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Модуль 1. 

1. Введение. Понимание национализма и нации: опеределение и типология. 

 

Rogers Brubaker 

Rethinking nationhood: nation as institutionalized form, practical category, contingent 

event 

Most discussions of nationhood are discussions of nations. Nations are understood as real 

entities, as communities, as substantial, enduring collectivities. That they exist is taken for 

granted, although how they exist - and how they came to exist - is much disputed. 

A similar realism of the group long prevailed in many areas of sociology and kindred dis-

ciplines. Yet in the last decade or so, at least four developments in social theory have combined 

to undermine the treatment of groups as real, substantial entities. The first is the growing interest 

in network forms, the flourishing of network theory, and the increasing use of network as an 

overall orienting image or metaphor in social theory. Second, there is the challenge posed by 

theories of rational action, with their relentless methodological individualism, to realist under-

standings of groupness.1 The third development is a shift from broadly structuralist to a variety 

of more "constructivist" theoretical stances; while the former envisioned groups as enduring 

components of social structure, the latter see groupness as constructed, contingent, and fluctuat-

ing. Finally, an emergent postmodernist theoretical sensibility emphasizes the fragmentary, the 

ephemeral, and the erosion of fixed forms and clear boundaries. These developments are dispa-

rate, even contradictory. But they have converged in problematizing groupness, and in under-

mining axioms of stable group being. 

Yet this movement away from the realism of the group has been uneven. It has been 

striking, to take just one example, in the study of class, especially in the study of the working 

class - a term that is hard to use today without quotation marks or some other distancing device. 

Indeed the working class - understood as a real entity or substantial community - has largely dis-

solved as an object of analysis. It has been challenged both by theoretical statements and by de-

tailed empirical research in social history, labor history, and the history of popular discourse and 

mobilization.2  The study of class as a cultural and political idiom, as a mode of conflict, and as 

                                                 
1 In this tradition, the collective action literature, from Mancur Olson's The Logic of Collective Action: Public Goods 
and the Theory of Groups (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1971) through Michael Hechter's Princi-
ples of Group Solidarity (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1987), has been particularly important in chal-
lenging common-sense understandings of groupness and group-formation. 
2 The great book of E. P. Thompson on The Making of the English Working Class (New York: Vintage, 1963) 
marked the beginning of this process. While stressing on the one hand that class is not a thing, that "'it' [i.e. class 
understood as a thing] does not exist," that class is rather "something . . . which happens," a "fluency," a "relation-
ship" (pp. 9-11), Thompson nonetheless ends up treating the working class as a real entity, a community, an histori-
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an underlying abstract dimension of economic structure remains vital; but it is no longer encum-

bered by an understanding of classes as real, enduring entities. 

At the same time, an understanding of nations as real entities continues to inform the 

study of nationhood and nationalism. This realist, substantialist understanding of nations is 

shared by those who hold otherwise widely diverging views of nationhood and nationalism. 

At one pole, it informs the view of nationalism held by nationalists themselves and by 

nationally minded scholars. On this view, nationalism presupposes the existence of nations, and 

expresses their strivings for autonomy and independence. Nations are conceived as collective 

individuals, capable of coherent, purposeful collective action. Nationalism is a drama in which 

nations are the key actors. One might think that this sociologically naive view has no place in 

recent scholarship. But it has in fact flourished in recent years in interpretations of the national 

uprisings in the former Soviet Union.1 

But the realist ontology of nations informs more sober and less celebratory scholarship 

as well. Consider just one indicator of this. Countless discussions of nationhood and nationalism 

begin with the question: what is a nation? This question is not as theoretically innocent as it 

seems: the very terms in which it is framed presuppose the existence of the entity that is to be 

defined. The question itself reflects the realist, substantialist belief that "a nation" is a real entity 

of some kind, though perhaps one that is elusive and difficult to define. 

The treatment of nations as real entities and substantial collectivities is not confined to 

so-called primordialists, meaning those who emphasize the deep roots, ancient origins, and 

emotive power of national attach ments.2 This view is also held by many "modernists" and 

"construc-tivists," who see nations as shaped by such forces as industrialization, uneven devel-

opment, the growth of communication and transportation networks, and the powerfully integra-

tive and homogenizing forces of the modern state. Nor is the substantialist approach confined to 

those who define nations "objectively," that is in terms of shared objective characteristics such 

as language, religion, etc.; it is equally characteristic of those who emphasize subjective factors 

such as shared myths, memories, or self-understandings. 

                                                                                                                                                             
cal individual, characterizing his book as a "biography of the English working class from its adolescence until its 
early manhood," and summing up his findings as follows: "When every caution has been made, the outstanding fact 
of the period from 1790 to 1830 is the formation of the working class" (pp. 9-11, 194). 
1 It mars even the work of so eminent a specialist on Soviet nationality affairs as Helene Carrere d'Encausse. See 
The End of the Soviet Empire: The Triumph of the Nations (New York: Basic Books, 1993). 
2 I stress that I am not simply criticizing primordialism - a long-dead horse that writers on ethnicity and nationalism 
continue to flog. No serious scholar today holds the view that is routinely attributed to primordialists in straw-man 
setups, namely that nations or ethnic groups are primordial, unchanging entities. Everyone agrees that nations are 
historically formed constructs, although there is disagreement about the relative weight of premodern traditions and 
modern transformations, of ancient memories and recent mobilizations, of "authentic" and "artificial" group feeling. 
What I am criticizing is not the straw man of primordialism, but the more pervasive substantialist, realist cast of 
mind that attributes real, enduring existence to nations as collectivities, however those collectivities are conceived. 



 6

Paradoxically, the realist and substantialist approach informs even accounts that seek to 

debunk and demystify nationalism by denying the real existence of nations. On this view, if the 

nation is an illusory or spurious community, an ideological smokescreen, then nationalism must 

be a case of false consciousness, of mistaken identity. This approach reduces the question of 

the reality or real efficacy of nationhood or nationness to the question of the reality of nations 

as concrete communities or collectivities, thereby foreclosing alternative and more theoretically 

promising ways of conceiving nationhood and nationness. 

The problem with this substantialist treatment of nations as real entities is that it adopts 

categories of practice as categories of analysis. It takes a conception inherent in the practice of 

nationalism and in the workings of the modern state and state-system - namely the realist, reify-

ing conception of nations as real communities - and it makes this conception central to the theory 

of nationalism. Reification is a social process, not only an intellectual practice. As such, it is cen-

tral to the phenomenon of nationalism, as we have seen all too clearly in the last few years.1 As 

analysts of nationalism, we should certainly try to account for this social process of reification - 

this process through which the political fiction of the nation becomes momentarily yet power-

fully realized in practice. This may be one of the most important tasks of the theory of national-

ism. But we should avoid unintentionally reproducing or reinforcing this reification of nations in 

practice with a reification of nations in theory. 

To argue against the realist and substantialist way of thinking about nations is not to dis-

pute the reality of nationhood.2 It is rather to recon-ceptualize that reality. It is to decouple the 

study of nationhood and nationness from the study of nations as substantial entities, collectiv-

ities, or communities. It is to focus on nationness as a conceptual variable, to adopt J. P. Nettl's 

phrase,3 not on nations as real collectivities. It is to treat nation not as substance but as institu-

tionalized form; not as collectivity but as practical category; not as entity but as contingent 

event. Only in this way can we capture the reality of nationhood and the real power of national-

                                                 
1 As Pierre Bourdieu's work on the symbolic dimensions of group-making suggests, reification is central to the 
quasi-performative discourse of nationalist politicians which, at certain moments, can succeed in creating what it 
seems to presuppose - namely, the existence of nations as real, mobilized or mobilizable groups. Bourdieu has not 
written specifically on nationalism, but this theme is developed in his essay on regionalism, "L'identite et la repre-
sentation: elements pour une reflexion critique sur l'idee de region," Actes de la recherche en sciences sociales 35 
(November 1980), part of which is reprinted in Bourdieu, Language and Symbolic Pouter (Cambridge, Mass.: Har-
vard University Press, 1991), pp. 220-8; see also the conclusion to "Social Space and the Genesis of Classes" in that 
same collection (pp. 248-51). 
2 Here I differ from those who, finding "nation" inadequate or hopelessly muddled as a designator of a putative real 
entity or collectivity, avoid engaging the phenomenon of nationhood or nationness altogether. This was the case 
notably for the influential work of Charles Tilly and his collaborators, The Formation of National States in Western 
Europe (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1975). As Tilly wrote in the introductory essay to that volume, "'na-
tion' remains one of the most puzzling and tendentious items in the political lexicon" (p. 6). Tilly shifted the focus of 
analysis from nation to state, marking a deliberate break with the older literature on nation-building. The adjective 
"national" appears throughout the book; yet it is strictly a term of scale and scope, meaning essentially "state-wide"; 
it has nothing to do with the phenomenon of nationhood or nationness. 
3 See J. P. Nettl, "The State as a Conceptual Variable," World Politics 20 (1968). 



 7

ism without invoking in our theories the very "political fiction" of "the nation" whose potency in 

practice we wish to explain.1 

We should not ask "what is a nation" but rather: how is nationhood as a political and cul-

tural form institutionalized within and among states? How does nation work as practical cate-

gory, as classificatory scheme, as cognitive frame? What makes the use of that category by or 

against states more or less resonant or effective? What makes the nation-evoking, nation-

invoking efforts of political entrepreneurs more or less likely to succeed?2  

This might seem an unpropitious moment for such an argument. The collapse of the So-

viet Union, the national conflicts in the successor states, the ethnonational wars in Transcaucasia 

and the North Caucasus, the carnage in the former Yugoslavia: doesn't all this - it might be asked 

- vividly demonstrate the reality and power of nations? Doesn't it show that nations could sur-

vive as solidary groups, as foci of identity and loyalty and bases of collective action, despite the 

efforts of the Soviet and Yugoslav states to crush them? 

In a context of rampant ethnonationalism, the temptation to adopt a nation-centered per-

spective is understandable. But the temptation should be resisted. Nationalism is not engendered 

by nations. It is produced - or better, it is induced - by political fields of particular kinds.3 Its dy-

namics are governed by the properties of political fields, not by the properties of collectivities.4 

Take for example the case of Soviet and post-Soviet nationalisms. To see these as the 

struggles of nations, of real, solidary groups who somehow survived despite Soviet attempts to 

crush them - to suggest that nations and nationalism flourish today despite the Soviet regime's 

ruthlessly antinational policies - is to get things exactly backwards. Nationhood and nationalism 

flourish today largely because of the regime's policies. Although antinationalist, those policies 

were anything but anti-national. Far from ruthlessly suppressing nationhood, the Soviet regime 

pervasively institutionalized it. The regime repressed nationalism, of course; but at the same 

time, as I argue in detail in Chapter 2, it went further than any other state before or since in insti-

tutionalizing territorial nationhood and ethnic nationality as fundamental social categories. In 

doing so it inadvertently created a political field supremely conducive to nationalism. 
                                                 
1 On nation as political fiction, see Louis Pinto, "Une fiction politique: la nation," Actes de la recherche en sciences 
sociales 64 (1986), a Bourdieuian appreciation of the studies of nationalism carried out by the eminent Hungarian 
historian Jeno Sztics. 
2 For suggestive recent discussions of nationalism that avoid treating "the nation" as a real entity, see Richard Han-
dler, "Is 'Identity' a Useful Cross-Cultural Concept?," in John Gillis, ed., Commemorations: The Politics of National 
Identity (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1994); Katherine Verdery, "Whither 'Nation' and 'Nationalism'?," 
Daedalus 122, no. 3 (1993), and Craig Calhoun, "Nationalism and Ethnicity, "Annual Review of Sociology 19 
(1993). 
3 Not only political fields but economic and cultural fields too can generate nationalism. See for example Katherine 
Verdery, "Nationalism and National Sentiment in Post-Socialist Romania," Slavic Review 52 (1993) for an argument 
about the nationalism-generating power of post-socialist economic restructuring. 
4 I develop this line of analysis in detail in Chapter 3, using "field" in a sense broadly akin to that developed by Pi-
erre Bourdieu. For a particularly clear exposition of the concept, see Pierre Bourdieu and Loic Wacquant, An Invita-
tion to Reflexive Sociology (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1992), pp. 94ff. 
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The regime did this in two ways. On the one hand, it carved up the Soviet state into more 

than fifty national territories, each expressly defined as the homeland of and for a particular eth-

nonational group. The top-level national territories - those that are today the independentsucces-

sor states - were denned as quasi-nation states, complete with their own territories, names, con-

stitutions, legislatures, administrative staffs, cultural and scientific institutions, and so on. 

On the other hand, the regime divided the citizenry into a set of exhaustive and mutually 

exclusive ethnic nationalities, over a hundred in all. Thus codified, ethnic nationality served not 

only as a statistical category, a fundamental unit of social accounting, but also, and more dis-

tinctively, as an obligatory ascribed status. It was assigned by the state at birth on the basis of 

descent. It was registered in personal identity documents. It was recorded in almost all bureau-

cratic encounters and official transactions. And it was used to control access to higher education 

and to certain desirable jobs, restricting the opportunities of some nationalities, especially Jews, 

and promoting others through preferential treatment policies for so-called "titular" nationalities 

in "their own" republics. 

