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an “essentialist, terms often used by those with staws anxieties about their cos-

mopolitanism and their intelligence quotients. Yet, unlike Iis eritics, he has never
been surprised by outbreaks of ethnic sentument or conflict, and unlike many of
them he understood and anticipated the faule-lines of the mayor great power 1o col-
lapse in the late aventieds century. His outstanding comparative political analysis,
‘The National Question i Marvist-Leninist Theory and Strategy, demonstrated — to anyone
who read it that the Soviet Union, had not solved” its national questions, and nor
Republies of China, Vietmam, Romania, Czechoslovakia, or

had the People
Yugoslavia. His scepucal but careful eve produced a very dillerent vision of Soviet
history than that prevalent both amongse apologists for the regime and some

who had come 1o see state socialism as an alternative indus-

Western Sovietologist
trial socicty, that had resolved, or was on route to resolving its national questions.
The methods Connor has deploved in his writings are those of political science
and history, buttressed by a nuanced appreciation of polideal geography. His (vp-
ical foray has taken the form ol awell-locused journal article. He has argued that

the phenomenon of nadonalism, which he treats as unitary - though capable of
multiple manifestatons s one that requires understanding, rigorous clarity m ter-
minology, and in-depth empirical and historical investgaton. deploying texts,
documents, artefacts, and where possible, social surveys. He has addigonally main-
tained that the phenomenon requires careful attention to collective and individual

pereeptions, as much as facts, and to the psyehology ol collective idenaty and
homelands — though. unlike posunodermses. hie has never pretended to expertise
idenuty or psychological theory:

The preseriptive content in Connor’s writing has mostly heen methodological
and negative: he has regularly produced propositional inventories of methodolog-
‘quested’

ical fatlures. which many ol us have found exceptionally useful.” He ha
for understanding, not sought to put the world (o right. He does not believe

y,
philosophical two-card wicks. ¢.g. showing that nations are social constructs. and
reasoning from that astonishingly deep insieht through (o the won sequitur that they
can casily he re-imagined’, “de-constructed’. or re-invented’. or rendered “post-

national”. He has been relatively silent on whether constitntional engineering or
astute statecralt can ever suceessfully manage natonalisia. He has written uo essay
on “conllict-resolution’, positive or negative. His enduring seepticism towards those
who claimed 1o have solved” nationaliy questions, one must terefore suspect. has
become part of a wider vision: in which states, public policies and constitutional
engineers are seen as having very limited capacities to manage ¢thnonational con-

(licts. One night sum up the relevant explanatory and preseriptive nnplications of

Connor’s work on this issue in four propositions. or “Walker's expectations’™:

I LExpeet seeessionist movements i mult-national states, even i advanced,
developed. prosperous incustrial democracies. espectally amongst peoples who
believe themselves to be hiving m therr homelands  and most states are “mulo-
homeland'.

2 Expecet some ol these secesstonist movements to succeed, despite adverse

odds.
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3 Expectstate-sponsored assimilation projects. aflier the Age of Nationalisni’, (o
be increasingly politically problematic but less so in Cimmigrant states”, which
have cither destroved dieir “fivst nations™ through genocide, or have rendered
them demographically controllable.

1+ Expect what looks to be a stable multi-national

ate to rest, direetly or indi-
reetly, on the poliical prepouderance of the relevant Stwatseolk, the dominant
people; differeutly put. every mult-national state, upon inspection, will turn
oul to be a control systenm.

The emerging political scienee and political sociology of national and ethnic con-
flict regulacion genevally aceepts the first three propositions {see infer afia 1lorowitz
1985: Lijphart 1977: McGarry and O’Leary 1993:

ordlinger 1972). and

Connor’s arguments are therefore now part of a belated. though sdll insufTiciently

disseminated, wisdon. It is the Tast ol these four implicit propositions that provicde
the focus for the present chapier ! I the analysis of national and cthnic conflict
regulation there Lias alwavs heen some recognition of the limits of states, or of the
capacity of politics more generally, as means for resolving or managing chimie and
national antagonisms. In that sense, Connor’s injunction not to underestimate the
emotional power of natonalisnt is aceepted. But, the field has shared a common
assumption that governments or states have significant capacitices to shape or veg-
ulate inot necessarily “resolve™s. for good or ill, the desting of national and ethnic
relations. State officials can pursue strategics cither o eliminate or to manage cth-
nonational diffevences (M MeGarry and O Leary 1993), When pursuing climination
they can execute genocide or ethie expulsion: they can partition territories: or
they can oy to homogenise peoples through integration or assimilation pro-

gramnies. Govermnents car in short, v to then states: and o

‘ight-people” them (O Leary 2001

We all know that modern governments have immense and awlal powers to kill
i genocidal or democidal progranmes iRummel 19975 And. that they expel huge
numbers of people. Some even isist that nation=state and democracy-building are
refugec-creating processes (Nann 1999: Zolbere 19835 Individual states and mil-
iary alliances of states stll consider partitions as possible means 1o climinate
woublesome ethnonational antagonisms, In pumping sienificant resourees and
COCTCIVe capacities into integrating or maintaining the “right” peoples, moulding
them mto common citizenship. and in some cases blending them sithin full-seale
assimilation projects. the OLCIYS states seen. prima facie. no different 1o the mostly
newer states outside their privileged ranks. “Natonalising states’. as Rogers
Brubaker (19962 has called them.” are everywhere”

L short. to elimmate natonal and edmic differences that might become politi-

callv salient, states have exercised awesome powers and ambitions i the cennnn

Just passed. and they have often done so on behall of their dominant nation or

.. Here there has been no death of the nation-state

ethnic group though there
has been alot of dying in the war o nation against state, state against nation. and
naton against nation. Nothing in this history o horror and oppression in o times

v at odds with Connor's first three expectations. Buto exterminations or
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climinations have not heen always been successful, thanktully; and not all states or
governments have been externinist ov elhnnactomst. In the ficld of national and
cthnie conflict regulation, theoretical, empirical and normative effortis devoted to
demonstrating that states can be desigued or run (o steer, manage and regulate
multi-national, polycultural and muli-lingual socictes (Lattin 1977; 1979; 1992;
1998) in tolerable, tolerant, and democratic ways.” An increasing repertoire of
mstitutional “technologies’. e, legal strategies, systems of rights-protection, and
public policies, s hemg identified and 1 some cases proneered  to manage eth-
nonational differences. For example, the ability ol political agents, through benign
or malign choices, to design electoral systers that provoke, calm, or re-channel
cthnic tensions is now appraiscd m a literature of inereasing sophistication {Reilly
and Reynolds 199917 One must not exageerate: There are not oo many success
stories to tell. There are fewer Switzerlands than Balkan environments, and this
may scem grist to the millk of” Connor’s fourth expectation.”

States do, o course, often seck 1o manage ethnonatonal differences through
malign and hicvarchical methods, through systems of coturol which organise the
dommant group and which disorganise the dominated, and Connor’s work on
Marxist-Lenmist regimies is a detatled empivical assessmenc of one set of such sys-
tems. " But. it remains normatively and empirically challenging (o ask whether
there ave fiits (o what states can do when seeking (o manage cthnonational dif-
ferences ina bemgn, and hiberal democraae manner. That is, are there, or can
there be, suceessful wavs ol

abilising democratic multi-natonal states? In partie-

ular, we may ask whether federatons can manage relations between nations in
ways that we, that is egalitarian democrats, might approve? Can {ederations refute
the pessimism o Connor’s fourth expectation?

Connor and Gellner on the scale and durability of
polycultural and multinational states

Let me begin an answer with a report ol some mutual intellecuual disrespect
amongst friends, and then report assurprising agreement. Mutal intellectual dis-
respect fivst: Walker Connor and Lrnest Gellner did not have high opinions of one

I

another’s approaches (o understanding natonalism.' Counov thinks Gellner's

theory oo dogmaucally modernist, predicated oo much on the salience of lan-
guage. too functionalist, oo Fuvocentrie, too cconomistic, o berelt of human
sentiment. (oo historically ill-considered. Gellner, by contrast, thought that Connor
was an undeclared exponent ol ancestral “dark gods theory™, to prone (o empha-
sise the irratonal in natonalisim. to psychologistic, and that he lacked a theory o
explain the modern power ol natonalism. 1shall not judge this mutual disrespect
here, except to report that i was confined o their theories, and did not extend. in
cither case, (o their respective persons or minds."? But. now note a surprising
agreement. Connor and Gellner were hoth seeptical about the prospects of mult-
national states - the modern world, though they agreed that they could be held
together for long periods by coercion.™ For those interested i preseription this

important and shared mlerence, is, perhaps, more important than any explanatory
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differences between Connor and Gellner on the genesis and maintenance of
nationalism. We should therefore ask whether this perhaps surprising agreement
between thiem withstands scrutiny.

Let me first clarify a potential misunderstanding. Gellner and Connor did not,
in fact, agree on all ethnonational facts about our world, Gellner wrote as il the
strategic choices in the modern world were between homogenising others, or

homogenisation at the hands ol others. He wrote, with qualilications, as i most
polvethnic or multi-national states were cither disappearing, or mere shams— and
asif the equilibrium condition towards which the world was rapidly headed was
‘one nation, one state”. Amongst others, I questioned Gellner's apparenty cavalier
disregard for the facts on this matter — at besthis position was prenmature (O Leary
1998: 63 6-H. Connor. by contrast, from his carliest swritines has inststed that most
contemporary states are not in fact nadon-states, that most states are mudti-home-
land’, that theve are persistent illusions about cultural homogeneity, and mdeed
pernicious myths about hemispheric, continental, regional and state unity {Connor
1969). Connor has also avoided making stongly dualistic judgements that suggest
that peoples must cither secede or be assimilated. Connor has vegularly observed
that it 1s possible lor muli-natonal states o accommodate heterogeneiny with con-
sent: “it would appear 1o be the rule thac a majority of members of a homeland
people arc  prepared o settde for [meaninglul]  autonomy for their
homeland (Connor 1994: 821, On these facts. and the avoidance of the dualistic
judgement. Connor s the beter guide.

