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Federation as a Method of Ethnic
Conflict Regulation

JOHN McGARRY AND BRENDAN O’LEARY

Federations are distinct political systems.’ In a genuinely democratic
federation there is a compound sovereign state in which at least two
governmental units, the federal and the regional, enjoy constitutionally
separate competencies — although they may also have concurrent pow-
ers. Both the federal and the regional governments are empowecered to
deal directly with their citizens, and the relevant citizens directly elect
at least some components of the federal and regional governments. In
a federation, the federal government usually cannot unilaterally alter
the horizontal division of powers: constitutional change affecting com-
petencies requires the consent of both levels of government. Therefore,
federation automatically implies a codified and written constitution and
normally is accompanied at the federal level by a supreme court,
charged with umpiring differences between the governmental tiers, and
by a bicameral legislature in which the federal — as opposed to the
popular — chamber may disproportionately represent the smaller regions.
Daniel Elazar emphasises the “covenantal” character of tederations;
that is, the authority of each government is derived from a constitution
and convention rather than from another government.*

Federations vary in the extent to which they are majoritarian in
character but most constrain the power of federation-wide majoritics;
in particular, they constrain the federal demos, though there is extensive
variation in this respect.’ The United States, Australia, and Brazil allow
equal representation to each of their regions in the federal chamber,
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which means massive over-representation for the smaller ones. Other
federations also over-represent less populous units, but not to this
extent. Federations differ additionally in the competencies granted to
the upper house or federal chamber. Some chambers, such as the United
States Scnate, are extremely powerful, and arguably more powerful
than the House of Representatives because of its special powers over
nominations to public office and in treaty making. Others, including
those in Canada, India, and Belgium, are weak.* In some instances, a
single state, province, or region can block constitutional change, but
normally a veto requires a coalition of two or more such entities.
Negatively defined, a federation is majoritarian to the extent that it
Jacks consociational practices of executive power sharing, proportion-
ality principles of representation and allocation, cultural autonomy, and
veto rights. Further, it is majoritarian to the extent that it lacks con-
sensual institutions or practices — such as the separation of powers,
bills of rights, and courts and monctary institutions insulated from
immediate governing majorities. A majoritarian federation concentrates
power and resources at the federal level and facilitates executive and
legislative dominance cither by a popularly endorsed executive president
or by a single-party premier and cabinet.

The federal principle of separate competencies says nothing about
how much power cach level enjoys. Regions in some federations may
enjoy less de facto power than those in decentralized unitary states.
The constitutional division of powers (even as interpreted by the courts)
is not always an accurate guide to the policy-making autonomy and
discretion enjoyed by different tiers. Some powers may have fallen into
abeyvance, or the superior financial and political resources of one level
(usually the federal) may allow it to interferc in the other’s jurisdiction.
A better indicator of the degree of autonomy enjoyed by regions may
be the proportion of public spending that is directly under their control.

A key distinction for our purposes is that federations can be multi-
national/multi-cthnic or mono-national in character. In the former, the
boundaries of the internal units are usually drawn in such a way that
national or ethnic minorities control at least some of them. In addition,
more than one nationality may be explicitly recognized as co-founders
and co-owners of the federation. The first such federation was
Switzerland, established in its current from in 1848, and the second
was Canada, established in 1867. The Indian subcontinent was divided
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after decolonization into the two multi-cthnic federations of India and
Pakistan. Africa has two federations, Nigeria and Ethiopia, while South
Africa appears federal in all but name. The communist Soviet Union,
Yugoslavia, and Czechoslovakia were organized as multinational fed-
n%m:c:m, and the Russian Republic, one of the constituent units of the
,mo,:mﬁ Union, was itself organized along federal lines. These communist
federations, which did not bestow genuine democratic sclf-government
on their minorities, fell apart in the carly 1990s {although Yugoslavia
continued as a dyadic federation incorporating Serbia and Z:_wﬁc:cm_.c
until 2003, when it was transformed into a confederation).” Bosnia-
Herzegovina became a multinational federation under the internation-
ally enforced Dayton Accord of 1995, with one of its wiits itself being,
a bi-national federation of Bosniacs and Croats. Belgium has _.ccc::w
evolved into a federation, and both Euro-optimists and pessimists think
that the European Union (Eu) is moving in the same direction. Multi-
national federations have been proposed for a significant number of
other divided societies, including Afghanistan, Burma, China, Cyprus
Georgia, Iraq, and Indonesia. . ,

National tederations may be nationally or cthnica ly hontogencous
(or predominantly so), or they may be organized, often conscious ly,
SO as not to recognize more than one official nationality. This often
happens in such a way that the state’s national and ethnic minoritics
are also minorities in each of the constituent units. The hrtention
behind national federalism is nation building and the elimination of
internal national (and perhaps also ethnic) differences. The found 19
and paradigmatic example of a national federation is the :::r,m
States. The Latin American federations of Mexico, Argentina, Brazil,
and Venezuela adopted its model. Germany, Austria, Australia, and
the United Arab Emirates are also national federations. American and
American-educated intellectuals often propose national federations as
a way to deal with ethnic heterogeneity in post-colonial and post-
communist socicties.

This chapter is primarily concerned with multinational and multi-
ethnic federations. We shall first discuss the debate on the value and
feasibility of federations as management devices for ethnic and national
Emﬁmzcmw. Then, we will turn to the track record of multinational
federations in mitigating conflict, concluding with an analysis of the
factors that contribute to their success and failure. \
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THE DEBATE: NATIONALISM AND FEDERALISM
IN PRACTICAL POLITICAIL DESIGN
AND ARGUMENT

There are four important positions on the value of federalism and
federation as a method of accommodating national and ethnic minor-
ities. All have been articulated by intellectuals, constitutional lawyers,
and political scientists, and all have had an effect on the design of

particular states.
1. Jacobin Unitarism: Federalism as State Destroying

In the French revolutionary tradition, associated with the Jacobins,
federalism was part of the counter-revolution, hostile to the necessity
of linguistic homogenization, a roadblock in the path of authentic,
indivisible, monistic popular sovereignty. Rather than accommodating
minoritics through sclf-government, the Jacobins sought cultural assim-
ilation; they were determined to make peasants into Frenchmen; and
therefore they were deeply hostile to all forms of accommodation that
inhibited this goal, including federalism. The Jacobin response to diver-
sity was a strong unitary state and one French nation. This tradition
survives in contemporary France, where it is central to the myth of the
French Republic.® Those in the Jacobin tradition see federalism, with
its multiple governments, as incompatible with equal citizenship and a
sovereign people. This is not just a concern about regional governments
creating uneven (“patchwork quilt™) public policy. Latter-day ,_mmo?.:m
cannot accept the federal principle that allows citizens in regions <<:.r
small populations to be over-represented at the expense om %om.m in
more populous regions, and they have difficulty with the *mamqm_._amm
of a judicial umpire who can overrule the people’s elected representatives.”