Long before Gorbachev, then, territorial nationhood and ethnic nationality were perva-

sively institutionalized social and cultural forms. These forms were by no means empty. They 

were scorned by Sovietologists - no doubt because the regime consistently and effectively re-

pressed all signs of overt political nationalism, and sometimes even cultural nationalism. Yet the 

repression of nationalism went hand in hand with the establishment and consolidation of nation-

hood and nationality as fundamental cognitive and social forms. Under glasnost, these already 

pervasively institutionalized forms were readily politicized. They constituted elementary forms 

of political understanding, political rhetoric, political interest, and political identity. In the terms 

of Max Weber's "switchman" metaphor, they determined the tracks, the cognitive frame, along 

which action was pushed by the dynamic of material and ideal interests. In so doing, they con-

tributed powerfully to the breakup of the Soviet Union and to the structuring of nationalist poli-

tics in its aftermath. 

I have argued that we should think about nation not as substance but as institutionalized 

form, not as collectivity but as practical category, not as entity but as contingent event. Having 

talked about nationhood as institutionalized form, and as cognitive and sociopolitical category, I 

want to say a few words in conclusion about nationness as event. Here my remarks will be even 

more sketchy and programmatic. I want simply to point to a gap in the literature, and to suggest 

one potentially fruitful line of work. 

In speaking of nationness as event, I signal a double contrast. The first is between nation 

as entity and nationness as a variable property of groups, of relationships, and of what Margaret 
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Somers has recently called "relational settings."1 The second contrast is between thinking of na-

tionhood or nationness as something that develops, and thinking of it as something that happens. 

Here I want to focus on this second contrast, between developmentalist and eventful perspec-

tives. I borrow the latter term from a recent paper by William Sewell, Jr.2 

We have a large and mature developmentalist literature on nationhood and nationalism. 

This literature traces the long-term political, economic, and cultural changes that led, over centu-

ries, to the gradual emergence of nations or, as I would prefer to put it, of nationness. The major 

works of the last decade on nationhood and nationalism - notably by Ernest Gellner, Benedict 

Anderson, Anthony Smith, and Eric Hobsbawm3 -are all developmentalist in this sense. 

By contrast, we lack theoretically sophisticated eventful analyses of nationness and na-

tionalism. There are of course many studies of particular nationalisms geared to much shorter 

time spans than the decades or centuries characteristic of the developmentalist literature. But 

those conducted by sociologists and political scientists have tended to abstract from events in 

their search for generalized structural or cultural explanations, while historians, taking for 

granted the significance of contingent events, have not been inclined to theorize them.4 

I know of no sustained analytical discussions of nationness as an event, as something that 

suddenly crystallizes rather than gradually develops, as a contingent, conjuncturally fluctuating, 

and precarious frame of vision and basis for individual and collective action, rather than as a 

relatively stable product of deep developmental trends in economy, polity, or culture. Yet a 

strong theoretical case can be made for an eventful approach to nationness. As Craig Calhoun 

has recently argued, in a paper on the Chinese student protest movement of 1989, identity should 

be understood as a "changeable product of collective action," not as its stable underlying cause.5 

Much the same thing could be said about nationness. 

A theoretically sophisticated eventful perspective on nationness and nationalism is today 

urgently needed. To make sense of the Soviet and Yugoslav collapse and their aftermaths, we 

                                                 
1 Margaret R. Somers, "Narrativity, Narrative Identity, and Social Action: Rethinking English Working-Class For-
mation," Social Science History 16 (1992), 608ff. For an anthropological approach to the study of nationness as 
something produced and reproduced in everyday relationships, see John Borneman, Belonging in the Two Berlins 
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 1992); see also Verdery, "Whither 'Nation' and 'Nationalism'?," 41. 
2 William Sewell, Jr., "Three Temporalities: Toward an Eventful Sociology," forth coming in Terrence J. McDonald, 
ed., The Historic Turn in the Human Sciences (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press). 
3 Ernest Gellner, Nations and Nationalism (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1983); Benedict Anderson, Imag-
ined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism (London: Verso, revised edn, 1991); An-
thony Smith, The Ethnic Origins of Nations (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1986); Eric Hobsbawm, Nations and Nation-
alism since 1780 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990). 
4 Sewell, "Three Temporalities"; cf. Marshall Sahlins, "The Return of the Event, Again: With Reflections on the 
Beginnings of the Great Fijian War of 1843 to 1855 between the Kingdoms of Bau and Rewa," in Aletta Biersack, 
ed., Clio in Oceania: Toward a Historical Anthropology (Washington and London: Smithsonian Institution Press, 
1991), p. 38. 
5 Craig Calhoun, "The Problem of Identity in Collective Action," in Joan Huber, ed., Macro-Micro Linkages in So-
ciology (Newbury Park, Calif.: Sage, 1991), p. 59. 
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need - among other things - to think theoretically about relatively sudden fluctuations in the "na-

tionness" of groups and relational settings. We need to think theoretically about the process of 

being "overcome by nationhood," to use the poignant phrase of the Croatian writer Slavenka 

Drakulic. Drakulic was characterizing her own situation. Like many of her postwar generation, 

she was largely indifferent to nationality. Yet she came -against her will - to be defined by her 

nationality alone, imprisoned by an all-too-successfully reified category.1 As predicaments go, in 

the former Yugoslavia, this one is not especially grave. But it illustrates in personal terms a more 

general and fateful occurrence - the relatively sudden and pervasive "nationalization" of public 

and even private life. This has involved the nationalization of narrative and interpretative frames, 

of perception and evaluation, of thinking and feeling. It has involved the silencing or marginali-

zation of alternative, non-nationalist political languages. It has involved the nullification of com-

plex identities by the terrible categorical simplicity of ascribed nationality. It has involved essen-

tialist, demonizing characterizations of the national "other," characterizations that transform 

Serbs into Chetniks, Croats into Ustashas, Muslims into Fundamentalists. 

We know well from a variety of appalling testimony that this has happened; but we know 

too little about how it happened. This is where we need an eventful perspective. Following the 

lead of such thinkers as Marshall Sahlins, Andrew Abbott, and William Sewell, Jr., we must give 

serious meoretical attention to contingent events and to their transformative consequences.2 Only 

in this way can we hope to understand the processual dynamics of nationalism. And it is the 

close study of such processual dynamics, I think, that will yield the most original and significant 

work on nationalism in the coming years, work that promises theoretical advances as well as a 

richer understanding of particular cases.3 

                                                 
1 "Being Croat has become my destiny . . .  I am denned by my nationality, and by it alone... Along with millions of 
other Croats, I was pinned to the wall of nationhood - not only by outside pressure from Serbia and the Federal 
Army but by national homogenization within Croatia itself. That is what the war is doing to us, reducing us 
to one dimension: the Nation. The trouble with this nationhood, however, is that whereas before, I was defined by 
my education, my job, my ideas, my character - and, yes, my nationality too - now I feel stripped of all that. I am 
nobody because I am not a person any more. I am one of 4.5 million Croats ... I am not in a position to choose any 
longer. Nor, I think, is anyone else . . . something people cherished as a part of their cultural identity - an alternative 
to the all-embracing communism ... - has become their political identity and turned into something like an ill-fitting 
shirt. You may feel the sleeves are too short, the collar too tight. You might not like the colour, and the cloth might 
itch. But there is no escape; there is nothing else to wear. One doesn't have to succumb voluntarily to this ideology 
of the nation - one is sucked into it. So right now, in the new state of Croatia, no one is allowed not to be a Croat" 
(Slavenka Drakulic, The Balkan Express: Fragments from the Other Side of War [New York: W. W. Norton, 1993], 
pp. 50-2). 
2 Sahlins, "The Return of the Event, Again"; Andrew Abbott, "From Causes to Events: Notes on Narrative Positiv-
ism," Sociological Methods and Research 20 (1992); Sewell, "Three Temporalities."  
3 Here the study of nationalism might fruitfully draw on the recent literature on revolution, with its attention to trans-
formative events and processual dynamics. See for example the debate in Contention between Nikki Keddie, "Can 
Revolutions be Predicted? Can their Causes be Understood?" (1, no. 2 [1992]) and Jack Goldstone, "Predicting 
Revolutions: Why We Could (and Should) have Foreseen the Revolutions of 1989-1991 in the U.S.S.R. and Eastern 
Europe" (2, no. 2 [1993]). Although Keddie and Goldstone disagree about the predictability of revolution, they 
agree about the importance of transformative events, complex interactions, and rapid changes in ideas, stances, and 
behavior. 
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I began with the question: how should we think about nationhood and nationness, and 

how are they implicated in nationalism? Reduced to a formula, my argument is that we should 

focus on nation as a category of practice, nationhood as an institutionalized cultural and political 

form, and nationness as a contingent event or happening, and refrain from using the analytically 

dubious notion of "nations" as substantial, enduring collectivities. A recent book by Julia 

Kristeva bears the English title Nations without Nationalism; but the analytical task at hand, I 

submit, is to think about nationalism without nations. 

Ours is not, as is often asserted, even by as sophisticated a thinker as Anthony Smith, "a 

world of nations."1 It is a world in which nationhood is pervasively institutionalized in the prac-

tice of states and the workings of the state system. It is a world in which nation is widely, if un-

evenly, available and resonant as a category of social vision and division. It is a world in which 

nationness may suddenly, and powerfully, "happen." But none of this implies a world of nations 

- of substantial, enduring collectivities. 

To understand the power of nationalism, we do not need to invoke nations. Nor should 

we, at the other extreme, dismiss nationhood altogether. We need, rather, to decouple categories 

of analysis from categories of practice, retaining as analytically indispensable the notions of na-

tion as practical category, nationhood as institutionalized form, and nationness as event, but leav-

ing "the nation" as enduring community to nationalists. 

[Brubaker, Rogers. Nationalism Reframed (Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1996), Ch. 1: 

pp. 13-22] 

 

Michael Billig 

National Identity in the World of Nations 

 

It is easy to think that the problems of nationalism come down to issues of 'identity'. So 

much about nationalism seems, at first sight, to be explained by 'identity'. To be German or 

French is, psychologically, to have a German or French 'identity'; nation-states are being threat-

ened by the search for 'identities'; patriotic ceremonies strengthen the sense of national 'identity'; 

'identity politics' is a reaction to a crisis of modern 'identity'; and so on. 'Identity' seems to pro-

vide familiar diagnoses and explanations. As John Shotter has written, " 'identity' has become the 

watchword of the times" (1993a, p. 188). 

The watchword, however, should be watched, for frequently it explains less than it ap-

pears to. The routine flaggings, discussed in the previous chapter, might be said to strengthen 

'national identity' in the contemporary, established nation-state. But what does 'national identity' 

                                                 
1 Anthony Smith, National Identity (London: Penguin, 1991), p. 176. 
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mean in this context? It certainly does not refer to an inward emotion - a glow of patriotic 

awareness - experienced by all who pass by the unsaluted flag. Nor does it mean that everyone 

within the nation-state becomes identical. As Stuart Hall affirms, "the notion that identity has to 

do with people that look the same, feel the same, call themselves the same, is nonsense" (1991a, 

p. 49). 

There seems to be something psychological about an 'identity', but theories of psychology 

are often unable to explain what this psychological element is. There does not seem to be a par-

ticular psychological state, which can be identified as an 'identity'. That being so, an investiga-

tion of national identity should aim to disperse the concept of 'identity' into different elements. 

An 'identity' is not a thing; it is a short-hand description for ways of talking about the self and 

community (Bhavnani and Phoenix, 1994; Shotter and Gergen, 1989). Ways of talking, or ideo-

logical discourses, do not develop in social vacuums, but they are related to forms of life. In this 

respect, 'identity', if it is to be understood as a form of talking, is also to be understood as a form 

of life. The saluted and unsaluted flags are not stimuli that evoke 'identity-reactions'; they belong 

to the forms of life which constitute what could be called national identities. 

Serge Moscovici (1983) has argued that the so-called inner psychological states of indi-

viduals depend upon culturally shared depictions, or representations of the social world. A per-

son cannot claim to have patriotic feelings for their nation, unless they have assumptions about 

what a nation is and, indeed, what patriotism is: unless, to use Moscovici's terminology, they 

have social representations of 'nation', 'patriotism' and much else beside (see also Farr, 1993; 

McKinlay et al., 1993; Moscovici, 1987). In consequence, the psychological study of national 

identity should search for the common-sense assumptions and ways of talking about nationhood. 

The present chapter, therefore, investigates the general themes of nationalist consciousness and 

its habits of thinking. It involves examining what Roland Barthes (1977) called "banal opinion", 

or 'the doxa' of common sense (p. 162). 

With regard to nationalist thinking, one need not ask 'What is a national identity?' but 

'What does it mean to claim to have a national identity?' The general forms of nationalist think-

ing then need to be outlined. As will be argued, these include ways of conceiving of 'us, the na-

tion', which is said to have its unique destiny (or identity); it also involves conceiving of 'them, 

the foreigners', from whom 'we' identify 'ourselves' as different. Nationalist thinking involves 

more than commitment to a group and a sense of difference from other groups. It conceives 'our' 

group in a particular way. In doing so, it takes for granted ideas about nationhood and the link 

between peoples and homelands; and about the naturalness of the world of nations, divided into 

separate homelands. A whole way of thinking about the world is implicated. If this way of think-
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ing seems to be commonplace and familiar, then it, nevertheless, includes mystic assumptions 

which have become habits of thought. 

