9.

23 Ibid., pp. 4-5.
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their sociocultural identity such as Chinatown in America. This type includes the
settlement colonies of the British Empire during the nineteenth and twentieth

centuries and the settling of Indians in East and South Africa.”**

¢. Border colonization. The term means extensive pushing of the “frontier” in the
“wilderness” for humans to get natural resources or for agricultural purposes. This
colonization requires settlement. This type economically combines the natural
resources of the specific place with mobile production factors of work and
capital.”®® This type takes place in the perimeters of settlement areas and rarely
establishes colonies as separate political entities, yet can proceed secondarily from
new settlement core overseas. An example is the expansion of the North American
settlements outward from its eastern coast. Here industrial technology such as

. : e 236
railroads greatly increased the range and control over colonization.

d. Overseas settlement colonization™’ This special type of border colonization
developed “settlement off-shoots™ across the sea in areas where little military power
was required. Logistics made the decisive difference between this and true
continental border colonization. An example is first stage of English settlement of
North America where the settlers established plantations™® to minimize reliance on
the supplies from the mother country or on trade with the natives. The settlers
considered these areas without rulers and hence, the indigenous population was
pushed away by force. Here, the settlers and indigenous nations were separated both
territorially and socially, and thus the native population could not be used to work

the European type farms. Furthermore, this form of colonization was costly, as in

>4 Ibid., p. 5.

235 Ibid., p- 5, he noted to see the theoretical definition in John J. McCusker and Russel R. Menard, The
Economy of British America, 1607-1789 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1985), p. 21.

3 Ibid., pp. 5-6; here p. 6 with note to see Steven G. Marks, Road to Power: The Trans-Siberian Railroad
and the Colonization of Arian Russia, 1850-1963 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1991), pp. 196, ff.

27 Note: Fits the cases examined in this research except for Zionist case which could be a combination of ¢,d
and f (minus maritime component as Zionism had the land component) from this section (i), as well as
with regard to the East Jerusalem, West Bank and Gaza before redeployment e (below) that is expelling
indigenous population. Also relevant from the next section (ii) are points (c. i) (below) of using colonized
for cheap labour— and point (c.iii) regarding formation of settler-colonial white self-government thus being
a combination of the two of the variants in (ii.c.iv) below: the (a) “New England” type and (b) the
“African” type.

28 Ibid., p. 6, he adds to see Francis Bacon, “Of Plantations” [1965], in John Pitcher (ed.), The Essays
(Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1985), pp. 162-164.
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North America and later in Australia for example, where the Europeans were not
able to set up efficient agricultural systems whose taxable surpluses could have
supported a military based colonial apparatus.”’ This type is also called the “New

England” type which shall be explained further below.

e. Empire-building wars of conquest This is a classic or “Roman” form of
establishing rule of one people over another. Here the ultimate source of power and
legitimacy is the imperial center even if military expansion is sustained mainly by
resources that are mobilized on the spot. However, as it pushes forward and grows it
becomes polycentric. For example, the British Empire developed into three loosely
connected spheres: the “white dominions,” the “dependencies,” and the “empire” of
India, whose government could pursue its own sub-imperialist interests. Military
empire building did not develop by annexing “empty” territories and rarely
destroyed the previous structure. Rather it subjugated existing state and societal
institutions which were modified to adapt to the needs of the conquerors in order to
maintain control. The military conquerors relied parasitically on the economy it
dominated securing order, facilitating foreign trade, and mainly skimming off
tribute. In rare cases such as in parts of the Roman Empire, Ireland, and in Algeria,
did military conquest involve establishment of settlers and large-scale land
appropriations as well as the direct takeover of agricultural production by
foreigners.**’ This type of expansion resulted in colonial rule without colonization,

which Osterhammel classifies as an exploitation colony.**!

Modern empires
generally had separate colonial authorities in the metropolis to supervise

administration of periphery.**

> Ibid., p. 7.
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Osterhammel adds that British India, the classic modern product of military imperialism, was never a
settlement area.

Jirgen Osterhammel, Colonialism, op. cit., pp.8-9. He adds: “A very important variant is found in Spanish
America. Despite a substantial influx of Europeans, the situation there differed greatly from that of
colonies of the Indian type owing to the development of a creole population segment, which reproduced
itself demographically. In contrast to North America, settlement colonization was not the main purpose of
colony building. Most of the immigrants settled in cities and never made up a majority of the population.
By 1790, toward the end of the colonial period, first-generation immigrants and creoles of Spanish
ancestry amounted to roughly one quarter of the population of Latin America.” He cites Mark A.
Burkholder and Lyman L. Johnson, Colonial Latin America (New York & Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1990), p. 106.

Ibid., p. 9, here citing Paul S. Reinsch, Colonial Government: An Introduction to the Study of Colonial
Institutions (New York: Macmillan, 1902), p. 16. Osterhammel cites an American diplomat Paul Reinsch
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£ Construction of naval networks. This form focused on maritime expansion. While
it entailed a systematic construction of militarily protected trading factories, it did
not necessarily lead to inland colonization or to significant large-scale military
annexation of territory. The main purpose of this form of colonization was to secure
hegemony over trade. In the eighteenth century, naval bases became a strategic

interest on a global scale particularly for Great Britain — the main naval power at the

3 9244

time. Naval bases’” as well as militarily significant “harbour colonies were
among the most adamantly defended over an extended period of time as critical
components of the British Empire. In addition they then assumed importance as air

24
bases.”*

These six forms of modern colonialism produced colonies which can subsequently be
defined as follows:

A colony is a new political organization created by invasion (conquest and/or settlement
colonization) but built on pre-colonial conditions. Its alien rulers are in sustained
dependence on a geographically remote “mother country” or imperial center, which claims
exclusive rights of “possession” of the colony.246

ii. Major types of colonies:
Osterhammel provides a useful categorized the major types of colonies that have arisen in
recent centuries as a result of the expansion of European nations, the United States, and
J apan:247
a. Exploitation Colonies: These are usually the result of military conquest, often after

extended phases of contact without land claims.

who “considers these special governing bodies the crucial characteristic of a “colony”. According to

Reinsch, a colony is “an outlying possession of a national state, the administration of which is carried on

under a system distinct from, but subordinate to, the government of the national territory.””

Particularly Bermuda, Malta, Cyprus, Alexandria/Suez, Aden, Cape Town, and Gibraltar.

% Such as Singapore, and Hong Kong; Jiirgen Osterhammel, Colonialism, op. cit., p. 9, here adding that on
the particular type of harbor colony, it is still useful to refer to Ernest Griinfeld, Hafenkolonien und
koloniedhnliche Verhdltnisse in China, Japan und Korea (Jena: Gustav Fischer, 1913).

¥ Jiirgen Osterhammel, op. cit., pp.9-10. He notes: “The military base was the only colony type that was
adaptable to modern circumstances on a long-term basis. It was able to advance from the era of the
gunboat to the ear of the tactical air force.”

28 1bid., p. 10.

7 Ibid., pp.10-12.
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i. The purposes of these are: economic exploitation (by means of trade
monopolies, use of natural resources, and levying tribute rather than farming);
strategic securing of imperial policies; national rise in prestige.

ii. Relatively insignificant numerical colonial presence, primarily in the form of
civil bureaucrats, soldiers, and businessmen (not settlers) who return to their
mother country after completing their assignments.

iii. Autocratic government by the mother country (governor system), sometimes
with paternalistic solicitude for the native population.

Examples: British India, Indochina (French), Egypt (British), Togo (German),

Philippines (American), Taiwan (Japanese).

Variants: Spanish America, in which European immigration led to urban mixed

society with a dominating creole minority.

b. Maritime enclaves: This type is the result of fleet actions.
The purposes of these are: indirect commercial penetration of a hinterland and/or
contribution to the logistics of a maritime deployment of force and informal
control over formally autonomous states (“gunboat diplomacy”).
Examples: Malaca (Portuguese), Batavia (Dutch), Hong Kong, Singapore, Aden
(all British), Shanghai (international).

c. Settlement colonies: This type is the result of a military supported colonization
processes.

1. Purposes of these are: utilization of cheap land and labor, cultivation of
forms of social, religious, and cultural life that are under pressure in the
mother country.

ii. Colonial presence, primarily in the form of permanently resident farmers and
planters.

iii. Early onset of self-government of the “white” colonists, disregarding the rights
and interests of the indigenous population.
iv. Variants:
a) “New England” type: displacement and even annihilation of the
economically dispensable indigenous population; examples: the British

New England colonies, Canada (French/ British), and Australia.
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b) “African” type: economic dependence on an indigenous labor force;
examples: Algeria (French), Southern Rhodesia (British), and South Africa.
In the latter, John L. Camaroff drew out three models: the first was the state
model “to which the colonial government was seen to oversee the territory
and had as its first priority, Pax Britannica: the pacification of “tribes,”
under British law, in an ever widening radius outward from the Cape.” The
second was settler colonialism of the Boar model “represented by
missionaries in strarkly negative terms.” The third was civilizing
colonialism of the mission “more forcefully spelled out by the Christians
than were the other models.”***

c) “Caribbean” type: import of slaves; examples of this sub-type are:
Barbados (English), Jamaica (English), Saint Domingue (French), Virginia

(English), Cuba (Spanish), Brazil (Portuguese).**’

iii. Settlement colonies and use of force:

While colonization could entail colony building,”* colonies could also occur without
colonization as in cases which originated from military conquest. Here there is no
correspondence between the colonies and colonization. For the purpose of this research, the
third type of colony, the settlement colonies, shall be focused on. In this category the
settlers were also armed and the force they used was not always authorized by a state, at
least in the early phases of colonization.”' The rationale behind the use of force upon other
nations in such colonies can be traced to back to classical Greece (to be elaborated further
below). In addition, the British colonization of Ireland in the sixteenth century set a course
for the settler colonization on the other side of the Atlantic and in other parts of the world.
This type

...occurred in colonial societies without indigenous population majorities. Societies of this
sort were homogeneously “white.” They seemed to be replicas of European societies in
“empty” land. This is essentially true of the settlement colonies of the “New England” type.
These colonies actively pursued frontier colonization, i.e. agrarian development of inland
“wilderness,” which destroyed the environments of native hunters and herdsmen.**

8 John L. Comaroff, “Images of Empire, Contests of conscience: Models of Colonial Domination in South
Africa,” American Ethnologist, Vol. 16, No. 4 (1989), pp. 661-685, here pp. 672-677.