Is there, however. a contradiction in Connor’s reasoning on this matter? Is his
scepticism about the stabihty of multi-national states helied by the recognition

ates of the world? No. because his arg

that they compose most ol the g

simply put. 1s that natonalsm and the demands of sell=determinaton threaten the
stability of ¢/l multi-national states. both now and in the futare an argument
borne out in his lifetime by the end of” the Western empires and the collapse ol the
Soviet Union, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia. There is a sccond reason why there is no
contradiction. Though Connor observes thac awtonomy strategies may acconnmo-
date heterogenein: and satisfy majorities amongst minority: peoples,  the
hard-headed realism and historical knowledge that informs his analyses demon-
strate that secessionists may prove successful despite only having inidal minority
support amongst their own nation, and that the holders of state power miay so nis-
manage heterogeneity as 1o de-stabilise autonomy setdements. So, inshort, what
Connor and Gellner disagree about facwally is the extent 1o which states have
alrcady been nationalised hy one natdon. or the extent o whicl edinic homogeni-
sation has occurred. They are not in disagreement about the trend. merely its
velocity, Both agree that the age of empires is giving way (o the age ol nations,
So. what of the substantive agreement between Connor and Gellners (o which
we can now devote attention? 'The last t(wo centuries cast severe doubts on the sta-
bilitv of multi-national states. and nothing in what follows can or will refute tha
evidence. The bleak testimony ol genocides, ethnie expulsions. cocreive assimila-
nons. partitions. sccesstons, and territorial restructurings following imperial

collapses has demonstrated naton-buildineg homogcenisation at work. and has
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tempered the optinism of all but the most fanatical exponents of human progress.
But. here have also been persistent liberal democratie polycultural or multinational
and/or consociational in format, and persistent efforts o create
these suggest blatant disconfirmation of

states, federal
new versions of such states, Surely

Connor’s and Gellner’s pessimism, or, at least, imply appropriate modifications of

>

their argument

But if his is granted, so what?” might be the riposte. Connor {airly mandates
that the predispositions of the analyst be laid bare. My arguments, above and
Delow, are motivated by the desire to reject any fundamental sociological limitations
on state capacity, particularly in constitutional statcer: fi. Without the rejection of
this premise there cannot be, at least it scems (o me. a worth while prescriptive
political science of natonal and ctmic conflict-regulation, 1.e. no assurance, how-
ever qualified, that sound advice micht be rendered by social scientists on
cthnonational public and international policies. However, the fact that my argu-
ment is motivated should not decide i vahdity:

One final picee of throat-clearing is required, this time about the predispositions
of Commor and Gellner, Neither of them welcomed or enthused about political
istability in multi-national states. e
their thoughits. Gellner, despite his experiences as a Czech. did not want Lo sce the
Soviet Union collapse, believing that a stow de-Marxification would be much the
est for the wellare of the affected peoples. Nor did he favour the break-up of the
federations of the Soviet Union. Yugostavia and Czechoslovakia. He entertained
that advanced industrialisation might diminish national conlflicts; that

in both cases wishies were not fathers to

hopes
emerging mperatives might prompt a new aglobal division of competencies with
supra-national government (o manage technological. ecological and terrorist
direats in conjunction with the cantonisation of Jocal anel educational functions;
and that the “de-letishisation” ol land might be possible (Gellner 1997: 102-108).
In hricl, Gellner was not against lederalism. or other forms of polycultural and
or indeed the post-national” government foreseen by

multi-national government
come seers who are hestleltalone with their seering, He was just sceptical about the
prospects of multinational states. and their likely robustness. Connor too has been
no political activist. One can detect in his work. by comparison with Gellner, much
orcater empathy for the small hatalions. the small nations. the peoples-without-his-
tory, and a greater sympathy tor projects ol cuhural autonomy. but this has not led
hit into any carte blanche public championing of secessionists, Hle has heen deeply
intevested in whether a powerful ideology. Marxism-Leninism. could manage

national questions: and in whether powertul world-rehgions. such as Islam, can
manage national :_:,,/,:::y,._ U he motivation hehind this rescarch has been empir-
ical. not based on his desires. Yes, he diagnosed the Lault-lines m the Soviet,
Yueoslay and Czechoslovak federations but no reader would have concluded that
e would hine desired their break-up after the endbof COMNMUIISIL.

What follows areues (hat Gellner's and Connor’s mplicit theses about the lim-
ited prospeets lor the reconciliation of nationalism with federalism are even more
powerlul. and more consistentwith the evidence, than they seemed. will therefore

provide a theorn i a nenner consistent with Gellner’s own propositions, if not
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W(:r his words; and one witlt which Connor should have 1o dilfienlv for reason
wmrm: ox._v_ﬁ::. But, [will nevertheless be able to suggest that there is more room
or constitutional statceraft the sellner ack Tedot !

al stateerafl than Gellner acknowledged or Connor acknowledges

To explain what follows definitions of Tederalism, federal political systems, led-

eration. and national

‘ A m are recuired, 1ogether with a brief résumé of how they
ave voo: joutly H,:.::i n practical political argqument. Then 1 elaborate and
.Gﬁ_m_: a theory of why stable democratic federations require a Staatsvolk, a dom-
Em:w people. This argument is. [ believe, underpinued by the work of ,C::::_,
Having done that, [ present evidenee i Evour of the :_Z\:,f together with f:.m
wvvmﬂa:z% awkward evidence. This apparently awkward c‘/‘:rw_:.,. will then he
n.xw_m:ﬁm_, or it vou prefer, explained away. Finally, T uirn to the political implica-
tions of the arguments. [n doing so 1 will contirm the thrust of Connor's areuments
about the development of the Buropean Union but from a diflerent :w,:_,,.:,,._,_
base. These arguments have important preseriptive implications .

m.om.oﬂw_mmau federal political systems, federations and
nationalism

mn.az.m__Z:._ anormauve political philosophy that recommencs the use of federal
rnciples, 1.c. combining joint action : sell-gover 9 .
p 1cip ) ubining joint action and self~government (King 19825, “Federal
political syseem

: 15 o deseriptive cateliall cerm for all political organisations that
combine what Daniel Llazar called shared rule and seliomle” _A,Z_A,.:._ political svs-
tems, FA_Z s broadly construed. include federations. confederations. ::r,:f
_.n%BA..:..w. associated states, condominimms. leagues, and cross-horder _,:_:.::::
authorities ( Elazar 1987, Federavons, with which Twill he partcularh ,.:_:...::..A_
here, are very distinet federal political systems (Wans 1987: 1998, and e hest
:.:%35:: n thew autlientic, Le. representative, governmental lorms, ! __._ HEURIE
uinely denocratic federation there is a ,.:_:_::::_, sovere . e
two governmental units. tl

. an state, mowhich ar Teast
. 1e federal and the regional. enjoy constitutionally sepia-
.mwﬂwn competencies  although they mav also have concurrent powers :..:__ the
ederal and the regional governnients are cac el
d cgional governnients are cach empowered 1o deal divecdy with the
MMNQ:_? m:_a_ the relevant eitizens direety elect tat least some components oli the
eral and regional governments 4 lederat p ,

and reg onal governments. In a lederation the federal government usually

cannot unilaterally alter the horizontal division ol powers .

. \ constitutional change
~ - 3 v o ey 1 AT ) -

%nn:_,ﬁ competencies requires the consent ol” hoth levels of sovernment
crefore. federation automatically implies a codificd and written constitation. and

normally is accompanicd at the feders
\ At the tederal Tevel Dy sunreme conrt oleo :
] val Tevel iy o supreme court. charged with

__“B?::m differences between the governmental ters."™ and by a bicameral leois-

ﬂ ~‘ M RSP . «_ Ay v 1 . -
&u: € - inw hich the federal as opposed (o the popular chamber may
proportionally represent. e, over-represent. the smallest regions. Elazar righily
emphasised the “covenantal” char "l i i Wity o cach s,
. covenantal” character of federatons. e, the authorite of cach oy -

I e [ 1 1 i » B

ernment derives [romn the constdtution. not another government

Wmh_.mm:.:m defined the - words™ let us i o nationalisim. Nationalism is a polit-
. .wr.__c/.:_u_; which holds that the nadon should e collectively and frech
msututonally expressed. and ruled by its co-nationals 1O Tear _::\u. |91 .::;/
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definition is similar (o Gellner’s, who held that nationalisu is “primarily a political
principle, which holds that the political and the natonal unit should be congruent’
(Gellner 1983: 1), Nothing in cither definition makes nationalism automatically
mcompatible with federalism, or federal poliical systems, or with federation. Both
defimitions are compatible with Connor’s argument that a nation “connotes a group
ol people who believe they are ancestrally related” though they more narrowly con-
line natonalism o a doctrine of politcal Tegitimacy than Clonnor's stipulation

that it *connotes identificatton with and loyalty to one’s natton” (Connor 1994: x

Collective and free institutional expression ol more (han one vation may. in prin-
ciple, he possible within a federauon. The federation may be organised to make the
regional political units and the national units “congruent’, that 1s to say each
regional unit may have a twalar nationality. Being “ruled by co-nationals” may
appear to be bhreached somewhat in afederadon when the federal level of gov-
crnment mvolves joint rule by the representatives of more than one nation, but
providing the relevant nadons have assented to this arrangement. or practically
assent o1 no lundamental denial of the prineiple of national self=determination
is mvolved. Morcover, i we acknowledge that dual or even muluple nationalities
are possible, then federations. in principle, provide cffective ways of giving these
different idenuties opportunities for collective and free institutional expression.
These defintions therefore permit federalism and nationalism 1o be compatble
political philosophies. They deliberately avord shutung of” empirical rescarch on
the relations between natonahsm and federation. Thev do not axiomatically deny
the possibibity ol dual or multi-national federations, and they avowd any obvious

commitments on the nature or status ol nations.