This nationalist way of thinking, even when it is ingrained as habitual, is not straightfor-

ward. Just as a dialectic of remembering and forgetting might be said to sustain 'national iden-

tity', so this 'identity' involves a dialectic of inwardness and outwardness. The nation is always a 

nation in a world of nations. 'Internationalism' is not the polar opposite of 'nationalism', as if it 

constitutes a rival ideological consciousness. Nationalism, like other ideologies, contains its con-

trary themes, or dilemmatic aspects (Billig et al., 1988). An outward-looking element of interna-

tionalism is part of nationalism and has accompanied the rise of nationalism historically. When 

US presidents, today, claim to speak simultaneously on behalf of their nation and a new world 

order, they are not placing, side by side in the same utterance, elements from two, clearly sepa-

rate ideologies; nor are they creating a novel synthesis from the thesis of nationalism and the an-

tithesis of internationalism. They are using the hegemonic possibilities of nationalism. As will be 

suggested, these possibilities are endemic in nationalist habits of thinking. 

Theory and Nation 

The rise of the nation-state brought about a transformation in the ways that people 

thought about themselves and about community. It could be said to have brought about a trans-

formation of identity, even bringing into the popular vocabulary the notion of 'identity' itself 

(Giddens, 1990). Nevertheless, before the vocabulary of identity was set in place - before people 

could claim that they 'were searching for their identity' - it was still possible to talk of the self 

and of loyalties to the community. People were able to label themselves, whether in terms of 

place, religion, tribe or vassalage. But these labels, as it were, bore different packets of meaning 

than the labels of nationhood. 

In Language and Nationalism, Joshua Fishman recounts a story of peasants in Western 

Galicia at the turn of the century. They were asked whether they were Poles. "We are quiet folk", 

they replied. So, are you Germans? "We are decent folk" (Fishman, 1972, p. 6). The story ap-

pears to be about the clash of identities. According to Fishman, the peasants had a concrete con-

sciousness: their identity was with this village, or this valley, rather than with the more abstract 

idea of the nation. It is said that rural Slovaks, emigrating to the United States at about the same 

time, were often unaware of their national identity, only knowing from which specific village 

they had come (Brass, 1991, p. 39). These are not stories of ignorance: the peasants in the 

Fishman story seem to know more than they admit. Nor do the stories merely tell of a clash of 

personal identities, as if the only difference were that the peasants identified themselves with the 

village, while the officials had a national identity. More was at stake than the way of defining the 

self. 
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Fishman's story tells of a conflict between two outlooks, or forms of ideological con-

sciousness. Calling it a clash of 'identities' lessens the full force of what was occurring. Like was 

not confronting like, as if two 'identities' - two variants of the same genus - were in competition. 

This was not a conflict between Poles and Germans. The peasants were standing against the very 

assumptions and forms of life which led to the identities of Pole and German. They were resist-

ing the notion of nationhood, reacting against its theories as well as labels. A world, in which it 

is natural to have a national identity, was meeting, and overrunning, an older world. And now it 

appears strange - well worth telling as a good story - that four generations ago there were people 

who neither knew, nor wished to know, their nationality. 

The sort of confrontation described by Fishman has been enacted countless times, in one 

form or another, throughout nationalism's triumphant march across the globe. In Central Arabia, 

writes Helms (1981), nationalism was unknown until the twentieth century. Previously, identities 

had been based on the tribe or on the 'sphere of trade'. The tribal and trading boundaries were 

constantly changing. A world of fixed boundaries, and clearly delineated identities, was to re-

place this older world. Sometimes, colonial powers imposed the assumptions of nationalism by 

means of force. The British often insisted upon treating indigenous leaders as if they headed sov-

ereign states (Hinsley, 1986). In the 1830s the British Resident in New Zealand advised Maori 

chiefs to form themselves into a 'United Tribes of New Zealand'. Not only would such an ar-

rangement be administratively simpler; also, if sovereign state were appearing to negotiate with 

sovereign state, then highly unequal treaties could be presented with an outward display of legal-

ity and morality. In this, of course, a particular ideological vision of morality was being victori-

ously imposed. 

The new imposed identities (such as belonging to the United Tribes of New Zealand) 

were part of a more general outlook on the world. In this sense, nationalism involves a theoreti-

cal consciousness. Etienne Balibar has written that there is "no racism without theory (or theo-

ries)" (1991, p. 18). The racist may hate unthinkingly, yet, as Balibar implies, racism distin-

guishes between 'our race' and 'other races', 'our racial community' and 'theirs'. At the very mini-

mum, the racist shares some common-sense theory of what a 'race' is; why it appears important; 

how 'races' differ; and why 'ours' should remain unmixed. By the same token, there is no nation-

alism without theory. Nationalism involves assumptions about what a nation is: as such, it is a 

theory of community, as well as a theory about the world being 'naturally' divided into such 

communities. The theory does not need to be experienced theoretically. Intellectuals have written 

theoretical tomes about 'nation'. With the triumph of nationalism, and the establishment of na-

tions across the globe, the theories of nationalism have been transformed into familiar common 

sense. 
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The assertion of belonging to a 'people', if made in a political context in which 'peoples' 

are assumed to deserve nation-states, is not an assertion of an inner psychological identity. A 

movement of national independence will not only claim that 'we are a nation', but, in so doing, it 

will be demanding the political entitlements which are presumed to follow from being a nation. 

Demanding such entitlements is not possible without assumptions about the nature of nations 

(any nation, not just 'ours'). The theory can be expressed theoretically, in terms of abstract prin-

ciples about what a nation is and should be. However, as the world of nations is set in place as 

the world, so the theory also becomes enhabited in common sense. It ceases to seem theoretical, 

but is embedded in habits of thought and life. In the Fishman example, the peasants were con-

cretely resisting nationalism's habits of thought, asserting their own practical consciousness. 

There is a case for saying that the categories of nationalism come with particular theo-

retical discourses, which do not accompany other categories. Banton suggests that in the poly-

ethnic society of Malaya, people use ethnic terms concretely. He claims that the residents of 

Petalingjaya rarely use any general notion of 'ethnicity'. Instead, they use "a practical language 

embodying proper names such as Malay, Chinese and Indian" (1994, p. 6). In day-to-day life, 

while shopping at Indian or Malay stores, residents do not theorize about the various groups in 

Malaya. It is possible that Banton may be exaggerating the lack of theoretical consciousness on 

the part of the residents of Petalingjaya. Other things may be said on other occasions, especially 

in the context of political disputes for resources. Banton is, nevertheless, suggesting something 

important: the residents do not have an overall 'theoretical' category under which to group the 

categories 'Malays', 'Chinese' and 'Indians', and to stipulate, in theory, what these groups are. 

They do have a further category, which sometimes subsumes the ethnic categories: this is 

the national category of being 'Malaysian'. According to Banton, this category comes to the fore 

at international sporting occasions. The national category is both concrete and theoretical. It is 

concrete in the sense that nations confront the inhabitants of today's world as concrete entities: 

Malaysia concretely exists for its citizenry, just as the United States of America, France and Bra-

zil also concretely exist. Similarly, the Malaysian basketball team concretely exists when it plays 

the Indonesian team and when all its members, whether Malays or Chinese, are cheered by the 

partisan crowd as 'Malaysians'. In addition, Malaysia, and other nations, exist theoretically. They 

can be spoken about as 'nations'; there are general ways of talking about these concrete entities. 

In the world of nations, nationhood is both unthinkingly enhabited and is a matter of po-

litical controversy. 'Nation' can be an essentially contested concept, to use Gallie's phrase (1962). 

On occasion, definitions will be produced, to prove what a nation really is. As Seton-Watson 

(1977) suggested, definitions of nationhood generally aim "to prove that, in contrast to the com-

munity to which the definer belonged, some other group was not entitled to be called a nation" 
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(p. 4). In this respect, the debates about what a nation is parallel, and sometimes are combined 

with, those debates, discussed in Chapter 2, about what a language is. Disputants, in arguing 

their political cases, might disagree about what should count as a real nation and or a real lan-

guage, but they will take for granted that nations and languages really exist; and that they should 

exist. 

For example, the charter of the Palestine Liberation Organization (pointedly called the 

Palestinian National Charter) declares the Palestinians to be a people and a nation. More than 

this, it has a rhetorical stake in distinguishing between 'genuine' nations and groups which are not 

nations. According to the Charter, Jews, whatever status they might claim for themselves, are a 

religious group, and, unlike the Palestinians, they do not "constitute a single nation with an iden-

tity of its own" (Article 20; see Billig, 1987b; Harkabi, 1980). In this, there is a theorizing about 

what constitutes a nation, a people and a religion: the nation is said to have a distinctive identity 

of its own. This theorizing, or common-sense sociologizing, is not abstract, but is rhetorically 

and politically directed. 

This type of thinking is not, of course, confined to aspiring nations. Established nations 

can respond in theoretical kind. For years, leading Israeli politicians denied that the Palestinians 

were a people: the "so-called Palestinian people" was a phrase used by prime ministers, to be 

contrasted rhetorically with the so-called genuineness of Jewish peoplehood. Yitzhak Rabin's 

letter to Yassar Arafat in September 1993, accepting mutual recognition, was discursively his-

toric: "The government of Israel has decided to recognize the PLO as the representative of the 

Palestinian people" {Guardian, 10 September 1993). Not only was the PLO recognized, but so 

were the Palestinians as a 'people', who were entitled to such a representation. Opponents of the 

agreement used different terminology. Tehran denounced the agreement as not being "commen-

surate with ideals for which the Muslim Palestinian nation has fought for decades" (Guardian, 1 

September 1993). A differently characterized people - the 'Muslim Palestinian nation' - is indi-

cated. 

These are not haphazard labels. Not only do they reflect political stances, but these 

stances are articulated by means of common-sense sociological ideas about 'peoples', 'nations' 

and 'identity'. Wallerstein (1991) recounts the intense debates in South Africa among those clas-

sified by the apartheid regime as being 'coloureds': should they call themselves 'coloureds' or 

were 'coloureds' merely a 'so-called people', an illegitimately imposed category? The debate was 

one of identity and self-definition, for the protagonists were speaking deeply of themselves. But 

it was more than that. The nature of the categories - the meaning of peoplehood - was at issue. In 

the contemporary world, the issue 'what is a nation?' is not merely an interesting topic for aca-

demic seminars. It touches upon issues which contemporary people think worth the sacrifice of 
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life - issues which the Galician peasants in the story could recognize as dangerous missiles, from 

which evasive cover should be taken. 

Identity and Categories 

All this is said as a warning against the temptation to explain nationalist consciousness in 

terms of 'identity', as if 'identity' were a psychological state, which exists apart from forms of 

life. Nationalism is more than a feeling of identity; it is more than an interpretation, or theory, of 

the world; it is also a way of being within the world of nations. The problem is that the historical 

particularities of nationalism, and its links with the world of nation-states, tend to be overlooked, 

if national 'identity' is considered as functionally equivalent with any other type of 'identity'. A 

complex topography of heights and depths then becomes flattened into a single plain. 

Unfortunately, this flattening characterizes many social psychological theories of iden-

tity. It even characterizes the most creative and important theory of social identity to be produced 

in recent years. The Social Identity Theory has justly been described as "one of the most ambi-

tious undertakings in research on group processes" (Eiser, 1986, p. 316). The theory was origi-

nally formulated by Henri Tajfel (1974, 1981, 1982; see also Brewer, 1979; Brown, 1988), and 

has been developed, more recently, under the heading of 'self-categorization theory' (e.g., 

Abrams and Hogg, 1991; Hogg and Abrams, 1988; Taylor and Moghaddam, 1994; Turner, 1984; 

Turner et al., 1987). Although Tajfel (1969, 1970) was concerned to study national identity, So-

cial Identity Theory is not primarily a theory of nationalism. It is a general theory of group iden-

tity, exploring universal psychological principles, which are presumed to lie behind all forms of 

group identity. 

Social Identity Theory assumes that psychological elements are crucial in group behav-

iour. Tajfel gave the example of nations: a nation will only exist if a body of people feel them-

selves to be a nation (1981, p. 229). This illustrated, he suggested, a more general point: groups 

only exist if members identify themselves with the group. Identification, according to Social 

Identity Theory, is, at root, a form of categorization. For groups to exist, individuals must cate-

gorize themselves in group terms. The theory stresses that categorization is divisive, because 

categories segment the world. The meaning of the category 'table' is derived from the fact that a 

'table' is to be distinguished from a 'chair' (Rosch, 1978). Similarly, to be a member of an 'in-

group' entails a categorical distinction from an 'outgroup'. The imagining of 'our' community in-

volves imagining, either implicitly or explicitly, 'them', from whom 'we' are distinct. One of the 

major strengths of the Social Identity Theory is to emphasize this sense of social division, which 

group identification and categorization entails. 

Tajfel's theory contained a strong motivational theme. Individuals, he claimed, have a 

need for a positive social identity, or self-conception: "It can be assumed that an individual will 
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tend to remain a member of a group and seek membership of new groups if these groups have 

some contribution to make to the positive aspects of his (sic) social identity" (Tajfel, 1981, p. 

256). To achieve this positive identity, groups will tend to compare themselves positively with 

contrasting outgroups, and they will seek dimensions of comparison on which they will fare 

well. For instance, nations will produce flattering stereotypes of themselves, and demeaning 

stereotypes of those other nations, with which they compare themselves. The dimensions, on 

which they pride their own qualities, will be accorded extra importance. The nattering stereo-

types, held by the ingroup about itself, and the unflattering ones about outgroups, will maintain 

the positive self-identity, which is necessary for the group's continuing existence. 

