2fiap JEi12120 AUA°80a0600°6
/2016/1/

UDC 3275 (479.243) Politology

Armen Dylan Karayan
Yerevan Brusov State University of Linguistics and Social Sciences

ARTSAKH AND NATIONALISM IN WESTERN IDEOLOGY

The question of the representation of Armenian nationalism in western newspapers is a pressing one in Armenian politics in
Armenia and in the Armenian Diaspora. The characterization of Armenians as "nationalistic” has a powerful impact on how they
are understood. The purpose of this paper is to evaluate the philosophical assumptions and ideological underpinnings of the
concept of "nationalism™ as it is understood in western newspapers and academia, and to determine whether the concept as it is
used there is applicable to Armenian nationalism. The tem "nationalist” is repeatedly used to describe the Artsakh War of
Liberation in western newspapers, especially after the resurgence of active fighting at the border early in 2016. The method used
to understand the word "nationalism™ is a philosophical analysis of the use of the term in the seminal book on the topic of
nationalism produced by Elie Kedouri from the London School of Economics in 1960. The conclusion of the study is that
underlying its philosophical justification of its characterization of nationalism as a destructive and too-idealistic "children's
crusade" is a superhistorical nihilism; consequently, nationalism as it is characterized in the seminal book on the topic is not
applicable to Artsakh and new understanding of the social and political significance of the Artsakh War of Liberation is
warranted.

Keywords: Artsakh, Nagorno-Karabagh, nationalism, philosophy.

Upukh Myl Qupuywi
Eplwih Fpyniumjp whuwbhuybunulwb
[Equpwbulmb b hwuwpwluljuh ghnnipinibbbph huduyuupub

urstive L U2QuU3vUauunt@3ntul UrkUs3uv QUIUOUruvnNUntesut UG

Zuguwlul wqquylwlwanipyul GEpfugugnidp wplhduywl jpunyjudpeonghbpmd punn Juplbnp jubnhp F
Zuyuunulth punupwiwinyenul ke Uyninpomd I Z2-nud: Zuykph™ npyku wqquyblulul dnnmjpnh puppinidp,
UkS phpulunnupnid nibp, pk plswhup Jupdpp ki uqunid dpuwbg dwupl: Upprunwbph byuumull F qliwhunnky
«wqquylnulpminipinily hwulwugnippul hppunhuywlwi Ehpugpnipmibalpp o quyunhwpwlwi hkipkpp, npnig
hwpnud Bo wplbduywl ipunguul b ghnwlwl wgpimphkpp, plswku wl wwpgky, plh nppuiny F hwulugnipjui
dwl pdppbnidh gnpéwénidp hlwywunwupiuwimd huyhwlwl hwughwbughquhl: « Cughnbuyhuwny wkpdhap
Ybpokpu ( hwoyh wpbkny 2016 . ulqphl  huypwpppbowiwlwl  uvwhdwbhl  pralgyws dwpunwlui
qnpénnnipiniibbph Jepulunidp) UkS puwihnyg uluyly Foquuugnpdyly wpbduyub jpundudhongibpnid Upguifup
Uquuugpuliwl  wuypupp  Gqwpwgpbine hwdwp: Ui dkpngp,  npny mumdbwuppynid F
«lnughnluy pquy huiuljugnipinip hhjpunthugulpul £ ugl wnwehl whquid uyn Ununkguudp niunidtnuuppfky F Elie
Kedouri-p gppnud gpywé 1960 po. Lnanpnih  Sthwnkuwqghunippul nupngnid: Zkhnwgnuinippul Eqpuljugnipniip
thwunmd £ np wqquylwlwinipyul hpppunhuyulul pugunpnipiniap, npp pwwnn hwdwpn panpnoynid
wwwlwemgnpujwl b junhwqubgppbuyhunwlul qundwlul Ghhpyphqd E Qiunp ugl pdwunny | pasng
wgqquylnulpuinyeinill mkpdhbip oquuugnpdynid b huylkph dwupl pinubjpu huwdwwyunnwupnul b Ghpunkip sE b
Upguifup Uquinugpulul wuypuph unghwywlub b punupwlwd pwhwnipniip pdppakin hudwp whhpudkon
E anp dnmnkgnui

spulawpunlin' Upgaifu, Lirbaaghé wpupoan, wqquybulwéngsynif, thhjhunthugnyemié:

Apmen [Junan Kapasn
TI'ocyoapcmeennblii ynugepcumen a3vlko6
u coyuanvnvix nayk umenu bpiocosa

API[AX H HAITHOHAJIU3M B 3AITA/THOH HJIEOJIOTHH

Bonpoc penpesenmayuu apmanckozo0 HAYUOHANUIMA 8 3ANAOHBIX 2A3emax - Kal04egol GONpoC NOMUMUKU Apmenuu u
apMaHCKoU - duacnopul.  Xapakmepucmuka apmaHckoeo "Hayuonaruzma' obnadaem CUNbHLIM - 8030€liCmMEUeM HA €20
unmepnpemayuio. B cmamve oyenusaemcs gunocogpcrkas u uoeonozuueckas unmepnpemayus kouyenma "nHayuonoruzm" 6
3anaoHoll npecce U HAYYHbIX CIAMbAX U UX COOMHOUEHUEe K APpMAHCKOMY Hayuonanusmy. Tepmun "nayuonanusm” ucnonvzyemcs
C Yenvlo ONUCAHUA apyaxckoeo 0C80OOOUMENbHO20 O8UdICEHUs 6 3anadHoll npecce, 6 HACMHOCMU RNOCAeOHel ICKANAYuu
Kougnuxma 6 anpene 2016. Memoo ucnonv306annbwiii 0151 mpakmogku cioea "Hayuonanuzm” 6vli npoeeder Puiocopckull ananus
mepmuHa 6 ucuepnuvigaioweli pabome no Hayuonaruzmy Iau Keoypu onyoauxosannvim ¢ 19602. ¢ Jlondonckom uncmumyme
9KoHOMUKe. B 3axmiouenuu pabome ommevaemcsa, ymo 6 guiocogpckan unmepnpemayus HAYUOHANUIMA KaK 0eCmpyKmusHo2o u
upesmepro udeanucmuyecko2o "kpecmogo2o noxoda Oemei" - nposeieHue UCMOPUYECKO20 HUSUIUZMA U MAKUM 00pazom
MepMuH HaYUOHANU3M 6 IMOU UHMepnpemayuu He Modicen Obimb NPUMEHeH OMHOCUMENbHO K Apyaxy, 6 pe3ynvmame modicem
npueecmu K OCMbICIEHUIO COYUATLHO2O U NOTUMUYECKO20 3HAYEHUS apYAXcKo20 0C60000UMENbHO0 OBUNCEHUS.

Kniouesvie cnosa: Apyax, Hacopuwii Kapabax, nayuonanusm, gpunocopus

193



2fiap JEi12120 AUA°80a0600°6
/2016/1/

]

Zugwiwl wqquyhwlwaniypyui GEpjupugnidp wpbduywl jpunyudheonghbpnid spunn Juplbnp jubaghp F
Zuyunnnulih punupuwluwbnippul ke Uyninpnud b ZZ2-nid: Zuykph ' npupku wqquylnulpmi dnpmiypnh pdpninidp,
UkS phpujunnupnid nibp, pk plywyhup Jupdpp ki ugqunid dpubg dwuapl: Upjuunnuiph byunnula F qlnuhunnky
«uqquylnuluinieni i hwulpugnipyul hijpunhuywluwl Eipunpnyenibakpp b qupunhwpuwlmb hkipkpp, npnbg
hwpnud B wplbduywl ipunguul b ghnwlwl wgpimphkpp, plswka wl wwpgky, plh nppuiny F hwulugnipiui
lul puppinidp gnpdwénidp hlwmywwnwupnuinid huyulwl hwughwhughqupl: «Lughnbugpuwny wbpdhip
Ykpokpu (1 hwpyh wphkinyg 2016 p. ulqphll  hug-wppplkowimlml  vwhilwbpl  pebolyws  dwpnwlub
gnpénynipinibibph JEpulunidp) UES punhny ulfuyky F oquuugnpély wpliuywb jpunnyguwidhongibpnid Upguifup
Uquuugpuiwl wugpupp Ghuwpugplbin hwdwp: Ujh Jbpnpp, npny mumdbwuppnid Fo«hughnbuyhqu»
hwulpugnieniap hpypunthuywlub Fouyl wowehl wihqud wyp dnunkguwdp niunidinuupply FoElie Kedouri-h
gppnid” gpywé 1960 p. Lnbgnip Shunkuwghunippul nuypngnid: ZEnmwgnunipyul kgpulugnipmniap hwuwnnid |
np wgquylnuwinipyul hhhunhuywlwl pugunnpnipiniip, npp punn hwdwpu panpnoynid Fuwywjupnignyulwi
U junpwquibg-ppbuyhunulul wundwlui ahhpjpgd E Munp uwgl pdwunny plsny wqquybulubnipinil
wkpdhinp ogunugnpéynid Fhuybph dwupl pinubjpu huwdwwyunnwupouml b jhpunkih 35 0 Upgufup Uquunugpulub
wuypuwph unghuywlwh b punupwlwh Gpwinulnipniap pdppihbng hulup wihpudiown Fanp dninkgnud:

In 1977, a little more than a decade before the beginning of the Artsakh War of Liberation, while the Cold War raged between
the United States and the Soviet Union, the New York Times ran an article called, "Armenians Ask Moscow for Help, Charging
Azerbaijan with Bias." The article voiced the Armenian side of the issue, stating that the Armenians of Karabakh had appealed
several times to Moscow to help them with the "cultural oppression and economic discrimination” that they felt at the hands of
Azerbaijan. It added that Moscow's decision to assign the region, eighty percent of whose population was Armenian, to
Azerbaijan in 1923 was in conflict with earlier promises to the Armenians. The article noted that the Armenians of Artsakh who
wanted to join Armenia were called "backwards and ignorant” by the local authorities, and it ended with the story of how the
Karabakh Armenians had been sharply rebuked by Moscow, and some of them ousted from the party or imprisoned "on charges
of nationalist agitation contrary to 'the principle of Leninist friendship of peoples and proletarian internationalism.™ The quotes in
the article around the nature of the violation were meant to encapsulate and emphasize the violation's absurdity to everyone who
was in on the joke in the, by contrast, "land of freedom." Nationalism in the article was thus made the victim of Soviet
universalism.

Twenty years on, the New York Times ran article which boldly declared something quite different from the 1977 article.
"The same ethnocentric nationalism," said the author, Stephen Kinzer, "that has allowed their nation to survive so long and
triumph against such powerful odds is now out of fashion in the world. By clinging to it, the Armenians set themselves apart from
the Europe they so much want to join." The article was quite right: nationalism is out of fashion, especially in nations with secure
borders. But the author was not merely chiding Armenians for the impracticality of their partially understandable nationalism.
Below this surface-message of the article there was a characterization of nationalism that suggested something dark, something
like a mental illness born of suffering that could explain "the near-fanatical insistence on preserving the ideas of the Armenian
nation, church and language" that the article opened with. The author did not boldly declare this characterization like he had
earlier in the article. Instead, it came from the mouth of a 22 year old Armenian man. "Always, '"We were,' 'we had," Kinzer
quotes him as saying. "Our history is present to us as war, pain, killing, robbery. [...] We learn 2,500 dates of struggles, killings
and betrayals. Maybe 10 or 20 of them speak of something positive. It is very heavy. It oppresses your psyche and mentality."”
Freeing oneself from this oppression, the article suggests, is tantamount to renouncing nationalism.

Thus, the New York Times in 1998 accused Armenians of the very same violation against the "friendship of peoples” that
Moscow had accused Armenians of, and the New York Times laughed at, in 1977. In fact, the United States and the Soviet
Union, both, as a matter of policy, were, and the United States still is, opposed to nationalism, to particularity in physical borders,
economy, and in culture. The digestion of the particular by the universal belly has historically provided the lifestream of empires,
and this is reflected in western theorizations of nations justifying their elimination from the inception of the academic field of
nationalism-studies in the mid 20th century. The ultimate function of western scholarship on nationalism has been to de-
legitimize nations, to cast doubt on their authenticity, to characterize national struggles as a “children's crusade,” as did the
godfather of nationalist studies, Elie Kedourie. And yet, if we read these theories closely, we find that they are riddled with
ambiguities and contradictions, unfounded generalizations, philosophical misunderstandings, and byzantine language obscuring
childishly simple concepts—often elitist contempt of common people.