Jirgen Osterhammel, op. cit., pp.11-12.

239 This, Osterhammel, regards as the main form of frontier colonization.

31 1bid., p. 10.

2 1bid., p. 17
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Two points are worth raising here. The first has to do with Osterhammel’s categorization of
the “New England” type of settler colonization. The second has to do with the context of
the use of terms “native” and “empty land.” With regard to the first, George Fredrickson
and other historians have linked the “New England” type of settler colonialism to an even
earlier period which began with the British experience of colonizing Ireland. Jan
Kociumbas also traces the settler-colonization of Australia to Ireland calling it the “Irish
model.”>> Fredrickson states that “English plans for colonization were first tried out in

Ireland, and what happened there had an important shaping effect on the later effort on the
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other side of the Atlantic. Fredrickson elaborates:

In 1565, the [British] government proclaimed its intention to bring all of Ireland under
effective English rule. Following the general pattern of Elizabethan expansionism, this task
was not undertaken directly by the Crown and its own troops but was consigned to
private individuals who were licensed to conquer and colonize for their own profit as
well as for the good of the realm. Between 1565 and 1576 a series of colonization
enterprises were organized and promoted, involving many of the same West Country
gentlemen who were to be leading figures in the earliest projects for English
settlement in North America. What distinguished Elizabethan efforts to conquer
Ireland from earlier invasions was that the objective was not so much to establish
English lords over Irish peasants but, in some places at least, to replace them with
British colonists. The rationale for expropriating their land and removing them from
it was that the Celtic Irish were savages, so wild and rebellious that they could only be
controlled by a constant and ruthless exercise of brute force. >

The use of such force for such a purpose necessitated forming a rationale by which to de-
humanize the colonized and by constructing human classifications as the following quote

illustrates.

Since the Irish beyond the Pale lived in what the English regarded as a primitive fashion,
often retained a tribal form of political and social organization, and engaged in the semi-
nomadic practice of transhumane (seasonal migration between higher and lower pastures),
there was no great difficulty in classifying their way of life as savage or barbarous. But the
question of their religion was not so easily disposed of. The propaganda mills of the
English colonizers worked over-time to prove that the apparent Christianity of the
Irish was a superficial veneer and that they were really pagans. Once the Irish had been

233 Jan Kociumbas, “Genocide and Modernity in Colonial Australia, 1788-1850” in Dirk Moses (ed.),
Genocide and Settle Society: Frontier Violence and Stolen Indigenous Children in Australian History
(New York and Oxford: Berghahn Books, 2004), pp. 77-102, here pp. 87-90.

2% George M. Fredrickson, White Supremacy:..., op.cit., p. 14, citing Nicholas P. Canny, “The Ideology of

English Colonization: From Ireland to America”, William and Mary Quarterly, XXX (1973), pp. 575-598,

and James Muldoon, “The Indian as Irishman”, Essex Institute Historical Collections, CXI (1975), pp.

267-289; David Beers Quinn, The Elizabethans and the Irish (Ithaca, N.Y.: Unknown Binding, 1966), pp.

106-22.

Ibid., pp. 14-15, here on p. 15 citing Nicholas P. Canny, “The Ideology ..., op. cit., pp. 576-579.

[Emphasis added].
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categorized as savage heathen, their resistance to the expansion of English control could be
countered in the most brutal forms imaginable.**

More explicit of how this form of colonization developed into the settler-colonial type is

further

elaborated by Fredrickson who depicts it as a deliberate process:

What is so striking about the English activity in Ireland on the eve of American
colonization was not only the calculated denigration and brutal treatment of the indigenous
population, but also the assumptions behind the recruitment of English colonists and the
displacement of Irish peasants. Mere political hegemony and the imposition of an
English ruling class was not enough. Proponents of colonization seemed to be saying
that nothing could be made of the country unless fully elaborated English
communities were planted there.... The colonization of Ireland was one of the early
fields of enterprise for the new merchant capitalism that was emerging in England.
There were profits to be made from Irish plantations if the right kind of tenants could be
found. The natives were indeed rebellious and difficult to control, whereas
transplanted English-men or lowland Scots were likely to be more docile, willing to
cultivate the right staples for export, and capable of being mobilized for defense in
case of internal or external attack.”’

The socio-political context of this type was a period of over-population in Britain during

the sixteenth century and subsequent upheavals as the government became unable to

provide for them. The outcome was population migrations to colonize distant lands:

Hence:

A penchant for settler colonization was also encouraged by the growing awareness of a
population crisis in England itself. Beginning in the early sixteenth century, a rapid increase
of mouths to be fed outran the ability of the economy to provide sustenance and
employment — a situation that lasted until the middle of the next century. The result was
pauperization, vagabondage, and fear of social upheaval. The notion that an outlet for
the surplus of “sturdy beggars” could be found through planting lower class
Englishmen abroad was one motive for early interest in both Irish colonization and
American settlement. The sense that there was a plethora of “masterless men” who
could be put to good use elsewhere helped to make colonization proposals seem not
only feasible but socially therapeutic. ***

The Irish experience and the impulses behind it foreshadowed in some ways the ideology
and practice of English colonization in North America, especially in Virginia. The main
presumption that persisted was that the most profitable and useful form of colonization
involved more or less self-sufficient communities of Englishmen. The treatment of
indigenous peoples would depend on whether they helped the settlers by conceding land

26 1bid.,

pp. 15-16, here p. 16 citing Nicholas P. Canny, “The Ideology ..., op. cit., pp. 580-595 (quotes from

p. 588); James Muldoon, “The Indian ..., op. cit., pp. 274-77. [Emphasis added].

27 Ibid.,

p. 16, he notes that on the economic interests involved, see Theodore K. Rabb, Enterprise England,

1575-1630 (Cambridge, M.A., 1967). [Emphasis added].

238 Ibid.,

pp. 16-17. [Emphasis added], here on p. 17 he notes that the population situation and its impact on

the thinking of Elizabethan expansionists is well summed up by Edmund Morgan, American Slavery —
American Freedom: The Ordeal of Colonial Virginia (New York, 1975), pp. 30-31, 65. See also E. A.
Wrigley, Population and History 1603-1714 (London: Sphere Books, 1969), p. 31; and idem, Change and
Continuity in Seventeenth-Century England (Cambridge, Mass., 1975), pp. 188-189.
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and invoking labor or, like “wild Irish,” savage could be invoked to justify policies of
extermination or confinement to reservations on land not yet coveted by the English.**’

L.S. Stavrianos maintains that the colonization of Ireland experience extends beyond the
North America to Africa and Asia. The underdevelopment experienced in external colonies
in Afrcia and Asia were the same as that faced by Ireland as an internal British colony.
“The only difference was that the Irish countryside was depopulated by immigration to
overseas territories where they were accepted, whereas Third World rural areas were

depopulated by immigration that perforce flowed to local urban centers.”**

Returning to the second point that was raised above about the connotations surrounding the
term “native” as implying uncivilized, barbarous, malicious incapable of rational conduct
except through use of force. Such settler colonial construction of identity of the native
“other” was a precursor to taking charge of other nation’s property. The logical outcome of
draining the “other” from human status, meant that this “other” became an integral part of
the “wilderness” that was the “empty land” waiting to be inhabited by the humans
represented by the “us” of this orientalist discourse. Land not occupied by “whites” or by
European civilization, seems to have been considered essentially empty. Cole Harris
provides an analysis of how reservations as land confining indigenous nations represent the
physical power of an orientalist colonizing discourse to disposses through the supporting

infrastructure of the state.’®' Thus, even where other nations existed, the land on which the

> Ibid., p. 17. On p. 15 Fredrickson notes: “The application of the concept of savagery to the Celtic Irish may
strike a modern reader as very peculiar, since they were both white and Christian. But in the sixteenth
century savagery was not yet strongly associated with pigmentation or physical type and hence was not a
“racial” concept in the modern sense.... More significant in their eyes were such cultural characteristics as
nomadism, “idolatory,” and rude or minimal forms of clothing, shelter, government, and economic
activity. ”; see also Margaret T. Hodgen, Early Anthropology in the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries
(Philadelphia, 1964), pp. 213-214; Winthrop D. Jordan, White over Black: American Attitudes Towards
the Negro, 1550-1812 (Chapel Hill, N.C., 1968), pp. 3-11. The innumerable descriptions of Indians and
Asians found in Hakluyt, Voyages, make relatively little of color or physical characteristics and much of
habits and customs. On the question of the American Indian’s pigmentation, Wesley Frank Craven
contends that “the view best suited to the European’s preconceptions was one holding that the native
American was born white and that the distinctive complexion of his skin was artificially achieved.”
(White, Red, and Black: The Seventeenth-Century Virginian [Charlottesville, V.A., 1971], p. 40.) For an
expression of the belief that the “Hottentots” were naturally white, see the quotation from John Maxwell
in Eric Walker, 4 History of Southern Africa, 3 ed. (London, 1957), p. 35.

