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The Solid Foundations of the Banal

This article explores the idea that the foundations of the nation are forged in the minds of children. Banal nationalism functions as a lifelong process of socialisation that normalizes the division of the world into discrete national entities and people into national groups. Here we propose that the much discussed intangibility of this process, its characteristic combination of "remembering and forgetting", draw their efficiency from the fact that our socialization to the nation begins in childhood. It is because we learn to take the nation for granted as children, that as adults we have such difficulty identifying and articulating its power. Drawing on qualitative interviews with schoolchildren in France and England, we see that for them, the normalization and naturalization of the nation is already well established.

; this is what allows it to be so unconsciously reproduced in the lives of individuals and has lead to it passing under the academic radar for so long (Billig 1995). However, Reicher and Hopkins" choice of this rhyme for their analogy of everyday nationhood is a happy one for another reason also. Indeed, perhaps unintentionally, these authors have drawn on a form of national culture that is itself a powerful vehicle of nationhood and national belonging, and that is children"s culture. Just as Renan left his statement about nations having to have forgotten their Saint-Barthélémy unexplained,

supposing his audience to be familiar with the event, Reicher and Hopkins suppose that their readers are able to delve back to their memories of children"s rhymes to find this one. In so doing they draw light upon one of the unsung heroes of banal nationalism: childhood.

If we understand banal nationalism as a form of socialisation to a national habitus, as a way of "being in the nation", as for example Edensor invites us to do, then it is logical that, like many other forms of socialisation, this process has its roots in childhood. Indeed, one of the reasons for the intangibility and the elusiveness of our own connections to "our" nations may well be the fact that we learn to forget themor to forget to see themas children. A lifetime of forgetting to notice these codes and rituals that reproduce the nation in the everyday, "naturally" leads to them becoming so deeply embedded in our worldview that they are taken for granted to the point where they slip from conceptual awareness [START_REF] Billig | Banal Nationalism[END_REF].

If our over-familiarity with this "cultural matrix" [START_REF] Edensor | National Identity, Popular Culture and Everyday Life[END_REF]) of everyday nationalism is indeed part of the reason we have such difficulty observing it at work, it may be useful to observe the way it operates for those who have not (yet) had a chance to forget it.

Observing the effects of banal nationalism on young children, the results of its role in the earliest phases of socialization, may well provide insight into how the nation is unmindfully transmitted and perpetuated between generations. This is of course not to question the fact that banal nationalism, as a process of socialisation, is a lifelong process; nor should it be taken as evidence of a belief that all is said and done in childhood in terms of socialisation. However, although childhood is not the end of the story for socialisation, it is nonetheless its beginning, and as such it deserves our academic attention. Annick Percheron described childhood (political) socialisation as the "fond de carte" a basic map with only the outlines and no detail, onto which life would map the mountains and rivers of experience (Percheron 1993, p 192). A vision of those initial basic outlines, which provide the basis for the rest of the topography, will provide insight into how the nation is constructed in the minds of individuals; how they learn to forget it and take it for granted, even as the "map" is being slowly filled in.

This article aims to explore, through the use of empirical interviews with schoolchildren in France and England, the contours of this basic map, and to see to what extent it may already be marked by national borders and boundaries.

Daily nationalism, from day one

Nationalismbanal or notis intimately connected with, and undoubtedly reliant on, processes of socialisation over the life course. Increasing recognition of the power of nationalism in the everyday, through the notion of "flagging" for example, has brought this association with socialisation to the fore, but the idea of imparting the nation, whether in the form of a love for the patrie or as a shared standardized culture, is also present in many classical theorists of nationalism. Moreover, education to nationalism has been a key theme for many nationalist writers, who, like Fichte in his Address to the German Nation for example, emphasised the importance of early training in the love of the nation for the success of the nationalist cause itself (Kedourie, 1985: 82). Other classical thinkers, such as Rousseau emphasised the strong links between building citizens through education and "inculcating patriotism", such that "a child, opening his eyes, must see the fatherland, and until his death see only that" (Rousseau in Todorov, 1989: 248). Whether their focus is on formal statecontrolled nationalism, or on informal nationalism that is used and appropriated by individuals, socialisation has had an important role to play for many theorists of nationalismalbeit implicitly.

For those who focus on the role of the state in standardizing and transmitting homogenised culture, "exo-socialisation" as [START_REF] Gellner | Nations and Nationalism[END_REF] calls it, is key. Indeed, implicit in the very idea of the standardization of culture, essential to theorists like Gellner and Deutsch is the idea of the transmission of that standardised culture; part of its "standardisation" takes place in people"s minds. This is what has lead to considering nationalism as a process of socialisationthe adoption of the norms of action and representations of the national society.

However, if the nation is to be considered self-evident it must exist for individuals on a subconscious (or perhaps unconscious) level, and this state is better achieve if the normalcy is acquired early. Hence this standardisation must pay particular attention to children"s minds.