The text that lay the groundwork for the study of nationalism as an academic discipline is Elie Kedourie's Nationalism. First
published in 1960, it went through several editions until in 1993 it saw its fourth edition with three reprints in the following three
years. This sudden resurgence in the book's popularity was due to the collapse of the Soviet Union to which Kedourie refers in the
very first lines of his new introduction to the book: "Nationalism has once again come to the fore. The collapse of the Soviet
Union with the resulting conflicts between and within its former constituents has meant the disappearance of a political entity put
together by the Tsars and inherited (and mismanaged) by the Bolsheviks" (xi). He goes on to refer specifically to Armenians and
the Artsakh war as an example of the "problems which made a mockery of national self-determination after 1918 have once more
reappeared: Uzbek [sic]-Armenian, Moldovan-Russian and many others" (xvii). Armenians appear twice in this seminal book on
nationalism by Kedouri; the second time they appear, they are committing fratricide. In Nationalism, Kedouri tries to dismantle
nationalism and to characterize it as a destructive force. Subsequent western studies of nationalism have followed Kedouri's
agenda and the main lines of his arguments, even as they have criticized particular aspects of his arguments while reaffirming
others. A closer look at his ideas, however, makes it clear that it has shortcoming that are far more substantial than any of his
followers have pointed our. The fundamental flaw of Kedouri's argument is that it destroys, without rebuilding, the engine of
history, and it reduces everything down to a cynical world-weariness.

Kedourie sees the emergence of nationalism as the confluence of mainly two currents, one ideal-philosophical, the other
material-historical. He traces the ideological foundation of nationalist thinking to Kant's categorical imperative. After an
ambiguous and inadequate overview of the epistemological argument from Descartes to the Critique of Pure Reason, he fixes on
his preliminary main target, Kant's Categorical Imperative in the second critique. Kedouri's first makes the point that the
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Categorical Imperative satisfied a psychological craving on the part of modern man for certainty. Thus, whatever the logically
argued philosophical merits of Kant's argument, Kedouri subtly undermines them by tracing its origin—not to reason itself, which
is what Kant's goal is in the Critique of Practical Reason—but to a psychological need. "Kant's solution," he states, "provided a
new certainty to replace the old metaphysical certainties that had ceased to attract” (13). By undermining this central tenet of
Kant's philosophy, he undermines Kant's one and only political prescription that he presents in "Perpetual Peace." On quite
another level, Kedouri then goes on to argue against Kant by saying that "[Kant says in "Perpetual Peace" that] peace among men
will reign only if all states are republics, and states are republics only if their citizens regulate their behavior according to the
categorical imperative. A moments thought will show what an utter social and political upheaval will be required if such a state of
affairs is to be established" (xiv). We need to ask the question: What will a moment's thought show about the "utter social and
political upheaval” required for Kant's perpetual peace? The answer is something similar to the Reign of Terror of the French
Revolution, the many purges, assassinations, and mass Kkillings that have taken place throughout history in the name of
universalizing the ideology of a population. Clearly, Kedouri believes that the Categorical Imperative, if it is to reign in men's
hearts, will have to get there through their throats. Kant believed differently, or, to be more accurate—Kant proved differently.
What makes the Categorical Imperative unique in the history of ethics, what makes it absolutely universal, is that it lies inside the
minds of men already, inside their reason; there is no need for purges or reeducation camps or terror to force it into the minds of
the people from the outside. In fact, it would be perfectly consistent with Kant's idea to say that, in time, the Categorical
Imperative will move from potentiality to actuality and will eventually come to reign in the world. Hence, Kedouri's idea that
purges would be necessary is false. But what is more, that Kedouri makes this false argument reveals the perspective whence he
makes his argument: the superhistorical perspective, the very one that Nietzsche describes his "Uses and Abuses of History for
Life." The superhistorical perspective is what makes Kedouri's argument weak, but before discussing this, another example of
Kedouri's superhistorical perspective is in order.

