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1. CENTRAL QUOTATION 

“The French understand their nation as the creation of their state, the Germans their nation as the basis of their state.” (p. 169)

2. ARGUMENT 

Rogers Brubaker claims in his article “Civic and Ethnic Nations in France and Germany” that France and Germany have contrasting immigrant, assimilation, and citizenship policies due (partly) to the fact that both countries have different historical development and context of the concept of nationhood. France views its nationhood as state-centered and assimilationist, contrary to the Germans who are more Volk-centered and differentialist. Or in other words, the French idea of a nation was political; the German idea of a nation was cultural (cultural, linguistic and racial similarities). In the mean time, the policies of both countries have become deeply seeded in the country’s tradition of politics and society, which makes it more complex for politicians to change. 

3. QUESTION 

The various French and German historical views of nationhood explain, according to Brubaker, the different contemporary immigrant, assimilation, and citizenship policies. Could it be that other reasons might (partly) explain these policy differences? Could it be possible that, due to France’s strong exploration, colonial, seafaring traditions and history, France as a nation is more used to foreign influences than Germany is? Could these foreign influences, or lack of them, also partly explain the contemporary immigrant, assimilation, and citizenship policy contrasts between both countries?

4. EXPERIENTIAL CONNECTION 

The reason why I asked the above mentioned question is because I believe that the same attitude and policy differences are not only noticeable between Germany and France but in general between countries with strong seafaring traditions and countries with weak seafaring traditions. It is my personal experience that (in the past) the people in countries with weak seafaring traditions seem to be less tolerant and more racist to “the other” than countries with strong seafaring traditions. I wonder if my personal experience could be explained by the fact that historically, Portugal, Spain, France, UK, The Netherlands have had more contact with foreign influences than countries with weak seafaring traditions such as Austria, Czech Republic, Poland, Hungary, German lands. Although I agree with Brubaker that both France and Germany have different concepts of nationhood, I think my personal experience might contradict with Brubaker’s explanation of French and German contrasting immigrant, assimilation, and citizenship policies.

5. TEXTUAL CONNECTION 

“To counter an enlarged EU's inefficiency and lack of legitimacy, Fischer proposed a classic federal structure […]. But federalism is not a popular concept in France. […] the Germans combine maximum integration with some kind of federalism; […] [France] combines maximum integration with control by governments.”
 Hall’s quote confirms Brubaker’s argument that France and Germany have contrasting developments of nationhood and that these differences influence contemporary policy choices. France emphasizes that the control of the EU should remain in the hands of central governments. Germany, on the other hand, prefers a federalist approach to EU which is similar to their own national structure (states/provinces, in German Bundeslander, are quite strong entities Germany). Although Hall discusses different policies than Brubaker does (EU integration in stead of immigrant, assimilation, and citizenship policies), Hall’s statement verifies Brubaker’s argument that France is state-centered and that Germany is differentialist.
6. IMPLICATIONS 

The various French and German historical views of nationhood explain the different contemporary immigrant, assimilation, and citizenship policies. It is difficult to develop practical implications because, just as Brubaker himself emphasizes in the article, traditions are difficult to change. Furthermore, it depends on a person’s normative point of view if and how the argument could imply any practical implications. For example, a person who is strongly in favor of empowering the EU could favor practical implications such as harmonizing immigrant, assimilation, and citizenship policies of EU member states. However, a person is who is strongly in favor of the sovereignty of the state and minimizing the power of the EU could argue for the opposite. 
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AQCI: 
BRUBAKER, R. (1996), “Civic and Ethnic Nations in France and Germany”, text 28 in Hutchinson, J. and Smith, A., eds., (1996) Ethnicity, Oxford- New York: Oxford University Press, p. 168-173

1. CENTRAL QUOTATION 

“The French understand their nation as the creation of their state, the Germans their nation as the basis of their state.” (p. 169)