One of the theorists who laid the foundation for the sociology of nationalism and for whom socialisation had a central place is Ernest Gellner. Gellner"s theory of nationalism has had a powerful impact for many reasons, but its legacy has not focused on the importance of children or socialisation. Yet Gellner"s insistence on the power of the standardisation of culture as the key to consolidating the congruence between the national and political units hangs on his notion of "exo-socialisation". Exo-socialisation is essentially the state-sponsored and controlled socialisation of children in order to provide them with a standardized statecontrolled culture, which will bind them to their fellows. In this process, he writes, "men acquire the skills and sensibilities which make them acceptable to their fellows...which make them "what they are"", it provides them with the cultural "life-blood...the minimal shared atmosphere within which alone the members of the society can breathe and survive and produce." Moreover, it is the role of the state to ensure that the "shared medium" that individuals receive through this exo-socialisation is the same for all: this is why it must be "exo", why this function cannot be fulfilled by kin groups, local ties, or other private entities.

This fundamental role of state-controlled unified education, providing the cultural "lifeblood" to the children of the nation, is, for Gellner, "what nationalism is all about" (Gellner 1983, p. 36-37) If the importance of the education system in the transformation of "wild cultures" to "garden cultures" is clear, the subjects of this exo-socialisation, the students of these new state-controlled schools, are themselves neglected. Nevertheless, whilst it is clearly not his concern here, Gellner implicitly recognises the key role that childhood plays in learning this standardised culture, in the success of this "exo-socialisation".

Many of the theorists for whom culture is an essential element in their theory of nationalism implicitly deal with the question of its transmission and perpetuation, but rarely is it explicitly discussed. Karl Deutsch is another example of this, emphasising the importance of the standardization of culture, including: "communicative facilities of a society (to be standardized) included, a language, alphabet, systems of writing, painting calculating, it contains information stored in the living memories associations habits and preferences of its members, and in its material facilities for the storage of information, such as libraries statues signposts and the like" (Deutsch 1953, p 96).

Clearly what Deutsch has in common with the more recent theorists of everyday nationalism is the idea that this "social communication" can and does occur through a much broader range of supports than language alone; nationalism may be conveyed through ways of painting, habits and street signs. What is important is that individuals recognise the messages conveyed in these material texts. This they do because there is a certain standardization of these messages. They are no longer locally specific as they may once have been, but are instead recognised as a "shared medium" of the nation.

Recent theorists focusing on the more informal, less state-controlled elements of nationalism share this concern with the cultural matrix (although perhaps less so the role of the state in its standardization). They thus also turn to the idea of socialisation, again most often indirectly. In interrogating the question of the meaningfulness of this "shared medium" of everyday nationalism, many of these theorists mobilise the bourdieusien habitus, which essentially provides a conceptual vehicle for the construction of social reality and the profound normalisation of that construction through routine and experience. This notion also goes some way to explaining our difficulty in analysing our own habitusthe difficulty we have thinking about an object that shapes the way we think, saying "It is because the world has produced me, because it produces the categories of thought that I apply to it, that it appears to me as self-evident" (Bourdieu 1992, p 107). As a notion that hinges on the social reproduction of norms and standards of behaviour, on the transmission of worldviews in everyday injunctions like "sit up straight" and "don"t hold your knife in your left hand" (Bourdieu 1972, p 197), childhood is an essential but unremarkable part of the process.

Despite its fundamental role in the interiorisation of the habitus, neither Bourdieu nor the theorists of nationalism that mobilise his work focus much on childhood as such. Michael Billig for example, explicitly raises the idea of the power of national ritual in childhood, in his evocation of the daily salute to the flag ritual in American schools. However, having documented this ritual as a paragon of invisible daily flagging, and lamented the lack of academic interest in it, he moves on. Similarly Edensor, although he explores in depth the idea of national habitus, its perpetuation through performance, ritual, consumption and so forth, only alludes to the beginnings of this habitus. He does, however, apparently see the early beginnings of what he calls "national competence" as a source of its power and complexity, arguing that one of the reasons we can"t simply "pass" as national subjects when we are not, is because the shared codes and "appropriate ways of being" are learnt young, and subsequently become second nature (Edensor 2002 p. 91). Rogers Brubaker is one of the few theorists to explicitly underline the importance of this connection when he says, "The family plays a crucial part in the transmission of national cultureincluding not only language but cultural markers such as moeurs, gestures and modes of thinking and feeling that are more resistant than language to formalized, organized transmission." Of course, he is interested in the role of the family in transmitting a different kind of culture, the subject of this family socialisation, the child, remains invisibleappropriately, he makes this comment in a footnote (1998, n 42, p 210).

Part of the heuristic power of the habitus, in relation to banal nationalism is the role of the unconscious, the forgotten and the unnoticed. This is the key difference between between formal and informal nationalismsor for Billig the difference between the "waved" and "unwaved" flags. Unmindfulness is also essential to many of the key theories of the social construction (and reproduction) of reality, and for those that focus more specifically on the role of childhood socialisation in that construction. Berger and Luckmann for example place particular emphasis on early socialisation, for the interiorisation of an initial world view as self-evident and natural. They suggest the first vision of the world a child receives, usually in the family environment, is internalised not just as a vision, but as the only vision possible, as the truth (Berger and Luckman, 1966, p 155). It seems reasonable to suppose that part of the information a child receives in this initial vision, which broadly concerns herself, her identity and her place in the world, will involve a familiarisation with the idea of "her" nation, and of the world as naturally divided into national groups. Of course, it is entirely likely that for most children this familiarisation will likely be utterly banal and unnoticed as such. Moreover, individual circumstances will determine how, by what means and at what age this information finds a place in the child"s world view.