Nationalism and federalism in practical political
design and argument

Three clear positions can be idenufied on the relatonships hetween federalism and
nationalisim in the literature of state theory and practical polides i the last two
centuries. The first holds that natonahism and federalism are mutually exclusive.
The exemplary llustration ol this viewpoint is that of the Trench Jacobins who
helieved that federalism was part ol the counter-revolution. thoroughly hostile to
the necessity ol Iingistic homogenisation. a road-block i the path of authente,
indivisible, monistic popular sovereigniv In his report to the Committee of Public
Salety of January 1791 Barere declared that Federalism and superstuuon speak low
Bretony emigration and hatred of” the Republic speak German: the counterrevo-

lution speaks Halian, and Enaticism speaks Basque™ (Brubaker 1996Db: 7; de
Certaus ef al. 197522955 On one reading ol Gellner’s work the Jacobins were the
nationalist state-builders par excellence."They sought cultural assimilaton: they were
determined to make peasants into Irenchmen: and therelore they were deeply hos-
tle to all forms ol accommodation that inhibited this goal. including lederalism.

In partial agreement with the Jacobins, many nincteenth-century federalists,
notably Joseph Proudhon and Carlo Cattaneo, were resolutely hiostile to naton-

state nationalism (Majoceht 1991 1625 and many twentieth-century federalists,

Federations and the management of nations 161

notably within the European movement, reciprocate the Jacobin view that
nationalism and federalism are mutually exclusive (Bosco 1992: Part 1. Such
federalists have heen, and are, resolutely anti-nationalist, associating nationalism
with ethnic exclusiveness, chauvinism, racism, and parochially particularistic sen-
timents. For them federalism belongs to an entirely different co-operative
philosophy, one that oflers a non-nationalist logic of legiimacy, and an antidote (o
nationalisin yather than a close relative. This viewpoint was most clearly articulated
by Pierre Trudeau  educated at the LSE by Elie Kedourie, Gellner's local coun-
terpoint - before he became Canadian Prime Minister, I an ardicle entitled
‘Tederalism, Nationalism and Reason™ Trudeau squarely associated lederalism and
functionalism widh reason, natonalism with the emotions (Trudean 19683, Tradeau
regarded [ederalism as the denial of and solution 1o nationalisin, though thinkers
like him occasionally adopt the view that federalisnt must he built upon the success
of nationalism whicl it then transcends in Hegelian fashion (Majocechi 1991: 161,
In effect they echo Einstein’s reported remark that nationalism is the measles of
manking.

The sccond perspective. by contrast, holds that natonalism and federaliso,
properly understood. are synonvinous. 'This was the thesis of the Austro-Marxists,
Kar Renner and Otuto Bauer in the Tast days of the Habshurg empive (Bauer 1907;
Hanf 1991: Ptabigan 19911 Lenin, Staling and their colleagues in the course of
Soviet state-huilding pressed their arguments, in a suitably howdlerised format, into
service. In this conception nationalism and federalisn were o he harnessed, at least
for the task of huilding Soviet socialism, In the words of Walker Connor. Lenin's
second commandment on the management ol natonalism was strategically machi-
avellian: “Following the assumption of power. terminate the face i not necessarily
the fiction ol @ right (o secession, and hegin the lengthy process o assimilation
via the dialectical route ol territorial autonomy for all compact natonal groups’
Connor 198+ 38,

Marxist-Lenmises were, of course. [ormal cosmopolitans, conmmitied 1o a glohal
political order. but pending the world revolution. they maintained thae federal
arrangements. national m lorm, socialist in content. were the optimal institational
path to global communism. This was the worldview subjected o Conmor's eritical
tesearch in 1 he National Question i Marvisi-Leninist Theory and Straieey.

The third perspective unites those who think thae federalism and nadonalism
can intersect, and be mutually compadble. hut who sensibly helieve that not all
nationalists are compatible with all tederalisms. Bue this agreement masks an
important dilference. one beoveen whac ©shall call natonal or mono-national
federalists. and multi-national or muli-cthnic federalists. National Tederalises are
exemplificd by the fir

exponents ol lederation i its modern form, for whom its
pnme funcdon was "o unite people living in different polical units, who neyer-
theless shared a common language and culure” Torsvih 1989 1 The carliest
federalists in what hecame the Netherlands. in the Gernan=speaking Swiss Lands,
i what hecame the US A and in what became the second German Reich, were
national federalists. They mamtained that onlyv an autononmous ederal government

could perform certain necessary functons that conlederations or alliances found



162 Brendan O'Leary

diflicult o perform, especially a unified defence and external reladons policy
(Riker 1964). Thev often advocaced federation as a stepping stone towards a more
centralised unitary state.

The USA may serve as the paradigm case of national federalism, subscquenty
imitated by its Latin American counterparts m Mexico, Brazil, Venezucela, and
Argentina. The US federation shows “litle comceidence between ethnie groups
and state boundarics” (Glazer 1983: 276), with one major exception: most of its
original and subscquent states had white Anglo-Saxon Protestant majorities.
Federation preceded the great expansion in the USAs nternal echnie diversin; and
new states were generally only created when they had WASP or assimilaced white
demographic and electoral majorities.!” English-speaking whites were the ereators
of every American state, ‘writing its Constitution, establishing its laws, ignoring the
previously setded American Indians, refusing (o grant any [autonomy| rights o
blacks, and making only slight concessions (o Irench and Spanish speakers in a few
states” (Glazer 1983: 284, National federalism was part and parceel of American
nation-building (Beer 1993), aiding the homogenisation of white settlers and immi-
grants in the famous meltng-pot of Anglo conformity (Gordon 196:4), and was
evidentin the writing of The Federalist Papers. National fedevalism poses no problem
for Gellnerian theory or for Connor’s outdook. Indeed, it conlivms it, because

natonal lederahsts aim to make the sovereign polity congruent with one natonal
culture; they wish to construct the federation i the image of s dominant people.

Multi-national or multi-cthnice federalists. by contast, may pose a significan
challenge o Gellnerian theory and o Connor’s fourth expectation if they prove
successtul in their politicat endeavours. They advocate {ederation “to unite people
who seck the advantages of membership of a common political unit. but differ

markedly in descent, language and calture” (lorsyth T989: 41 Thev seek o express,
msttntionalise. and protectat least bvo national or ethimic cultures. olten on a per-
manent basis. Any greater union or homogenisation, if envisaged av all, is
postponed for the future. They explicitly reject the suongly integrationist and/or
assimiladonist objectives ol national lederalists, 'They believe that dual or multiple
national lovalies are possible, and mdecd desirable. Some of them make quite
renvrkable claims for federalism. Polinieal seientist Klaus von Bevime, referring o
Western democracies, argued in 1985 that “Canada is the onlv country in which
federadism did not prove capable of solving . . . ethnic conflic” (1985: 1217, Mulu-
national federalists have been influential in the development of fecdieratons in the
former Britsh Eimpire, notably in Canada, the Caribbean, Nigeria. South Afvica.
India. Pakistan, and Malavsia. They influenced Austro-Marsists and Marxist-
Leninists, and have had an enduring impact in the post-comnumist development
of the Russian Federation, Fahiopia, and the ramp Yugoslavia. 'The recent demo-
cratic reconstructions ol Spain and Belgium also bear their imprint. 'The most
ambitious muhi-national lederalists of our day ave those who wish o develop the
Luropean Union from its civvently Targely confederal forn into an explicit feder-
ation, mito " Furope o the nation-states and a Lurope of the eitizens'. as the
German foreign minister recently urged at Berlin's Humbolde University (Fischer
2000,
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Multi-natonal federalists have two ways of arguing that national and ethnic con-
flict regulation can work to harmonise nationalism and federalisn, The first s an
argument from congruence. I the provineial borders of the components of the
federation match the boundaries bhetween the relevant natonal, cthnic, religious or
linguistic communities, .o, if there is a*tederal socieny” congruent with (e feder-

atng mstitutions, then fedevation may be an effective harmonising device, That i
preciscly because it makes an ethnically hieterogencous political society less het-
erogencous through the creation of more homogenecous sub-units. OF the seven
large-scale genuine fedevations in durable Western democracies, three sig nhcanty
achieve this eflect for some culwrally distinet communities: those ol Belgium,
Canada, and Switzerland. The lederations of Australia, Anstria, Germany and the
USA, by contrast. do not achieve this eflect, and are not orgamsed (o do so, and in
consequence this possibility in federal engineering cannot be used (o explain the
relative ethnonational ranquillity of Australia. post-war Austria and Germany, and
the post-hellum USA {in which past genocides, the overwhelming of the indigenous
populations. and/or integration/assimilation are more important in explaining
ethnonational stability). In Belgiuom, Canada, and Switzerland the suceess ol Ted-
eration in conflict-regulation, such as it is, has not heen the result of comprehensive
territorial design. Rather ichas largely heen based upon the historic geographical
segregation of the relevant communities. Post-independence India, especially afier
Nehru conceded re-organisation of internal state borders along largely linguistic
boundaries. is an example of deliberate democratic engineering to mateh certain
ascriptive eriteria with internal political borders (see inter afia Arora and \ermey
19952 Brass 1991: Brass 1990: King 1997: Laitin 1989: Rajashekera 199 1. Post-
communist Russia and Fihiopia may prove o he others.