Modern Jacobins think that the accommodation of minorities and
ethnocentrism go together. If minorities do not want to promote eth-
nocentrism, the argument goes, why do they seek self-government?
They think that political recognition of multiple nations or Qr.:_.n
communitics leads to regressive government and discrimination against
minorities dominated by local or regional majorities, and institutional-
izes and reinforces divisions, endangering national/state unity. These
views are shared on the left and right. French communists, for example,
claim that Paris’s proposals to give self-government to Corsica will
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undermine “solidarity between Corsican and French workers, who can
only defend their interests by working together” and will lead o
discriminatory measures against thosc on the island who are not of
Corsican descent.” In 2001 the then French interior minister, Pierre
Chevenement, resigned over the proposals, protesting that they would
lead to an “island ruled by an underworld that spends three-quarters
of its energy settling accounts and internal battles.” While the propos-
als for Corsica fall short of federation, both Chevenement and French
President Jacques Chirac attacked them as leading in that direction:
Brittany, Alsace, and Savoy, as well as French Basques and Catalans,
they alleged, would follow Corsica’s lead.'® Ultimately, in this view,
federation promotes state break-up, with the attendant risks of ethnic
cleansing and Matrioschka-doll secessions emerging as ethnic nationalism
takes hold.

The Jacobin view that unitarism is needed for unity —if not always
other Jacobin views, such as support for civic equality and popular
sovereignty — is replicated throughout the world. Tt was the dominant
view in Great Britain until recently, particularly among Conservatives.
Most ex-colonies in Africa, Asia, and the Caribbean have shunned
federalism as an obstacle to economic development, political stability,
and state unity. Post-colonial state builders’ antipathy to federalism is
now matched among the intellectuals and governing clites of Eastern
Europe, who regard it as a recipe for disaster, given the Czechoslovakian,
Yugoslavian, and Soviet experiences. Federalism is their “f” word. The
recent emergent principle of international law, stemming from the
report of the Badinter Commission on the former Yugoslavia, which
permits the disintegration of federations along the lines of their existing,
regional units, may strengthen the belief that federation should not be
considered a desirable form of multinational or multi-ethnic accommo-
dation.'" Several Eastern European states have moved in the opposite
direction in recent years, replacing multinational federations with what
Rogers Brubaker calls “nationalizing” states, that is, states that are
tightly centralized and controlled by their dominant national community.

[ronically, “hardline” nationalists trapped inside states controlled by
other nations share the Jacobin argument that federalism is incompat-
ible with nation building. They concur that nation and state should be
congruent, although they disagree on the appropriate boundarics. This
has been the position of Quebec’s Parti Qucbécois, particularly the
faction around the ex-premier Jacques Parizeau, and of the Basque
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nationalist party, Batasuna. It is also the view om. the ﬂrmmrm.:m m:am
until recently, the Turkish Cypriots and the h_vma.:c: H_mm_.m‘ )
Tamil Eclam. Such hardliners seek independence as unitary, sovereign,
and indivisible nation-states, although some are prepared to consider

confederation.'*

2. Federalism as Nation Building

Unlike the Jacobins, who see state nationalism and mmgmﬂm:.mB as Emo:nw
sistent, some exponents of federalism think ﬁrmﬁ state nationalism an
federalism go together. The earliest federalists in the OQB».:-%S_AEW
Swiss lands, and in what became the Netherlands, the United mS,ﬁmm,
and Germany, were “national federalists” — i.e., 50\. saw ﬁrm. prime
function of federalism as being “to unite people living in different
political units, who nevertheless shared a common language and cul-
ture.”'? They maintained that only an autonomous federal moé:ﬁ:ﬂﬁ
could perform certain necessary functions ﬁrmﬁ.co:?mmazo:w or alli-
ances found difficult to perform, especially a unified defence and exter-
nal relations policy.’* They advocated mmamﬂ.m:o: as a tool for nation
building and sometimes saw it as a stepping-stone towards a more
centralized unitary state. .
rmwﬁ““:nm: :m:cwm_ federalists have little difficulty with Ermﬁ ;mcov_:w
consider the “demos-constraining” features .om federalism: radical
autonomy for regions or states (non-centralization), the over-represen-
tation of small states in upper chambers, electoral colleges, and consti-
tutional amending formulas. Alfred Stepan has argued q:‘rﬁ the United
States competes with Brazil for the title of the world’s most &m.‘&.o%
constraining federation.'S The attractiveness of %Ecm-mc:m:m_:_:m
institutions reflects the historic stress of some >5.m:mm:m o:.__vma&\
rather than cquality. The American mc::&:.m Bfr._m of colonies that
won independence from empire. Many Americans reject ﬁrw strong ‘wSS
favoured by French republicans and praise federalism precisely Tmrm:wm
it diffuses power to multiple points. American exponents of mmamﬂm.__m.g,
such as William H. Riker, have argued that the &m:&«bm-no:mqm_.:_:m
features of American federalism are liberal Tmnm:.mn they protect 5.9-
viduals from populist majorities.'® >5mznm:m.5m_m8m on a mmn_mam:m_w:
for post-war Germany because they were convinced ﬁrmﬁ,: <<.©:E mal m_
a resurgence of fascism less likely. The view ﬁwm.ﬁ federalism is mmmm::mw
to liberty is central to American discourse, in spite of the abysmal trac
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record of federalism in all of the Latin American tederations, as well
as in Pakistan, Nigeria, and the Soviet Union.