2. ARGUMENT 

Rogers Brubaker argues in his article “Civic and Ethnic Nations in France and Germany” that France and Germany have contrasting (different) Used it, thanks immigrant, assimilation, and citizenship policies due (partly) to the fact that both countries have different historical development, description(what do you mean?),  and context of the concept of nationhood. ( Historical development, description and context are all three connected to the concept of nationhood. So I meant “the description of the concept of nationhood”. But I deleted “description” in any case. France(, for example,) Used it, thanks views its nationhood as state-centered and assimilationist, contrary to the Germans who are more Volk-centered and differentialist. Or in other words, the French idea of a nation was political; the German idea of a nation was cultural (cultural, linguistic and racial similarities). In the mean time, the policies of both countries have become deeply seeded in the country’s tradition (I would also mention the aspect of legal tradition) I will not use it because I think tradition covers legal tradition as well. of politics and society, which makes it more complex for politicians to change. 

3. QUESTION 

The various French and German historical views of nationhood explain, according to Brubaker, the different contemporary immigrant, assimilation, and citizenship policies. Could it be that other reasons might (partly) explain these policy differences? Could, for example, the geographical position of Germany and France vis-à-vis the ocean explain the contemporary policies? (The northern part of Germany is surrounded by the sea!) I mentioned the ocean in my question, not the sea. But I understand your point. What I really meant is “seafaring tradition” which I think is not strong in Germany due to its geographical position vis-à-vis the ocean. But I understand what you mean, so I will change the sequence of my questions and rewrite some parts as to clarify my point. Could it be possible that, due to France’s strong exploration, colonia(good!)l, seafaring traditions and history, France as a nation is more used to foreign influences than Germany is? 

4. EXPERIENTIAL CONNECTION 

The reason why I asked the above mentioned question is because I believe that the same attitude and policy differences are not only noticeable between Germany and France but in general between countries with ocean access and land locked countries. It is my personal experience that the people in landlocked countries seem to be less tolerant to “the other” than countries with access to the ocean. People in landlocked seem to me to be more skeptical of “the other”. This might be explained by the fact that historically, Portugal, Spain, France, UK, The Netherlands have had more contact with foreign influences than landlocked countries such as Austria, Czech Republic, Poland, Hungary, German lands, due to the fact that these countries had access to sea and ocean and were therefore able to explore unknown regions. So, I personally agree with Brubaker’s argument, but assign a different main reason to its origin. (due to the fact that Germany is partly surrounded by the sea your argument does not seem to be valid, however, I think the point you also mentioned about the different historical backgrounds (Colonialism) seems to be very interesting. Maybe I just misunderstood what you meant if this is the case please rewrite the question and I will do the assessment again.) Yes, I understand your argument that Germany has connection with the sea, so I rewrote this piece and  I replaced the words “countries with ocean access” and “landlocked countries” with “strong seafaring tradition” and “weak seafaring tradition”. This I think should solve the problem you mention.
5. TEXTUAL CONNECTION 

“All social organisms are biologically programmed to be nepotistic, i.e. to behave favorable to other[s] […]. Social organisms evolved to be nepotistic because altruistic investment in unrelated organisms is biologically wasted and therefore could not evolve […]”
 (italics in original)

In a way (Better: This quote confirms..), Used it, thanks this confirms the author’s argument and my experiential connection, because ocean accessible countries had more suitable reasons “to invest” in relations with foreigners than landlocked countries did. This can be explained due to their strategic interests in raw materials, trade, and colonies.

6. IMPLICATIONS 

Argument implies: The various French and German historical views of nationhood explain the different contemporary immigrant, assimilation, and citizenship policies.
Practical implications: It is difficult to develop practical implications because, just as Brubaker himself emphasizes in the article, traditions are difficult to change. Furthermore, it depends on a person’s normative point of view if and how the argument could imply any practical implications. For example a person who is strongly in favor of empowering the EU could favor practical implications such as harmonizing immigrant, assimilation, and citizenship policies of EU member states. However, a person is who is strongly in favor of the sovereignty of states/ Used it, thanks minimizing the power of the EU could argue for the opposite. 
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