There are, according to Hogg and Abrams (1988), three stages in the process of group 

identification. First, individuals categorize themselves as part of an ingroup, assigning them-

selves a social identity and distinguishing themselves from the relevant outgroup. Then, they 

learn the stereotypic norms associated with such an identity. Third, they assign these norms to 

themselves, and "thus their behaviour becomes more normative as their category membership 

becomes salient" (Hogg and Abrams, 1988, p. 172). In this way, the self-categorization version 

of the theory links self-identification to stereotyping. 

Two critical points can be noted about this important body of social psychological theo-

rizing. The first relates to the universalism of Social Identity Theory and its neglect of the spe-

cific meaning of social categories. The second critical point concerns the theory's focus upon in-

dividual categorization  and  its neglect of the ways in which  national identity becomes en-

habited. This, in turn, leads to a neglect of the central, distinguishing features of banal national-

ism. 

Categorizing the Categories 

Social Identity Theory describes psychological features which are presumed to be univer-

sal and not linked to particular socio-historic contexts. Just as classical sociology assumed the 

universality of 'societies', in which all humans are presumed to live, so Social Identity Theory, 

and most other psychological theories of 'group identity', assume 'groups' to be universal. Na-

tions, properly speaking, might belong to the modern period, but 'ingroups' and 'outgroups', 

'groups' and 'group identities', are to be found in all eras (Bar-Tal, 1993). Of course, Social Iden-

tity Theory recognizes that there are different forms of group, such as caste, nation, religion, 

tribe and so on; feminist critics, however, have maintained that Social Identity theorists have 

consistently overlooked gender and its particularities (Condor, 1989; Griffin, 1989; Williams, 

1984). 

Social Identity Theory assumes that the differences between groups are less important 

than their psychological similarities. Hogg and Abrams begin their book Social Identifications by 
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discussing how ingroups distinguish themselves from outgroups. They mention a variety of dif-

ferent sorts of groupings: 

national groups (Italians, Germans), religious groups (Buddhist, Muslim, Protestant, 

Catholic), political groups (socialist, conservative), ethnic groups (Tamils and Singalese in Sri 

Lanka), sex groups (male, female), tribal groups (Karen, Lahu, Akha in Thailand), youth groups 

(punk, skinhead), university faculty groups (Science, Arts, Law) and so on. (1988, p. 2) 

The authors declare that the essential social psychological question is "how do people 

identify with a group, and precisely what are the consequences of such identification?" (p. 2, 

emphasis in original). The task is to find the psychological similarities behind the different forms 

of group identity. 

As Breuilly (1985) has pointed out, the specific meanings of nationalism are lost if it is 

seen as just another form of 'group identity' - as if the Galician peasants' 'identity' were of a piece 

with the national identities of Poles and Germans. Psychologists, working with Social Identity 

Theory, tend not to ask what it specifically means to declare oneself to be a member of a national 

group, or to declare one's group to be a national group. Any such declaration - whether of self or 

of the group - is itself a discursive act, which takes its meaning from what is being said and from 

the context of its utterance (Edwards, 1991; Edwards and Potter, 1992, 1993; Potter et al., 1993). 

Also, the categorizations come into the discursive situation carrying their own extra packets of 

meaning. The PLO, in declaring Palestinians, but not Jews, to be a nation, was doing more than 

make a personal declaration of identity. A sociological way of thinking was being mobilized to 

make a political case. This case centres on the notion of nationhood and the claim that the group 

has a national identity. 

Social Identity theorists argue that group members must think the group to be 'real'. 

Turner points out that members of a nation "do not interact with more than a small minority of 

their fellows"; nevertheless, "the members tend to define themselves and be denned by others as 

a nation" (1984, p. 521; see also Turner et al., 1987). Benedict Anderson, in describing the nation 

as an 'imagined community', makes a similar point: the individual members "will never know 

most of their fellow members, meet them, or hear of them, yet in the mind of each lives the im-

age of their communion" (1983, p. 15). The same might be said for many other sorts of large 

grouping, such as religious groups, class groups, or even professional groups such as professors 

of biochemistry. These, too, have to be imagined. 

The point is not that such groupings have to be psychologically imagined, and, therefore, 

they are all psychologically similar. Quite the contrary, it can be argued that they have to be 

imagined in different ways, and, thus, are psychologically different. As Anderson suggests, 

communities are to be distinguished "by the style in which they are imagined" (1983, p. 16). The 
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religious communities of the Middle Ages were imagined in different terms from the modern 

nation: the imagining of 'Christendom' involved different 'theories', representations of morality 

and assumptions about the nature of the world than are involved in the imagining of the modern 

nation. The imagining of the great Islamic umma, before the age of nationhood, differed crucially 

from the imagining, and creation, of particular Islamic nation-states today (Zubaida, 1993). 

Smaller range identities also imply theories and representations. Academics cannot classify 

themselves as 'biochemists' or 'professors' without making assumptions about academic disci-

plines, institutions, professions and, indeed, about the nature of knowledge itself. All these imag-

inings depend upon wider ideological beliefs. In consequence, grammatically similar statements 

of identity can have very different meanings. T am a sociologist', uttered at professional gather-

ing of anthropologists carries a different meaning from the famous declaration of US President 

John Kennedy, 'Ich bin ein Berliner7. To say that both are similar statements of group identity 

would close down analysis at precisely the point at which it should begin. Social Identity Theory, 

especially in its 'self-categorization' variety, flattens out different ways of representing the world. 

The search for the psychological factors leads the analyst to the psyche of the categorizing indi-

vidual: identity is understood as an inner response to a motivational need. In conceiving identity 

in these terms, social psychologists narrow their focus unnecessarily. The significant factor may 

not be how individuals come to categorize themselves, but how the category is categorized. As 

far as national identity is concerned, not only do the members have to imagine themselves as na-

tionals; not only do they have to imagine their nation as a community; but they must also imag-

ine that they know what a nation is; and they have to identify the identity of their own nation. 

Enhabiting the Categories 

Social Identity Theory assumes that individuals have multiple ways of describing and 

categorizing themselves. In different contexts, different identities become 'salient' (Turner et al., 

1987). Hutnik (1991) claims that self-categorizations "act as 'switches' that turn on (or off) as-

pects of social identity" (p. 164), as identities are used in 'salient' situations. One might imagine 

an Italian-American woman: in the delicatessen shop she may engage in ethnic signalling with 

fellow 'Italians', adjusting gesture and intonation to this saliently 'Italian' situation; in her 

woman's group, she may signal her solidarity with a wider community of 'women'; there may be 

times when she is an 'American', a 'New Yorker', or even a 'Neapolitan', courtesy of her grandfa-

ther's early life (for detailed examples of such switching of behaviour and accent, see Essed, 

1994; Giles et al., 1987; Plotnicov and Silverman, 1978). The cues that elicit the switching of 

identities can be quite subtle and may not even be consciously registered. 

If the use of a particular identity is intermittent, nevertheless the identity itself is a con-

stant latency: "An individual who defines him- or herself as an 'Australian'. . . may never think 
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about nationality for days at a time, yet if that self-definition did not exist as a latent identity, it 

could hardly become salient in relevant settings" (Turner et al., 1987, p. 54). There is no problem 

with the idea that there are particular situations in which someone might act in a self-

consciously, flag-waving Australian manner: after all, the Australian government does not ar-

range - with due promotional advertising - bicentenary celebrations each week (Augoustinos, 

1993). However, Social Identity Theory has little to say about what happens to the identity in 

between such national situations: it merely becomes some sort of latency, or internalized cogni-

tive schema, within the individual's 'memory-store'; there it stays, awaiting active service when 

the next salient situation pops along. 

There is much more to be said about national identity and its maintenance. The latency of 

nationalist consciousness does not depend on the vagaries of individual memory: if it did, then 

many more people would forget their national identity. Nor does national identity disappear into 

individuals' heads in between salient situations. The hypothetical Australian, while not con-

sciously acting or thinking in an Australian way, continues to live in a nation-state and in a world 

of nations. Unlike the Galician peasants of former times, this hypothetical citizen of a nation-

state will continually encounter, if not consciously register, flagged signs of nationhood. The ap-

parently latent identity is maintained within the daily life of inhabited nations. The 'salient situa-

tion' does not suddenly occur, as if out of nothing, for it is part of a wider rhythm of banal life in 

the world of nations. What this means is that national identity is more than an inner psychologi-

cal state or an individual self-definition: it is a form of life, which is daily lived in the world of 

nation-states. 

Imagining 'Us' as the National Community 

The theory of 'self categorization', as its own name suggests, focuses upon the first person 

singular: it is concerned with the declarations of identity which T make about 'myself. There is a 

case for saying that nationalism is, above all, an ideology of the first person plural. The crucial 

question relating to national identity is how the national 'we' is constructed and what is meant by 

such construction. The nation has to be conceived as an entity with its own identity. As the PLO 

charter implies, only if the nation is imagined to have an identity, can 'we' claim 'ourselves' to 

have a national identity. 

Benedict Anderson's idea of the nation as an 'imagined community' is a useful starting-

point for examining these themes - at least so long as it is realized that the imagined community 

does not depend upon continual acts of imagination for its existence. Anderson argues that the 

nation is to be imagined as a unique entity in terms of time and space. It is imagined as a com-

munity stretching through time, with its own past and own future destiny; it is imagined across 

space, embracing the inhabitants of a particular territory. The temporal dimension ensures that all 
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nations maintain a sense of their own history, which is no one else's. It is no coincidence that the 

emergence of nation-states has typically been accompanied by the creation of national histories 

(Colley, 1992; Hobsbawm and Ranger, 1983). Because nations not only have to be imagined, but 

also have to create their own histories, or interpretations of themselves, Edward Said (1983) in-

sists that they are 'interpretive communities' as well as imagined ones. 

As was discussed in Chapter 2, some national histories claim that the nation emerged 

from the misty dawns of time. The English have often liked to speak in these terms, letting the 

term 'England' speak for the whole of Britain. The Conservative prime minister of the inter-war 

years, Stanley Baldwin, in a famous example of populist national sentimentality, spoke of the 

sight of plough-teams as an "eternal sight of England". These sights, together with the sound of 

the hammer on the anvil and the corncrake on a dewy morning, "strike down into the very depths 

of our nature, and touch chords that go back to the beginning of time" (Baldwin, 1937, pp. 16-

17; on the importance of Baldwin's type of English nationalism, see, inter alia, Schwartz, 1986). 

National histories will have their special moments, in which heroes and heroines seem to 

step out of the banal progress of calendrical time. Sometimes, the stories start with the sudden 

shock of liberatory gun-smoke, and then a hero - a Washington, Bolivar or Nkrumah - bestrides 

the scene with bigger steps and larger character than later citizens. The narrative structure of 

these stories can be well known, with citizens easily able to summarize the story in conventional 

forms (Wertsch, in press; Wertsch and O'Connor, in press). If the national hero is obviously a 

dull character, like George Washington, his ordinariness can always be transformed into a 

mythic ordinariness, in order to symbolize the national genius for ordinary-dealing (Schwartz, 

1987). 

Nations often do not typically have a single history, but there are competing tales to be 

told. In Britain, the same people will speak about the national past using conservative and liberal 

tales: they will talk about 'the good old days' of order and hierarchy; and they will speak of the 

'bad old days' of poverty and ignorance (Billig, 1990a). The historical tales emerge from the 

struggles for hegemony. When Estonia was part of the USSR, an official history, which was 

taught in schools and which told of Russian liberators, was popularly opposed by an unofficial 

history of Russian oppressors; this unofficial story has now become official (Tulviste and 

Wertsch, in press). Different factions, whether classes, religions, regions, genders or ethnicities, 

always struggle for the power to speak for the nation, and to present their particular voice as the 

voice of the national whole, defining the history of other sub-sections accordingly. 'The voice of 

the nation' is a fiction; it tends to overlook the factional struggles and the deaths of unsuccessful 

nations, which make such a fiction possible. Thus, national histories are continually being re-

written, and the re-writing reflects current balances of hegemony. As Walter Benjamin argued, 
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history is always the tale of victors, celebrating their triumphs: "Whoever has emerged victorious 

participates to this day in the triumphal procession in which the present rulers step over those 

who are lying prostrate" (1970, p. 258). 

National histories tell of a people passing through time - 'our' people, with 'our' ways of 

life, and 'our' culture. Stereotypes of character and temperament can be mobilized to tell the tale 

of 'our' uniqueness and 'our' common fate (Wetherell and Potter, 1992). As Balibar (1991) em-

phasizes, 'we' can speak of culture - 'our' culture - as if it were a precious genetic inheritance, to 

be transmitted uncontaminated and unweakened (see, also Barker, 1981; Taguieff, 1988; Van 

Dijk, 1993, for further discussions of the 'racialization' of the idea of national culture). Language, 

too, can be spoken in these terms. The Academie Frangaise seeks to transmit the unique genius 

of the French language to future generations, protecting it from interbreeding with contaminating 

foreign words. Julia Kristeva has claimed that, in France, the foreigners' use of French "discred-

its them utterly - consciously or not - in the eyes of the natives who identify more than in other 

countries with their beloved, polished speech" (1991, p. 39). 