But America’s makers and their celebrants have taken the position
that federalism is antithetical to nation building if it is multinarional,
multi-ethnic, or “ethno-federal.” As the United States expanded south-
westward from its original largely homogeneous (except for African
slaves) thirteen colonies, it was decided that no territory would receive
statehood unless white Anglo-Saxon Protestants {(wasrs) outnumbered
minoritics.'” Sometimes, the technique employed was to gerrymander
state boundaries to ensure that Indians or Hispanics were outnumbered,
as in Florida. At other times, as in Hawaii and the southwest, statchood
was delayed until the region’s long-standing residents could he
swamped with enough wasp settlers. American authoritics were even
sceptical of immigrant groups concentrating in particular locations lest
this lead to ethnically based demands for self-government, and grants
of public land were denied to ethnic groups in order to promote their
dispersal. William Penn, for example, dissuaded Welsh immigrants from
setting up their own self-governing barony in Pennsylvania.” In con-
sequence, the U.s. federation shows “little coincidence between ethnic
groups and state boundaries.”" National federalism was part and
parcel of American nation building, aiding the homogenization of white
settlers and immigrants in the famous melting pot of anglo-conformity.**
Celebration of the homogeneity of the founding people is evident in
The Federalist Papers.*'

America’s experience with federalism has informed an interesting
argument over how federalism can be used to manage divisions in
contemporary ethnically heterogeneous socicties. Donald Horowitz**
and Daniel Elazar,® building on earlier work by S.M. Lipset* (and,
indeed, on an important American tradition that goes back to James
Madison), suggest thar federations can be partly designed to prevent
cthnic minorities from becoming local provincial majoritics. The strategic
thinking here is to weaken potentially competing cthno-nationalisns:
federalism’s territorial merits are said to lie in the fact that it can be
used as an instrument to prevent local majoritarianism, with its atten-
dant risks of local tyrannies of the majority, or of secessionist incen-
tives. The borders of the federated units, in this argument, should be
designed according to “balance of power™ principles, i.c., proliferating
points of power and directing them away from onc focal centre,

encouraging intra-ethnic conflict, and offering incentives for inter-
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ethnic cooperation (for example, by creating provinces without major-
ities) and alignments based on non-ethnic interests. This logic is inter-
esting, but empirical support for it scems so far confined to the rather
uninspiring case of post-bellum Nigeria.*s In most existing federations,
to redraw regional borders deliberately to achieve these results would
probably require the services of military dictators or one-party states.*®
Historically, mobilized ethno-national groups have not taken kindly to
efforts to redraw internal political boundaries.

American {small “r”) republicans have shared with Jacobins the view
that minority nationalists are backward, representing a “revolt against
modernity,”*” or people who “tend to subordinate all free government
to |their] uncompromising position.”** Republicans think that it is both
counterproductive and unnecessary to accommodate minority nation-
alists. This view may have been strengthened by America’s own expe-
rience in the Deep South, where southern whites used their control of
state governments to oppress blacks. America’s disastrous civil war over
secession attuned its intellectuals to the centrifugal potential of feder-
alism, particularly when distinct cultural communities control regions.
Eric Nordlinger, one of the first contemporary American political sci-
entists to take an interest in ethnic conflict regulation, rejected the use
of federalism as an instrument for accommodating minorities, since he
feared that it would lead to state break-up and the abuse of power by
ethnocentric minorities.*”

Reflecting these sentiments, a number of American academics have
argued that the break-up of the former communist federations and the
accompanying chaos can be traced squarely to “ethno-federal” struc-
tures. Rogers Brubaker, for example, maintains that the Soviet regime
went to “remarkable lengths, long before glasnost and perestroika, to
institutionalize both territorial nationhood and ethnocultural national-
ity as basic cognitive and social categories.” Once political space began
to expand under Mikhail Gorbachev, these categories quickly came to
“structure political perception, inform political rhetoric, and organize
political action.”’® The implication is that at least some of these divisive
identities did not exist before the Soviet Union federated and would not
have come into play had it not federated. In Jack Snyder’s view, “eth-
nically based federalisms ... create political organizations and media
markets that are centered on ethnic differences.” According to him, the
decision to establish ethno-federations in the Soviet Union, Czechoslovakia,
and Yugoslavia was unnecessary: “Arguably, ethnofederalism was a
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strategy of rule actively chosen by its Communist founders, not a neces-
sity forced upon them by the irresistible demands of ethnic groups.™!
The results of ethno-federalism, Snyder claims, were stratghtforward:
only the communist federations broke up and “nationalist violence
happened only where ... ethnofederal institutions channelled political
activity along ethnic lines (Ussr and Yugoslavia).”**

3. Cosmopolitans: Federalism as a Stage in Nation-transcendence

A third perspective holds that federalism is capable of dissolving all
national allegiances, including minority and majority nationalisms. This
perspective comes in two different variants. The first is represented by
several nineteenth-century anarchist and liberal federalists, notably
Joseph Proudhon and Carlo Cattaneo, who were resolutely hostile to
nation-state nationalism.’* Many twenticth-century liberal federalists,
notably those within the European federalist movement, represent the
second.’* Such federalists have been, and are, resolutely anti-nationalist,
associating both state and minority nationalisms with ethnic exclusive-
ness, chauvinism, racism, and parochially particularistic sentiments. For
them, federalism belongs to an entirely different cooperative philosophy
— one that offers a non-nationalist logic of legitimacy and is an antidote
to nationalism, rather than a close relative of it. This viewpoint was
most clearly articulated by Pierre Trudeau — before he became Canadian
prime minister.’’ Thinkers like Trudeau regard federalism as both the
denial of and the solution to nationalism, though occasionally they
adopt the view that federalism must be built upon the success of
nationalism, which it then transcends in Hegelian fashion.*

The Austro-Marxists Karl Renner and Otto Bauer, during the last
days of the Habsburg Empire, articulated a different perspective.’” For
them, nationalism had to be accommodated en route to a global
socialist and communist order; and the way to do this, they argued,
was to combine national autonomy with federal and consociational
formats. Lenin and Stalin adapted their argument and pressed it into
service in the Soviet Union. For them, federalism was to be used to
offer a limited accommodation to minority nationalism, but solely
towards the end of building a socialist society. Minoritics were to be
offered the fiction, but not the fact, of national sclf-government.>
While this policy was superficially similar to that of multinational
federalists (to be discussed below), Marxist-Leninists were formal
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cosmopolitans, committed to a post-nationalist m_.ovm._ political order.
However, pending the world revolution, they .Bm::m_:om that federal
arrangements — “national in form, mon:mw in content” — were the
optimal institutional path to global communism.