Plamly this defence of federation as a way of managing nations o cach nation
leta provinee he given  cannot satisfy those communities that are so dispersed. or
small in numbers. that they cannot control federal unies or provinees, e.g, Quebee
Anglophones. Flemish-speakers in Wallonia, Francophones in Flanders, blacks in
the USA: or small and scatiered indigenous peoples in Austradia, India and North
Amenca. Indeed. one reason federation proved msutlicient as a conllict-regulating
device as Yugoslavia democratised was hecause there was insuflicient geographical
custering of the relevanc ethnie commumities in relaton o their existine provincial
borders. However, federal engineering (o achicve something approximating the for-

mula “one nation-one provinee” does look like o prima facie challenge o the tacit
Gellnerian notion that in modern times the equilibrivm conditon is one sovercion
state. one culture for nagon:. I we weat broadly the “political umic in Gellner's def-

ition. to encompass regional or provincial units in o federation, then his theorn

can acconumodiate such arrangements. bue at the significant concession of recoo
nising that such federal systems are compatible with dual and possibhy multiple
natonalities. The same argument applics 1o Connor’s fourth expectation thoueh
Connor has explicith recognised that such autonomy arrangemets can work.
when national minorites regard them as (he most feasible forms of freedom they
are hkely 1o getc when there is good-will towards the state which CHEOMPASSes

then, and because national minorites ;e mote fikelv to he obsessed by the desire
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to have freedom from the dominant nation than freedom to be wholly sovereign
(Connor 2001: 1230

There 1s a second and more subde way in which multi-national or cthnofeder-

alists may argue that natonalism and federalisin can be harmonised, though it is
rarcly explicitly defended, because itis really astrategy 1o defeat natonal sclf-deter-
mination. It has been eloquently defended by Donald Horowitz (1985: Chapters
IE15). He suggests that federations can and should be pardy designed to prevent
cthnic minorities from becoming local provincial majorites. The thinking here rec-
ommends weakening potentiadly competing ethnonationalisins: federalism’s
territorial merits are said o he i the fact that it can be used as an instrument to
prevent local majoritarianism (which has the attendant risks of local (yranny or

sceessionist meentives). Designing the provineial borders ol the federated units on
this argument, should he executed on “halance of power” principles - proliferating,

where possible, the points of power away from one focal centre, encouraging intra-
cthnic conflict, and creating incentives for inter-cthnic co-operation (hy designing
provinees without majorities), and for alignments hased on non-ethnic interests,
This logic is extremely interesting, but empirical support for Horowitz's argument
seems so far confined o the distinedy uninspiring case of post-bellum Nigeria. In
most existing federations o re-draw regional borders deliberately to achieve these
results would probably require the services of military dictators or one-party states,
Already mobilised ethnonational groups do not take kindh o efforts to disorgan-
ise them through the re-drawing o internal polidcal houndarics. Belgium may,
however, hecome an interesting exception (o this scepticism: the Brusscls region,
created in the new federadon, s neither overtly Flemish or Wallonian, and perhaps
its heterogeneity will stabilise miter-national relations in Belgium, because without
Brussels Ilanders will not seeede, and there is presendy litde prospeet of” Brussels
obliging Flanders.

Muli-natonal and mult-cthnic federations have, of course. been developed
[or avariety ol reasons, not just as means o harmonise nationalisim and federalism.
They have often evolved out of multethnic colonies o bind together the coali-
tion opposing the imperial power iz in the West Indies, and Tanzaniai. They may
have been promoted by the colonial power inan atempt to sustain a retormed
imperial system, hut subsequently developed a dynamic of their own. as has been
(ruce of Canada, India, and mdeed South Afica. A history of common colonial or

conquest government usually ereates ¢lites {soldiers, burcaucrats and capitalists)
with an interest i sustaiing the post-colonial territory in one political uni, as has
sometmes been rue of Indonesiac which has recendy been re-canvassed as a can-
didate for an authenue federation (Anderson 19985 Laree federations can often be
sold cconomically  they promise a larger single market. a single currency.,
cconomies of scale, reductions i transactions” costs and [iseal equalisation. Such

instrumental discourses are the common coinage ol Furo-federalists. Federations

can also he marketed as geopolitically wise. offermg greater securiny and protection
than small states, indeed, William Riker rather prematurely assumed that this was
the hasis for the formaton of all federations (Riker T96-F. Finallv. federations can

be advertsed as necessary routes W superpower status, a loreground note in the
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enthusiasms of some Luro-federalists. But the face that nwlt-nagonal or nulti-
ethnic federations may be over-determined i thewr origins does not alleet our
central question: can the statcholders of multi-iiational federations successfully

and stably reconcile nationalism and federalism i beral dentocrade ways?

The answer at first glance looks like “ves and 1o, "There are federal suceesses and
fallures. Even some positive “yes™ aiswers, owever, swwould be enough to counter-
act the pessimisin mduced by Gellnertan theory and Connor's [ourth expectation.
But let us first do a Cook’

Tour ol the failures, which pose no problems for
Connor’s or Gellner’s expectations. Many mulu-national or mult-ethnie federa-
tions have cither hroken dovwn, or have failed o remain democratic, throughout the
communist world, and throughout the post-colontal world. The federations of
Laun America - Mexico, Venezuela, Argentina, and Brazil  are cither natonal
federalisms and/or have yet to prove themselves durably democratie. The federa-
tons of the Soviet Uniton. Yugoslavia and Czechoslovakia hroke down during or
immediately alter thenr respective democratisations. In the post-colonial world

multi-national or ndu-cthnic federavons failed, or failed 1o e successfully estab-
lished in the Caribbean. notably in the West Indies Federaton. Fven the miniacare
federadon of St Kitts-Nevis recenty faced the prospect of secession by referendum
by the smaller istand of Nevis (Premdas 1998), Mula-natonal or malti-ethnic fed-
erations have failed mosub-Saharan Africa m Francophone West and Equatorial
Africa. in Briush Fast Africa (Kenyva, Uganda and Tanganvikaj, and in Briash
Central Africa iNorthern and Southern Rhodesia and Nvasaland;, or have failed
to remain durably democrate  Nigeria and Tanzania, or have vet o be estah-
lished as durable authende democracies South Afvica. The NMali and the
Ethiopian [ederations i independent Afvica have experienced hreak-ups while
the Cameroons have experienced forced unitarism alter a federal heginning, The
Arab world knows only one surviving lederatgon, the United Arab Limirates: which
does not score Iighly on democratic atributes. In Asiac there have been obvions
federauve failures, c.g in Indochina, in Burmac and in Pakistan, and of the union
of Malava followed by the secession of Singapore. Durably democratic federition

have beeirvare  consider the history of Pakistaon. In short new muli-nadonal fed-
erations appear to have a poor tack-record as confllict-reguliating devices  even
where they allow a degree of munoriey self=government. They have hroken down,
or faled to he durably democratie, throughout Asia. Africa, and the Caribbean.
India stands out as the major exception inn Asia, but even here severe qualifications
are In order: to crush or divide secessionists in Kashimie Punjab and elsewhere, the
Indian state has deploved emergeney powers i a manner o put icat s mildest,
wholly mconsistent with libeval, democratic and federal norns.

These Gailares in federaton have had muliple causes according o thenr analysis
Elazar 1987: 240 24 12 Franck 1966: Hicks 19785 I some cases minorities were
outnumbered ac the federal level of government: in others, notably Nalava, the rel-
evait miorny was not welcome at the federal level of covernment Lee Kuan
Yew's courting of the Nalay Chinese helped break the Maday federation. Tn hodh
seenarios the resulung frustratons. combined with an abready delined houndar.,

and the sienificant mstututonal resourcees Toswing from control of their own
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province, provided considerable incentives to attempt secession. Breaks from fed-
crations may, of course, invite havsh responses from the rest of the federation: the

disintegration of the Nigerian and American federations were halted through mil-
lions ol deaths. India, the most successful post-colonial multi-cthiice federation has

so far faced down vigorous secessionist movements on its frontiers, especially in
Kashmir and Punjah. The threat of secession in muld-national or multi-ethnic fed-
erations 15 such that the Tate Erik Nordlinger consciously excluded tederalism from
his list of desirable conflict-regulating practices (Nordlinger 1972). The recent
emergent principle ol international faw thac permits the disintegration of ledera-
tions along the lines of (heir existing regional units is in some people’s eves likely to
strengthen the beliel that federaton should not be considered as a desirable form
ol mult-national or mult-cthnic accommodation (Horowitz 1998). Integrationist
nation-builders in Africa, Asia, and the Caribbean have distrusted federalism pre-
ciscly hecause it provides secessionist opportunities. The kleptocratic Mobutu only
offered federalism as a model tor Zaire as his power-hase collapsed. Tunku Abdul

Rahman only oflered [ederation with Singapore because he shared Lee Kuan
Yew's [ears ol a commumist take-over. Post-colonial state-builders” antipathy to fed-
cralism is now matched amongst the intellectuals of Eastern Europe, who regard
itas a recipe for sceession, given the Czechoslovakian, Yugoslavian and Soviet
CXPerIences.

Two final generalising statements must be added to this quick global survey of
mult-national or muhti-cthnie federal failures. The firstis that federations appear
to have been espectally fragile i bi-ethnie or bi-national, or bi-regional states. In
1982 Mawrice Vile could not find a single case of a surviving federation based

Pakistan’s Western and Eastern divorce has been

upon dvadic or triadic structure
the biggest example ol (he instability of dualistic federations. Cizechoslovakia is a
more recent case. Whither Serbia and Montencero, (he last two units in

Belgium may scem like a subsequently emergent exception to Vile’s

Yugoslavic
rule, but technicadly icis a four-unit federation. and itis of rather recent vintage. St.
Kitis-Nevis may seem another: but as alveady indicated Nevis has heen tempted to
go. The second generalisation is that faitures have occurred largely in developing
or poor countries, where most theorists ol democratisation swoulcl predict great dif-
liculty i obtaining stable democeratic regimes ol whatever hue, This suggests that
Indra, and the three muli-natonal demoeratic federations in the advanced indus-
trial world (Belginm, Canada and Switzerland;. are the apparendy anomalous
suceesses that Gellner and Connmor needno be able to explain, or else stand overtly
falsificd.