If in addition to this initial awareness, the child learns to draw the flag, sing the anthem and locate "her" nation on a map, her vision of the nation as natural will be all the more evident. If, moreover, in the public space she encounters all the daily flags, the naturalisation will be completed by the consolidation of these national symbols -flags, the nation"s name, references to "we" and "us" and "ours"as they pass into the realm of the unconscious, the forgotten. The child will learn to take for granted both the "official" standardised forms of national culture received at school, and the myriad of other messages that consolidate it in the everyday.

This makes childhood an extremely rich site for the observation of nationalism and its effects. Moreover, the existing literature that has explored this connection from a psychological perspective has suggested that children"s perceptions of and identifications with the nation develop very early (see [START_REF] Barrett | Children"s knowledge, beliefs and feelings about nations and national groups[END_REF] for an overview of this literature, also [START_REF] Stephens | Children and Nationalism[END_REF]. In addition, the numerous studies exploring the role of state-controlled education in the transmission of a vision of the nation [START_REF] Bozec | Apprentissage de l"universalisme citoyen. Premiers résultats d"une enquête à l"école primaire[END_REF][START_REF] Schissler | The nation, Europe, and the world : textbooks and curricula in transition[END_REF][START_REF] Schiffauer | Civil Enculturation: nation-state, school and ethnic difference in the Netherlands[END_REF]) asks what this transmission means for national myths and narratives and their perpetuation. But there is nonetheless a need for contemporary empirical work on how children respond to and use both the formal messages received in the school system, and the informal messages of the everydayand ultimately what this early socialisation means for the nation and how it is perpetuated and reproduced on a daily basis between generations.

Methodology

So how might we go about studying the beginnings of banal nationalism empirically?

This process of socialisation to the nation undoubtedly begins as soon as a child enters society and begins to interiorise the behavioural norms, rules and rituals she finds thereas well as their implicit normative contentanthropological observation of these processes could begin with infancy [START_REF] Kikas | The development of children"s knowledge: the sky the earth and the sun in children"s explanations[END_REF]. However, a desire to allow for the expression of the child"s own world view, her voice, meant the decision to locate this study in middle childhood to allow for the use of child focused interviews.

Thus, this study which aims to explore the beginnings of this socialisation to the nation, has its empirical foundation in interviews with children in middle primary school. It is hoped that this age group (in Class 4 and CE2 respectively in France and England), will allow us to observe the early impact of banal nationalism on these young individuals, and allow them a chance to voice their opinions on the subject.

To a certain extent this shift to the child"s perspective (from studies that might focus more on the role of the school as an institution in the transmission of the nation) mirrors a shift from the formal to the informal, from the state-controlled socialisation to the nation, to the individual perspective; from an anthropological perspective, to the individual"s voice. One of the advantages of working with children on these issues is that their answers to questions that might provoke "ready-to-think" answers in adults, are often both spontaneous and surprising, they "command their own logic" [START_REF] Hengst | Negotiating 'Us' and 'Them': Children's constructions of collective identity[END_REF]. Although children are as affected by dominant ideologies as their parents, they may not yet have totally internalised them. They must negotiate these ideologies with their own experience and observations -sometimes with unexpected results. Social taboo may gravely hinder interviews with adults about nationhood and "being" national, causing respondents to exclude or omit aspects of their opinions they perceive to be socially unacceptable. Children, on the other hand, although they are certainly affected by these taboos, are often less skilful than their elders in concealing them, leaving open for observation those sites where the dominant discourse is in tension with either experience or alternative discourses.

It has been argued [START_REF] Fox | Everyday Nationhood[END_REF]) that interviews on these issues are liable to lead to artefact, i.e. to responses framed purely by the interview context. As Fox puts it, "nationally-framed interviews lead to nationally framed responses" (p 556) thus obscuring from view the "real" salience of these themes for the interviewees, because they are artificially rendered salient by the interview situation. However, following Billig and Edensor we may suppose that these themes are not salient for most people, they are forgotten, and that moreover this lack of salience does not detract from the power of this form of nationalism, on the contrary. In an interview context that artificially renders these themes salient what we are likely to observe is not banal nationalism at work (because it works in the unconscious) but instead its effects.

Because of the possible problems of artefact are potentially increased with the power imbalance introduced by an adult interviewer and a child interviewee, care was taken to construct a methodological protocol that would respond to some of the particular issues of interviewing children on these "second nature" topics. In order to allow as much freedom as possible to the child"s voice and perspective, in addition to the semi-directive section of the interview, a number of projective materials were used to elicit the child"s reactions in a less directive way. Non-verbal responses were also encouraged through the use of drawings, or spatial organisation activities (organising symbol cards or images see Throssell 2010).

Because this is an in-depth qualitative study, it was important to keep the group of children small, but to gain as much information about them and their worldviews as possible.