In all this, a sense of 'our' uniqueness and integrity is conveyed. Integrity is frequently 

conveyed by the metaphors of kinship and gender: the nation is the 'family' living in the 'mother-

land' or 'fatherland' (Johnson, 1987; Yuval-Davis, 1993). 'We' do not merely categorize 'our-

selves', but claim that the object of 'our' identification possesses an identity, indeed a preciously 

unique identity. Themes of uniqueness can be readily mobilized should an 'alien' threat to 'our' 

identity be imagined (Windisch, 1985, 1990). 

In late twentieth-century Britain there is much uncertainty about 'national identity', espe-

cially as relations within the European Union are negotiated. In a study of English people talking 

of the monarchy, many speakers claimed that the Royal Family was precious because it was one 

of the things which distinguished 'us', the English/British, from other nations (see Greenfeld, 

1992, for a discussion of the historical basis of this belief). One speaker declared that if 'we' did-

n't have the Royal Family, then 'we' wouldn't be the "British Isles as we know it, we'll perhaps be 

another state of America or something like that" (Billig, 1992, p. 34). Then 'we' wouldn't be 'us'. 

The unique form of life, and, hence, 'our' national identity would be lost. Were these to be lost, 

then so would be 'our' own sense of 'ourselves' as 'ourselves'. 

In 1992 Prime Minister John Major sought to reassure his Conservative Party that the 

signing of the Maastricht Treaty did not entail a loss of national sovereignty to the European 

Community. The notion of 'national identity' was itself a rhetorical symbol. At the party confer-

ence of that autumn, his speech replayed patriotic themes. "We are all British citizens and we 

will always remain British citizens", he declared (see report in Guardian, 10 October 1992). He 

continued: "I will never, come hell or high water, let our distinctive British identity be lost in a 
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federal Europe." The national flag and the stereotypes of self-praise were consciously waved: 

"And if there are those who have in mind to haul down the Union Jack and fly high the star-

spangled banner of a United States of Europe, I say to them: you misjudge the temper of the Brit-

ish people!" Never would Britain be browbeaten: "And to those who offer us gratuitous advice, I 

remind them of what a thousand years of history should have told them: you cannot bully Brit-

ain." 

Such stereotypes of character, identity and history are summoned with ease. No details 

had to be specified, nor argument advanced. The speaker did not have to argue with facts and 

figures that 'Britain' possessed a distinctive national identity; nor did he have to cite the corn-

crake and the plough-team. He could refer to a thousand years of national history without men-

tioning any historical detail. These were commonplaces in themselves. It was enough to remind 

the audience (or 'us') that 'we' have existed for a thousand years in 'our' unique manner. The 

speaker could presume that his audience would well understand, or recognize, that the nation 

possessed its own distinctive national identity. 

If these themes appear as the epitome of insularity, then the idea of insularity itself is not, 

strictly speaking, insular, or peculiar to those, like John Major, who claim to be members of an 

'island race'. The notion is constructed from the more universal themes of nationalism. The way 

'we' assert 'our' particularity is not itself particular. 'We' have a history, identity and flag, just like 

all those other 'we's. In this, 'we' (whichever national 'we' is to be proclaimed) speak (or imagine 

ourselves to speak) a universal code of particularity. This mixture of universality and particular-

ity enables nations to proclaim themselves as nations. 

If 'we' are to imagine 'ourselves' as unique, 'we' need a name to do so. As TajfePs Social 

Identity Theory emphasized, 'we' must categorize 'ourselves' with a distinctive label, so that 'we' 

are 'French', or 'Belgian' or 'Turkish' (or 'Breton', or 'Flemish' or 'Kurdish'). The category not only 

categorizes 'us', in our particularity - demarcating 'us' as an 'us' - but the category is to be catego-

rized (or proclaimed) as a national label in its universality. There is, in short, a universal code for 

the naming of particulars. 

National labels would not be able to signify particularity, if two, or even more, nations 

shared the same name. Two 'Germanies', existing side by side, indicated and preserved an ideol-

ogy for unification. Two 'United States of America', each recognizing the other, are unthinkable. 

Codes of national particularity are seriously threatened by a duplication of names. The Greek 

government claims that the Republic of Macedonia has appropriated the name and ancient insig-

nia of Greek Macedonia, the 'real' Macedonia in its eyes. Separate Macedonias, each claiming 

the unique emblem of the Sun of Vergina, is "a clear provocation", to quote the words of the 

Greek Prime Minister (Guardian, 6 January 1994). The leader of Macedonia's largest political 
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party claims that his people cannot accept the internationally imposed name of the 'Former 

Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia': "We are not a former republic and we hope that the two 

words will be dropped from our country's name very soon" (Guardian, 17 December 1993). 

Of such matters, major incidents are made in the contemporary world. Conflict can be 

threatened: 'we' claim the right to call 'ourselves' what 'we' want and to have no one else usurp 

'our' name. More than a million Greeks demonstrated on the streets against the allegedly spurious 

Macedonia, and the mayor of Salonika declared: "We are ready for battle and sacrifices . . . our 

history goes back 4,000 years . . . We are all united on Macedonia because Macedonia is non-

negotiable" (quoted in Guardian, 1 April 1994). Such a stance should not be dismissed as some-

thing peculiarly 'Balkan' or old-fashioned. One should ask whether the people and government of 

the United States would stand by idly, should President Castro declare that Cuba would hence-

forth be known as the 'United States of America' and that its flag would be a pattern of 13 blue 

and white stripes, with a top left corner of 50 hammer and sickles in a red square. 

In proclaiming the uniqueness of 'our' national name, 'we' are not just talking of 'our' own 

particularity. The imagining of this particularity forms part of a universal code for nationalist 

consciousness: no one should usurp another's name, nor their right to name themselves. Some-

how, in ways difficult to articulate, the magic of 'our' name matters to 'us' deeply, whichever na-

tional 'we' are: it indicates who 'we' are, and, more basically, that 'we' are. In the secular age, the 

name of the nation is not to be taken in vain. 

Imagining the National Homeland 

A nation is more than an imagined community of people, for a place - a homeland - also 

has to be imagined. Many peoples have imagined themselves to be distinct, carrying their own 

particular sense of destiny into the future, but this does not make them nations in the modern 

sense. As Smith (1981) points out, peoples from earliest times have nurtured a sense of their own 

communal distinctiveness "in the specific history of the group, and, above all, in the myths of 

group origins and group liberation" (p. 65). Nationhood, however, involves a distinctive imagin-

ing of a particular sort of community rooted in a particular sort of place. Nationalism, to quote 

Agnew (1989), is never "beyond geography" (p. 167). But the geography is not mere geography, 

or physical setting: the national place has to be imagined, just as much as the national commu-

nity does. 

Not all peoples have imagined themselves to be living within a 'country', in the sense that 

nation-states are countries. The European peasants, described by Fishman (1972), had a deep 

sense of attachment to their immediate place of living, without possessing a sense of a wider na-

tional home stretching beyond the directly apprehended locality. In fourteenth-century Montail-

lou, the unit of geographical perception was the terra, which was any region "with limits at once 
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human and natural", like valleys, uplands or lowlands (Ladurie, 1978, p. 283). The imagining of 

an overall 'country', in which lived-in localities are united within a wider homeland, does not 

seem to have been typical in pre-modern Europe. As Nigel Harris writes, "under mediaeval serf-

dom, each serf was tied to a piece of land and to a particular lord". This differs from present 

times when "every inhabitant is expected to be tied to one national soil and one government, or 

to be an outcaste" (1990, p. 258). 

The imagining of a 'country' involves the imagining of a bounded totality beyond imme-

diate experience of place. The boundedness of this totality distinguishes the homeland from the 

shifting spheres of trade which loosely divided pre-national Central Arabia. The imagining of the 

national place is similar to the imagining of the national community. As Anderson stressed, the 

community has to be imagined because it is conceived to stretch beyond immediate experience: 

it embraces far more people than those with which citizens are personally acquainted. Similarly, 

the mediaeval peasants would know intimately the crags and shallows of their terra. By contrast, 

the citizens of the nation-state might themselves have visited only a small part of the national 

territory. They can even be tourists, indeed strangers, in parts of 'their' own land; yet, it is still 

'their' land. For American patriots, the United States is not merely the America they know: their 

America is to be conceived as a unique, vast but homely, totality. In this respect, the unity of the 

national territory has to be imagined rather than directly apprehended. 

In the modern nationalist imagination, one national territory does not shade into another. 

Nations stop and start abruptly at demarcated borders. Rathzel (1994) suggests that the German 

word 'Heimat' expresses "a prime symbol of the nation" (p. 84). Heimat and 'homeland' capture a 

duality of meaning. The country is the place of 'our' personal homes - my home, your home - 

and, as such, it is the home of all of 'us', the home of homes, the place where all of 'us' are at 

home. In this sense, the homeland is imagined as a unity. Outlying districts are as integral as the 

metropolitan areas: the images of the remote countryside are as commonly used as stereotypi-

cally national images as are the grand public buildings of the capital city. This image of integral 

unity is, of course, one of the ideological elements by which the metropolitan areas seek to estab-

lish their hegemony over the peripheral districts (Nairn, 1977). The special quality, which marks 

the homeland as 'ours', continues without dilution right up to the borders: and there it stops, to be 

separated from the different foreign essence which is marking out the territory on the other side. 

"In the modern conception", writes Anderson, "state sovereignty is fully, flatly and evenly opera-

tive over each square centimetre of a legally demarcated territory" (1983, p. 26). 

Each homeland is to be imagined both in its totality and its particularity. The world is too 

small to bear two homelands with the name 'Macedonia', even if clear borders between the two 

are agreed. Each homeland must be considered a special place, separated physically and meta-
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phorically from other homelands. In the eighteenth century, it was common for the British, and 

especially the English, to imagine their island as being God's chosen country (Colley, 1992). Je-

rusalem was to be built in England's green and pleasant land. Across the Atlantic, Americans 

were also imagining a new Israel. It is said that German immigrants, on arrival in the United 

States, sang "America ... is a beautiful land that God promised to Abraham" (Sollors, 1986, p. 

44). As was mentioned in Chapter 1, President Bush, announcing the liberation of Kuwait, asked 

God to continue blessing "our nation, the United States of America". To this day, American pa-

triotic songs declare 'America the beautiful' and invite God's blessing. In these hymns of praise 

the beauty is not localized: America is not beautiful because it offers a stunning waterfall near 

Buffalo or a canyon a couple of thousand miles away in Arizona. The country as a totality is 

praised as special, as 'the beautiful'. 

It has been said that nation-states hate losing territory and that national governments will 

do all they can to appease separatist movements within their boundaries (Waterman, 1989). 

However, it is not the loss of territory tout court which provokes the special pain, but the loss of 

territory which is situated within the imagined homeland. Ernest Gellner was quoted in Chapter 

3, claiming that the modern person considers having a national identity as natural as having a 

nose and two ears. Losing a part of the imagined homeland is worse than merely losing an ear: in 

the case of territory, the lost ear always turns up on someone's else's face. Something beyond 

utility - some part of 'our' home, 'our' selves - has been illegitimately taken by another. This 

sense of territory does not depend upon a personal link with the physical place. Iran and Iraq felt 

it worthwhile to expend hundreds of thousands of lives on a strip of land, which both nations 

imagined to be an essential part of their respective homelands and whose economic importance 

was dwarfed by the costs of the struggle. The majority of the population in Argentina believes 

that the national boundaries should include the Malvinas Islands, although no one personally 

dreams of returning there, nor any current inhabitant of those islands yearns for the Anschluss. 

The sense of geographic integrity can be seen in the way that nations do not necessarily 

hold on to all territory with equal tenacity. Some territory is imagined to be 'ours' and to be 

fought for; some can be ceded, as not really part of the homeland. Israel, in its peace treaty with 

Egypt, could hand back the Sinai Peninsular, which was situated beyond the Eretz Yisrael de-

picted in even the most expansionist of Zionist imaginings. By contrast, East Jerusalem, captured 

during the same war as Sinai, continues to be imagined as integral to the homeland, even within 

the less expansionist imaginings. It is a place which occupies a very different side of a psycho-

logical boundary. The tragedy is that it occupies a similar position in the imagining of a Palestin-

ian state. 
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The boundary consciousness of nationalism was at work in the agreement between the 

British and Irish Prime Ministers over Northern Ireland, issued in December 1993. The so-called 

'Downing Street Declaration' asserted that "the people of Britain would wish ... to enable the 

people of Ireland to reach agreement on how they may live together in harmony". If the people 

of Northern Ireland wished to remain within the United Kingdom, then this was to be accepted, 

as would any decision to support "a sovereign united Ireland". The British government was con-

veying the message that Ulster was not integral to Britain. Its inhabitants were identified as part 

of "the people of Ireland", as compared with "the people of Britain". The British government 

stressed that it "had no selfish strategic or economic interest in Northern Ireland" (full text of the 

Declaration in Guardian, 16 December 1993). In other words, Ulster could be detached from 

'Britain'. It was not part of Britain's totality, as imagined by the British and Irish governments; 

both governments could imagine Ulster becoming part of Eire's totality. The British govern-

ment's position was in striking contrast with its position on Scottish nationalism. Scotland, de-

clared the Conservative Party at the 1992 General Election, could not be detached without the 

break-up of the Union, of 'our' nation. Ulster could go without disrupting 'our' national identity, 

the identity which the party's leader claimed to defend 'come hell or high water'. 