2601, S. Stavrianos, The Global Rift: The Third World Comes of Age (New York: William Morrow & Co.
Inc., 1981), p. 276-277. He adds: “...Irish villages still tell stories about the “death boats” that crossed
over the Atlantic with refugees from the potato blight and the “Great Hunger” of the 1840s, and about the
“American wakes” at which parents said good-bye forever to children who would never be able to afford
the return fare.”

81 Cole Harris, “How Did Colonialism Dispossess? Comments from and Edge of Empire,” Annals of the
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colonies were established was to be “filled” with whites replicating European life, values

. 262
and world views.

The combination of a discourse of “othering” which de-humanized the counterpart, the
motive behind unleashing of force on the “other” nations, targeting combatants and non-
combatants, all feed into the components of a new type of warfare that was emerging at the
time — total war. Hence the appropriate observation made by Russell F. Weigley:

Wars between settlers and the Indians became — beginning at least with King Philip’s War
in New England in 1675-1676 — struggles aimed at reducing the enemy to military
impotence. To this end, the means frequently disregarded European restrictions on attacks
against the property and lives of noncombatants. **

This type of warfare unleashed a type of violence for the purpose of, and through, settler
colonization setting the course for its unabated use in the centuries of colonization that

followed:

The late sixteenth and early seventeenth-century colonization projects were accompanied
by virtually every kind of atrocity that would ever be perpetrated against American Indians
— women and children were massacred, captured rebels were executed or enslaved, and
whole communities were uprooted and consigned to special reservations. Such conduct was
justified on the grounds that it was required for “the suppressing and reforming of the loose,
barbarous and most wicked life of that savage nation.” Those who condemned the severity
of English conduct were answered by claims that the Irish chose to “live like beasts, voide
of lawe and all good order,” and were indeed “more uncivil, more uncleanly, more
barbarous and more brutish in their customs and demeanures, that in any other part of the
world that is known. ***

This brings one to the matter of what is meant by settler colonialism. Jonathan Cook gives

an explicit definition which combines the process involved and the end aim:

Association of American Geographers, Vol. 94, No. 1 (March 2004), pp. 165-182.
Even Osterhammel implicitly falls into this discourse when he uses the terms “natives” and “empty land”.
Osterhammel makes a conceptual leap by referring to settler colonials in North America as “natives” in
relation to the metropolitan homeland colonial powers, as if having replaced the genuine indigenous
nations from his analysis. He maintains: “Because ‘“native” subjects [here referring to the settler
colonizers] were lacking, however, they could not construct a system of domination, which is a basic
component of colonialism. These societies were therefore not “decolonized” by stripping the power of the
colonists and driving them out, as was the case in Algeria. They won their autonomy as national states as a
result of abrupt revolutionary secession (as happened with the thirteen colonies, which then constituted the
United States) or by gradual dissociation on basically good terms (Canada, Australia) from the European
center of the empire.” See Jiirgen Osterhammel, Colonialism, op. cit., p. 17.
263 Russell F. Weigley, “American Strategy ..., op. cit., p. 409. [Emphasis added].
6% George M. Fredrickson, White Supremacy..., op. cit., p. 16 citing Nicholas P. Canny, “The Ideology of ...,
op. cit., pp. 580-595 (quotes from p. 588); James Muldoon, “The Indian ..., op. cit., pp. 274-277.
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Settler colonialism is distinguished from traditional colonialism (which is primarily
concerned with the indigenous population’s exploitation) by its intention to replace the
natives with members of the colonized group.
Adding insight to the above definition, Lorenzo Veracini maintains that settler colonialism
is not colonialism: settlers want Indigenous people to vanish (but can make use of their
labour before they are made to disappear). Sometimes settler colonial forms operate within
colonial ones, sometimes they subvert them and sometimes they replace them. But even if
colonialism and settler colonialism interpenetrate and overlap, they remain separate as they

2
co-define each other.%

One of the requirements for settler-colonial societies to survive, according to Ray Dolphin
is that “they must resolve their ‘native problem’.”*®” The extent of whether some or all of
the requirements have been realized, determines whether settler-colonialism is as process of
the past or whether it is still relevant to the analysis of current systems. Patrick Wolfe notes
that “settler colonialism is an assertion about the nation’s structure rather than a statement
about [its] origins.”**® Hence, as “settler colonizers come to stay: invasion is a structure not
an event.””® Furthermore, in his analysis of the settler colonial situation, Veracini shows
that there is no such thing as as neo-settler colonialism or post-settler colonialism. In his
view settler colonialism is a resilient formation that rarely ends. He distinguishes between
migrants and settlers: settlers come to stay, and are founders of political orders who carry
with them a distinct sovereign capacity.270

Here Charles Tilly’s thesis combining state-making and war-making in European state
formation comes as an appropriate starting point to begin to explain settler-colonial state
formation as a process. In such cases, a particular type of war-making occurred
simultaneously with the formation of settler colonial states. Total-War-making continued to

be utilized in the initial production of settler colonial existence, hence the creation phase.

265 Jonathan Cook, Disappearing Palestine: Israel’s Experiments in Human Despair (London and New York:

Zed Books, 2008), p. 191.

Lorenzo Veracini, Settler Colonialism: A Theoretical Overview (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2010).

*7 Graham Usher, “Introduction” in Ray Dolphin, The West Bank Wall — Unmaking Palestine (London: Pluto
Press, 2006), p. 2. The other aspects are: obtaining a measure of political, military and economic
independence from their metropolitan sponsor; achieving military hegemony over, or at least normal
relations with their neighbouring states; and acquiring international legitimacy.

268 1 ynette Russell (ed.), Colonial Frontiers ..., op. cit., p. 2.

269 Patrick Wolfe, “Settler Colonialism and the Elimination of the Native,” Journal of Genocide Research,
Vol. 8, No. 4 (December 2006), pp. 387-409, here p. 388.

7% 1 orenzo Veracini, Settler Colonialism ..., op. cit.
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In this phase both Total-War-making and the production of settler colonial existence
reinforced and sustained each other, until settler rule became uncontested by the indigenous
nations. Understanding this process and its components as briefly identified above, is
relevant to understand how and why some settler colonial states prevailed while others

failed.

2. Settler colonial formation:

To reiterate for the purposes of this section, Charles Tilly maintains with regard to modern
state formation in Europe that:

Warmaking and statemaking reinforced each other, indeed remained practically
indistinguishable until states began to form secure, recognized boundaries around
substantial contiguous territories.””"

In this section of the research, Tilly’s proposition shall be modified to adapt to the settler-
colonial cases. Hence,
Total-war-making and the production of settler-colonial existence reinforced each
other, indeed remained practically indistinguishable until settler colonial systems
began to secure recognized boundaries around substantial contiguous territories of the
indigenous nations.
The following shall focus on three main themes:
a) The production of settler-colonial existence phase
b) Total war and its use in settler colonization: total war is a vortex which engulfs
politics, policy, strategy, and creates is own logic all feeding into a claim of
“universal truth” which gives it momentum towards achieving its decisive end i.e.
the complete and total destruction of the enemy nations — combatants and non-
combatants, culture, and beliefs and in settler colonial systems, transform the land
to represent the imagination of the settler-colonizer.

c) A discussion of the above.

This section shall begin by explaining what is meant by the production of settler-colonial-
existence phase, and what the driving force of settler-colonizers at this stage is. The other

term that needs clarification is the term total war, and how it functioned in settler-colonial

2" Charles Tilly, Coercion, ..., op. cit., p. 97
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state creation. These combined provide a basis from which to understanding settler-colonial
systems as distinct from other types of states, and why some scholars maintain that the
settler-colonial systems permeate into, and remains part of, the structure of the settler

colonial state even today.*’*

Effectively, with regard to the Aboriginal Nation, for example, one of the motives for its
assimilation was the need to form a national homogeneity of white Australia.’”® In this
sense Patrick Wolfe explains that extermination and assimilation were two sides of the
same coin: both aimed at protecting the culturally (and not simply racially) white character

of the population, and of utterly destroying the indigenous world.*™*

i. Settler-colonial-creation phase:
Settler colonial formation entails doing three things at the same time: (1) clearing land from
the colonized nations(s) to (2) produce settler colonies, and (3) to build a community with a
unified identity. As several scholars have noted, in settler colonial cases the first two
activities shape the identity of the settler colonizers in the creation phase of conquering
land. The concept used to signify this is the term frontier. Paul Carter explains what this
type of boundary means to settler colonizers:

...the essential function of the boundary is to facilitate communication. It enables
places to appear to be named. It enables the settler to establish who and where he
is. This is my clearing, that beyond is not.... The settler himself takes advantage of
this distinction to make his own position clear. The boundary is not a barrier to

** Caroline Elkins and Susan Pedersen (eds.), Settler Colonialism ..., op. cit., p. 3 here referring to Patrick
Wolfe who talks about settler colonialism as representing the structure of the settler colonial state rather
than a past event. See Nathan Wolski, “All’s Not Quiet on the Western Front — Rethinking Resistance and
Frontiers in Aboriginal Historiography”, in Lynette Russell (ed.), Colonial Frontiers ..., op. cit., p. 233
where he concludes that “frontiers cannot be neatly pin-pointed. The frontier period cannot be neatly
packaged and cannot be brought to close, as through we now stand in some post-frontier period. We
remain firmly in the ‘one going colonial present’.” This is significant to what has been called here the
creation phase and how this phase, if not surpassed in terms of temporal, special and identity aspects of the
settler-colonial, does have consequences on the settler colonial states today. In other words, states which
began as settler colonial systems, can still be on-going settler colonial systems even if they term
themselves as modern democratic states, when it comes to how they deal with the people of the indigenous
nations in terms of assimilation (which Wolfe regards as the other side of the coin of annihilation) and in
what is meant by frontier — whether it is only a temporal and spatial meaning or also refers to a “cultural
space between two groups.” (See p. 233). This shall also be discussed in this section.