To this end, the study incorporated both an element of participant observation of the children at school, as well as the interview component. A total of 40 children (21 in France, 19 in England, 21 boys and 19 girls), from a range of different socio-economic and cultural backgrounds, participated in this study. Each child was interviewed twice, roughly a week apart, in order to keep the interviews manageable in length and to allow for the possibility of gauging consistency of comments across the two sessions (another way of guaging the impact of the interview itself on the production of artefact), as well as providing the opportunity to clarify any of the more obscure points from the first session. Finally, in order to further contextualise the comments of the children, interviews were also conducted with parents and teachers. This multifaceted methodology was intended, as much as possible, to approach the idea of the "child-in-the-environment" developed by Martyn [START_REF] Barrett | Children"s knowledge, beliefs and feelings about nations and national groups[END_REF]. However, for the sake of this article, we will be focusing essentially on the children"s comments in the interviews themselves.

Discussion: the natural nation

One of the most obvious results of these interviews, so obvious it might be overlooked if we were not encouraged by the idea of the unmindful to interrogate what we might take for granted, is the presence of the nation itself.

In a nationally-framed context such as these interviews, it is impossible to observe the salience of these categories themselves, given that they are rendered salient by the interview. However, it is still useful to observe that that in amongst their myriad ways of understanding themselves and their environment is their nation, and their nationality, already well established as a "normal" category for describing self and other. It was necessary to pose the nation as a framework at the beginning of the interview because, as other studies have shown, the nation is not typically a salient element of identity (Lambert and Kleinberg 1967[START_REF] Meinhof | Europe Viewed from Below: Agents, Victims, and the Threat of the Other[END_REF][START_REF] Fox | Everyday Nationhood[END_REF]; it is likely to pass under the radar unless made the explicit object of interest. If having begun the interview explicitly in the national context ("what can you tell me about your country?") we cannot observe whether these are identifications that would be salient for these children under normal circumstances, we can observe the implications of these "cognitive" [START_REF] Bozec | Les héritiers de la République. Eduquer à la citoyenneté à l'école dans la France d'aujourd'hui[END_REF][START_REF] Barrett | Children"s knowledge, beliefs and feelings about nations and national groups[END_REF]) aspects of national identity, and their impact on children"s affect for and understandings of these national categories.

Once the nation is posed as the framework of the interview, the children respond to this in different ways. The theme of nationality was consolidated by the explicit reference to the otherness of the interviewer (Australian), which allowed for a solicitation of the child"s expertise about their own nation, as well as a comparative casting of themselves as a member of the nation that led on from this expertise. The question that directly asked children to situate themselves nationally is in fact reasonably complex. They were asked "If X is your country, what does that make you?" This supposes that they recognise a meaningful link between nations and categories of people. It is of course possible that children don"t make that link and this does happen in some instances when children initially respond with local identities (Rose, Claire), individual characteristics(Chloé, Hayley) or personhood(Violet).

Faced then with the interviewer"s Australian identity, they then re-situated these within the national context describing themselves in national terms also. Even for these children who initially did not turn to the nation (despite the fact that it was explicitly presented), when they ultimately did, it was with implacable certitude. With piecemeal quotations it is difficult to render the self-evidence the children demonstrated when categorising themselves within the nation, identifying as English or French. Although they didn"t all use signifiers like "of course" (Erica), or emphatics like "definitely English"(Violet) or "fully English"(Kieran), they did present their "I'm French" or "I'm English" with such unshakeable certainty, as if the stupidity of the question was beyond belief. Although some of the England referred to Britain, they tended not to categorise themselves as British (see below), the same was also true of references to European (spontaneously associated with the nation rather than with identification as European, see Throssell 2010).

Despite the fact that interview context should have made the nation itself more salient, it actually only seems to have made the taken-for-grantedness of the nation more visible. It is as though the natural division of the world into these entities called nations, each in their "proper" place and much like the "jigsaw of world political geography Cubitt describes (1998: 10), is already in place in these children"s imaginations. This is particularly true for England which is seen as being a natural part of the United Kingdom. As Kieran, puts it succinctly: we know we"re in England "because Wales is over there, and Ireland"s over there and Scotland"s up there, so we"re in between." He uses the national "we" as simply and with as much self-evidence as if he were talking about his family. The existence of the nation, its necessity is so unquestionable that it is simply implicitly synonymous with "here", as Billig described.

The idea of the United Kingdom as "split up into four" (in the words of Timothy), or of England being "part of a country, sort of part of a country, Great Britain" is widespread amongst the English children. In referring to "their country" many use the "United Kingdom" of "Great Britain" as well as "England". As Lewis puts it, his country is, "England, which is part of Great Britain. Great Britain"s bigger, it"s got Wales, Ireland, Northern Ireland and Scotland and England -I mean just Ireland, not Northern Ireland -it"s got 4 nations.