The sense of a link between the people and the homeland can be seen clearly in the dias-

pora consciousness of peoples, who dream of a return to their homeland (Sheffer, 1988). It is not 

enough for the national community to feel its bonds of communal identification; it claims the 

need to be situated within, and have control over, a special section of the globe. The leader of the 

Crimean Tartar assembly declares that "we want to get back to our motherland and to re-

establish our national territorial republic" (reported in Guardian, 1 September 1993). Only a par-

ticular place is imagined to be nationally appropriate. In 1905 the Seventh Zionist Congress 

overwhelmingly rejected Joseph Chamberlain's idea to establish a Jewish national home in 

Uganda. It was the right idea in the wrong place. 

In such claims, a mystical link between the people and its land is detectable. Sometimes 

the link can be expressed in outwardly religious terms. Thus, God is to bless America; and to 

build Jerusalem within England; or to re-build Jerusalem within Jerusalem. The mysticism of 

place does not depend upon an explicitly religious consciousness. Hazani (1993), describing the 

early Young Zionist halutzim, writes of the "paradox of atheists who tenaciously cling to basi-

cally religious beliefs, such as the right of the Jewish people to inherit God's Promised Land" (p. 

63). As Anderson and others have commented, nationalist consciousness is essentially secular. 

God may be cited as a justification for the nation's specialness, but the deity, unlike the claim to 

a special place, is an optional extra. The national community, as a product of the modern age, has 

descended from heaven to earth. 
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In essentials, the theory of nationhood stipulates that a people, place and state should be 

bound in unity. The nationalist-as-poet is a familiar figure in the early stages of movements to 

establish new nations (Hroch, 1985; Ignatieff, 1993). The mystic bond between people and place 

is a much repeated theme in their writings. Once nations are established, and nationalism be-

comes banal, the poets are typically replaced by prosaic politicians, and the epic ballads by gov-

ernment reports. The imagined community ceases to be reproduced by acts of the imagination. In 

established nations, the imagination becomes enhabited, and, thereby, inhibited. In this sense, the 

term 'imagined community' may be misleading. The community and its place are not so much 

imagined, but their absence becomes unimaginable. 

Even though the imagination may become banally habitual, nevertheless, the mysticism 

which posits the special people in its special place does not disappear. The flags can be waved, 

and sacrifice offered in the cause of the nation's special identity. A mayor of Salonika, cheered 

by crowds of compatriots, declares himself ready to protect his ancient nation against the idea of 

a second Macedonia; a British prime minister, whose image-makers struggle to make insipidity a 

public virtue, declares that Britain has never and will never be bullied out of its distinctive iden-

tity. The rhetoric is familiar: past sacrifices are invoked in the name of the present. 

The mystic bond, which can be overtly defended, has in the late twentieth century be-

come banal, seeping into everyday consciousness. It underwrites stodgy government documents, 

such as the Downing Street agreement on Ulster. In such prose, theory has becomes enhabited in 

a familiar grammar. Around the world, nation-states use the same basic categories for their 

'country' and their 'people'. This is part of the universal code of nationality: the particular nation 

is affirmed within a general code, which always stipulates that a particular people and particular 

homeland are to be imagined as special, and, thereby, not so special. The same linguistic root 

gives rise to the singular name of the state or country (Portugal, Peru, Pakistan); and a collective 

noun for describing the people, who supposedly possess that state (the Portuguese, the Peruvians, 

the Pakistanis). One major exception to the code is the United Kingdom, a state not peopled by 

'United Kingdonians' (the other major exception, the USSR, has already collapsed into more 

typically named segments). Significantly, the official title, the 'United Kingdom of Great Britain 

and Northern Ireland', is hardly used by its inhabitants, especially when describing themselves 

(Condor, in press; Hall, 1992). The pair 'Britain/ British' is more frequently used, although the 

English will unthinkingly substitute 'England/English' for the wider term. Such semantic habits 

reveal that the complex nomenclature of the United Kingdom permits the complex continuation 

of an English hegemony (Nairn, 1988). 

Notwithstanding the exception of the United Kingdom, the world of today is represented 

habitually as a world of countries and peoples, tightly bound in semantic unity and concrete real-
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ity. America (or at least the 'United States of) exists as the place of Americans (as if the rest of 

the geographical Americas did not exist); France as the place of the French and so on. Indeed, 

these are more than places: they are 'countries', unique totalities, populated by their unique peo-

ples. A form of semantic cleansing operates in these terms: there is no gap between the people 

and its country. If France exists - and it so obviously does - then so must the French exist; and 

similarly for Peru and the Peruvians; if there are no more Belgians, only Flemings and Walloons, 

then Belgium should exist no more. All this appears as if obvious. The bonds linking people and 

place are held firm by a universal grammar, which promises a cleansed vision of proper peoples 

in their proper places. 

Because countries are materially established in this world, the mysticism of this vision 

appears as a natural, worldly fact of national life. Much can be daily forgotten, as nations appear 

as inevitable entities, their histories of bitter hegemonic struggle hidden behind the cleanliness of 

grammatical symmetry. The language of sacrifice is easily called upon to sustain the vision. And 

when competing visions of homelands draw different boundaries around the same places, the 

rivals can dream of cleansing each other's vision, and each other's very being, from the geogra-

phy of their own imagined homeland. Then, semantic and material 'cleansing' become fatally 

united. 

Stereotyping 'Them' 

If nationalism is an ideology of the first person plural, which tells 'us' who 'we' are, then it 

is also an ideology of the third person. There can be no 'us' without a 'them'. As Henri Tajfel 

(1981) stressed, a social category, in describing who 'we'  are,  indicates  who   'we'  are  not.  

The national community can only be imagined by also imagining communities of foreigners. The 

'foreigner', in the age of the nation-state, is a specific category, not merely any 'other'. The point 

is well expressed by Julia Kristeva, who points out that, with the establishment of nation-states, 

"we come to the only modern, acceptable, and clear definition of foreignness: the foreigner is the 

one who does not belong to the state in which we are, the one who does not have the same na-

tionality" (1991, p. 96). 

Kristeva's point is an important one, for it gets to the root of the issue of whether nation-

alism should be considered as a historically specific outlook, or as an example for a more general 

outlook, in which outsiders are despised. The Galician peasants, in Fishman's story, could be said 

to have shared an inward-looking perspective, once characteristic of European peasantry. Those 

living outside the immediate locality - or the terra, to use the old mediaeval term - would be 

viewed with suspicion, if not downright hostility. This is the state of mind which Marx and 

Engels described in The Communist Manifesto as "national one-sidedness and narrow-
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mindedness" (1968, p. 39), predicting that such restricted world-views would be swept aside by 

the international spread of capitalism. 

The narrowness of mind of which Marx and Engels were writing, is often now called 

'ethnocentrism'. William Graham Sumner, in formulating the concept of 'ethnocentrism', wrote 

that "each group nourishes its own pride and vanity, boasts itself superior, exalts its own divini-

ties and looks with contempt on outsiders". Sumner went on to claim that "each group thinks its 

own folkways the only right ones, and if it observes that other groups have other folkways, these 

excite its scorn" (1906, p. 13; see LeVine and Campbell, 1970). Surely, it might be thought, 

Sumner's description fits the nationalist par excellence (Adorno et al., 1950; Forbes, 1986; Kos-

terman and Feshbach, 1989). As Gellner has written, "in a nationalist age, societies worship 

themselves brazenly and openly, spurning camouflage" (1983, p. 57). In worshipping them-

selves, nationalists disparage foreign nations. Again the question might be asked: why bother to 

insist upon the specialness of nationalism, when it can be seen as an example of something much 

older and more general - in this case, as an example of ethnocentrism? 

Marx and Engels, however, were both right and wrong in their prediction about national 

one-sidedness. They were correct in supposing that an inward-looking, one-sided perspective 

would be supplanted by an international outlook in the modern world of international capital. 

They were wrong to identify the supplanted ideology with a national consciousness. Traditional 

ethnocentrism was being swept aside, but nationalism was part of the historical force to do the 

sweeping. Most crucially, the nationalist outlook, as a product and producer of the modern world 

of nation-states, differs from the ethnocentric view, as described by Sumner. There is one par-

ticularly revealing phrase in Sumner's description: the group is scornful 4f it observes that other 

groups have other folkways'. The ingroup is presumed to be so culturally isolated and so 

wrapped within its own concerns that the outside world might be ignored. This, however, is not 

the condition of nationalism in the modern world. 

Nationalists live in an international world, and their ideology is itself an international 

ideology. Without constant observation of the world of other nations, nationalists would be un-

able to claim that their nations meet the universal codes of nationhood. Nor would they have 

ready access to stereotyped judgements about foreigners. Even the most extreme and unbanal of 

nationalists do not shut out the outside world from consciousness, but often show an obsessive 

concern with the lives and outlooks of foreigners. Hitler's Table-Talk is filled with speculations 

about the characters of different nations. One illustrative example, taken from 1942, can be 

given. Martin Bormann had apparently lent his Ftihrer a book entitled Juan in America, itself an 

indicative action. Hitler opines lengthily, while his admirers listen: 
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The British swallow everything they arc told . . . [Americans] have the brains of a hen . . . 

the German Reich has two hundred and seventy opera houses - a standard of cultural existence of 

which they have no conception . . . Spaniards and Americans simply cannot understand each other . 

. . the Americans live like sows. (1988, pp. 604-5) 

And so on. Hitler speaks a continuing stream of stereotypes, as he surveys the rest of the 

world from his camp at Rastenburg. 

Social psychologists frequently assume that narrow, bigoted thinking is characterized by 

the use of stereotypes. If the imagining of foreignness is an integral part of the theoretical con-

sciousness of nationalism, then foreignness is not an undifferentiated sense of 'Otherness' 

(McDonald, 1993). Obsessively fine distinctions can be made between different groups of for-

eigners. Indeed, debates and controversies can arise about how similar or how different various 

groups of foreigners are to 'us'. In one of the earliest studies of stereotyping, Katz and Braly 

(1935) showed the extent to which white, American college students used conventional labels to 

characterize different ethnic and national groups: Jews were mercenary, Turks were cruel, Ger-

mans efficient, etc. Later studies have indicated a decline in respondents' willingness to use such 

generalizing stereotypes (Gilbert, 1951; Karlins et al., 1969). The stereotypes of other nations 

tend not to be uniformly scornful. Some foreigners are presumed to be more meritorious than 

others. Thus, Katz and Braly found that some foreign national types, such as the Germans, were 

praised in ways which others, especially non-European nations, were not. 

Stereotypes are shared, cultural descriptions of social groups. Even respondents, who 

might themselves claim to be sceptical about the truths of the stereotypes, recognize a culturally 

shared scale of valuations (Devine, 1989). Some foreigners are identified as being stereotyped as 

more admirable, and more like 'us', than others (Hagendoorn, 1993a; Hagendoorn and Hraba, 

1987; Hagendoorn and Kleinpenning, 1991). Inglehart (1991), examining the national attitudes 

of members of European nations, found that, with the exception of Italians, members of all na-

tions rated their own nation as the most trustworthy. However, not all foreigners were rated 

equally untrustworthy. Members of small, non-Mediterranean European nations, such as Danes, 

Swiss and Dutch, tended to be rated more trustworthy, even by Mediterranean respondents. In 

short, it is commonplace that stereotyped distinctions are made between different sorts of for-

eigners. 

Public opinion polls suggest that there is nothing static in the stereotyped judgements. 

Foreign stocks can rise and fall, in accord with the movements of political crises. The favourable 

stereotypes of Germans, which Katz and Braly (1935) found, declined as the United States pre-

pared to enter the Second World War (Harding et al., 1954). Most dramatic was the change in 

American judgements of Russians, who, in 1945, switched from being heroic allies to bitterest 
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rivals (Yatani and Bramel, 1989). With the collapse of Soviet communism, the American public 

has been presented with new enemies - whether Libyans, Iraqis or Arabs in general. With pro-

longed conflicts, a 'siege mentality' can develop, in which stereotypes become rigid, and the en-

emy is demonized with regular ferocity (Bar-Tal, 1989,1990; Silverstein and Flamenbaum, 

1989). Sudden crises can produce quickly sharpened stereotypes, as, for example, the emergence 

of 'the Argie' in the British media during the Falklands War (Harris, 1985). The quickly sum-

moned stereotype will build upon older cultural myths, although there might be some initial un-

certainty how these should be combined. One member of the British war cabinet was reported as 

wondering whether the Argentinians would actually go to war, given their half-Italian and half-

Spanish ancestry. "There's no precedent", he said, because "if the Spanish half is uppermost, 

they'll fight, if the Italian, they won't" (quoted in Young, 1993, p. 278). 