A theory of the necessity of a federal Staatsvolk

The theory that Twish o advance and explore is that a stable democratic majoritarian
Sederation ) be it national federal or mudti-national. nuest have a Staatseoll. a national or ethnic
people.wcho are demographically and electorally domamant though not necessarily an
absolute majorny of the populadon  and who must he the co-founders of the fed-

eration. This is a theory consistentwith liberal nationalism. national federalism as
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Ipresented that idea carlier, and with Ernest Gellner's theory of nationalism and
Conmnor’s fourth expectation. It is mconsistent with hiberal cosmopolitan and rad-
ical multi-culturalists” hopes. and with the more optimistic beliels o some
federalists, though, I shall argue, it does not requive entirely bleak conclusions o e
drawn about the prospects for constitutional stateerafl and state management in
multi-national or mula-cthnie federatons which lack a Steatseolk. Tec us call the
theorv the Dicey O Leary theory, as nice a compound pun as one could have, ™

The theory states a necessary condition of stability m a liberal democratic majori-
tarian  federation, but not a suflicient one. lis logie rests on simple
micro-foundations. In liberal democratic systems the populaton share of an eth-
nonational group can be taken as a reasonable proxy for ats pofential clectoral poser,
if its members were fully mobilised en bloc admitedly o rare occurrence. The
underlying idea is therefore sunple: i a majoritaran federaton an ethnonational
group with a decisive niajority of the federal population has no reason (o fear fed-
eration. It has the ability simply o dominate the rest of the Tederaaon through its
numbers, or to be generous  because it does not feel threatened, A Stoatseolk, a
people who ovwn tlie state, and who could contol it on thenr own through simple
democratic numbers, 1~ a prime canclidate o lead a federation, whether the feder-
ation 1s a national federaton or a mulu-natonal federation, to be what the Russians
called the twular nationality. The theory may also give a clue as o why multiple
unit federatons appear ad first glacee o he move stable than binary or ariadic fed-
erations. .\ preponderant Seatseofl may bhe more willing (o have its own national
territory divided up into mulaple regions, states or provinees, knowing thaticis not
likely to be cocrced by mimority peoples at the federal Tevel The theory also implies
that it there 15 no Staatseoll then majoritarian lederahisme of whatever mternal wer-
ritorial configuration. will not bhe enough to sustain stabilie a point to which 1
shall return.

Table 9.1 provides data which appear 1o confirm the Dicey O'Leary theory Tt
lists the twenty-three currently democratie federatons mothe world — the data was
collected hefore thie coup m Pakistan ancl i lists the shave ol (he federation’s pop-
ulaton that I have classified as helonging o the relevant (or potendaly Staatseoll. |
have arranged the data in descending order of the proportionate size ol the rele-
vant Staatseoll. Let us take 50 per cent as our miual threshold for the existence of
a Staatsvoll. a plausible threshold for democratic majoritarian assessment. 'The
data suggest that all the federanons which have heen durably democratic for more
than thirty vears have., prana facie.a Staatseolk wiiich is sigmbicantly over 50 per cent
of the relevant state’s population: Austraha (95) Austria 1935 Germany (931 India
801 1f 1ts Staatsvoll is considered to he religious, the USA (71 Canada (675,11 its
Staatsvoll:
African [ederations have not been durably democratic. hut on this measwre the

considered (o he Anglophones, Swiizerland (6-b, and Malavsia i625 The

Comoros Islands and South Africa have reasonable prospects. By contrast, neither
Ethiopia nor Nigeria have a Staabseoll so the theory suggests that they are not likely
to survive long 1t they are run as majoritarian democratie ederatons, The Russtan
Federation may not prove durably democranie bhut i has o Staatsiolls so on the

Dicey: O'Leary theory it has the necessary condition for survival. s for the other
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Table 5.1 "The size of the actual or potential Staatszolf in current democratic federations

Name of the federation Name of e Staatsvolh %o share of
(census year. category) popudation
Comoros Islands (1980 cthnieny;) Comorian a7
Conmonwealth of Australia {1986 cthniciny White Australians 93
St Kits and Nevis (1991 ethnieity) Blacks 095
lederal Repubhic of Yugoslavia (1991 ethniciny? Serhs 93
Federal Republic of Austria {1991 nadional origing — Austrians 93
lederal Republic of Germany (1990 edinic; Germans 93
Russian Federation {1981 ethniciyg Russians 85
Argentine Republic (1986 ¢thnicityy Whites 83
India {13 * {1991 veligion; Hindus 80
United States o America {1991 racial; White Americans 71
Kingdom ol Spam ¥ 1980 ¢thnohnguali Spaniares 72
Canada {1991 Hinguistics Anglophones 67
Venezuela 11993 cthnieiny; Mesuizo 07
South Alvica o1 (199 1 edhmicity; Blacks 65
Switzerband (1990 linguistic Swiss Germans 03-1
Malavsia £ 1990 ethnieity Madavs 62
United Mexican States {1990 ethmicny Mestizo 60
Kingdom of Belginm (1976 hnguistic: Ilemings 39
South Alvica (25 ¥ 01990 cdmicity Blacks cexcl. Zulus BE:
Brazil 1 1990 cthnicity Whites 51
Republic of Pakistan #5199 [guistic Punjabis (B8
Micronesia (1980 cthnicit Trukese Il
Republic ol Tndia 23 % 1981 linguistic Hindi speakers 30.7
Ethiopia 1985 cthmienys Ambhara 38
Lederal Republic of Nigeria 0 1985 ¢thnicity; Yoruba 21.3

Nales:

* India hias two olvions candidates for the

e of Stasvolks Hindusowho constiture approximately 80
percentol s population. and Hindi speakers who constitate just less than 10 peveentof s population.

SIS statns as aclederation s controversial Arend Lijphiot does not think it 1s a federadon, Juan

Linz and A Stepan think i is

e ADea’s Dlacks can e considered o potentially homogencous categons though i is politceally
incorrect to sy so, Simee Zalus ave politically differentated heoveen Zoho nadonalisis and South
Alviean nationalists ¢

11 Zulus a

Staatsvolk then the Luater campose @ 5 1 per cent ol 1l

snew black Staasvolk excludme ha
|

ol Zulus can be estimated at 63 per cent,
i all othe

considered an <

Dhlacks are vecarded as the new

oy /A,T:_::, Qroup

_:v_::;:::.

* Pakistus recent coup makes iccmrendy undemocratic.

Sources: Enited Natons, Brianuica Year Book, Fane and Frson - 1976 Fadmonston, CLA,

Asian cases ‘Table 9.1 suggests that Pakistan should he on the threshold of erisis,

and that Tndia would he oo il an attempCwere made o construct a Staalszoll out
of Hindi-speakers, OF Micronesia I eannot speak because Tam wholly ignorant,
Likewiseo I have Tiide confidence in mterpreang the Tatin American data. but at
lirst glance they appear to suggest that Mexico and Brazil ave closer to the thresh-
old of the necessary condition than might be expeeted. though heir staus as
durable democracies is Lo from confirmed. ™ The data in Table 901 even sugaest

thar Switzerland and Belgtum have o Staaiseofll cach. though doubtless this mav

rase evebrows.
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This attempt (o test for the existence of a Staatsvolk based on this data may seem
very crude, and the data-set (n = 23) may seem smadl, even if 1t is exhaustive ol cur-
rent democratic federations. Nevertheless the data are highly suggestive; there are
no immediately anomalous cases. The federatons without a Staatseolk ave of recent
vintage, and are not obviously democratically stable. The data in short appear to
confirm Connor and Gellner on the political imipact of nationalisni. Naturally they
o the stability of the durably democratic [ederations may
have other causes, possibly mutually independent causes in cach case, hut it is sug-
gestive that the data satisty the necessary condition of the Dicey-O Leary theory.

But more sophistication may be demanded before jumping o conclusions. |

cannot prove causation

have been taxed with the question of whether the Swatseoll is objecive, or real.
How exactly should we determine whether agroup is a candidate for the tite of
Staaiseoll? Without subscribing 1o constructionist epistemological views, or social
constructionisi i general or partcular, I want to eniphasise that the notion of a
Staatsvolk is a concept which is intended to capture what real people know. think.
sense. and 1magine about a dominant group in a state, and which deseribes whiat

may or may not be present as a result ol polideal construction in various states, e,

a Staatseolk is something that can be forged through political strategics and allianee
Tam suggestimg that so-called primordial elements will normally be the foundations
of efforts to construct or mark ofl' a Staatsvolk — corumon ancestry; race, language
and common religion - though 1 do not msist on this. Some of these elenments are
ones which are relatively casy to find relatvely reliable and testable data about, and
1o have knowledge about their salience within the relevant states. L this argument,
and the data upon which it relies, may be aceepted. T helieve, without subseribing
w0 any particular theories of race, religiosity or Tinguistics. All that my test so far
does. n other words, 15 10 chieck whether one of these elemenes chosen on the
basis of readig abourt the federation’s history  has (he possibility of having
formed, or has the potential to form, the basis of a lederal Staatsvolk.