England"s just one country and Great Britain"s four." However, despite seeing Great Britain or the United Kingdom as also "their country", when it comes to classifying themselves these Oxford children overwhelmingly choose England, describing themselves as "English" rather than "British". Lewis explains that this is because "I was born in England and my parents are English so I"m not half any other country, and I don"t think any of my ancestors are from another country, I think most of them are English". Some opt for England because "it"s a bit more specific than Britain" (James), for others the relationship is less straightforward. Lily for example is the only one to describe herself as British, she says, "Ummm well I was born in England and I live in England so basically I talk English and so basically that makes me British and English… England is, Britain is... actually I'm not sure, I think they"re the same thing but they have different names, because it used to be Britannia, and um... I'm not sure why they"ve got different names." She thus finds herself in a complicated position because she must reconcile her more experiential knowledge of England, which is linked to herself and her experience, with her acquired knowledge that she is also British. She thus finds herself mobilising a category "Britain", that she knows exists but to which she has not attached her own meaning, leading her to draw on the idea of a historical Britannia. This type of mobilisation is described by theorists on children"s cognition as "verbal" or "inert" knowledge, because the child uses a category that she has heard of but not fleshed out with her own acquisition of meaning [START_REF] Kikas | The development of children"s knowledge: the sky the earth and the sun in children"s explanations[END_REF].

Typically, elsewhere in the interviews we observe children"s appropriation and manipulation of these national categories that instead reflect a form of incarnated knowledge.

That is, instead of being empty categories, they are filled with the details of life, associations with their own experiences and observations. The mobilisation of personalised details or explanations is a way of observing when children are drawing on "inert" knowledge, which might take the form of classical stereotypes, learnt discourses or "facts". What we can observe however, in relation to the nation, is that the "fact" of the nation draws on both types of knowledge.

One of the advantages of interviewing the children twice and for a (relatively) long time, is that it gives them the chance to draw on a range of different discourses, and thus may help us see how they coexist. For example, Lily says "It"s England, and um... it"s got lots of places which most countries end in "shire" like Oxfordshire, Dorchester, Hampshire, and lots of different places which people don"t usually hear of but in England people know pretty much, lots of places." She continues, combining immediate with more general knowledge, "well... it"s really pretty [England], but it has got lots of towns and not that much countryside and... the main bits but if you go to the countryside it"s really pretty and um see lots of animals and there"s lots of National Trust where you see um around the moors and it"s ... it"s got lots of towns and lots of people come here from different countries, and we have lots of different schools for Catholic children and we"ve got lots of hospitals that I know of, and lots of schools... and there are nice walks to do and there are big big supermarkets, like Tescos and Coop and in London it"s basically really really busy, and um they"ve got the Royal people there, and it"s really nice and we go to London and we like lots of the we see Buckingham palace and lots of places which are really like big, like Big Ben and um the London eye, and it"s got quite lots of fascinating places and it"s got lots of , in Oxford it"s got lots of colleges and so... it"s quite a nice country I think." Here we can see that Lily combines things that she knows about England because she"s heard or learnt them, with aspects of her more immediate experiences. In amongst the elements of her world we catch glimpses of more stereotypical aspects of English culture, the Royal family, multiculturalism, religious tolerance and the green and pleasant land. This excerpt also illustrates the idea of the interview casting the child in the role of expert. As the interviewer was clearly positioned as an outsider, seeking information about the child"s country, this enabled the children to genuinely mobilise their personal expertise, in a way that necessarily combined their experiential and "learnt" knowledge.

The children express their proximity to and affect for the nation through by situating it in their immediate environment. This reflects the idea that instead of being "embedded identities", the local or immediate sphere is deeply imbued with the nation, and the nation is coloured with the colours of what is normal and familiar, the immediate and the everyday.

Instead of seeing these two identities as distinct (and sequential in acquisition, as Piaget did) perhaps we should understand them as deeply connected and mutually interdependent. Claire says: "I"m Chartraine, because I was born here in France, in Chartres...we"re French origin.

Chartres is a town, we live in France, but in Chartres, Chartres is a town and France is a country, so I"m French of Chartraine origin". All of this is of course explained with a tone of complete incredulity at my apparent radical ignorance. What Claire sees as completely obvious is that if she is "Chartraine" she is also necessarily French, and she is French specifically because she is from Chartres. It is interesting that she uses the formulation "d"origine" to describe this relationship, it usually being used to describe children from ethnic minorities (of "immigrant origin") and she has understood this as a specificity of Frenchness.

Another example of the way the nation is situated in the experience and the everyday world of the child is in the manifestation of the nation as home, a place where one belongs and is safe. Some of these children tend to characterise the nation as a home or "homey", draw it as a home or with their home, or suggest, as Clémence and Jason both do that knowing your nationality is important because otherwise you would be homeless. Clémence also draws on this idea saying that if she didn"t have a country, it would be like she didn"t have a house, "I wouldn"t live in a house, I"d live outside, in the street". Jason expresses this same idea "you wouldn"t be able to...live anywhere. You"d have to sleep outside. That wouldn"t be very nice". He also says that his parents told him he was French "so that I wouldn"t feel like a foreigner/stranger in the house". Other children use less explicit associations with home to make this connection. Lewis for example said that he would have chosen to be English, if he could have chosen, because "I just like it for some reason it just makes me feel like I"m home no matter where I am". Genevieve also describes this feeling of being "at home" in the nation. She says that although she"d like to travel she"d probably always want to come back to England "I"d like to go on holidays and see other countries but I think probably stay in England most of the time because I know England very well and it feels very relaxed and homey".