Stereotypes are often means of distinguishing 'them' from 'us', thereby contributing to 

'our' claims of a unique identity. In the eighteenth century, Britain developed many of its modern 

symbols of nationhood in conscious contradistinction to French styles of nation-making (Can-

nadine, 1983; Colley, 1992). English writers debated whether there should be an English Acad-

emy, but the idea was rejected as being too French (Haugen, 1966a). The first recorded cartoon, 

depicting John Bull as an 'Englishman', also shows a Frenchman, as thin and meagre as Bull is 

fat and generous (Surel, 1989). In this case, the icongraphic stereotype of 'us' was created in con-

trastive differentiation from the stereotype of 'them'. The point is not merely a historical one, but 

there is an implicit contrast in the stereotyped judgement of 'them' (McCauley et al., 1980; Stan-

gor and Ford, 1992). Typically, people ascribe more stereotypic traits to outgroups than to in-

groups; 'we' often assume 'ourselves' as the standard, or the unmarked normality, against which 

'their' deviations appear notable (Quattrone, 1986). If 'they, the French' are stereotyped as 'emo-

tional', it is with implicit reference to 'our' presumed, non-emotional standards. Or conversely 

another group might be stereotyped as 'cold', whereas 'we' will be neither 'cold' (too cold) nor 

'emotional' (too emotional). 

There is always the possibility of projection, as Kristeva realized in her descriptions of 

'foreignness'. 'We' can claim that 'they' possess the qualities, which 'we' deny in 'ourselves'. In 

Western democracies, 'our' tolerance is much praised by 'ourselves'. Journalists and politicians, 

especially when arguing for immigration restrictions, cite 'our' tolerance, and 'their' intolerance, 

as a reason for excluding 'them', the foreigners (Barker, 1981; Van Dijk, 1991, 1992, 1993). The 

rhetoric denies 'our' prejudice and it condenses an argumentative structure, which attributes in-

tolerance to 'them': 'our' tolerance is threatened by 'their' presence; 'they' are either intolerant or 

cause intolerance; thus, 'we' seek to exclude 'them', not because 'we' are intolerant but, quite the 

reverse, because 'we' are tolerant (Billig, 1991; Wetherell and Potter, 1992). In conditions of the 
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'siege mentality', it is always the 'other' who breaks faith, acts dishonestly and starts aggressive 

spirals: 'our' actions are justified by circumstance, but 'theirs' are said to reflect a deficiency of 

character, indeed, the very deficiencies which 'we' deny in 'ourselves' (Pettigrew, 1979; Rothbart 

and Hallmark, 1988). 

It is important not to stereotype the act of stereotyping, as if ready formed judgements 

come spilling out of the mouth of the person evoking stereotypes (Billig, 1985). More is at stake 

than the ascription of characteristics to groups. Respondents have much more to say about 'them', 

the foreigners, than they are permitted to utter while completing questionnaires about stereotypes 

(Wetherell and Potter, 1992). There are multiple ways of talking about a multiplicity of 'thems', 

and the same speakers have different 'voices', or different tones, for talking about 'them'. Above 

all, the voices of the particular and the general can jostle to be heard, even as a single person, in 

making a single utterance, talks about 'them' (Billig et al., 1988). 

Van Dijk (1993) gives the example of the German Minister for the Interior arguing for 

increased immigration restrictions. The minister declares: "It belongs to this fair balance of inter-

ests that further immigration of foreigners must be restricted, because for each society there are 

limits to the ability and the readiness to integrate" (quoted p. 94). The minister, in seeking to ex-

clude 'foreigners' from 'our' homeland, is using, and seeking to be seen to use, the rhetoric of rea-

sonableness. The value of fairness is cited: this is not merely 'our' fairness, but a universal fair-

ness. The minister looks beyond the homeland, to cite a general rule about 'each society'. Thus, 

'our' interests are not merely 'our' particular interests; 'we' are claiming to act in a universally rea-

sonable way, so that 'our' society is in accord with a universal sociology, which stipulates what 

each society can and cannot do. This talk, like most academic sociology, assumes, quite natu-

rally, that 'society' is the nation, or the 'country'. 

This is characteristic of nationalist discourse in late twentieth-century democracies. As so 

often, nationalism combines the particular and the universal. 'We' claim to look beyond 'our' 

boundaries, even when seeking to close those boundaries. 'We' cite universal principles and gen-

eral laws, denying 'our' own narrowness. Thus, 'we' speak in 'our' own interests with an authority 

which appears to stretch beyond 'ourselves'. The authority, in this case, is not a deity nor a cos-

mic force. It is something much more persuasive for the nationalist consciousness. This is the 

grandeur of a sociological imperative, to which all nations - 'ours' and others - must apparently 

conform. In this way, 'we' imagine 'ourselves' and 'foreigners' to be equally ruled by the sociol-

ogy of nationhood. This governing sociology produces 'countries', in which 'we' and 'them' are 

reproduced as peoples bound both uniquely and universally to 'our' places. Armed with this vi-

sion of nationhood, not only can 'we' claim to speak for 'ourselves', but also 'we' can speak for 

'them', or for 'all of us'. 
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Imagining a Nation among Nations 

Nationalism inevitably involves a mixture of the particular and the universal: if 'our' na-

tion is to be imagined in all its particularity, it must be imagined as a nation amongst other na-

tions. The consciousness of national identity normally assumes an international context, which 

itself needs to be imagined every bit as much as does the national community: or at least the 

imagination has to become frozen in a habit of thought. Thus, foreigners are not simply 'others', 

symbolizing the obverse of 'us': 'they' are also like 'us', part of the imagined universal code of 

nationhood. Because nationalism involves this universal perspective, or this imagining of the in-

ternational world of nations, it differs crucially from the secluded ethnocentric mentality. 

Historically, the rise of nationalism entailed the creation of internationalism. Robertson 

has claimed that nationalism involves 'the universaliza-tion of particularism and the particulari-

zation of universalism' (1991, p. 73; see also Robertson, 1990, 1992). He argues that historically 

"the idea of nationalism (or particularism) develops only in tandem with internationalism" (1991, 

p. 78). The era of the nation-state is not characterized by growing isolation of national polities. 

Quite the contrary, the emergence of the nation-state coincides with the emergence of interna-

tional relations (Der Derian, 1989). The Congress of Vienna in 1815, at which the powerfully 

victorious nations of Europe decided upon their continent's map, was the first modern interna-

tional political settlement: it provided rules for the operation of frontiers, the exchange of envoys 

and navigation on international rivers (Hinsley, 1986). The Congress heralded not merely the era 

of the sovereign nation-state, but that of the international system, in which each state officially 

recognizes the internal sovereignty of its neighbours. By virtue of its sovereignty, each state be-

comes "one among other states which rule their communities in the same sovereign way" 

(Hinsley, 1986, p. 225). To this day, 'the global political order' continues to be based upon the 

assumption of sovereign nation-states existing in mutual recognition (Giddens, 1990). As 

Wallerstein (1987) argues, the racism and chauvinism developed in this new order differs from 

earlier prejudices of xenophobia, which were based upon rejection and fear, rather than constitu-

tional separation and hierarchy. 

Not surprisingly, the new forms of community necessitated the production of new dis-

courses. Traditional ways of talking were inadequate for a world which was creating a system of 

interrelating sovereign nations. Thus it was that Jeremy Bentham, not for the only time in his 

life, invented a word - one which today possesses such linguistic solidity, and such apparently 

concrete signification, that it is hard to imagine it ever absent from the vocabulary. In An Intro-

duction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation (1789/1982), Bentham discussed the need for 

the laws of different nations to coincide in an "international jurisprudence". He added, by way of 
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an explanatory footnote, that "the word international, it must be acknowledged, is a new one, 

though it is hoped sufficiently analogous and intelligible" (1982, p. 296, emphasis in original). 

In this new nationalist outlook, not only is the nation imagined as an integral whole, but 

so is the world, in ways that would have been unthinkable in earlier times. The whole world, no 

longer lying in the hands of the Deity or Satan, can be imagined as a natural order of independent 

nations. Moreover, the 'natural' order of nations could be imagined to be subverted by interna-

tional conspirators. The British cartoonist James Gillray depicted this fear in his famous 'The 

Plumb Pudding in Danger' (1805). Pitt and Napoleon are seated at a dinner table carving up the 

globe for themselves. Gillray's cartoon was much copied throughout Europe, inspiring many imi-

tations (Hill, 1966). As Gillray's image was enjoying huge success, so conspiracy theories were 

being formulated: de Barruel and Robison were claiming that the freemasons were taking over 

the world, overthrowing the old orders of the aristocracy and seeking to mix the 'naturally' sepa-

rate nations (Lipset and Raab, 1970; Roberts, 1974). Fantastic though these ideas of world con-

spiracy might seem, they have had a powerful hold in the past 200 years (Finn, 1990,1993; 

Graumann and Moscovici, 1987). 

Nazism, the most virulent of all nationalism's forms, involved more than the imagining of 

stereotypes about 'us', the master race, and 'them', the inferiors. The stereotypes on their own did 

not lead to a policy of systematic extermination. There was also a global story of conspiracy: the 

whole world was imagined to be falling into the grip of Jews, who were seeking to destroy races 

and nations (Billig, 1989a; Cohn, 1967; Katz, 1980; Poliakov, 1974). The covers of anti-semitic 

tracts portrayed the image of Jewish hands grasping the world, in a manner resembling Gillray's 

image of Pitt and Napoleon. The mixture of conspiratorial and racial themes ensured that Nazi 

ideology contained an internal dynamic for extermination: the world could only be saved by de-

stroying the conspirators, who were driven to world conspiracy by their unchanging and un-

changeable racial natures. These strange notions cannot be explained away as an anachronistic 

reversal to an earlier mediaeval way of thinking. Nazism was intrinsically modern in its national-

ist depiction of an international world. 

The case of Nazism illustrates the general point that nationalism, even at its most ex-

treme, is never completely inward-looking. To claim to be a nation is to imagine one's group to 

fit a common, universal pattern. Thus, nationalism has a mimetic quality. This can be seen most 

clearly in the creation of new nations, especially those that are formed in the wake of an imperial 

collapse. Colonies, in struggling for independence, fit themselves to a mould which is not of 

their making, appropriating the model of the Western nation-state (Mercer, 1992). The universal 

principles of national sovereignty can be turned against colonial masters. John Chilembwe, dur-

ing the First World War, wrote tracts as a self-proclaimed nationalist, specifically basing his case 
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for Nyasaland's independence on the principles of the Enlightenment (Rotberg, 1966). It was a 

pattern to be much repeated in Africa and elsewhere. The leaders of independence movements 

often conceive themselves as creating a new nation on the site of the colony. For example, to 

Spartacus Monimambo, an early leader of the MPLA in Angola, political education was crucial, 

and it should be "first of all, nationalist". Talking about the revolutionary struggle shortly before 

his death, Monimambo explained: "The people must understand that we are all Angolans", so 

that "tomorrow we will have cultural unity throughout Angola" (1971, pp. 382-3). 

After independence, the new states tend to keep their colonial boundaries. The policy of 

'cultural unity' often involves, as it did in the creation of established European nations, the at-

tempt by one section of the territory to imposes its hegemony over the rest. Not surprisingly, and 

again following the European model, civil war frequently is the result. After the old order has 

been overthrown, the radical rhetoric is sometimes maintained, not to widen the focus of libera-

tion, but to bolster repression in the newly independent state (Akioye, 1994; Ihonvbere, 1994). 

As Harris (1990) points out, even nationalist movements battling against imperialist exploitation 

are marked by a deep conformism. They are essentially reformist, because their aspirations are 

limited to accepting the conventional forms of nationhood and thereby taking for granted "a 

world order of national states" (1990, p. 276). 

Nations do not have to pass a theoretical test of nationhood, showing that they possess 

some notional criterion of internal unity, whether of ethnicity, language or culture. The tests are 

concrete, based upon the ability of the state to impose order and monopolize violence within es-

tablished boundaries (Giddens, 1985, 1990). The major test is international, for the nation will 

seek recognition from established nations, who, in their turn, will recognize their own nation-

hood in the successful new claimant. In consequence, the new nation has to resemble other na-

tions to gain their recognition. It must adopt conventional symbols of particularity, which, be-

cause of their conventionality, are simultaneously symbols of the universality of nationhood. For 

example, each nation is expected to have its own flag and national anthem. The new interim con-

stitution of South Africa, which was proposed in November 1993, carefully specified that "a na-

tional anthem and flag will be introduced by an act of the new parliament" {Guardian, 18 No-

vember 1993). When Palestinian and Israeli leaders met officially for the first time in Wash-

ington, the Palestinians had to choose which of their anthems would be played {Independent on 

Sunday, 12 September 1993). The universal code forbade the playing of two anthems for one na-

tion: becoming a 'proper' nation would mean selecting a single 'official' anthem. 

A national anthem is a universal sign of particularity. The conventions of the oeuvre de-

mand that the uniqueness of the nation be celebrated in a universally stylized manner. The old 

Soviet anthem fitted praise for communism into a celebration of the nation and its people. Tts 
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chorus proclaimed: "Sing to our motherland, home of the free, Bulwark of peoples in brother-

hood strong!" Its author, Sergei Mikhalkov, is quoted as saying that "an anthem is a prayer sung 

by people worshipping their country" and "every nation must have this prayer" {Independent on 

Sunday, 14 February 1993). After the Soviet system fell, the words of the old anthem were 

deemed inappropriate for the new Russia. Accordingly, the government announced a competition 

for a new anthem. Recognizing this to be a minor modern art form, whose aesthetics transcend 

political divisions, the government appointed the elderly Mr Mikhalkov to select the winning 

entry. Whatever his past political mistakes, he could be trusted to recognize a suitable prayer for 

the nation. 

National anthems not only fit a common pattern, but it is part of their symbolism that 

they are seen to do so. They flag the nation as a nation among nations, as flags themselves do. 