27 Anthony Moran, “White Australia..., op. cit., p. 171.

2 Caroline Elkins and Susan Pedersen (eds.), Settler Colonialism ..., op. cit., p. 4.
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communication. Quite the opposite it gives the settler something to talk about.
Of course, this is not to say such communication is always friendly.””
Bill Ashcroft has placed this communication in part of a colonial discourse which is binary
— a type of discourse which, as Edward Said also characterized as part of the orientalist
discourse.”"

The most tenacious aspect of colonial control has been its capacity to bind the colonized
into a binary myth. Underlying all colonial discourse is a binary of colonizer/colonized,
civilized/uncivilized, white/black which works to justify the mission civilatrice and
perpetuate a cultural distinction which is essential to the ‘business’ of economic and
political exploitation. The idea that ‘counterforce’ is the best response to the colonialist
myth of force, or to the myth of nurture, both of which underly this civilizing mission,
binds the colonized into a myth. This has often implicated colonized groups and
individuals in a strategy of resistance which has been unable to resist absorption into the
myth of power, whatever the outcome of their political opposition.>”’

Distinct from the identity of nations, the settler colonizer’s identity has three main
components: first, the power of naming as part of the settler-colonial discourse of
transforming unfamiliar spaces to familiar ones, even if only in the mind at the beginning;
hence places appear with settler-colonial names. The second production is of the settler-
colonizer’s identity and the third is the production of an attachment to a place where the
settler colonizer is. The last component has a dynamic involving two groups: the settler-

colonizers and the indigenous nations in which the form of communication or discourse in

*3 paul Carter, The Road to Botany Bay: An Exploration of Landscape and History (Londom, Boston: Faber
and Faber, 1987), pp. 158-159. [Emphasis added].

Edward Said, Orientalism, op. cit., pp. 205-206. Said notes: “In its most basic form, then, Oriental material
could not really be violated by anyone’s discoveries, nor did it seem ever to be reevalutated completely.
Instead, the work of various nineteenth-century scholars and of imaginative writers made this essential
body of knowledge more clear, more detailed, more substantial — and more distinct from “Occidentalism.”
Yet Orientalist ideas could enter into alliance with general philosophical theories (such as those about the
history of mankind and civilization) and in many ways the professional contributions of Oriental
knowledge were anxious to couch their formulations and ideas, their scholarly work, their considered
contemporary observations, in language and terminology whose cultural validity derived from their
sciences and systems of thought.... The Orient existed as a place isolated from the mainstream of
European progress in the sciences, arts, and commerce. Thus whatever good or bad values were imputed to
the Orient appeared to be functions of some highly specialized Western interest in the Orient. This was the
situation from about the 1870s on through the early part of the twentieth century — but let me give some
examples that illustrate what I mean. Theses of Oriental backwardness, degeneracy, and inequality with the
West most easily associated themselves early in the nineteenth century with ideas about the biological
bases of racial inequality. Thus the racial classifications found in Cuivier’s Le Régne animal, Gobineau’s
Essai sur 'inégalité des races humaines, and Robert Knox’s The Dark Races of Man found a willing
partner in latent Orientalism. To these ideas was added a second-order Darwinism, which seemed to
accentuate the “scientific” validity of the division of races into advanced and backward, or European-
Aryan and Oriental-African. Thus the whole question of imperialism, as it was debated in the late
nineteenth century by pro-imperialists and anti-imperialists alike, carried forward the binary
typology of advanced and backward (or subject) races, cultures and societies.” [Emphasis added]

7 Bill Ashcroft, Post-colonial Transformation (London and New York: Routledge, 2001), p. 21. [Emphasis

added].

276

100



settler-colonial history has been violent. Implicit in this dynamic is that the production of
both settler colonial identity and attachment to a place is dependent on the interaction the
other group, the indigenous nation. This has been addressed earlier in the research.
However, how the frontier serves in the production of settler colonial existence still needs
to be explained. To do this, it is necessary to construct the dynamics to illustrate the

meaning entailed in the production of settler-colonial existence.

The production of settler colonial existence, is the first phase of the at least two in which
the settler colonizers produce their existence on the colonized places. This concept is
comprised of sub-components: frontier, and total war. The meaning of each of these two
components is compiled from various sources. Their conceptual significance of this effort
enables a clearer understanding of settler-colonization as systems which can then, in turn,
be analyzed and examined in terms of achievement or failure. This is especially so since
both frontier and total war combined produce the settler colonizer’s existence on the

colonized place and determine their relationship to the indigenous nations.

a. The frontier”"
Nathan Wolski in his discussion of the concept of frontier poses the question as to whether
it represents a place, a time, a process or something more subtle. He notes that Fredrick
Jackson Turner, the famous American historian, claimed the closing of the American
frontier in 1893, four centuries after of the discovery of America. Forty years earlier, in
1853, Wolski adds, William Thomas who was Assistant Protector of Aborigines in the
colony of Victoria also made a similar proclamation concluding that all Aboriginal
resistance in the colony had ended. Wolski notes that these two statements relied on a
particular conception of indigenous resistance to European settlement; that of the
indigenous laying down their arms of opposition.””” He suggests that limiting the meaning
of resistance to a physical violence paradigm, created the “simplistic binary opposition
between accommodation and physical resistance.””® In so doing the frontier was assumed

to be a region or a place (spatial), where Aboriginal resistance (process) continued to take

278 The conceptual meaning of this term is compiled from various sources.
279 Nathan Wolski, “All’s Not Quiet ..., op. cit., p. 216.
20 Ibid., p. 218
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place (temporal). He argues that by broadening the term resistance to include other

methods of resistance, hovering between passivity and agency between consciousness and
unconsciousness, such as “taking spears in hand, steeling sheep and murdering shepherds;

it can equally mean dancing traditional corroborees; continuing to make traditional tools, or
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even speaking one’s own language. Towards the end, he paraphrases Paul Carter’s

definition: “the frontier is the space in between two cultures, the space of meeting, of
contestation and of negotiation of identity.”**> However, in order to arrive at this definition
he utilizes a quote which represents the kind of discourse that Said was referring to as
orientalist. Note the two texts: the first is the quote Wolski utilizes from Jan Critchett to
emphasize the cultural aspect of frontier, and the second is Said’s which identifies patterns
of orientalist discourse.

The frontier was in fact a very local phenomenon, the disrupted area being the very land
each settler lived upon. The enemy was not on the other side of neutral ground. The
frontier was represented by the woman who lived near by and was shared by her
Aboriginal partner with a European.... It was the group living down beside the creek or
river, it was the boy used as a guide for exploring parties or for doing jobs now and then.
The ‘other side of the frontier’ was just down the yard or as close as the bed shared
with an aboriginal woman.”*

What Said illustrates as the characteristics of such a discourse is in the following:

... the differences in their ideas [the nineteenth-century writers Said analyzed] about the
Orient can be characterized as exclusively manifest differences, differences in form and
personal style, rarely in basic content. Every one of them kept intact the separateness of
the Orient, its eccentricity, its backwardness, its silent indifference, its feminine
penetrability, its supine malleability; this is why every writer of the Orient, from Renan
to Marx, (idealogically speaking), or from the most rigorous scholars (Lane and Sacy) to
the most powerful imaginations (Flaubert and Nerval), saw the Orient as a local requiring
Western attention, reconstruction, even redemption.285

Thus, one deduces from Said’s characterization of orientalist discourse, that Wolski’s

emphasis on the cultural aspect of frontier becomes a means to ‘reconstruct’ the culture of

21 1bid., pp. 230-231. He uses Homhi Bhabha proposition of psychological aspects of resistance; see H. K.

Bhabha, The Location of Culture (London: Routledge, 1994). Wolski also utilizes the term “psychological
warfare”: the “kind of resistance which is not so much concerned with any action that the colonised may
take, but rather focuses on the ability of the colonised to refuse the logic of the entire colonial enterprise”
to expand on Bhabha’s point, see p. 219. On psychological warfare see B. Moore-Gilbert, Post Colonial
Theory — Contexts, Practices, Politics (London: Verso, 1997), p. 132.

22 Ibid., p. 225.

% Ibid., p. 232.

% As quoted in Wolski “All’s Not Quiet on the Western Front — Rethinking Resistance and Frontiers in
Aboriginal Historiography” in Lynette Russell (ed.), Colonial Frontiers ..., op. cit., p. 232 where he cites
from Jan Chritchett, A Distant Field of Murder (Melbourne: Melbourne University Press, 1990), p. 23.
[Emphasis added].

5 Edward Said, Orientalism, op. cit., p. 206. [Emphasis added].
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the indigenous peoples so that their identity also becomes dependent on the interaction with
the settler colonizer to the exclusion of an identity based on attachment to the land — an
attribute which has been illustrated in the previous chapter to be more consistent with non-
nations such as settler colonial societies. Furthermore, Wolski implicitly presents settler
colonization itself as a “culture” promoting it as valid to the indigenous culture; albeit that
the settler “culture” is being produced to assume hegemonic status over the indigenous.
Hence, this seems to point to the term ‘frontier’ as being an oreintalist one. In this
discourse, it is being stripped from is substantial aspects of representing a space and space-
time of the indigenous nation to become like the term ‘nation’ in non-objective discourse to
assume abstract status so that the settler “culture” can dominate by sheer volume of
intricacies invested in promoting the settler-colonial binary behavior as a “culture.” In
contrast, the indigenous discourse seems to have no use of the term ‘frontier’ prior to the

arrival of the settler colonizers.?*

b. Total war and settler colonial wars:**’
Total war is derived from a type of war which Carl von Clausewitz, a Prussian military
officer and theoretician of the nineteenth century, called ‘absolute’ war. His model of the
‘absolute’ war was Napoleonic warfare which aimed at the destruction of the enemy’s
system of government or state, and indeed the replacement of his political ideology by
another.”™ Between the First and Second World Wars, a German general Erich Ludendorff
interpreted Clausewitz’s ‘absolute’ war as total war; a war involving nations.”™ Hans

Speier notes that a nation at total war may be compared to a besieged fortress:

2% Nations tend to use terms signifying boundaries which are spatial manifestations of the scope of a nation’s
belonging to a place. This is market as tribal or a nation’s territorial belonging. Unlike settler-colonial
enterprises which need to produce spaces by transforming them from the “wild” to the familiar.