Itmight be suggested that investagation should focus more deephy on the durably
democratic and formally multi-natdonal or multi-cthnic federations that niight bhe
considered to constitute the strongest challenges (o Gellner and Comor, viz. India,
Canada, Switzerland. and Belgimn. 1 the primary division in India is linguistic
rather than religious then India may appear to lack a Staatszoll.? V10 Anglophones
are considered oo heterogencous a category it might he suggested that Canada’s
real Staatseolk s those of British and Irish descent which would take the size of i

Staatseolk dovwn. closer to the threshold of the necessary condition. I Swiss historic
divisions were fundarentally religious rather than linguistie. then Helvetica too
might appcar to lack a definiwe Staatseolk. The sheer size ol the Francophone
minority in Belgium and the country’s long araditions of dualism mieht also lead
us to pause betore decidmg it Belgium has a Staatsrolt.,

Thave no quarrel with the deeper investigation of cases (o see whether mv n-case
argument is false in the partdeulars, and I intend o make such investigations. But,
what I would like o suggest here is that what we may perhaps need most is an
ndex not just ol the potenally largest group. however defined, but i measure of

the reladve weight o groups according o any particular specilic aseriptive
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criterion. So let me rephrase the Dicey-O'Leary theory in this way: fu a stable demo-
cratic majorttarian federation the politically effective number of cultural groups must be less than
2oon the index of the ¢ffective wumber of ethnic groups, ENENg (defined as the reciprocal of
the Herfindahl-Hirschman concentradon index of ethnonational groups).
Letme demysuly this wordy mouthfnl. Spectalists in the field of electoral analy-
sis and party systems will recognise the mdex as an application of a measure
developed by Albert Hirschman in economics, and extended to politeal science by

Rein Taagepera and his colleagues - who were interested in finding an objective
and tractable way of measuring the effective number of partics in a party system,
and in whether or not one party or bloe of partics was dominant (Hirschman 1945;
Laakso and Taagepera 1979; Taagepera and Shugart 1989: Chapter 8). Let me
illustrate the index through an example. How might we respond 1o the question:

how many ethnonational groups are there in Belgium? One would expect to be
told that there are two big groups, Flemings and Walloons, with a smaller number
of other groups, notably Germans, and recent migrants, all of whom mighe self-
identify in these categories, especially if obliged to do so by a census. But does thar
mean that for poliically important purposes that bear on the stability of the state,
that Belgium has two, or two and an eighth, or two and a sixteenth ethnonational

g 5 'T'he Herlindahl-Hirsehman coneentration index is designed to provide an
objective way of measuring the effective mumber of components in a system, e
doces so m a way that stops analysts from following their intuitive (chough often sen-
sible) prejudices about what should count as a big or a small and negligible
component.

The Herfindahl-Hirschman index (HH) runs from 0 to 1. Applicd to ethnona-
tional groups it has the following logic. In a perfecly homogeneous nation-state, in
which one ethnonational group has 106 per cent of the population, HHi = 1L If
the state has an extrentely polyethnie character in which every ethnonational
group is vanishingly siall, i.c. cach person is an ethnonational group, then HHi
tends towards 0. The measurement method used {or the index allows cach group’s

share of the population to “determine its own weight', so its share i

multiplied by
its own share. In Belgtum let us agree that the most salient definition of ethnona-

tional groups 1s

linguistic. In 1976 Flemings made up 39 per cent of the
population, Walloons 39.3 per cent, and Germans 0.64 per cent (Lane and Ersson
1990: Appendix). ™ Of the otal population Flemings therefore had a fractional
share of .59, Walloons 393, and Germans .0064. Using the HHi index the
weighted share of Flemings is determined by its own weight, Le. by multiplying .39
by .59 = 348, Correspondingly, the share of Walloons 1s .393 x .393 = .153. The
share of Germans is (006417 = .00004096. So, without imposing any arbitrary cut-

ofl' points, the political importance of the Belgian Germans is going to be
discounted by this measure, which will conform o all but the most ardent

Germanophiles” mwattions. 'The result of adding up the weighted values of all

components 1s our Hertfindahl-Hirschman concentration index:

HHi = £p?
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where . 1s the fractional share of the i-th cthnonational group and Z stands for
summation over all components. In the Belglan case n 1976 the HHi was there-
fore .301 when we reduce o three dectmal places. What we shall call the efTective
number of ethnonational groups (ENENg) 1s defined as the reciprocal of the FIHI
mdex:

ENENg = I/HHi = 1/Zp?

Given our Belgian data, the ENENg = 1/.501 = 1.996, or 2 if we round it ofl. The
somewhat claborate procedure adopted to caleulate the effective mumber ol eth-
nonational groups m Belgium contorms to most people’s intutions about this
case -- there are two eflecuve ethnonational groups.

The merits of the HHi and ENENg inchees are straightforward. HHi provides
an index that runs from 0 to 1, and ENENg provides us a measure ol the effective
number of ethnonational groups in a system that makes political and intuitive
sense. ENENg turned out to be 2 using 1976 Belgian linguistic data Itis casy to see
that a state divided into four equally sized ethnonational groups would have an
ENENgof 4. These examples, of course, are neat cases, chosen to be hielpful. But

imagine that the demographic shares mn Belgnun shifted, say to the following pro-
portions: 1 per cent Flemings, 42 per cent Walloons, 5 per cent Germans, 1 per
cent British migrants, and | per cent Italian nugrants. Then the new Belgian THE

cain, would

would be 439, and new ENENg wonld be 2.28. The later indhcaton,
conform with most people’s intuitions about the eflective number ol ethnona-
tional groups mn the state  two big groups and a smaller third group, or a third
clustering of smaller groups. These measures therelore provide means for poten-
tially objective stuclies of” the reladonships between ethnonational groups and
poliical systems. They also alert us to the importance of the size of second. third
and other groups i the population, not simply the largest group.

Table 9.2 presents the HHi and ENENg scores for the current democratic fed-
erations m the world, m the same order as the lederations i Table 9.1, e
according to the largest proportionate share held by the relevant (or potential)
Staatsvolk. As 1s readily apparent, there s a close refattonship hewween the size of the
Staatsolk and the HH1 and ENENg scores. All the federations with I
of less than 1.9 are, in fact, majoritarian federations, with the possible exception of
India.

By contrast. the bulk of the federatons with ENENg scores of E9 and above.

‘Ng scores

have often been classified as non-majorttarian lederations because they have addi-
tonal non-federal power-sharing or consociational [eatures, or else they have had
such mstitutons recommended to stabilise them. Cionsociational arrangements,
imvolve lour [catures:

clarificd and theorised by Arend Liphart (1977
* Cross-community executive power-sharing:
«  proportional representaton ol groups throughout the state sector:
+  cthnic autonomy in culture {especially in religion or fanguage);

+ formal or mformal mmoritv-veto rights.
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Table 9.2 "The eflective number of ethnonational groups i democratice federations

Name of the Federation Staatseolk SV % share THHY indev INENg index
of population

Comoros Islands Comorian 97 94 1.06
Conmonwealth of Australia Whites 95 91 1.1
St Kits and Nevis Blacks 95 4 1.1
lederal Republic ol Yugoslavia  Serbs 93 .89 1.12
l'ederal Republic of Austria Austrians 93 87 114
Lederal Republic of Germany Germans 93 87 115
Russian Federation Russians 85 73 1.38
Argentine Repubhic Whites 85 7D .34
India (13 * Hindus 80 66 1.52
United States ol America Whites 71 D7 1.7-
Kingdonm of Spain ** Spaniards 79 06 1.8
Cianada Anglophones 67 Dl 1.96
Venezuela Mestizo 67 D 1.99
South Africa 1) #* Blacks B! A6 218
Switzerland Swiss Germans Ol A5 2,99
Malavsia Malays 62 A8 210
United Mexican States Mestizo 60 A6 218
Kingdom ol Belgium FMlemings BN Dl 1.09
South Alfrica {2 *#* Blacks {excl. Zulus; 51 30 274
Brazil Whites 54 D 2,24
Republic of Pakistan ###* Punjabns 18 .29 347
Micronesia Trukese Hl 26 3.91
Republic ol India (27 * Hindi speaker 39.7 19 5.19
Lithiopia Amhara 38 28 3.08
lederal Republhie of Nigeria Yoruba 21.3 At 6.91
“/.::,.ﬂ

*Incia has two obvious candidates for the tide of Staatsvolk. Hindus, who constitute approximately 80
percentol it population, and Hindi speakers who constitte just fess than 40 per cent of it population.
S’ status as a federation is controversial dArvend Lijphart does not think it is a federation, Juan
Linz and Al Stepan think it isi.

HE South Afvica’s blacks can be considered apotentially homogencous category. though it ix politically
incorrect o say so. Sinee Zulus ave politically: ditferentated between Zualu natonalists and South
Alvican nationalists the new hlack Staaisvolk excluding halt ot Zualus can he estinated ac 63 per cent.
16 Zalus are considered an entirely separate: group and all other blacks arve regarded as the new
Staatsvolk then the Luter compose ¢ 51 per eent ol the population.

*E Pakistan’s recent coup makes iCcurrenty undemocradic.

Sources: United Nations, Britannica Year Book, Tane and Ersson 119765, Edmonston, CLA.

Albol the durably democratic muli-nadonal federations previously identified as
potentially problematie for Gellner and Connor, viz. Belgium. Switzerland,

Canada, and India, have ENENg scores ol 1.9 or more. But the (irst three of these

have relatively undisputed consociational histories (Lijphare 1981; Noel 1993;
Steimer 1989), and Lijphart has recently claimed that India had effective consoci-
atonal traits during its most stable period under Nehru?? Al this sugaests that the
Dicey O'Leary theory should have a corollary wehere there is no Staalscolk. or where

the Staatseolls posiion s precartons. a stable federation requires (al least somej consociational
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rather than imajoritarian institutions if it i to surveve, though of course its survival is hy no
means guaranteed.
The microfoundations of thns

theory are straightforward: where no group has a
clear majority, a balance of” power among ethnonational groups is likely 1o exist,
and such a balance of power is conducive 1o consociational settlements — though
itis of course also conducive to warfare and secessionisni. 'The corollary has hoth
strong preciictive and preseriptive power: Malaysia, South Afrvica with aitonomous
Zulu organisatuon, Pakistan. India (with regard o is linguistic cleavages), Lthiopia

OMe Consocta-

and Nigeria mav not endure as democratic federations withont

. Ly . .. .
tional devices.™ In India consociational add-ons have heen most apparent in the
development of ¢thnic autonomy in culture: the granting of provineial or o coin

a phrase, Landervoll status. to major non-Hmdi speaking peoples.