4. Multinational Federalists: Multinational Maintenance Engineers

Multinational or multi-ethnic federalists, by contrast, advocate federation
“to unite people who seek the advantages of membership of a aOEEwM
political unit, but differ markedly in descent, language and m:_::.m. ‘
They seck to express, institutionalize, and protect at least two :.uﬁo:m_
or ethnic cultures, on a durable and often on a permanent basis. Any
greater union or homogenization, if envisaged at all, is ncmﬁ.no:& for
the future. They explicitly reject the strongly integrationist m:ﬂ\oa
assimilationist objectives of national and or Uom?:m:o:& mwamgrw?
and see these as nation destroying rather than nation rEEEm.. They
believe that dual or multiple national loyalties are possible, and _.:Qm.md
desirable. Multinational federalists represent a third branch om._&ma_-
ism, distinct from the Jacobin (federalism breaches civic mn:m_:é m.:a
American (national federalism promotes individual liberty) varieties.
For multinational federalists, a proper understanding of :TQB_.EQ_SQ-
ual rights requires respect for the culture of individuals, m:m_, this Bmmﬂw
allowing minorities the power to protect and promote their m:::aw.
Unlike unitarists and national federalists, multinational federalists
reject the view that minority-controlled governments are Eonm.vm.n_?
ward or illiberal in their treatment of their minorities than majority-
controlled central or federal governments. Minority :w:o:m:mam are
as likely to be of the civic variety as dominant nationalisms, according
to these liberals; indeed, Michael Keating argues that contemporary
minority nationalisms are strongly modernist, responding to the shift
in power from the state to the global Bmlﬁm%_mmm.w N
Multinational federalism has considerable, albeit critical, support
among contemporary academics.** Some supporters Em_g quite
remarkable claims for federalism. Klaus Von Beyme, referring to /x\mm.T
ern democracies, in 1985 claimed that “Canada is the only country in
which federalism did not prove capable of solving ... ethnic conflict.”
Others are more modest: Will Kymlicka supports 3:::5:0:.& mmmw?
alism normatively, while acknowledging it faces mc:mﬁmnmzm ﬂ_mm.n:_:mm
in practice.** Multinational federalists have been influential in the
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development of federations in the former British Empire, notably in
Canada, the Caribbean, Nigeria, South Africa, India, Pakistan, and
Malaysia. Austro-Marxists and Marxist-Leninists, while committed
socialists first, espoused multinational federalist principles and have had
an enduring impact in the post-communist development of the Russian
Federation, Ethiopia, and the rump Yugoslavia. While unitarism has
been in the ascendancy in Eastern Europe, multinational federalism has
become more popular in Western Europe, as is attested by the decision
to create a federation in Belgium and perhaps also by the creation of
new decentralized, devolutionary, regional - and potentially federal —
mstitutions in Spain, the United Kingdom, France, and ltaly.

Multinational federalists are often “soft” minority nationalists, such
as state elites who oppose separation but believe that accommodating
national minorities is the key to stability and unity. They include the
Quebec Liberal Party, the Basque Nationalist Party (rNnv), and the
Catalan Convergencia I Unio. The most ambitious multinational fed-
eralists of our day are those who wish to develop the European Union
from its currently largely confederal form into an explicit federation,
a “Europe of the nation-states and a Europe of the citizens,™ as the
German foreign minister recently urged.’

Multinational federalists reject the view that every minority must
inevitably seek its nation-state, and maintain that even those that do
may settle for their own region instead.*¢ They argue that, if the borders
of the components of the federation match the boundarics of the
relevant national, ethnic, religious, or linguistic communitics — ie., if
there is a “federal society” that is congruent with the federal institutions
~ then federation may be an effective harmonizing device. That is
precisely because it makes an ethnically heterogencous political society
less heterogeneous through the creation of more homogencous sub-
units. Multinational federalism thus involves an explicit rejection of the
unitarist and national federalist argument that self-rule for minorities
necessarily conflicts with the territorial integrity of existing states.*”

National minorities within a multinational federation often argue
that they should have powers beyond those enjoyed by the federal units
dominated by the national majority: they support asymmetrical feder-
alism, insisting that their distinct status be officially recognized and
institutionalized. They may seek to share in powers that are normally
the prerogative of the centre or federal government: some minorities,
for example, seek a role in federal foreign policy, or to be dircctly
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represented in international organizations. This may not mean the same
as supporting confederation, because the minorities may be content for
most purposes to remain part of a federation, but they are clearly
stretching the limits of traditional federations and moving in the direction
of confederation.**

Multinational federations may originate from the union of previously
self-governing ethnic communities, as happened in the case of Switzerland.
However, in other cases, multinational federalists may engage in delib-
erate democratic engineering to match certain ascriptive criteria with
internal political borders. This occurred at founding of the Canadian
federation in 1867, when the united province of Canada (1841-67)
was divided largely along linguistic lines into the separate provinces of
Ontario and Quebec. It also happened in post-independence India,
where internal state borders were reorganized along linguistic lines.*
Nigeria has reorganized its internal boundaries on several occasions,
to the advantage of certain minorities. Whereas Ibo, Hausa, and Yoruba
groups dominated its original tri-partite federation, its current thirty-
six-state structure includes fourteen states that are dominated by other
groups.’® Switzerland carved a new canton of Jura (largely French and
Catholic) out of the mostly German-speaking canton of Berne in 1979.

WEIGHING THE EVIDENCE

There is considerable evidence for the French and American republican
argument that multinational federalism has, as Snyder puts it, “a
terrible track record.”s' Multinational or multi-ethnic federations have
either broken down, or have failed to remain democratic, throughout
the communist and post-colonial worlds. The federations of the Soviet
Union, Yugoslavia, and Czechoslovakia disintegrated during or imme-
diately after their respective democratizations. Indeed, of all the states
in the former communist bloc of Eastern Europe, it was only federa-
tions that irretrievably broke apart, and all of them did.** Moreover,
of all these states, it was the federations that experienced the most
violent transitions. In the post-colonial world, multinational or multi-
ethnic federations failed, or failed to be successfully established, in the
Caribbean, a notable example being the West Indies Federation. Even
the miniature federation of St Kitts-Nevis recently faced the prospect
of break-up.’> Multinational or multi-ethnic federations have failed in
sub-Saharan Africa, in francophone West and Equatorial Africa, in
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British East Africa (Kenya, Uganda, and Tanganyika), and in British
Central Africa (Northern and Southern Rhodesia and Nyasaland); or
have failed to remain durably democratic (Nigeria and Tanzania). The
break-up of the Nigerian federation between 1966 and 1969 was
prevented only after a secessionist conflict that caused approximately
a million deaths. In the Arab world, only the United Arab Emirates
has survived, but it is a national federation and hardly democratic. The
Mali and the Ethiopian federations in independent Africa broke up,
too, while the Cameroons experienced forced unitarism after a federal
beginning. In Asia there have been federative failures in Indochina, in
Burma, in Pakistan (the secession of Bangladesh), and in the union of
Malaya (the secession of Singapore). In short, new multinational fed-
erations appear not to work as conflict-regulating devices — even where
they allow a degree of minority self-government. They have broken
down, or failed to be durably democratic, throughout Asia, Africa, and
the Caribbean. India stands out as the major exception in Asia.