The conceptual meaning of this term is compiled from various sources, and its interpretation is developed

further for the purposes of elaborating its significance in settler-colonial wars against indigenous nations.

States have waged total war against each other such as in the Napoleonic wars after the French

Revolution, and the wars by and against Germany in the First World War and against Germany and Japan

in the Second World War. However, the scope of this type of war becomes starker with reference to the

the process which Paul Carter has called “communication” between the colonizer and the colonized on the
settler colonizers frontier or boundary.

Beatrice Heuser, The Bomb..., op. cit., p. 103. She cites Carl von Clausewitz, Vom Krieg (Berlin:

Diimmler, 1932) referring to, Book VIII, Ch. 2.

*%% Erich Ludendorff, Der Totale Krieg (Munich: Ludendorffs Verlag GmbH, 1935), translated by Dr. A.S.
Rappoport as The Nation at War (London: Hutchinson & Co., 1936), p. 168. Yehuda Wallach makes a
qualifying note between Cluasewitz’s absolute war and Ludendorff’s version in total war: “Clausewitz’
conception of the “absolute war” was a philosophical exercise designed to reduce war to its abstraction
and strip it, for the purpose of theoretical contemplation, of all influences imposed by reality. Ludendorftf’s
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As the besiegers try to force a fortress to surrender not only by directing strictly military
means against its military defenders, but also by starving its civil inhabitants, so total
warfare implements the military assault upon the armed forces of a nation by the use of
nonmilitary weapons directed against the noncombatant part of the enemy population. The
distinction between combatants loses its ...significance. **°
Ludendorff wrote that total war (which he termed totalitarian war) which was “far from
being the concern of the military forces alone, directly touches the life and soul of every
single member of belligerent nations....”**! In his description, Ludendorff associated such
wars as wars of survival — when the continued existence of a nation is at stake. He
classified wars fought by colonized nations or tribes in face of colonizers within this type;
he regarded battles fought by the colonizers for greed and gain differently. Hence,
Colonial wars, wherein nations or tribes are fighting only for their life, and whom the opponent
can simply crush, bear, as far as the attacked nations or tribes are concerned, the character of a
totalitarian war, and are waged by such tribes for moral reasons. For the rest, these wars are
most immoral actions, and do not deserve the sublime and serious definition of warfare. They
are stirred up and waged out of greed, and not for the preservation of the nation.*”
Implicit in total war is the extermination of nations or peoples. Beatrice Heuser highlights
that “[a]ny war that deliberately aimed to annihilate large numbers of defenceless enemy
non-combatants, contains the genocidal, ideological element of a Total War.”*”* To
ascertain what this means, she refers to the United Nations Convention on the Prevention
and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide adopted by the General Assembly in 1948 to

defined what acts constitute genocide; any of the following with the intent to destroy, in

whole or in part, a national, ethical, racial, or religious group amount to genocide:

(a) Killing members of the group.

(b) Causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the group.

(c) Deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about
its physical destruction in whole or in part.

(d) Imposing measures intended to prevent births within the group.

“total war” has nothing in common with Clausewitz’ notion, and is far from being a philosophical
concept.” See Yehuda L. Wallach, The Dogma of the Battle of Annihilation: The Theories of Clausewitz
and Schlieffen and Their Impact on the German Conduct of Two World Wars (Westport, Ct.: Greenwood
Press, 1986), p. 242.

% Hans Speier, “Ludendorff: The German Concept of Total War” in Earl Mead (ed.), Makers of Modern
Strategy (Princeton N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1941), pp. 306-321, p. 315.

2! Erich Ludendorff, “The Nation ..., op. cit., p. 15.

22 1bid., pp. 16-17.

293 Beatrice Heuser, The Bomb..., op. cit., p. 114.
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(e) Forcibly transferring children of the group to another group.*

Furthermore, Colin Tatz points out that in the vocabulary of genocide there are three
parties: the perpetrators, the victims, and the bystanders without whom the perpetrators
cannot effect their purposes. Tatz elaborates further on the bystanders:

Within the latter category, there are those who are simply indifferent, those who are
hostiley indifferent, those who are, in some degree, complicit, and those who are, for want
of a clearer or better term, companions to the events. One can be a companion to something
even in the act of opposing it. Thus, in South Africa, I was complicit in much of apartheid
white teaching and writing about the evil of the system. It seems never to occur to those
who deny involvement, or legal or moral guilt, or who distance themselves from past
events, that they were, and are, indeed companions, and therefore in some degree
complicit.””

With the above categories of parties in the vocabulary of genocide — with the role of the
bystanders elaborated further in the section below on the monopoly of truth — it seems
relevant to point out that colonial wars, in general, fall under acts of genocide and settler
colonial wars.**® This especially since what was targeted was not only the indigenous
nations as individual beings but their way of life and attachment to their land. Genocide,
need not be committed by violence alone but could be committed by non-murderous
means.””’ As Waziyatawin Angela Wilson and Michael Yellow Bird, two First Nations
academics of North America have put it:

Not only has colonization resulted in the loss of major rights such as land and self-
determination, but most of our contemporary daily struggles (poverty, family violence,
chemical dependency, suicide, and deterioration of health) are also direct consequences of
colonization. Colonization is an all encompassing presence in our lives. The consequences
of colonization are similar for peoples all over the world including, for example, the Maoris
of New Zealand, the Aboriginal Peoples of Australia, First Nations Peoples of Canada, and
Indigenous Peoples of Africa and Latin America.””

The destruction of an indigenous nation’s community and social fabric can be comparable

to the destruction of an enemy’s system of government, or replacing the political system

% Ibid., p. 104. Heuser cites Article II of the “Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of
Genocide”, U.N.T.S., No. 1021, Vol. 78 (1951), p. 277.

25 Colin Tatz, “Genocide in Australia”, Journal of Genocide Research, Vol. 1, No. 3 (1999), pp. 315-352,

here p. 317.

For a theoretical discussion of what could be considered intellectual bystander(ing) see Charles W. Mills,

“Contract of Breach: Reparing the Racial Contract” in Carole Pateman and Charles Mills, Contract and

Domination (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2007), pp. 106-133.

27 Colin Tatz, “Genocide in Australia,” op. cit., p. 317.

2% Waziyatawin Angela Wilson and Michael Yellow Bird, “Beginning Decolonization”, in Waziyatawin
Angela Wilson and Michael Yellow Bird (eds.), For Indigenous Eyes Only: A Decolonization Handbook
(Santa Fe: School of American Research — Native American Series, (2005), 2007), pp. 1- 7, here p. 2.
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and ideology of states, can be seen as unltimate goals. Consequently, total wars utilize
undetermined resources and numbers until the goal is achieved irrespective of how long it
may take. This stands in contrast with limited wars in which the ends are predetermined by
the means and resources available in order to make the goals, which are determined by the
policy of government, achievable. This goes back to Clausewitz’s categorization of wars,
and hence:

Limited wars, i.e. wars limited in aim (e.g. the seizure of limited territory, access to sea-
routes or natural resources, without seeking the destruction of the enemy’s government or
state or the replacement of a ruler), or wars limited in the way they were fought (e.g. only
‘men of military age’ would be treated as enemies, or only soldiers on the battlefield but not
civilians), or wars limited in time, space or quantity of people and resources involved.*”

It is worth noting here that while colonial wars may in general fall under Ludendorff’s
classification as being waged out of greed — in such cases for land — settler-colonial wars
against indigenous nations could assume a total war characterization yet maintain a limited
scope on the part of the colonizer. Here the distinction has to do with who the parties at war
are: a nation against a nation, a state against another state, a state against a non-state party
(i.e. a nation, a people, or a tribe), and what their technological capabilities are. These
factors may also determine whether the characterization of total war applies to both parties,
or to one without the other. For example, a party with advanced technological capabilities
may wage total war aims with limited resources and numbers against an enemy with less or
no technological capabilities yet more numerous. An overall view of the nature of the war
can be identified by the outcomes and how they related to policy. Thus, a party with
modern technological capabilities and hardware could be waging a total war without having
to muster the whole of its population numerically as it has acquired the ability to deliver an
advantaged asymmetrical force to bear upon the lesser technologically and capability
opponent, by yet targettging the population (combatants and non-combatants) of the latter.
The modern technical term which describes such a concept of asymmetrical advantage is

force multiplier.

A force multiplier is defined as a “capability that, when added to and employed by a

combat force, significantly increases the combat potential of that force and thus enhances

299 Beatrice Heuser, The Bomb..., op. cit., p. 103. Heuser cites: Carl von Clausewitz, On War (Berlin:

Diimmler, 1832), beginning of Book VIII.
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the probability of successful mission accomplishment.”*” Force multiplication can be
achieved by using a technology, or a combination of it with other tactics, which makes a
given force more effective than if used without it. Hence, it is the expected size increase
required to have the same effectiveness without which such advantage is the multiplication
factor. This is manifested in colonial wars in general, and settler colonial wars in particular.
For example, the overwhelming technological advantage enjoyed by the European forces
over the Africans was one of the reasons why the conquest of Africa was relatively easy.
The nations of Africa were not able to get any of the devices use by the colonizers such as
the Gatling and Maxim machine guns, which fired over ten shots per second, let alone the
naval systems such as the river gunboats and coastal warships which could deliver an
overwhelming concentration of force over distance and time, deep upstream along the river
banks or the shores.’”! The use of such overwhelming force advantage moved the Lagos
Weekly Record to comment on the “pacification expeditions” in the colonial territories. It
described the inherent viciousness and immorality of such acts:

...a system of warfare carried on at such disparity of arms as to hardly make it war at all,
but rather a cowardly, wanton and unrisky raid upon human life. It is the inequality
characterizing these wars against the native which induces public feeling to revolt at the
spectacle of one man armed shooting down another who is unarmed and glorying in his
deed; and the feeling of repugnance excited is not without the suspicion that the absence of
risk is what largely prompts the undertaking of such wars.’"”