In addition to the "fact" of one"s own nation, is the idea of the universal of this belonging. The idea that the connection to a nation is a "natural" state, everyone has one; everyone is a national of somewhere. As Chloé says, in relation to the idea of invading other countries, "everyone has a country, their own one, and they live in that country. It"s no use [invading], everyone has their piece of cake and that"s our piece, and we do what we like."

Clearly the normalization of the nation is taken to a stage here that is not implied by the opening invitation in the interview to "tell me about your country". Chloé is no longer simply the normalizing her own nation, but instead normalizing the system of nations itself. In her imagination these nations and their necessity divide the world up like a cake. Thus, although it was necessary to situate the interview in the context of talking about "your country", thus rendering it more salient than it would otherwise have been, this has enabled us to observe the ways in which these national categories operate for these children; how they use them and apply them, how their self-evidence appears in their comments. In the way the children respond to the idea of "their" nation we can observe just how natural and familiar these ideas are to them, and how that naturalness affects their understanding of the world.

Proving the nation, living the nation

In order to explore how the children negotiate the normalcy of the nation a later stage of the interview asked the children "how we know we"re in England/France". This question asked the children to interrogate the taken-for grantedness of the nation, aiming to explore what kinds of knowledge the children draw on in explaining their experience of their nation.

Given that my first contact with the children was in the context of the school (participant observation), it was anticipated that they might mobilise school as a reference, a form of legitimacy or proof of their knowledge. The fact that school was entirely absent from their demonstrations (and from the interviews overall) suggests above all that the interview context was not overly perceived by the children as associated with school, it did not taint their perception of me or the interview.

Three kinds of responses can be distinguished here: those that draw on an external authority to "prove" that this is England, using an authority that is either scientific/technological or parental, and those that mobilise the child"s own authority and experience, their own knowledge of the nation. We can see below that these different kinds of responses were common to both the French and English children, although the French tended to draw more on their own experience and less on "objective" proof. In order to illustrate the way these children use these explanations we will look at some examples of comments that might be considered exemplary of each position.

Those children who mobilise "objective" exterior elements to demonstrate that we are "in France/England", are situating the nation in the realm of fact; as something that can be checked and proved like a mathematical equation. For them, our presence in "this nation" is a logical necessity: we are here, this is our nation, therefore we are in our nation. This equation can be verified by experts, scientists, internet or GPS. It is based on the unquestionable existence of the nation itself.

Thus many of the children responded to this question simply with the idea that you can "check": "you could use a map" (Levi) or look "in an atlas" (Timothy). The idea of maps and atlases as evidence of the existence of nations is so deeply ingrained that the idea of recognition is overlooked by some children who consider the map as evidence in itself. Others take it further however and explore the "evidence" they expect to find on the map. Claire a French girl of 8 from a working-class family says, "because if you look on a map of France, you see Chartres. And if you see Chartres and Chartres is in France, and because France is big..." Other children adapt the idea of the map to their times, the internet meaning you don"t even need to recognise your countryas Julie (9 working-class) says "because of the internet you can do a map and see where you are and it shows you England". Her classmate Harriet (age 8, from an upper-middle class background) combines both positions suggesting that "because, like, if you go on Google Earth and type in your post code, it will take you to England, so that"s one thing, and if you were like following a map to somewhere, if you were getting to England you"d know cos it would say on the map." Erica, another English girl (age 8, working class), when asked how we know we"re in England very bluntly replies "Scientists can prove it", or failing that she adds, "Is there, is there something that exists that"s like a little tracker thing, that shows you where you are?" Ultimately, this position is one where the self-evidence of the nation is justified or proven by resorting to external authority, be it scientific or technological.

There is another type of external authority that is mobilised by the children and that is parents. These responses are typically very simple without much elaboration. Stéphane for example, an 8 year old French boy, who is quite loquacious in other parts of the interview, simply says here "I think my parents told me". Clémence says, "because of Mum, she told me". In English, Nashe uses almost the same formulation "because Mum told me", adding "and I live here". Jason says "because when I was little, my Mum and Dad, they told me we were in France, and so afterwards I knew." Cholé"s situation is a little different because she was adopted from Vietnam, so the issue of being French and being in France is much more salient for her, but she uses the same formulation nonetheless "because Mummy told me and she also told me that the flag was the French flag." Although it might seem unsurprising that children would draw on their parents as a source of certitude in this, but what it does demonstrate is the importance of the family as a place of banal nationalism. Not necessarily because the parents have spoken to their children directly about the nationindeed in most cases it is more likely that this information came to the children from parents in an indirect waybut rather because of the parent being seen as a source of truth in much the same was as Berger and Luckman described (1966).