It also seems clear that multinational federations make it casicr for
groups to secede should they want to do so. Federalism provides the
minority with political and bureaucratic resources that it can use to
launch a bid for independence. Giving a minority its own unit makes
it possible for it to hold referendums on secession, which can be uscful
for gaining recognition. Multinational federations implicitly suggest the
principle that the accommodated minorities represent “peoples™ who
might then be entitled to rights of self-determination under interna-
tional law. Tt is far more likely, as the Badinter Commission on the
former Yugoslavia confirmed, that the international community would
recognize a bid for independence from a federal unit than from a group
that lacks such a unit. This is why all of the full constituent units of
the Soviet Union, Yugoslavia, and Czechoslovakia that broke away arc
now seen as independent states, whereas breakaway regions that were
not constituent units, such as Abkhazia, Trans-Dnicstria, the Turkish
Republic of Northern Cyprus, and Kosovo, are not recognized. To this
extent, unitarists and national federalists have a point — although it is
a point that multinational federalists have little difficulty conceding. '+

However, this assessment of the track record of multinational feder-
ations has to be qualified in five important ways. First, the major
communist federal failures — the Soviet Union, Yugoslavia, Czechoslo-
vakia - were, to a significant extent, sham or pscudo-federations. i
several cases, they were forced together. The constitutional division of
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powers and the rule of law were often ignored in Uﬁ.mc:cm and they
were not authentically representative (i.e., amachgw_cv. There was,
therefore, no possibility of genuine dialogue, never mind cooperation,
among the different national communities 5<o_<n.i. In sum, these mR:m.m,
had weak or no overarching identities to begin with, and no democratic
mechanism for developing them. While the United States can be seen
as the paradigmatic example of national federalism, Eo w.CSQ .C:_o:
is the most prominent case of pseudo-federalism. Territorially, it con-
sisted of those remnants of the Tsarist Empire that the Red Army was
able to subjugate after the October Revolution, plus those countries
(Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, and Moldova) it cc:@:‘mﬂma as a result of
the Ribbentrop-Molotov pact and its victory in the mmmo.:a World War,
While its state structure was federated from the beginning, real power
lay in the rightly centralized Communist Party A&m nvmcv,_‘ éruﬂ_u
operated according to the principle of “democratic centra _.mSH 53
The Soviet Union’s republics were therefore not mcﬁ.c:c_do:m in any
meaningful way. Moreover, their _mm_m_mz:.mm Axﬁro Soviets), m_ﬁrccmr._:
theory elected by local populations, were in .SQ ETTQ&SSU bodies
nominated by the cpsu. Key institutions, _:c_.:a_.:m ﬁrm,m:dv\.mzm
police, were controlled by Moscow. No effective judicial review existed
to decide on the division of rights and functional mvr?mm. between the
centre and the republics. Yugoslavia was more decentralized than the
Soviet Union or Czechoslovakia, at least after reforms in the late 1960s,
but it was no less undemocratic, and was held together by the League
of Communists. \ ‘

Second, the failed colonial federations arose out of co_O:._Wm that had
been arbitrarily consolidated. In some cases, even the .amn_w_o: to fed-
erate at independence was made by the departing _EUQE U.cuaﬁ q,mﬁ,rmﬂ
than the colony’s indigenous clites. For example, Z_.mo:mm original
three-unit federation, which collapsed in the ::a-_omo.m, was
“bequeathed” by the vacating British.’® The Omaﬁc.o:m federation was
a construct of British and French colonialists (particularly the latter),
who wanted to preserve the dual personality they thought they r.m.a
created.’” The Cameroons were converted into a ::Fp@ state by mili-
tary strongmen soon after independence, while Z_mm:m.rmw Tow: E_wm
by centralizing military dictators for more than ﬁéo-l:.am of its post-
independence history — and its presidential nozﬁw:mmqm in recent times
have all been ex-generals. Even under democratic mo:a_:c:m,. Z”,mm:m
is so centralized that it has been described as a “hollow federation™ and
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“a unitary statc in federal guise.”" Corruption and abuse of power are
so pervasive that the rule of law can hardly be said to exist.™
Third, both communist and post-colonial federations were additionally
burdened by economic systems that were incapable of providing a
reasonable or growing standard of living for their citizens. In cach case
this caused resentment, not least among minorities in relatively enter-
prising regions of the state who saw their inclusion in the federation
as a drag on their cnterprise. It was therefore hardly surprising that,
when the communist planning system became discredited and collapsed
in the late 1980s, it produced a legitimacy crisis.
Fourth, the case against multinational federalism would be stronger

if it could be shown, as critics claim, that it was unnecessary to
accommodate national minorities, and that there were democratic civie-
nationalist (unitarist or national-federalist) alternatives that would have
worked better, if not much better. Once this claim is probed, however,
the critics’ position looks less credible. The decision to create both the
Soviet and Yugoslav federations was taken in the midst of bitter civil
wars and external invasions, when parts of both states had seceded, ™
The decision was regarded as essential for restoring unity and luring
breakaway regions back into the state, and it was taken in both cases
by socialist internationalists, Lenin and Tito, neither of whom was
ideologically committed to multinational federalism. Before he assumed
power, Lenin had expressed his vehement opposition to federalism and
his clear preference for unitary structures.”' Tito, before taking power,
appeared to be a conventional Leninist. If federalism was unnecessary,
we must conclude that both Lenin and Tito were extraordinarily incom-
petent from their own perspectives. The thesis that communist multi-
national federalism created divisions cannot explain easily why strong
ethnic identities exist among groups that were not accommodated