The above illustrates what Heuser has noted, that while total wars could include all wars of
colonial expansion, the battles involved could often be limited in scope.’® On the part of
the colonized, the colonial settler wars “literally demand[ed] the entire strength of a nation,
since such a war is directed against it.”*** Such a description is similar to what the nations

of North America experienced in face of settler colonial use of force:

The general pattern of settler encroachment and increasing friction leading to a major war
of extirpation was repeated in North and South Carolina in the early eighteenth century.
Here again, the Indians’ resistance resulted in the destruction of their societies and the loss
of their land.’”

% Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms (US Department of Defense, 2005).

3011 S. Stavrianos, The Global Rift ..., op. cit., p. 293.

2 Ibid., p. 293, here citing from S.C. Ukpabi, “British Colonial Wars in West Africa: Image and Reality”,
Civilisations XX (1970), pp. 383,384.

393 Beatrice Heuser, The Bomb..., op. cit., p. 103. She cites Carl von Clausewitz. On War, op. cit., Book VIII
Ch. 2.

3% Erich Ludendorff, “The Nation ..., op. cit., p. 23.

395 George M. Fredrickson, White Supremacy ..., op. cit., p. 28. For a good brief discussion of the Tuscarora
and Yamasee wars in the Carolinas, see Gary B. Nash, Red, White and Black... op. cit., pp. 145-51.
Werner W. Crane also deals with these conflicts and the circumstances surrounding them in The Southern
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The above has given a descriptive review of total war, but what is needed as well is an
understanding of what it means as a concept. Heuser provides a conceptual analyis of Total
War;>® it is waged by an entire population against not only the armed forces of a
designated enemy group, but against every one of its members, man, women or child,
explicitly denying any distinction between combatants and non-combatants. It is thus
‘universalised violence’ to use Raymond Aron’s term.**” The aim is to achieve complete
domination of an enemy group (as defined by a particular ideology) by one’s own group
(equally defined by that ideology), to the point where the enemy group is exterminated or at
least quite literally enslaved. Total War is the enacting of the struggle between these two
groups which according to the constituent doctrine of totalitarian régimes is an essential
part of their destinies, according to the laws of history, nature and providence; it is a
struggle which goes on even in times of formal peace. The entire totalitarian society is
prepared for the Total War effort; its War Machine dominates its militarized society in
peacetime almost as much as in war. At all times, the totalitarian regime holds the

monopoly over ‘truth’ and propaganda and dissidents are regarded as enemies within.**®

The following is a conceptual elaboration of the Total War compiled from various sources
and re-grouped into four main themes to be used as a basis for analyzing settler colonial

cases. Hence, Total War can be understood as comprising of:

i) A clash of nations: Since Total War is waged by an entire population against the armed
forces and the population of another enemy group, it is therefore a war between nations
on all their land (in contrast with battle fronts in limited wars) and not exclusively armies
but also against non-combatants (in contrast with most limited wars). It involves the
whole population whether in the war-making effort or as casualties. Because the casualty
and death tolls in such wars are usually high, the nation’s morale must be made to

maintain its strength while that of the counterpart needs to be weakened. This means that

Indian Frontier, 1670-1732 (Durham, N.C.: 1928). More on the American case shall be examined in the
next chapter.

3% Henceforth, the descriptive term “total war” shall be replaced by the conceptual term “Total War” with
capital letters.

397 Beatrice Heuser, The Bomb..., op. cit., p. 113, citing Raymond Aron, The Century of Total War, trans.
E.W. Dickes and O.S. Griffiths (London: Derek Verschoyle, 1954), p. 41.

308 7y -
Ibid., p. 114.
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propaganda or the sense of justice (depending on which party) has a key role in sustaining
the drive of the home population towards withstanding the costs until the decisive victory
is realized. This is as Ludendorff put it: “For a morally strong people, the war decision
lies solely in the victory on the battlefield and in the annihilation of the enemy Army and
of the enemy nation, though they remain morally strong and psychically united.”*” Total
War is “seen as an ideological and cultural clash (Kulturkrieg) between mobilized nations
whose goal was national-racial survival through the subordination of other nations.”'
This is relevant in settler colonial cases in which the aim in the creation phase is to
establish supremacy over the other nations they have colonized or replaced.®'' Total Wars
cover a breadth of territory and population beyond what would normally occur in a
limited war. The technological improvements of long range weapons of different sorts
widen the fighting zones by including regions behind the actual fighting areas. For
example, in the First World War, the improvement of aircraft, their extended range and
bombing capacity, carried the war deep behind the front line, into the enemy country. The
population was exposed not only to the impact of bombing, but also to the influence of
hostile propaganda media like leaflets and wireless messages. The population was also
likely to suffer from economic measures, like enemy blockade, or from self-imposed

312 :
Hence, to re-iterate what

deprivations in order to divert vital materials to the war effort.
Speier has described as an analogy of a siege:

The nation at war can thus be compared to the people in a besieged fortress. As the
besiegers try to force a fortress to surrender not only by directing strictly military means
against its military defenders, but also by starving its civil inhabitants, so total warfare
implements the military assault upon the armed forces of a nation by the use of nonmilitary
weapons directed against the noncombatant part of the enemy population. The distinction
between combatants loses its former significance. >

The First and Second World Wars involved whole nations, not only armies, and thus
suffering did not only occur in the battle fronts. Technological development of arms
enabled infliction of damage to main cities deep inside warring states. Since Total Wars

tend to go on for an extended duration of time, preparation for them begins before the

39 Erich Ludendorff, “The Nation ..., op. cit., p. 168.

319 Michael Geyer, “German Strategy in the Age of Machine Warfare, 1914-1945”, in Peter Paret (ed.),
Makers of Modern Strategy from Machiavelli to the Nuclear Age (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University
Press, (1986) 1994), pp. 527-597, here p. 546.

' To be developed further in next chapter.

312 yehuda L. Wallach, The Dogma ..., op. cit., p. 242.

313 Hans Speier, “Ludendorff ..., op. cit., p. 315.
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outbreak of overt fighting begins in societies intending to wage such wars. Therefore,
the resources required and the cost of preparing and waging a Total War is considerably
high and requires from a state or society to be able to deliver the resources to prepare

and sustain such a war effort. This requires what has been called the War Machine.*'* It

is what Arthur Koestler has called the ‘destructive organisational engine of war’,*"” and

which Heuser has referred to as:

[T]he industrial and technical factors, as well as the centralised administrative and
operational structures of states which transformed warfare between the time of Napoleon
and that of the First World War: these include enhanced, industrialised production of coal
and other fuels, steel, and thus armaments and arms systems; the major technological
innovations (the railway, the telegraph, the steamship, new and more deadly guns);
enhanced state control over populations, with the involvement of these populations in
warfare through conscription, propaganda (including through universal primary school
education), but also taxation; a reshaping of the workforce to suit the needs of a war
industry; and finally, the change in the conduct of warfare which led to ever more lethal
firepower and ever ‘emptier’ battlefields, with an even wider dispersal of operations in
growing theaters of war. The War Machine we will take to mean all the factors other than
ideology and political aims which came together to transform war in scale and
effectiveness. In other words, the fully developed War Machine in a system, a state, and
industrial society geared up for the waging of war, minus ideology. This phenomenon of the
ever more machine-like and anonymous war, which was only identified gradually by a few
intellectuals like Carl von Clausewitz, Richard Cobden or John Ruskin, became more
widely understood only with the mass slaughter of the American Civil War of 1861-65, of
the Franco-German war of 1870/71, and then, finally, of the First World War. 316

Nations or societies without the capability to harness such resources and attain
comparable levels of technological advances seem unlikely to be able to achieve the
decisive victory characteristic of this type of war, particularly if fighting a
technologically apt counterpart. This point is also relevant to the nations on the
receiving end of settler colonization, who could not produce or attain force multipliers
which were technologically dependent.’'” Furthermore, the description of Total War
generally covers wars between nations and/or between states, and the conceptual
structure of Total War has generally focused on state actors rather than peoples outside
the state or in pre-state stages (non-states). Therefore, to better understand the workings
of Total War when practiced by non-state actors such as settler colonizers (with the end

goal of becoming a state), and indigenous nations lacking comparable structures of rule,

314 Heuser notes: “This term is used, in a somewhat looser sense, by Daniel Pick, War Machine: The

Rationalisation of Slaughter in the Modern Age (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1993).

315 Heuser cites Arther Koeslter, Janus: A Summing Up (London: Hutchinson, 1978), p. 90.

Beatrice Heuser, The Bomb..., op. cit., pp. 103-104. Heuser cites: Pick, War Machine.