However, it is also worth noting that although this small group of children might turn to their parents for certainty, many more relied on their own experience of the nation. The third, and most frequent, reaction to the question of how we know we"re in this country, was the mobilisation of one"s immediate surroundings and the idea that with sufficient knowledge you can recognise a country. This knowledge comes from maps and flags and languages, which fuel this natural division of the world into discrete entities called nations. However, unlike the maps that were a source of external confirmation these maps or signs come from the children"s own experiences. These signs are about knowing your environment, recognising the nation in these every day, as Kieran says, he knows we"re in England ""cos I notice where we are. Because ummm if you were born in England and you"ve been staying there for a long time you"ll recognise everywhere around Oxford." The familiarity of the local environment thus becomes a signifier for the nation. These two levels of identification appear to be intricately connected, the nation being as much in the local as the local is in the nation. The town stands for the nation "you see this sign saying "Oxford or London ten miles" or something like that. And you know, is there any other London in the world? No, I don"t think there is, so there"s only one." Once again we see the enmeshement of the local/the immediate and the national here : the nation is implicit in the existence of the local, it is lived through that proximity, and this proximity leads to this very self-evidence Hayley demonstrates.

In mobilising their own experiences of the nation, many of the children also draw on what Billig would call flaggings. As Kaitlin describes, some of these flaggings are explicit "…we could look at the signs -"you"re in England now" others are much less so, such as shops selling English sandwiches like "Chicken mayonnaise sandwiches with sweet corn."

The flag, in its official or unofficial function is everywhere in their comments too, Lewis mentions "the flag... on the TV or when you"re going somewhere, and on my bed I have an England bedding, England shirts …. On the news they say "now just from England" or the UK". In France, Lucas remembers that number place also signal the nation, he says "on the number plates...there is the little French sign in little letters", he also mentions signs and brands that might show we"re in France. Here the children draw on exactly the banal elements of daily life that Billig and Edensor describe. They mention coins, stamps, flags, street signs, ways of being, talking, eating ... What emerges from this matrix is the nation as fact in experience, the nation lived through its associations and symbols that are already recognised and mobilised by these children.

"Normally you love your country" (Stéphane)

Finally it is worth noting that the normalisation of the nation does not reduce its affective power. Indeed its connections with the everyday, and the child"s immediate environment strengthened these emotive ties. Moreover the normalisation extends to the affective itself, as suggested by the quote from Stéphane abovenot only is it normal to have a country, but it is normal to love it.

The affect takes many forms in the interviews, from bald statements like Zane in one of the card activities, which asked children to place a variety of picture cards according to what they liked and disliked, declaring "ENGLAND! I LOVE ENGLAND". Similar sentiments are expressed by the French children, Martin says "France I love France, I like it a lot, that"s just how it is". Discussions of war, or invasion, are also places in the interview where a strong attachment to one"s country can be seen. In these discussions we also see the way this affect interacts with other discourse such as relativism. Lily for example struggles to reconcile her affect for England with cautious awareness that one shouldn"t say one"s country is the best. She says that in the case of war she would support her country"s army "by like going "long live England" "we"re English, we"re the best", and "we"re better than all the rest." She suddenly hesitates and then rapidly adds, "no actually I wouldn"t say that but "we"re really good" "cos I don"t mean the rest because I"m sure there are other countries and they"re all equal to every country and but I would be really supportive and give them cups of coffee and biscuits". This combination of relativism and national affect is also found among the French children, Claire for example says that someone from overseas visiting her country would want to stay because "because our country is good, I'm not saying her country is rubbish eh, but for me, our country is good." Key to this relativist position is the distinction between the individual perspective and alternative perspectives, the distinction between an absolute perspective and a personal one. This enables a pro-national discourse (Claire and Lily both ultimately support the defence of their countries) to coexist with a discourses that respects the universality of nationseveryone has a nation, so everyone may prefer and protect their nation.

However, this relativism is taken to a different level by two children, both English, who suggest that it might be possible that a "good" country might conquer England (invasion might not be bad in all circumstances). Levi, who has a family connection to Israel, says "but if it was conquered by a good country you like, it would be about the samelike Israel but they wouldn"t conquer it, they"re way too small!" Harriet says that being conquered by another country might be alright "if they bought a better way to our country, to make it a better country, they passed new laws to make it a better country." Here we have a vision that is very different from the patriotic norm where "our" country must be defended at all costs.

Not only is the idea of defence absent but so is the idea of national superiority and ingroup preference. This is of course not to imply that these children are not attached affectively to England, they are, but this affect does not imply necessarily an exclusive preference for the ingroup.

For the vast majority of children, this ingroup preference is present in this part of the interview in the form of the obligation to defend the nationby sacrificing oneself if necessary. When asked, a majority of children say that if it came down to it, they would fight for their country, like Lewis, who says, "I"d fight back, I"d fight for our freedom. Because it shows that you"ll not be walked all over you"ll stand up for yourself. .."Cos then people would just do it again and again and again thinkin" that you"re never gonna do anything." Most said they would fight to defend their country, as Mathis says "because it"s my country and I don"t want to be kicked out of my country". However Mathis also adds he would fight to make France bigger. Nashe in England says that if there was a war "England would be fighting back... I"d just see if I could ask them to go away but if they never would I"d just shot them down". Jason in France says "I'd fight for France... well I'd do my best...because it"s my country and I don"t want it to be destroyed". It is interesting that there are not overwhelming differences in this either, this defensive/protective discourse is also mobilised by the girls.