through federal institutions, such as the Chechens or Crimean Tarars.*

Similarly, while some have argued that Nigeria’s divisions at the time

of independence reflected British divide-and-rule strategics, few think

that the state could have been (or could be) held together without some

form of decentralized or federal structure.”® When an 1bo leader,
General Aquiyi Ironsi, tried to convert Nigeria into a centralist state
in 1966 it led to his downfall. Even though the Nigerian federation
witnessed a failed and bloody bid for secession in Biafra (1967-70),
the victors were careful to retain ethno-federal structures, albeit
reformed, with new internal boundaries.
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Fifth, civic nationalism of the French or American variety has not been
particularly successful when it has been applied as an alternative to
multinational federation in multinational states, even under seemingly
propitious circumstances. Turkey still faces a large dissident Kurdish
minority despite eight decades of “Kemalist™ civic nationalism. British
civic nationalism, within a tightly centralized union at the centre of a
global empire, could not prevent the breaking away of Ireland in 1921.%
Irish nationalists mobilized successfully without the advantages of their
own self-governing institutions. They were able to establish democratic
legitimacy without the need of a referendum, by winning the overwhelm-
ing majority of Ireland’s seats in every election between 1885 and 1918.
Britain’s civic and unitary state proved incapable of preventing a nation-
alist rebellion in Northern Ireland from the late 1960s, or of preventing
the resurgence of Scottish and Welsh nationalism. Even France, the home
of Jacobinism, has been unable to erode Corsican nationalism in the late
twentieth century. The failure of unitarist or national-federalist forms
of civic nationalism may explain why all Western multinational democ-
racies, including the United Kingdom, Spain, Belgium, France, and
Denmark, are now more disposed towards decentralized autonomy
regimes, if not full-blown multinational federalism.

If one accepts that federalism was necessary in the failed federations,
the focus of blame for the violence accompanying their break-up can
be shifted from multinational federation per se. To some extent, one
can argue that secession — and violence — followed from attempts by
certain groups to centralize these federations, i.e., to move away from
the spirit of multinational federalism. Yugoslavia’s break-up, including
the de facto breaking away of Kosovo, followed successive Serbian-
dominated moves against the autonomy of Yugoslavia’s republics.®* The
Soviet Union broke up after an abortive right-wing coup aimed at
repudiating Gorbachev’s decentralizing initiatives. Violence was also
caused by the centre’s unwillingness to permit secession; that is, one
can argue that federal constitutions with procedural and negotiable
secession rules might have helped to avoid violence.® There was no
violence in Czechoslovakia because mutual secession was agreed on. In
the territory of the former Soviet Union, the worst violence has been
in Chechnya, a region that did not enjoy the status of a republic within
the Soviet Union. Had it done so, it would likely have seceded with
the other republics, and with as little violence as most of them.
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In many cases, one might argue that post-communist violence
resulted from the absence of cthno-federalism, i.c., from the lack of
congruency between constituent unit and ethnic boundarices. In the case
of Yugoslavia, Slovenia’s secession was relatively peaceful because
Slovenia was homogeneous. The “velvet divorce™ in Czechoslovakia
was facilitated because there were few Czechs in Slovakia and few
Slovaks in the Czech lands.®” War started in Croatia in 1991 largely
because Croatia had a significant Serb population that wanted to stay
united with Yugoslavia, and spread to Bosnia because it had Croats
and Serbs who also wanted to stay linked to their respective ethnic kin.
These groups were aided and abetted by Serbia and Croatia, respec-
tively. Bosnia, the most multi-ethnic republic, was perhaps destined to
be the most violent.*® In 2001 violent conflict broke out in Macedonia,
whose significant Albanian minority resented the dominance of Slavs.
War between Armenia and Azerbaijan was largely fought over the
inclusion of an Armenian ethnic enclave (Nagorno-Karabakh) in the
latter. In Georgia, two conflicts broke out, between Georgians and
South Ossetians who were cut off by Georgia’s secession from their kin
in North Ossetia (within Russia), and between Georgians and Abkha-
zians who baulked at being included in what they saw as a Georgian
state. The only other violence was in the Trans-Dniestrian region of
Moldova, where Ukrainians and Russians resented their inclusion in
Moldova. Just as communist federal break-up was fuelled by central-
izing measures, the same could be said of the violence that arose in the
newly independent, still heterogeneous, but unitary republics. The wars
in Croatia, Macedonia, and the South Ossetian and Abkhazian regions
of Georgia and Trans-Dniestria were all influenced by the majoritarian
policies of the states’ dominant groups. In Croatia, a minority rebellion
broke out after the newly independent Croatia adopted a flag that
resembled that of the wartime Croatian Ustashe regime that had com-
mitted genocide against the Serbs, and after it moved to disarm its
Serbian policemen.® Seen in this way, these conflicts were similar to
those in the Kurdish regions of Turkey and Iraq, or the Basque region
of Spain under Franco; that is, they were reactions to centralization. It
seems unreasonable simply to attribute them to multinational federation
per se.

While it is true that only federations broke apart in communist
Eastern Europe, this glosses over the more basic fact that the states that
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broke apart were also the most nationally diverse states — which
explains why they were federations.™ In the case of the Soviet Union,
Russians had a bare majority of the total population (51 per cent), while
in Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia the largest groups had 63 and 39 per
cent respectively. In none of the communist unitary states did the total
minority population constitute more than 17 per cent. The largest single
minority group were the Turks of Bulgaria, with roughly 8 per cent of
the population. It is thus reasonable to argue that the instability of the
communist federations resulted as much from their ethno-national
diversity as from their ethno-federal structures. In other research,
Brendan O’Leary has shown that national federations that are durably
democratic and majoritarian have a staatsvolk, a dominant people.™
While lacking a staatsvolk does not guarantee political instability in a
federation, it makes it more likely. The United States, built around a
historically dominant nationality of wasrs, proved more stable than
Nigeria = which lacks a clearly dominant people. The same comparison
helps suggest why the Russian Federation is more stable and secession-
proof, thus far, than the Soviet Union. Russians are a majority of 81.5
per cent in the Russian Federation; they had accounted for only 51 per
cent of the population in the ussr. The unitary states of Eastern Europe
may have held together, in other words, not because they were not
federations, but because each of them has dominant communities that
were able to hold their states together if they wanted to. Conversely, it
is not at all certain that Yugoslavia would have stayed together if it had
been a unitary state when it democratized. Ireland was able to secede
from the much less diverse but unitary United Kingdom after the first
elections under universal male suffrage were held in 1918,

It is simply wrong to claim, as Jack Snyder and others do, that ethno-
federalism is unworkable. Two of the world’s oldest states, Switzerland
and Canada, are ethno-federations. They have lasted since 1848 and
1867 respectively, and both demonstrate that the accommodation of
cthnic minorities through ethno-federalism is consistent with prosperity
and the promotion of basic individual rights. The world’s largest
democracy, India, is also an ethno-federal state, and the most successful
large-scale post-colonial democracy.” The Belgian federation, while of
more recent vintage, has adopted successful ethno-federalist structures,
while Russia, if Chechnya is left aside, may be on its way towards
establishing itself as a democratic ethno-federation. Within each of
these states, there is plenty of evidence, including polling data and the
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positions of their political parties, that minoritics
than a sovereign state. Together, these qualifications question the
assumption that multinational federalism is bound to tail. Our nexe rask
Is to mquire into the conditions that make success more or less _:,,“,?

are content with less

EXPLAINING SUCCESS AND FAILUREL

The five comdi e 1 o .

n_.‘:;. rc:a._:c:v that facilitate, but do not guarantee, successful
~ N P ) e . i N . . - . . -
nultinational federations are implicit in the preceding discussion. Here
we spell them our.