| said above that Kedouri argues that two currents merge to create modern nationalism. The second current that Kedouri sees
as joining Kantian philosophical ideas to lead to the inception of modern nationalism is the material-historical current. Kedouri
points out that in the age on nationalism, the 19th century, there existed a class of youth who had been succored on enlightened
ideals, were left out of the monarchical bureaucracies of the time, and harbored romantic notions of freedom, equality, and
fraternity. This intellectual class became responsible for the revolutions that overturned the monarchies and established nations.
Kedouri calls these revolutions started by alienated youth a "children's crusade," an epithet that strips the revolutionary
movements of all of their accomplishments in the real world, which are anything but insignificant considering that the world is
mainly divided into democratic, capitalist nation-states, and it judges the revolutions purely by the psychological motivation of
their instigators. From this perspective, this superhistorical perspective, the engine of history is a chaotic conflict between
appetites that chance has put in opposition to one another. Thus, the nationalist revolutions were really the result of boys rebelling
against their fathers, and, as we saw earlier, the perpetual peace that is the ideal of nations will never work because people are
psychologically incapable of it. This cynical perspective pervades Kedouri's arguments, and whatever merits they may have, his
arguments are undermined by the destructive spirit of the superhistorical perspective that ultimately sees historical movements as
futile because their real reasons are always arbitrary. The superhistorical perspective betrays a soul that prefers the stillness of the
status quo as opposed to the noise of nationalism, the passive acceptance of the powers that be instead of the risky maneuverings
for power, and ultimately the peace and quiet of death. Unsurprisingly, Kedouri never suggests anything in the place of what he
has destroyed, perhaps because from the superhistorical perspective, there is no point in trying.

To be sure, there is some truth to the superhistorical perspective, as anyone who has thought about history knows. And yet, it
has a blind spot, a very significant one: life. Nietzsche says about the superhistorical standpoint that: “one who has adopted the
superhistorical standpoint could no longer be tempted at all to continue to live and cooperate in making history, since he would
have understood that blindness and injustice in the soul of each agent as the condition of all activity." To superhistorical men, the
past and the present are the same. Nietzsche sums up his discussion about historical men with a quote from Giacommo Leopardi,
known for his extremely negative view of life and near absolute absence of happiness:

Nothing is worth
One tremor or one beat; the very earth
Deserves no sigh. Life
Has shrunk to dregs and rancour; the world is unclean.
Calm, calm.

Unsurprisingly, under Kedouri's subtle hand, nationalism turns into a pointless exercise that only children engage in.
"Children" because to the superhistorical man, all hope is childish, and all faith in a future better than the one today is delusional:
nothing ever changes. The failure of this perspective is clear. It is the very life of the superhistorical man that fails. As such, the
superhistorical gaze, turned toward nationalism, cannot but be deadly. Subsequent generations of western academics studying
nationalism have not changed the quality of Kedouri's critique; they have merely made it more theoretically sophisticated. Instead
of going through these later academics and pointing out their modifications of Kedouri's ideas, which, by the way, are carried
through through the ideas of his student, Ernest Gellner, I think it would be more fitting if we looked at the arrival of Elie Kedouri
on the intellectual scene, itself, from the superhistorical perspective, of course.

Elie Kedouri was aided in his career at the London School of Economics by Michael Oakeshott. Early in his career, Kedouri
wrote a thesis stating that it had been a mistake for the English to have encouraged nationalism among the Arabs and that empire,
including the Ottoman empire, represented a better system than national government. Oakeshott, described by his colleague as a
"lonely nihilist"—which is precisely the superhistorical perspective—favored Kedouri's ideas and brought him back to the London
School of Economics after he was driven out of there for his curious, extremist beliefs. Oakeshott had Hegelian pretensions
which I would guess, relying on summaries of Oakeshott's work, led to his concept of "modes of experience" each of which is a
perspective of experience that is incomplete, with philosophy being the only complete understanding. He wrote much and
changed his mind often, but what seems to have been a deep conviction of his was his opposition to socialism, which is thought to
have been the reason for his favoring Kedouri.

It is perhaps not surprising that the genesis of the long line of academic studies denying the importance of nationalism is to be
found in an intellectual matrix that has nihilism, conservatism, and anti-socialist elitism, not to mention Hegelian pretentions as its
hallmarks. In reality, nationalism, for all its faults, has had many positive effects, and especially Armenian nationalism in
Artsakh sustains the liberation struggle of the country locally, and it sustains the identity of Armenians in the diaspora. The
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academic studies that have been done on the topic of nationalist studies in the west, starting with Elie Kedouri's Nationalism and
to varying degrees based on it main ideas, bear the mark of the superhistorical, nihilistic perspective that had as its goal the
undermining of nationalist movements for the benefit of empire. There are many types of nationalism, each very different from
the others. What the Artsakhian type of nationalism represents, the nationalism of a small population whose members live in
close proximity to one another and do or can easily actually know one another personally, has not been written.
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