37 This point is developed further in the next chapter.
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resource management capabilities, and war-making knowledge on a systemic level, the
conceptual construction of Total War may need to be developed further. How this type
of war manifests in the colonial wars, and in particular settler-colonial wars, especially
in the settler colonial creation phase, may require a further developed conceptual

structure of Total War. Next point may illustrate this further.

ii) A reversal of the roles between politics and war: Carl von Clausewitz maintained that
war is a political instrument and therefore is a continuation of policy by other means.”'®
This means that policy determines the aims of war and that strategy determines the
conduct of war by defining aims achievable by the means available. In contrast, aims that
are beyond the means available reduce the effectiveness in the use of war as an
instrument of policy. Clausewitz’s dictum reflects a particular political structure in which
the politics stands superior to, and dominantes, war; in modern terms it means that the
civilian government determines the role of the military. In contrast, the function of Total
War is not to achieve limited aims as in limited war. According to Ludendorff, Total War
is a war for survival in which “[bJoth warfare and politics are meant to serve the
preservation of the people, but warfare is the highest expression of the national [or

319 will to live. Therefore politics has to serve the conduct of war.”*** Hans Speir

racial]
noted that Ludendorff “drew up the blueprint of a military dictatorship to eliminate
politics for the purposes of Total War; mass movements would have to be crushed by this
dictatorship.””*' In Total War the standing and roles of politics and war are reversed. War
becomes “foreign politics by other means. As for the rest, overall policy must serve the
war.”*?* This in turn means that politics becomes the instrument rather than the shaper of
war. The aims in such wars are not sized according to the means available but rather
constantly channels all resources into the war effort until the aim is achieved, irrespective

of whether it is reasonably achievable or not. According to Ludendorff, crucial in Total

War is achieving decision; “the war decision lies solely in the victory on the battlefield

318 Carl Von Clausewitz, On War, op. cit., p. 87.

1% The term ‘racial’ is also used; see Yehuda L. Wallach, The Dogma..., op. cit, p. 242; see also Hans
Speier, “Ludendorft ..., op. cit., p. 317.

320 yehuda L. Wallach, The Dogma ..., op. cit., p. 242.

32! Hans Speier, “Ludendorff ..., op. cit., p. 307.

322 Yehuda L. Wallach, The Dogma ..., op. cit., p. 242.
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and in the annihilation of the enemy Army and of the enemy nation.”*** The duration of
such wars is difficult to pre-determine before hand.
In the totalitarian war action follows action, battle follows battle; there may be shorter or
longer intervals of rest and to reorganize forces; the war my degenerate into a war of
attrition on long extended fronts which cannot be broken until, at last, the war attains its
conclusion, in this case not by the defeat of an enemy, but by the collapse of a nation.***
This places a tremendous burden on mustering and producing the resources needed to
sustain such a war and why all persons of the nation thus become involved whether in
the production process or rationing of needs. For this to function, the nation waging
Total War needs to be morally strong to withstand the costs required. Hence, the
particular role of politics:
Politics, at least during the War, ought to have served the vital strength of the nation, and to
have served the purpose of shaping the national life. The nation, too, ought to have
understood that in its solidarity it would have to sacrifice its all for the army itself.**’
Here the function of strategy also changes. Since the means constantly needs to be
made available or produced to sustain the war until its conclusion, strategy no longer
functions as an instrument which sets aims according to the means available. Rather it
‘demands’ that all means be brought to feed the war until the ultimate aim is achieved,
that is the collapse of the enemy nation, including the defeat of its combatants, by
essentially breaking the will of the opposing nation to continue to resist. In such an
endeavor, all aspects connected to the war effort “must be properly coordinated in order
to support the struggle for existence of the nation. They must, therefore, all become
subordinated to the war, including politics.”**® This predicates a particular system of
rule. One in which:

[t]he leader of total war has, therefore, the right to demand from the leader of “total
politics” the unity of the nation as “the national duty of total politics.” This does not mean
simply the inspiring of national enthusiasm, but, above all, the suppression of any potential
discontent by means of imposing the most extreme censorship on news-papers, radio,
severe laws against treason, closure of the frontiers to neutral countries, prohibition of
meetings, shadowing of railway traffic, and of course, protective custody for malcontents
and potential saboteurs. The latter should be handled rigorously, for they are likely to
undermine the unified effort of the national community.*”’

**3 Erich Ludendorff, “The Nation ..., op. cit., p. 168.
324 Ibid., p. 161.
325 Ibid., p. 19.
326 Yehuda L. Wallach, The Dogma ..., op. cit., p. 242.
327 Ibid., p. 242.
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The political system described is one in which the military rules the nation. It is a
totalitarian regime which is an essential part of its destiny, according to the laws of
history, nature and providence.”*® Hence,

Like the totalitarian war, politics, too, must assume a totalitarian character. With a view to
the highest output of a nation in a totalitarian war, politics should be the energetic doctrine
of the preservation of the people, and should carefully consider the requirements and claims
of the nation for the preservation of its existence in all spheres of life, and not least in the
physical sphere.329
Accordingly, this system sustains the Total War struggle “which goes on even in times
of formal peace.”**° Hence,

War being the highest test of a nation for the preservation of its existence, a totalitarian
policy, must, for that very reason, elaborate in peace-time plans for the necessary
preparations required for the vital struggle of the nation in war, and fortify foundations for
such a vital struggle so strongly that they could not be moved in the heat of war, neither be
broken or entirely destroyed through any measures taken by the enemy.331
For in peace-time preparations are made for the next war, and it requires from the
totalitarian regime to maintain the people on a momentum towards the drive war-drive.
Ludendorff explains:

Considerations of this kind lead the Supreme Command in peace time according to the
estimated conditions of the coming war, to build forts at the frontiers or even fortresses,
whose value it is true has of late become less, in order to compel the attacking enemy to
immobilize forces for the attacks of forts, or to decide on operations involving
disadvantages for him and of which the attacked side will, of course, make full use.’*
Such preparations for Total War “made far greater and more specific requirements of an
economy...not only in simple levels of resources, but also in the nature and type of
technological, scientific and industrial effort required.”*** Preparing for this type of war
is very costly. John Buckley gives an example of the realization of the warring parties
between the World Wars in Europe of the enormous resources that had to be pooled to
develop air power capabilities. Buckley adds:

The Allies, the Soviet Union included, understood what sacrifices would have to be made
and accordingly built air strength of immense and overwhelming power by 1944. The

328 Ibid., p. 114.

329 Erich Ludendorff, “The Nation ..., op. cit., p. 23.

330 Beatrice Heuser, The Bomb ..., op. cit., p. 114.

331 Erich Ludendorff, “The Nation ..., op. cit., p. 23.

32 Ibid., p. 130.

333 John Buckley, Air Power in the Age of Total War (London: University College London Press, 1999), p.
221.
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consequences of failure for Germany were catastrophic and defeat came rapidly once air

supremacy had been conceded.™*
Furthermore, importance of technical means to conduct such a war becomes more
important the longer it lasts. “The endeavor to annihilate the enemy by heavier fire and
to protect one’s own troops cause[s] a constantly increasing equipment of the troops
with all kinds of weapons.”* This is also relevant to settler-colonization cases but with
a distinction in that the colonizers were able to increase their technological fire-power
whereas the indigenous nations were not, as their capabilities in technological industry
was very limited if non-existent.*® The costs entailed, and the internal cohesion
required, brings one to the next point in Total War, which has to do with the level of
motivation or justification and source of commitment required to engage whole

societies in such wars.

iii)y A monopoly over “truth”: Being that Total Wars are clashes of nations sustained over
extended periods of time, requiring tremendous resources and sacrifice, internal cohesion
and morale play an important role. Here, the claim to “monopoly over truth” is significant
in order to render the possible truths of targeted nations as invalid. If the nation’s truth is
contested, then so is the standing of the nation itself and hence the war becomes one for
survival for the “nature of the of a totalitarian war postulates that it can be waged only
when the existence of the entire nation is actually being threatened, and the latter is really
determined to wage such a war.”**’ Ludendorff insists that Total War should be, and be
propogated as being, defensive.”®® For this perception to be lasting, the determination
required is forged by tapping onto a spiritual bond that unites the nation.

It is in the nation that the center of gravity lies in time of war, and the High Command has
to count on the nation. A totalitarian policy must put at the disposal of such a war the
strength of the nation and preserve it and only a conformity to the fundamental racial and
spiritual laws will succeed in welding nation, conduct of war, and politics into that powerful
unity which is the basis of national preservation.’>

He adds that in Total Wars, it is the nation that is pivotal and not the state. “In the

totalitarian war the preservation of the State is...also at stake, for it cannot be separated

3% Ibid., p. 221.

> Erich Ludendorff, “The Nation ..., op. cit., p. 93.

336 This point shall be developed further in next chapter about the cases.
337 Erich Ludendorff, “The Nation ..., op. cit., p. 16.

338 Hans Speier, “Chapter 13: Ludendorff ..., op. cit., p. 318.

339 Erich Ludendorff, “The Nation ..., op. cit., p. 54.
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from the nation, but it is, after all, the nation and not the State, that is fighting in the

340 If the Total War is not defensive, then it must be perceived as such so

totalitarian war.
that “[e]very individual in the nation is expected to give his entire strength at the front or
at home, and this can only do when he realizes that it is an immutable and inviolable truth

2341 According to this line of

that war in being waged solely for the existence of the nation.
thought, it follows that targeting combatants and noncombatants becomes not only
acceptable but seen as necessary. This is because:

[t]he armed forces are rooted in the nation, are a constituent part of it, and in the totalitarian
war the strength of these forces will be in accordance with the physical, economic, and
psychical strength of the people. It is psychical strength which creates the unity of the
armed forces, and of the people, and it is psychical strength that is required in the vital
struggle for the preservation of the race in a war which does not begin to-day and end to-
morrow, but which may be protracted for a very long time.**

Total War is seen as a “Darwinian struggle for predominance, and [in which the losers
are considered to] have shown themselves unfit to survive.”** This construction of a
binary “other”, an “other” with whom compromise or co-existence is not possible
because the cultures are incompatible, and therefore the expected “natural” and
“logical” outcome is the disappearance of the weaker party. This point is also relevant
in the settler colonial context and particularly in its creation phase, as shall be explained

below.