1. The Presence of a Staatsvolk

National federations are more stable than
The latter are more likely to fail or bre
forward: national federations are gene
virtually so. However, the relative st

multinational tederations.
ak up. The reason is straight-
rally nationally homogencous, or
o also relnted e the relai _.m,v__:v\ of 5:_:._::_.:_.5_ ?.n_c_.u:c:f

graphic preponderance of their |

- also re .. . argest
national communitics — Le., to whether

or not Seconstitute
staatsvolk. A staatsvolk can feel secure in a _::_:.:ﬂ_m_.”,”_”;_rc:,f::_? .
and live with the concessions it must m , .
Tmcm:.wm, ceterts paribus, it has the demographic strength and resources
to Rw_mﬁ. secessionism by minority nationalities. Multi-national ?n_cz,.
nons without a staatsvolk are more likely to :
secessionism or break-up, because minorities are more likely to think
they can nﬁms:.-_ﬂ Thus, Russia’s future cannot be cx:g_é_rﬁcg from
the experience of the Soviet Union, because Russians are far more
dominant within the former than they were within the lateer. The same
argument implies that Nigeria and a future Europe . wil
ceteris paribus, be relatively unstable, since ne
volk. What must be considered in our cete
hypothesize as follows:

federation,
ake under such a structure,

be unstable, and to face

an federation will,
ither possesses a staats-
ris paribus clause? We

* Multinational federations without a staatsvolk, it they are to survive
as democratic entities, must develop consociational pr ,
protect ﬁ.r.m interests of all the encompassed national and cethnic
communities with the capacity to break away.

+ The .mx_mﬁm:.co of a staatsvolk, or the existence of consociational
practices, will not themselves assure the stabilization of 4 _::_:_::mc:w_

actices that
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democratic federation, though they will separately or conjointly
increase its survival prospects. .

+ Other external and internal political, economic, and social relationships
may decide the fate of a multinational federation. ﬁrm.owmﬂmoﬂma of
multinational power sharing, whether a national minority r,mm U.mnw-
ing from a powerful neighbouring state and whether its region is on
the border of the federation, will assuredly matter, as will the dem-
ocratic and legal character of the federation, its mode of formation,

and its prosperity.

2. The Federation’s National Communities Should Not Only
Have Self-government, There Should Also Be
Consociational Government at the Centre.

When federalism is defended as a method of conflict regulation, the
emphasis is usually on how it can provide Bm:o::n.m with guaranteed
powers of territorial self-government. Sometimes it is also argued that
a virtue of federalism is that it avoids the “winner takes all” outcomes
associated with Westminster-type regimes: a group that is excluded at
the centre may be able to console itself with regional power.”* Ioé.mﬁwb
federalism is about “shared rule” as well as “self-rule,” and national
minorities are likely to want a federal government that represents them,
that is inclusive, and indeed, we would say, consociational. National
and ethnic minorities excluded from the federal government will have
a reduced stake in the federation and the federal government will be
less inclined to promote their interests. It is not surprising, then, wrmﬂ
all of the durable democratic multinational federations have practised
consociational forms of democracy within the federal government. Such
arrangements involve four features: cross-community executive power
sharing, proportional representation of groups 55:@705.30 state
sector (including the police and judiciary), ethnic autonomy 5.0:7.:8
(especially in religion or language), and formal or informal minority-
veto rights.”> Consocational practices within the federal government
are relatively undisputed in the cases of Canada, mS:lem:a, and
Belgium,”® and Arend Lijphart has recently claimed that .?a_m had
effective consociational traits during its most stable period under
Jawaharlal Nehru.”” Since the Congress Party’s decline, ::.:m r.mm vwm:
,mo<m3& by a broad multi-party coalition representing its a_<3m.5>
Even if one does not count India as consociational in respect of having
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cross-community executive power sharing in New Delhi, it has usually
had diverse representation of religious, ethnic, and linguistic groups in
the cabinet and civil service.

We can see the salience of consociational organization in the federal
government in the case of many of the failed federations, where unrep-
resentative federal governments often exacerbated centri tugal pressures.
In Pakistan, before the secession of Bangladesh, the army, a crucial
federal agency, was dominated by West Pakistan.” In Yugoslavia, the
army was dominated by Serb officers — many of them from Serbian
minorities who shared Slobodan Milosevic’s vision of a recentralized
state. The Yugoslav Federal Council, the most important political
institution, and one based on (non-democratic) consociational princi-
ples, was subject from the late 1980s to an undisguised takcover by
Serbian politicians. After having suspended the autonomy of Kosovo
and Voivodina, the Serbian-Montenegrin alliance was able to dominate
the Council, plunging the federation into crisis. The Soviet Union broke
up after an abortive takeover of the central government by conservatives
opposed to decentralization. This episode undermined Gorbachev’s
attempt to reorganize the federation in ways that would have given the
republics more self-government and better representation in Moscow.
The breakdown of the Nigerian federation in 1966—-67, which included
anti-Ibo violence in the northern Hausa region and the bloody Biafran
war of secession, arose after a coup, which led to the centre being
dominated by Ibo officers, and a counter-coup in which these officers
were overthrown.”™ Much of Nigeria’s post-1970 conflict, including
sectarian warfare between Muslims and Christians and the rise of
violent separatism in the oil-rich Delta area, has also been traced to
the lack of inclusiveness at the centre.® Similarly, the breakdown of
the West Indies Federation was linked to Jamaicans’ lack of represen-
tation and influence at the centre, and, in the case of the federation of
Nyasaland, Northern, and Southern Rhodesia, it was black Africans
who were under-represented.®'

This suggests that it will not be sufficient for the Nigerian, Ethiopian,
and Pakistani federations, or any prospective Iraqi federation, to prac-
tise democracy. Past evidence suggests that they will need to adopt and
maintain consociational governance at the federal centre. It also
suggests that calls to have a fully fledged European federation, with the
classic bicameral arrangements of the United States, to address the so-
called democratic deficit in the European Union will fail unless such
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elections, produced no state-wide p
the discredited Communist Party,
seats. And even this party subs
factions. All of the other p

arties at the federal level other than
which won 23 of the country’s 150
equently divided into Czech and Slovak
arties that won scats were based on the
Czech, Slovak, or Hungarian populations.