Analytical conclusions

If the arguments developed hiere ave corvect then the Dicey O Leary theory seems,
thus far. unfalsified: a majoritarian democraue federation requires a Staalseolk, o
demographically, clectorally and culturally dommant naton. This Tends weight to
Erncst Gellner's theory about the power of natonalism and Walker Connor’s
expectations about the power ol ethnonationalism. It also suggests an important
socio-political limit on what states can do, consistent with Connor’s lourth expec-
tation. Lc. they cannot design and run successtul majoritarian democratic and

stable federations without havine

-

or building, a Staatseolk. However, the theory he
an important corollary, which leaves room for politcal initative and stateerali. The
absenice or near absence of a Steatseoll does not preclude democratie federaton,
but a democratic federation without a clear or secure Steatseoll must adopt fa
least some] consociational practices 1 it 1s to survive, This suggests that we are enti-
ted 1o have greater (i not intensey optimisin than Gellner or Connor allow about
statecraft 1 the management ol multi-national and mult-cthoie units,

Perhaps | should emphasise. for those who remain sceptical of the positivist cast
of this chapter, or who dhislike monocausal cmphases, that federations can be desta-
bilised for other reasons than the lack of a Steatsroll, and that multi-national
federations mav be de-stabilised for reasons that have nothing o do with the
absence of consoctational practices. What the theory and its corollary state are nec-
essary conchitions for stabilhtyv in democratie (ederations. There may be other
necessary conditions for stable federations g voluntary heginnings, a favourable
external environment. aid appropriate matches betveen peoples and territories

but these causal arguments have not heen defended or evaluated here, "Fhis is an
inidal statement: 1 plan to do more deailed rescarch on the agenda suggested. Bat,
I do want to observe that Connor’s 7he Nahonal Question e Marsst-Lenast 1 leory and
Strategy contains the building blocks of a political explanation ol the role of the
Staatsroll in federations and other types ol mubu-natonal states.

In Chapter 11 of that book Connor sums ap his assessment ol Lenin's policy on
the national question in commumist systems. He maintained. ica spiricof detach-

ment. that nowhere had the poliey been given a L testimg. In practice. control
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systems had been implemented - in language policy, cadre policy; the movement of
populations, and the locavon of houndaries within the federated units - all of
which belied Lenin's proseription against coercion. But, Connor proceeded to ask
himsell an important hypothetical question: what would multi-national states

require (o be stable???

I'rom the perspective of minorities they would require the state to be based on
national equality and involve no cocererve pressure to assimilate. Connor riposted
that “if nearly any decision involving language, education, the movement of peo-
ples, and the geographic distribution of investments 1s apt to be viewed as violating
the principle of national equality and/or the prineiple of noncocreive assimitation’
(Cionnor 1984: 481}, how could this formula be compatible with the needs of a re-
tate? He then observed that “were minorities dispersed

distributive mdustrialised

evenly throughout a country, the goal ol national equality could be achieved (at
least theoretically) through anticiserimination policies, without causing economic
dislocation”, but “the fact that national groups populate distinet regions of a coun-

:.%:::i:ii:n::%:ﬁ::ﬁ6_252:,E:;._\t‘wz_:;,u:zc::_:,mmu_N:,‘o_,%,ﬁo:&
uneven cconomic development - which operates mdependently of policy-makers’
intentions, and of chserirmnatory or anti-discriminatory endeavours. Then, he noted
the “difficulty, 1if not the impossibility, of discovering a universally acceptable for-
mula (o achieve equality hetween unequals’ (ibid.: 485). Quotas, for example, will
always be controversial in the eyes ol those adversely affected by them, and \if the
lingua franca (the Tanguage of success) is the traditional language ol another group,
culuure ave automatcally endowed with favoured status’ (ibad.:

that group and 1
187). These are, in Connor’s eyes, the considerations which might make minorities

happy or vunhappy with multi-national states.

But, what of the dominant nation, 1f 1t exists? Here Comror observed that many

communist party leaders consistentdy and exphicidy proclaimed a vanguard or

pronus inter pares role for the dominant nadon, c.g. the Russian, Han, Rumanian and

»peoples within the states within which they predominated (ibid.: 4903,
and asked himsell” why these Teaders felt compelled o adopt themes, histories,
and capital cites, that would necessarily irritate therr respective minorities. One
explanation was that the theme of the supertority of the dominant nation repre-
sented the convictions of the power ¢lite themselves, mostdy members of the most
favoured naton; another explanation, o which he gave greater weight, was the
o the regune (ibid.: 491).

N

need o ensure the fidelity of the dominant group
Connor then drew the obvious conelusion: the difficulty for communist leaders, of
reconciling the demands of nattonal minorites o have equality with that of giving
the dominant nation the esteem and leadership role necessary 1o ensare its fidelity.

In Clonnor’s analysis in The National Question, which | have truncated, 1 detect an
implicit theory: i a multi-national state, with a dominant nation, there will always
e tenstons beaveen the need w appease the esteem of the dominant nadon (where
there is one) and the demands of national minorities for equality; whercas in a
multi-national state without a dominant nation political tife will be dominated by
a polides of the balance of power. In the fivst (vpe of mult-natdonal state a feder-
ation may prove stable, so long as it is constructed around the consent of the
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dominant nation. and so long as a mixture ol coercion and consent retains the less
wholehearted allegiance of national minorities  anc it will he the more seeure the
more dispersed is cach national minority throughout the state. 'The second type, by
contrast, mandates the use ol consociational formulae for

tability m democratic
conditions - hut will be subject o the difficulties to which consociational svstcins
are prone, perhaps especially where the different national minorities are territori-

ally concentrated. Conuor’s implicit theory is, T submit, consistent with the
argument | have sketched above, and provides an important rescarch agencda.

Practical political conclusions

If the arguments sketched above are broadly correct, then they have powerful
practical political implications for what states can do with regard (o re-cngineering
or re-inventing their mstitutional and constitutional formats. Let me conclude with
two examples, the UK and the European Union,

The Britsh unionists who want to federalise the UK have nothing to [ear from
these argument

the UK has a Staalseolk, the English. The English, hecause they
are overwhelmingly dominant, electorally, demographically and in resources, could
live with cither a natdonal federation, e.g. the Tederation of the Iinglish-speaking
peoples, or with a multi-national federation, c.g. The Federaton ol England,
Scolland and Wales. The English often fail to distinguish English and British iden-
tities, often happily embrace both, and do not regard the current naime of the state
as an oflence o their esteem, viz. The United Kingdom ol Great Britain and
Northern Ireland. For them. the scale of vedistribution of resources required to

appease their national minorides has been, 1o date, tolerable. The dispositions ol
the peoples of Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland are. of course, rather dif-
ferent. Scottish and Welsh nationalists wonld not warnily aceept a national
federation which explicitly treated the English as the Staatsrolk, bud, they could,
I'submit, bhe reconciled to a multi-national federation  albeit with the tensions
predicted by Connor — especially if such a tederation granted greater autononn
to Scotland and Wales than exists mder the new asymmetrical devolution
arrangements. The peoples of Northern [reland, by contrast. would divide
sharply. British Ulster unionists would be happiest with an integrated unitary
state which ruled out the possibility of Northern Ireland joining Lreland. Absent
that foreclosed option. they could live with a multi-national federation, and he
loval advocates of the mabitenance of the federation. Irish wationalists in
Northern Ircland would be most unhappy with a federation which expherntly
ceded dominance 1o the English as a Staatsvolk. They would e less unhappy
within a multi-nadonal federation, especially i Britain was its name. Most of
them could live wid it, provided that: they maintained the existing right of
Northern Ireland (o unification with Ireland il they obtain a local majority for
that option; they are not subject, in the interin, o local majoritarian domi-
nance by British Ulster unionists: and they maintain the full consociational rights
as a national minority. including cross-horder stitutions with Ireland. recently
negotiated in the Belfase Agreentenc (O Leary 199%a: 19991
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None of the loregoing should be oo surprising to those who follow politics in
Britain and Ireland. However, the theoretical arguments considered here have
important and surprising implications for the European Union, especially strong
for those Euro-federalists who wish o convert the European Union from a con-
federation into a federavon. The European Union lacks an obvious potential
Staatsroll. 1ts largest ethmonational people, the Germans of Germany, compose just
over a fifth of its current population, about the same proportionarte share as the
Yoruba and Hausa have cach n Nigeria. The Fuaropean Union’s ENENg score is
presently 7.23, higher than Nigeria’s 6.69, and 1 will go higher on the aceession of
the Poles, Hungarians and Ernest Gellner’s Cizechs. On the Dicey-() Leary theory,
to put it blunty and insensitively, there are just not enough Germans for the
Furopean Union to function effecuvely as a majoritarian federation. This would
stll be true, even il we, causing mutual outrage. were (o treat Austrian, Dutch. and
Swedish people as honorary Germans!

The Dicey O’Leary theory suggests, by implication. that calls to have a fully-
[ledged Luropean federation, with the classic bicameral arrangements of the USA,
or (o have a directly elected and powerful U President, all (o address the so-called
‘democratic deficit” in the Furopean Union, may he a recipe for institntional dis-
aster unfess such calls are accompanied by stong commitments (o consociational
governance devices. Consociational governance would mean mechanisms to
ensure the inclusive and effective representation of all the nations of the European
Union in its core executive institutions; proportionate representation of its nations
m its public burcaucracies and legal institutions; national autonomy in all cultural
matters deemed ol profound cultural significance (e.g. language, religion, educa-

tion), and last, but not least, national vetoes 1o protect national communities from

bemg out-voted through majoritarian vules - vetoes that would be most vigorously
represented through referendums o veto LU proposals, or less strongly, througl
rights to “opt oul” of such proposals. What I am arguimg, o put it blundy, is that
many ol the current consociational and confederal features of the LU, which fed-
cralists want to weaken or (emper i their pursuit ol formal European federation,

are requured o ensure the EU's prospects as a multi-national democratic
federation.