Leah (like many others) uses Germany as an example of an enemy, saying she would fight "well yeah, because for example if Germany wants to conquer France, well I'd say that France doesn"t want to conquer Germany, I'd say that France shouldn"t be Germany and we should fight so that France stays like it is." This discourse reflects a clear patriotic norm in the idea of the nation as something that must necessarily be protected, either by oneself or by others, even if it means sacrifice. It might come as surprising that children today, in a globalised individualised world would even be theoretically prepared for this sacrifice, but it seems that they have been prepared through this patriotic norm.

Naturally there are also children who resist this norm. A small group say they wouldn"t fight, on grounds of pacifism, such as Timothy "I mean I don"t want people to start wars they going to kill like about a thousand people…" or Genevieve "because I don"t like fighting, and it would be horrible to see all the dead bodies that people have killed, it would be much nicer to spend the whole time in a bomb shelter than go out and fight". Others object out of individualism, essentially as Violet puts it, "because I don"t want to get killed...I"d leave in an aeroplane, go to another continent entirely". Antoine says the same thing "no "cos I don"t want to die, I"d leave in a plane to a country that"s not at war". However, in most cases those who say they wouldn"t fight argue that somebody should protect their nationthat it shouldn"t be invaded. The only exception to this is Harriet who says that invasion might be alright, even Levi ultimately concludes that he would probably fight for England, even against Israel "suppose I"d have to fight against Israel because it"s [England] my country and everyone all my sisters and my parents would probably be fighting."

We can clearly see that even amongst those who are unenthusiastic at the idea of war or fight, the norm of protection of the nation is overwhelmingeveryone would be fighting so I would have to too. As Damian rather begrudgingly puts it, he would fight because "well I"d have to, "cos Dad says men go first for like fighting... "cos physically...and then the women do all the hospital thing". We might see this as an ambient reminder of Billig"s message that the "banal is not benign"; behind the rituals of banal nationalism is the shadow of its bellicose cousin. The fact that a large number of these children are aware of and reproduce the patriotic norm of self-sacrifice, that one "has to" defend one"s nation, suggests that not only is the nation itself normalised in their eyes, but that love and even sacrifice for the nation are equally so.

Conclusion

Nationalism, in both its formal and informal manifestations, is based on processes of socialization that lulls the individual into the banality of the nation. This process of socialization extends over the course of the lifetime, but it is from its roots in childhood that it draws its power. It is in childhood that we begin to learn to take the nation and its implications for granted; we internalize the tensions and contradictions that are salient in different national myths, and we learn to forget themto forget the taboos, the unspoken associations. Exploring the roots of this process in childhood through the representations and perceptions of children enables us to see just how powerful this process is, and what it mobilizes in terms of its unspoken assumptions about the world. We have seen that for the children interviewed for this study in France and England, the nation is already a taken for granted entity: it just is, naturally. Moreover, this banality has led them to understand the world as naturally divided up into nationslike a cake, where everyone gets their piece, or a jigsaw with everything in its place. The natural-ness of the nation has substantial impact on other aspects of these children"s world views that we haven"t been able to explore here; not least their understandings of who "we" are, what "we" are like and what we are not like. This normalization passes very much through the routines of the everyday. We have seen that the children draw on their immediate environment and experience to add form and affect to their idea of the nation, and that consequently their image of the local is also implicitly and inextricably national. This leads us to consider national identity as deeply connected to local or personal identity; to see these forms of self-understanding as, for many of these children, mutually interdependent. Finally, and perhaps as a result of the local and the everyday, we have seen that the power of this socialisation also plays out on one"s affect and attachment to this natural nation. Indeed, the connection between the nation and the home sphere and the family add to this affective charge for many of the children interviewed here. However, in addition to this, many also demonstrate an awareness of a patriotic norm ("normally you love your country") and with this love comes a willingness to defend one"s nation -to "fight for our freedom". This suggests that children are internalising not only the banal nation they see in the supermarket or on TV, but also a more formal nation that should be loved and protected. The fact that other children do not mobilise this discourse, voicing instead a defence of pacifism or relativism suggests that this is indeed a patriotic norm that these particular children have internalised as something one "has to" accept.

We may thus argue that the nation and its self-evidence are forged in the minds of children. Everyday nationalism as a process of socialisation begins with the child"s internalisation of discourses (involving various combinations of love, sacrifice, tolerance or othering and so forth) that naturalise both the nation itself in a world of nations, and also the child"s own relation to "their" nation. This serves as an important reminder that part of the reason for the invisibility and intangibility of banal nationalism stems from this early internalisation, subsequently made invisible through a lifetime of "forgotten reminders". But the observation of these children"s mobilisation of a defensive patriotic norm is also a reminder that that behind the cultural matrix of the natural nation isfor somethe normalisation of a defensive potential for violence: the banal that is not benign. Whatever form it takes, whether it draws on formal learning or everyday life or both, in the minds of these French and English children, the foundations of "the" nation and its naturalness are already solidly laid.

Single father, manual work. Mother creative (sees rarely). A-political antimonarchy.

Only child.