Perhaps this fragmentation inro e

thno-national voting blocs in
Czechoslovakia was due, as Le

ff claims, to the stmultaneity of clections
at both levels (i.c., to the fact that the federal election was not held in
advance).*® But how, then, are we to explain the first democratic
clection returns in the unitary states of E
were no regional elections? In these
down almost exactly along ethno-national lines, with Tittle evidence of
integrative vote-pooling activities by either party clites or vorers,®
These results are difficult to square with Linz
that Yugoslav state-wide elections would have produced strong Yugoslay
state-wide parties, unless one is to assume that Yugoslavia was o good
deal less divided than its neighbours. Given that
in Eastern Europe whose major communities

s included persons who had
butchered each other within living memory (1941-45), this assumption

is implausible, The comparative evidence suggests that state-wide elec-
tions in Yugoslavia would have resulted in elections that retlected irs
national divisions, Hoping for state-wide partics to hold Yugoslavia
together was probably wishful thinking. Stability would have required
successful bargaining among the different minority-nationalist parties
On a new consociational and confederal constitution. Such bargaining
as there was on this agenda did not succeed.

astern Europe, where there
cases, party support still broke

and Stepan’s assumption

it was the only stare

3. Authentic (Democratic) Multinational Fede

rations Are More
Likely to Be Successful than Pseudo (Unde

mocratic) Federations.

An authentic multinational federation is democratic, It allows the
representatives of its respective n
dialogue and open bargaining a
aspirations. Such democratic dial
ment of cooperative practices.

ational communities to engage in
bout their interests, grievances, and
ogue Is a prerequisite for the develop-
Democratic multinational tederalism
may help to preclude the systematic transgression of
group rights. It can prevent minority |
ating support for thejr preferences.®®
ation is also based on the rule of 1

individual and
secessionist) clites from exagger-
An authentic multinational teder-
aw, law that recognizes national,
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ethnic, or communal rights, a mo:m:ﬁcao:m._ %Sﬂ.o: of @.os\mﬂm_“rmﬂm M
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that have not worked. The evidence, limited as it is, suggests t mm w
should not automatically assume that Canada, m;ﬁ%lm:? @m_ﬁu
India, or Belgium will go the way of the flawed communist or pos

colonial federations.

4. “Voluntary” or “Holding Together” Multinational Federations Are
.>\_c§ Likely to Endure under Democratic Conditions %mm.ﬂwwmm
That Are Coercively Constructed after Modern Social Mobilizations.

Stepan distinguishes between the mo:c.,S:m three types of BC:EM.SW:MM
federations: (1) those that voluntarily come ﬁommﬁ.rmm from dis _M
polities/colonies, like the Swiss and Canadian federations; E those ﬁr at
are created from unitary states in an attempt to hold the polity together,
such as Belgium and, one might argue, Fa_.mw and (3) ﬁrommlmrmﬁ HM
forced together (or put together) by a dominant group, such as
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Soviet Union.”
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likely to be considered legitimate by ﬁrm:.n:ﬁm:m and more | M 0
survive than those that result from coercion. >. foundational ac o
cooperation is also more likely than one of nOm.R:”: to ?oicﬁm :M v
tions of accommodation. The Canadian federation’s success is Ws\m
part to the fact that it originated in 1867 from a chnMQ _mmémmm
anglophone and francophone m_.:mm led E John >._zmrr c:mm::m y
George-Etienne Cartier. The Swiss mmamnm.:o: was a m.orﬁ mmqmw Lo
different groups agreeing to federate. While the Spanish and Belg -
federations emerged from unitary states, they too were based on mmammm
ment between representative elites. India, &\r_a.r stands out Mm %:M 0
the few post-colonial federal success stories, is also o:mro t _m QM
where indigenous elites took the decision 6‘?&@58 by themse Mmmr
albeit reluctantly, and albeit after prior British tutelage. Z.omﬁ 0 ﬁrm
failed federations, on the other hand, were put together without the
consent of minority leaders.”® This does not augur éw: for _w.om:__m__-
Herzegovina, which exists as a federation because of the internationally

imposed Dayton Accord.
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5. Prosperous Multinational Federations (or States) Are More Likely
to Endure than Those That Are Not.

Walker Connor has correctly counselled against exaggerating the
importance of materialism when questions of national identity are at
stake. Prosperity should not be considered a sufficient or even a nec-
essary condition (as the example of India shows) for holding a multi-
national federation together.”” Nonetheless, prosperity — and
distributive fairness — may matter. The plight of the communist feder-
ations and post-colonial federations was plainly exacerbated by their
inability to provide materially for their citizens and by the discrediting
of communist central planning. In the Ukraine and the Baltic republics,
even Russians voted for the break-up of the
and the Soviet Union, the catalyst for bre
reforms, and the charge was led in both cases by those republics
(Slovenia and Croatia in the case of Yugoslavia, the Baltic republics in
the case of the Soviet Union) that had the most to gain materially from
going it alone.

ussr. In both Yugoslavia
ak-up was necessary economic

CONCLUSION

We have attempted to offer a more balanced and nuanced assessment
of the value and durability of multinational federations than that put
forward by critics of ethno-federalism, without falling victim to the
blandishments of the most ardent federalists. Democratic federalism
did not cause the break-up of the communist states, since these were
not authentically democratic (or economically efficient) federations.
Not all multinational federations have failed. There are also a small
number of remarkable success stories. We have tried to identify condi-
tions that are conducive to the success of multinational federations. It
is important that they be democratic and respect the rule of law. It
helps if they are prosperous. It helps if they came together voluntarily.
If federations develop from a unitary state, our arguments suggest that
early and generous responses to expressed demands for minority sclf-
government will work better than delayed and grudging responses. The
demographic composition of the federation matters: a federation that
has a dominant ethno-national community is likely to be more stable
than one that does not. Lastly, federalism is usually not cnough:
consociational practices, particularly at the level of the federal govern-
ment, are highly important to the success of multinational federalism.
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