This 1s not a Euro-phobic argument. The European Union has been correctly
defended as one forum that has helped resolve the secuvity and ethnoterritorial dis-
putes between France and Germany: that has facilitated the possible and actual
resolution of British Irish and hadian Austrian horder and minority questions; that
is a means (hrough which Irish nationalists, Tyrolese Germans and Austrians, and
Spanish and French Basques can be mterlinked with their co-nationals and co-cth-
nics - trans-frontier and functional cross-border programmes and institutions;
and that may encourage its mult-national member-states to permit a fuller flour-

ishing of imnternal regional antonomy: All this is true, though the 1Us therapeutic
powers should not be exaggerated. as they standardly are,?

But one of the EUs greatest current dangers may stem from its ardent majori-
tarian federalists, who forget that it was forged partly as a means (o control

Germany, o stop it [rom ever agai trying to hecomie the Staatsvoll: ol Furope,
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Given that the Exnvopean Uniton is falsely seen by many as the exemplary illustra-
fion of the death of the nation state or of ity transcendence, the full irony of iy
argunmicnt should he apparent. Only a Furopean Union constructed from secure
nation-states, or better, nation-states and their ethmes, co-operating within cither a
confederal or consociational fedeval fTormat, will have reasonable prospects of

development and maintenance as a democratic political system. 1Cis, of course

possible that the Dicey O Leary law is wrong, but, il so, then a majoritarian fed-
eral democratic Faropean Union will genuinely he unique.

This argument about the European Union is one witlt which Walker Connor
should rest casy. He has observed, and a lot carlier than thousands ol uropean
political scientists. including those in receipt of European Union vescarch funds
and titles. that the European Union, insolar as it strays bevond economic inegra-
tiort. does so without the consent of most Luropean peoples (Connor 1976: 199:3;
1995: 1996; 2001 126{F5. We owe to hint the thesis that the iron faw of oligarchy

is alive and well n1 the European Union, that the veal democratic deficit is that
which lies between the promoters of the Furopean Union and their citizens.
Walker Connor’s observations should be compulsory reading [or those who would
rusht the nations of Lurope into a federation that cannot work on their elitst and

post-national”  for which read antu-national — axions,

Notes

I This chapter adapts and extends ideas fivst presented in the Sth Brnest Gellner
Memorial lecture 1O Leary 2000 and is dedicated (o my friend, mentor and fellow
[rishman, Walker Connor.

2 I Explaming Novihern Treland John MeGarey and weredin effect. Connorians becanse we
argued against erroncous explanations ol the conflict that: relicd upon tangible mark-
ers ‘e religions, exaggerated the influence of materialism upon human allairs,
favoured explanations based on class. improperly anatogised from the experience ol the
USA and the rest of the: UKL and that assumed that inereased imeraction and inte-
gration necessarily mercase the likelihood of harmonions cthnie refations :ATeGarry and
O'Leary 19955 We took 1o heart Connor's injutictions to observe the predisposition ol
the analyst'sand vied, as best we could. to ensure that owr own predispositions were
serutinised. For the salutry inventory see Connor (1987 veprineed in Comor 1994
especiallv 69 714

3 The warvants for the first three of these propositons. can be found i Connor (1949 |
Chapters 3 7rand Connor 22001 T and the Tastin Connor (1198 1 Chapters 9 11

1 The wording is deliberately cireumspect. The ast proposition s, [ heliove, implicic in
Connor’s work, but not stated as such.

5 Brubaker’s otherwise pioncering work is vitiated by its epistenie prejudices. which lead
the author 1o deny the vrealie of nations. His desire (o avoid contmimation by nation-
alist convietions, leads him into strange waters denving the reality ol nations. on his
premisescwoulds mutates mudandrs. render unrveal” such collective entities as elasses, nen,

women. states. Le. itwould dispense witly classical sociology.

[nfluenced by realisnt and Gramscian Marxism lan S, Lustick has argued that states
have and may continue o develop “hegemonic projeets” which if successtul, will meor-
porate territories and their peoples Tustick 19930 O Leary o/ al. 2001,

Some go further and claim thae polvethnie states are the norm in world history one 1o
which we shall inevitably return, c.go Williamy Ho MeNeill 1986
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& Tora humane attempt to construct a manual see Harris and Reilly (1998
9 In his 'Sell-Determination: The New Phase” (1967, Connor dealt asiringently with the
history of the “successful” examples o multi-nationalism cited by J.S. MGIL Acton,
Barker and Cobban (reprinted in Connor {1984: 11 1631

The opening artcle here is Lustick (11979). Tn *Reinforcement for the form

. Connor
provides a Jucid overview of Marxist-Leninist strategies in language policy. the recruit-

ment and purging ol élites. and the redistribution and gerrvmandering of national
groups, whicliis, hy some margin, the best exemplification in the annals of comparative
communism, ol what Lustick calls control i{Connor 1984: 251 387,

I Separate conversations with Brendan O Teary, Budapest. Hungary November 1993
(Gellner), Belmont, Vi, USA {Connorj, November 2000, August 2001,

12 This formulais sill too sharp: Connor respected Gellner as a philosopher. and his field
work in Moroceo: Gellner respected Connor's demonstration ol Sovier Marxism's fail-
ure with the national question.

13 For the evidence on Gellner's views see O Leary (2001,

I'E When Connor’s work on religion and nationalisni is completed i will make a fascinat-
ing counterpoint to Gellner’s work on nationalism and Islant.

15 The Soviet Union, Yagoslavia, and Crzechoslovakia were not democratic lederations.
Ciuzens” “choices” of representatives in all governmental ters were fictional until the late
F990s. When their choices became more democratic the relevant states disintegrated
largely mostly around the werritorial units of the previously sham federations. The “fed-
eral republies” offered opportunity-structures for old and new political ¢lites as the
communist systems opened. The fact that the vepublies had dular natonalities, mostly

substantive, made this prospecet even more likely, Their experience ofters additional con-
firmation of the generalisation that “the dissolution of authoritarian structures cannot
possibly save a supranational entity: instead itinitially destroys itand helps to ereate new
national entities that then need o be laboriously democratized™ {Plabigan 1991 63-
What might have happened had the centres of these federadons been democratised first.,
as sugeested in the works of Juan Linz and Alfred Stepan, must remain a matter {or spec-
ulation. The argument developed here suggests that the Soviet and Yugoslay cases would
have required consociational federations to have had any prospects ol endurance,

16 "The judicial constructions ol the relevant Supreme Court may radically affect the
natwre ol the federatdon and the disoibution of effective competencies. Despite an
avowedly centralised federal constitution the Canadian provinees are more powertul
and the tederal government weaker than in any other federation, while the Australian
[ederal government has hecome much more powerful and state powers have waned,
despite operating a constitution designed 1o create a weak federal government. In both
cases these outcomes are the result ol judicial decision-making iZines 1991: 79, and
Chapter 7 passan).

17 "There were somie exceptions o this pattern as Glazer points out. Moreover, a fully cor-
rect deseription ol the USAs constitutional form enwmerates it as consisting of” 30
states, 2 federacies, 3 associated states, 3 local home rule territories, 3 unincorporated
territories, and 130 Native American domestic dependent nations, ¢ Wats (1996 10,

18 By a majoritarian federation I mean a non-consociational one - this makes sure that
the argument rests on clear antonyms. The (ederation is intendeck. at the Tederal level,
to enable atleast one branch of the federal government to have a clear federation-wide
mandate based on some notion of a popular majority of the people established through
awinner-take-all electoral formula of some kind. Novimally both a president and a con-
gressional house ol representatives embaody these notions, hut so may a premier-cabinet,
A magjoritarian federation does not follow the principle of ethnic proportionalin: as a
rale i its representative, burcaucratic, clectoral and judicial institutions: it doces not ofli-
cially recognise edinic community as opposed (o territorial autonomy: and it does not
permit veto-rights to belong o ethnic groups— as opposed o territorial governments,

L9 When THiest had this idea T thought icoriginal. and wrong - indecd probably wrong
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hecause it was original: surely someone had thoughe of i and demonsoated it wo be
wrong? Having read comparative lederalist literature Teould Tind no elear statement ol
the theorys though THound hines of ivie.g. in Forsvth 1989 and in Iranck 19697 or of i
{alschood. Later T came o believe the idea might be trae. Mads Qvotrup subsequently
told me of Diceys vemarks in the Lawe of the Constitution icited i the epigraph to this
chaptery. This partly disappointed me, beeause Dicevis Lairly far from ny (lvishy polic-
ical tastes. Butif the theory s a false veadl Tean at teast Dlame the Vietorian bigot,

20 My LSE colleague D Francisco Panizza observes that the non=mesteizo mmority in Nexieo
is both ethnically verv hieterogeneous and shares a common Cadholic culture with the rest
of the populaton. Mestizo dominance is therefore much greater than the raw figures for
the Staatsvolk suggests. In Brazil race is not as a deep a eleavage as it might appear - blacks
are dispersed throughout the county, and racial. ethime and cultiral mixing are signifi-
cant, despite significant differentials i advantages between non-blacks and blacks.
Though Brazil's [ederalism has some consociational devices these are intended o aceom-
modate regional-territorial rather than ethnonational difference

21 11 one aceeprs that the domimant eleavage s linguistic then it is interesting to note that
[ndia’s linguistic arrangements have been seen both as highly fedeval and highly conso-
clational in character ffor various discussions see Laitin 1989 Lijphare 1996,

The authors provide data on no other finguistic groups in Belgium. Their souree s
Stephens (19761,

23 See Lijphart {10965 The classification ol India now. and through timie. is, of course,

o
o

highlv contentous. India’s numerous federated units interact with the centre i dilter-
ent wayst India has exercised rigorous and oppressive control in Kashimin and
clsewhere: both its [ederal and consociational traits have heen inconsistent.

24 As for Mexico and Brazil, see note 200

25 Comor explicitdy addressed the question (o comnmmist svstems, hut itis ol universal
mport.

26 Rigorous treatments of Northern Ireland and the Puropean Union wre available
MeGarry 20010 Fanmnam 19991
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