Colonization is essentially and offensive endeavor. For settler colonial wars to be
promoted “defensive” and to thus to transform the posture of the indigenous nations
response from objectively defensive to subjectively offensive, seems to point to a need
to construct a settler-colonizer “truth”. The function of this perceived “truth” is
strategic; it constructs a common destiny, providence and “natural history” for the
settler colonizer. Like the reversal of roles between politics and war from the previous
point, the role of rationality changes from analyzing a reality to one used to construct
and re-construct in order to sustain its perception or “myth”. Susan Strange points out

that “each doctrine has its own custom-built method of analysis, so planned that it leads

0 Ibid., p. 54.
3 Ibid., p. 54.
2 Ibid., p. 25.
33 Beatrice Heuser, The Bomb..., op. cit., p. 121; citing Text in Lothar Gruchmann, Totaler Krieg (Munich:
dtv, 1991), p. 253.
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inevitably to the conclusion it is designed to lead to.”>** Total War, is no different in

that it is “totally driven and dominated by the exclusive logic of its ideology,*® its

‘ideological superstition’ (or what Raymond Aron has called their ‘quasi-religious
doctrine’.)”**® Hence, as Heuser describes:

Hitler’s aims flowed logically from the belief that he was to lead the Aryan race to the
domination of the European continent, to give it ‘living space’ for it to increase numerically
and prosper. Hitler’s political and thus war aims were not merely the political domination
of continental Europe. It was the elimination from that area of all Jews, and the
enslavement of all other non-Aryans as an inferior workforce.”"’

Heuser adds that:

Hannah Arendt made it very clear that these totalitarian systems are by no means illogical;
Hitler and Stalin were no madmen, but applied with merciless logic to the very last
consequence their own ideologies and their own interpretations of the world. At the same
time, their claim to have the only true interpretation of the world and of the forces of
History/Nature, and to have the only programme for changing the world in accordance with
the forces of History/Nature, tolerated no rival systems, no questions.***

Therefore, a Total War environment, particularly if waged as an offensive effort, may
construct its own impregnable logic which is not based on objectivity but is rather
subjective. This point was examined in the previous chapter, and is relevant to settler-
colonial cases.’* Furthermore, in order to generate and sustain settler-colonizer
motivation to wage a protracted war against the colonized nations, the construction of
such a “truth” and then claiming a monopoly over it, serves as a means to identify the

enemy. Hence, in Total War terms:

The most urgent task of every nation is to have a clear idea of the embittered opponents of
its solidarity and unity...as well as the causes of its disintegration; to take the necessary
measures, and to discover by what means national solidarity and unity may be obtained. It
is the most urgent task of the commanders of the totalitarian war to demand a totalitarian
policy from the political leaders to effect the unity and solidarity of the nation, as it is,
indeed, the national duty of such a policy.*®

*** Susan Strange, States and Markets (London: Biddles Limited, (1988) 1989), p. 16.

5 Heuser, p. 112, notes: “Arendt on ideologies and on all ‘isms’ (/bid., pp. 431f): ‘Ideologies are harmless,
uncritical, and arbitrary opinions only as long as they are not believed in seriously. Once their claim to
total validity is taken literally they become the nuclei of logical systems in which, and in the system of
paranoiacs, everything follows comprehensively and even compulsorily once the first premise and in the
very logicality with which they are constructed. The curious logicality of all isms, their simple-minded
trust in the salvation value of stubborn devotion without regard for specific, varying factors, already
harbors the first germs of totalitarian contempt for reality and factuality.” ”

3% Heuser, p. 112, cites: Raymond Aron, The Century ..., op. cit., p. 89.

347 Beatrice Heuser, The Bomb ..., op. cit., p. 120.

38 Ibid., p. 112.

3 This shall be examined further in next chapter where total war between non-states and states versus non-
states shall be analyzed.

339 Erich Ludendorff, “The Nation ..., op. cit., p. 34.
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In Total Wars between states, one of the outcomes is that the defeated party is forced to
change its whole political structure. This in modern terms has been called regime change.
Examples of this are Germany and Japan as a result of defeat in World War Two. The aim

351
2 Il’l

of the Allies’ Total War on these states was to “rid it of its regime and ideology.
other words, to change the ideology and political structure of the other from totalitarian to
democratic. In the case of Japan, Heuser explains:

Japanese society had developed a form of Emperor-worship which grew to quasai-religious
proportions in 1930s...>** increasing romantic nostalgia for what were seen as original
Japanese values, including the sense of self-sacrifice and popular solidarity, a great majority
of Japanese, it seems, favored a more authoritarian system of government that dispensed
with parliamentary trappings. The military, recruiting officers from all social classes and
aspiring to represent a nation which had universal male service, saw itself as the agent of a
renewal of the polity that would modernise by ‘returning’ to Japan’s past, putting loyalty to
the Emperor as embodiment of both nation and state at the center of a state religion.3
In the case of Germany, “Hitler’s overall strategy flowed relatively logically from his
beliefs: Aryans had to thrive and increase in numbers, which Hitler was convinced, meant
the need for more ‘living space’, which in turn meant that other peoples... had to be
deprived of theirs.” 3% The concept of Total War comes back to the fore in the colonial
context when taking note of Japanese historian Saburo Ienaga who assessed that the
Japanese attitude “was identical with European and American conviction that control of
colonies in Asia, the Pacific, and Africa was ‘manifest destiny’.”>>> Ienaga maintained that
“[j]ust as in Germany, Japanese thinkers believed that their population need an outlet —
‘living space’ — abroad, and that for this reason Japan needed to colonise territories in
China, Manchuria and Korea.”>>
The combined analysis above seems to point towards what resembles a Tillian framework
of merging war-making and state-making as being mutually re-enforcing one another and
inter-dependent process. The above has also illustrated that an analogy could be made

between war-making in the development of modern European states in Tilly’s analysis, and

351
352

Beatrice Heuser, The Bomb..., op. cit., p. 127.

Heuser uses this term from Raymond Aron Heuser, p. 113, quoted from: Raymond Aron, The Century

of..., op. cit., p. 89.

333 Beatrice Heuser, The Bomb..., op. cit., pp. 121-122; reference to Saburo lenaga: Japan's Last War: World
War II and the Japanese, 1931 -1945 (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1979), pp. 14-18.

3% Ibid., p. 120.

333 Ibid., p. 9.
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between the total-war-making in the production of settler-colonial existence. The latter is
the connection that this research shall develop, that the war-making and the state-making
framework can be used to understand settler-colonial-state-formation. In other words, that
the settler-colonial production of their existence, entailed war-making but of a particular
type — Total War; and that the other process was not state-making affair but rather the

creation of settler-colonial existence.

ii) Theoretical framework on the production of settler-colonial

existence:
This process resembles the Tillian combined activities of merging state-making with war -
making. However, that the identity of the settler-colonizer is formed by the merging of the
two puts the settler-colonial process on an existential level rather than a transitional level.
In the Tillian version, the process is for states to transform to modern states. In the settler-
colonial version, the process produces the existence of a new community and society — that

of the settler colonial while simultaneously negating the existence of the colonized nations.

Ideally, settler-colonial state-building should begin after the creation phase has been
completed, as each process is distinct and should not overlap. The reason is that in the
creation phase, the settler colonial identity is totally dependent on, and indeed shaped by,
the activity of de-creating or eradicating the indigenous nation(s) to produce “empty” land.
It follows that once this has been attained, holding on to an identity based on elimination of
the “other” means that the settler-colonizers retain an identity which served a particular
purpose of creating their community premised on exclusion. Using this dynamic in settler
colonial state-building phase, or what is termed a “nation-building” process, produces
anomalies. This is because the latter process needs to be driven by inclusivity rather than
retaining the exclusivity driven process of the former. In cases where peoples of the
indigenous nations still managed to exist in the settler-colonial states, excluding the latter
from the inclusion process strains the effectiveness and credibility of sustaining the process
of “nation-building”. As discussed in the previous chapter, the objective status of the
indigenous nations as real nations counters the subjective categorization of settler-colonial

identity as “nations” albeit that the latter is founded on myth. Hence, the settler-colonial
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recourse in this contentious discourse is to attempt to promote the claim that al/l nations,
including indigenous nations, are myths —a claim that cannot be upheld by objective
analysis. The tension between the two opposing processes becomes evident in settler-
colonial cases which have not distinguished between the two phases — the creation phase
and the state-building / “nation-building” phase. As the remnants of the first are intertwined
with the second creating “nation-identity” anomalies as has also been described in the

previous chapter.

To appreciate the distinction between nation-formation and settler-colonial-creation one
would need to answer the following question: What is the colonial-settler-creation phase?
For the purpose of illustration the terms fusion and fission shall be used to signify
centripetal and centrifugal dynamics used by Mark Simpson in describing the challenges
states faced after the Cold War.” These terms are also useful in explaining what is meant
by the creation of phase of settler-colonial states. In so doing, it is useful to imagine a
nation as a ‘nucleus’ made up of three basic component or ‘atoms’: people — land — time.**®
The force that binds these three together represents a continuity which is spatially fixed and
temporally linear, to use terms derived from Nicole Waller’s concepts used to explain
challenges facing settler-colonial societies in claiming nationhood.” This binding force
develops common language, culture, tradition and forms an identity imbricated with the

land. Hence:

Nation (molecule) fusion W people (atom p) + land (atom 5 + time (atom

In contrast, the colonial-settler process entails two processes which are activated

simultaneously:

The first process: de-existing the “other” nation(s)
Since there can be only one claim of nationhood on a specific land, settler colonization uses

force to break up the molecular compound of the colonized nation(s). In other words the

337 Marck Simpson, “The Experience ..., op. cit., p. 465.

% On a discussion by Patrick Wolfe on delineating features that unite ideologically quarantined realms of
geopolitical ideology and natural science (particularly physics) see “Science