Each flag will have its own particular symbols like the chakra-dhavaja, or wheel, in the Indian 

flag, or the Protestant orange and Catholic green in the flag of Eire. Even as a flag indicates par-

ticularity, with its own individual patterns (whether the Stars and Stripes, the Union Jack, the 

Tricolor or whatever), it also flags its own universality. Each flag, by its conventional rectangu-

lar pattern, announces itself to be an element of an established, recognizable series, in which all 

the flags are essentially similar in their conventions of difference. The odd exception, like the 

pennant-shaped flag of Nepal, only serves to confirm the general rule. New nations, in designing 

their flags, tend to follow heraldic convention of colour as well as shape: they avoid certain 

shades like shocking pink and kingfisher blue (Firth, 1973). The hoisting of the newly designed 

flag indicates that another nation has joined the club of nations: 'we' have become like 'you' (no 

longer 'them'); 'we' are all nations, with 'our' flags and 'our' anthems, 'our' seats in the United Na-

tions, and 'our' participation, with appropriately designed vests, at Olympic Games and World 

Cups. 

This international consciousness is integral to the modern consciousness of nationalism. 

The banal symbols of 'our' particularity are also banal symbols of 'our' universality. Nationalism 

does not provide a single way of talking about the world. In consequence, there are infinite dis-

cursive possibilities for talking about 'us' and 'them': and, indeed, 'you'. 'We' are not confined to 

simple differentiating stereotypes, which downgrade the foreigner as the mysterious Other. For-

eign nations are like 'ours', but never completely alike. 'We' can recognize 'ourselves' in 'them'; 

and, there again, 'we' can fail to recognize 'ourselves'. 'We' can become allies, 'they' becoming 

'you'; and 'we' can become enemies. And 'we' can debate amongst 'ourselves' about the value of 

'our' allies. 'We' can accuse 'them' of threatening 'our' particularity or of failing to act like proper, 

responsible nations like 'we' do. And 'we' can claim that 'they', in threatening 'us', threaten the 

idea of nationhood. In damning 'them', 'we' can claim to speak for 'all of us'. 
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Syntax of Hegemony 

The infinite possibilities for talking nationally about 'us', 'you' and 'them' illustrate the di-

lemmatic character of nationalism. It is a mistake to think that an ideology is characterized by a 

single voice, or a particular attitudinal position. In common with other ideologies, nationalism 

includes contrary themes, especially the key themes of particularism and universal-ism. Its con-

trary themes provide the wherewithal for dilemma and, thus, for controversy and debate (Billig 

et al., 1988). The debate, however, is conducted within parameters that take nationhood for 

granted as the natural context of the universe. In this sense, the argument is conducted within, 

and not against, nationalism. 

This is easy to overlook if nationalism is seen in a restricted sense, which expects the 

ideology to be represented by the 'pure' tones of irrationality, small-mindedness and opposition 

to internationalism. Nationalism has always had its own, nationalized voice of reason and of he-

gemony. The national principle of sovereignty has presented itself as a reasonable principle; and 

within the history of nationalism, one part of the imagined national whole has always sought to 

present itself as the universal voice of the whole. When a leader claims that 'we are all Angolans' 

(or all Americans, Peruvians - it matters not) and that a cultural unity needs to be created, the 

leader is speaking in a voice which is not particularly Angolan (or whatever). Also, in attempting 

to construct a national, cultural unity, one part - one aspect of the cultural and linguistic mosaic - 

will become the dominant, metonymic representation of the whole. As was discussed in Chapter 

2, other ways of being national will be repressed, forgotten or relegated to the status of dialect. 

Mikhail Bakhtin (1981) claimed that utterances generally contain different voices, often 

simultaneously voicing 'centripetal' and 'centrifugal' tendencies. Nationalist utterances could be 

said to comprise universal (centripetal) elements and particularist (centrifugal) ones. The French 

Revolution, with its claim that the French nation stood for the rights of man (sic), has been hailed 

as the classic example of the way that the universal aspirations ot the bnhghtenment could be 

given national expression (for example, Kedourie, 1966; Schwartzmantel, 1992). 'We' the 

French, linguistically and rhetorically, coincide with 'we', the whole of humanity. Some analysts 

have claimed that the combination of universal-ism and particularism was so contradictory that it 

was bound to collapse. Thus, nationalism moved towards the right, as the universal was rejected 

in favour of the particular (Dumont, 1992). 

Other examples of this apparent movement towards the right could be given. In Greece, 

the earliest nationalists, like Rhigas Velestinlis, were cosmopolitan in spirit, but their liberal na-

tionalism was brushed aside by forces of absolutism and dogmatism (Kitromilides, 1979). The 

radicalism of English patriots like John Wilkes in the eighteenth century was overtaken, in the 

following century, by a John Bull Toryism (Cunningham, 1986). So, one might think that na-
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tionalism resolves its early, internal contradictions by discarding its liberalism, and, thereby, be-

coming an internally consistent ideology. 

This sort of account has a problem. It tells of nationalism passing from universal, radical 

beginnings to parochial endings (with renewed bursts of radicalism from later anti-imperialist 

nationalisms). The problem is that the tale tends to leave nationalism exclusively in the hands of 

the right-wing. It also assumes that ideologies operate by some law of cognitive dissonance, 

which suggests that inner contradictions must inevitably be resolved, so that the contradictory 

ideology splits into two consistent parts. In the case of nationalism, there is a case for saying that 

the split between the universal and particular was never fully accomplished. Indeed, it is pre-

served in the commonplace discourses of nationalism. Right from its earliest times, nationalism 

used a 'syntax of hegemony', by which the part claimed to represent the whole. One form of 

speaking might claim to be the language of the whole nation, or one district claim to represent 

the national culture (see Chapter 2). A further extension can be made. The particular nation can 

claim to talk for the whole world: 'our' particular interests can appear as the interests of universal 

reason. The very syntax of the first person plural seems to invite such claims. 

The voice of universal reason can accompany the voice of national self-glorification in 

the most mundane, banal cliches of contemporary political discourse. Immediately after the re-

sult of the 1992 US presidential elections had been declared, the candidates gave short addresses. 

President-elect Clinton, hailing "my fellow Americans", spoke about the "clarion call for our 

country" and ended by accepting with a full heart the responsibility of being "the leader of this, 

the greatest country in human history". Outgoing President Bush used a similar rhetoric, address-

ing "all Americans", who "shared the same purpose, to make this, the world's greatest nation, 

more safe and more secure" (reported in Guardian, 5 November 1992). The self-worship of 'our' 

nation, 'our' country, as the greatest in history was not a cynical appeal for votes, for, by then, the 

polling booths had been closed. Both politicians were answering a higher rhetorical duty: they 

were aware that this is the way American presidents should speak on such occasions. Their 

phrases of national self-praise contained an unsaid implication: if there is a greatest nation in his-

tory, then so there must be all those other nations, overshadowed and imperfect. 

Bush, in conceding electoral defeat, talked about respecting "the majesty of the democ-

ratic system". This is not merely 'our' majesty, or something which might appear majestic in 'our' 

eyes; but 'our' democracy is universally 'majestic'. In speaking to 'us', his fellow Americans, 

Bush was also appealing to what rhetoricians have called 'the universal audience' (Perelman and 

Olbrechts-Tyteca, 1971; Perelman, 1979; Shotter, 1995). The speaker assumes that any audience 

of reasonable people, or the hypothetical 'universal audience', would find the arguments persua-

sive. The outgoing president spoke as if any reasonable person - whether listening or not, 
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whether American or belonging to a less than greatest nation - should recognize this majesty, 

'our' democratic majesty. The rhetoric, in reaching towards the audience of 'fellow Americans', 

also treated that particular audience as a universal audience, and the American greatness as a 

universal greatness. 

If nationalism involves imagining an international context, or international order, as well 

as imagining 'ourselves' and 'foreigners', then 'we' can claim 'ourselves' to be representing the 

interests of this international, universal order: 'we', in our great particularity, can be imagined to 

stand for 'all of us', for a universal audience of humanity. Thus, the modern nation does not go to 

war merely for particular interests, but claims to be acting in the interests of 'all nations' or the 

universal order of nations. 

Margaret Thatcher, addressing a rally of Conservative Party supporters in Britain after 

the Falklands War, spoke with the tones of national self-congratulation. The national 'we' was 

rhetorically and smugly evident. 'We' had shown "that Britain has not changed and that this na-

tion still has those sterling qualities which shine through our history". Again, the details of the 

history were deemed superfluous to the persuasiveness of the case. Yes, "Britain had rekindled 

that spirit which has fired her for generations past". At the start of the speech, the Prime Minister 

had declared that "we are entitled to be proud" because "this nation had the resolution to do what 

it knew had to be done - to do what it knew was right". She explained: "We fought to show that 

aggression does not pay and that the robber cannot be allowed to get away with his swag." And 

'we' did so with "the support of so many throughout the world" (speech delivered 3 July 1982, 

text reproduced in Barnett, 1982, pp. 149f.). 

Thus, there was a universal principle and a universal audience applauding 'us': 'we' were 

acting on behalf of a universal morality of right. 'Our' stance and the position of universal moral-

ity coincided. From the other side, a similar claim could be heard. The Argentinian news claimed 

the invasion of the Malvinas to be "a rebirth of Argentine values and simultaneously of Western 

ideals" (quoted Aulich, 1992, p. 108). 'Western ideals' metonymically stood for universal ideals 

in this statement of double hegemony. In both cases, 'our' particular rebirth, or rekindling, was 

claimed to be co-extensive with a wider, universal morality in the world of nations. 

The syntax involved in such discourse is not always straightforward. 'We' can become an 

ambiguous term, indicating both the particularity of 'we', the nation, and the universality of 'we', 

the universally reasonable world. In this way, 'our' interests - those of party, government, nation 

and world - can appear to coincide rhetorically, so long as 'we' do not specify what 'we' mean by 

'we', but, instead, allow the first person plural to suggest a harmony of interests and identities 

(Billig, 1991; Maitland and Wilson, 1987; Wilson, 1990). 
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There has been an extra theme in contemporary, international politics since the fall of the 

Soviet Union. 'A new world order' is being invoked. The claim to represent the 'world order' ap-

pears as a moral claim, which depicts some sort of unity between 'ourselves' and a universal mo-

rality. However, the universal aspect of the new order is also highly particular. As Der Derian 

(1993) points out, the term 'new world order' started appearing in George Bush's speeches in Au-

gust 1990 and "it was used to describe an American-led, United Nations-backed system of col-

lective security" (p. 117). For example, Bush announced to a joint session of Congress, on 11 

September 1990, the new world order to be "an era in which the nations of the world, East and 

West, North and South, can prosper and live in harmony". As was mentioned in the opening 

chapter, this is an order of nations in which one particular nation seeks a leading role. 

The new world order is producing its own commonplace discourses, which routinely re-

peat reassuring ambiguities. However, the syntax, by which 'we', the United States, lay claim to a 

leading role, is of necessity complex. In claiming to represent international principles of justice, 

order and sovereignty, 'we', as an individual nation, cannot directly lay claim to the world: 'we' 

cannot appear as a Pitt or a Napoleon tucking into the global plum pudding. 'We' must locate 

'ourselves' humbly within that world. 'We' must recognize the rights of others, whilst speak-

ing'for these others, and while reminding 'ourselves' that 'we', the greatest nation in history, stand 

for 'our' own interests. 

When President Clinton spoke of US military intervention in Haiti, he declared that "the 

military authorities in Haiti simply must understand that they cannot indefinitely defy the desires 

of their own people as well as the will of the world community". He went on: "that path holds 

only suffering for their nation and international isolation for themselves" (quoted in Guardian, 

16 October 1993). The American President was speaking in the voice of universal morality: there 

was a right and a wrong way for nations to behave; and 'the international community', for which 

he was speaking, upholds the right way, as if it could be imagined as a single actor with a single 

will. But this was not all. In the same speech, the President commented on "important American 

interests at stake in Haiti". These included the restoration of democracy and the security of 

American citizens. 'Our' particular, nationally defined, interests were represented as coinciding 

with the universal morality of the 'international community'. 

General Colin Powell, the chief of US military staff, commented that American with-

drawal from Somalia "would be devastating to our hopes for the new world order and our ability 

to participate in multinational organisations to deal with problems like this" {Guardian, 11 Sep-

tember 1993). 'Our ability to participate' clearly refers to the US participation at the head of mul-

tinational operations. But 'our hopes for the new world order' are more ambiguous: they are not 

merely US hopes, although they include such hopes, but they are also the hopes of all reasonable 
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people. These hopes - and the world order itself- rest upon 'us', the Americans, the reasonable 

people of the world. Through unremarkable cliche and a syntax which does not draw attention to 

itself, the unity of all 'our' hopes and 'our' American world is economically depicted. 

These ambiguities were apparent in the speeches made by President Bush during the Gulf 

War. As he announced that the US, together with its coalition partners, was attacking Iraqi 

forces, the blurring of 'we' was apparent. Sometimes, 'we' were clearly American: "our sons and 

daughters" were going to war; and Bush was careful to mention the damage which Hussein had 

done to "our economy", or our interests. Sometimes 'we' were the coalition: "we will not fail". 

Sometimes it was a universal 'we', which could have been either the nation or the coalition or 

both: "when we are successful . . .  we will have a real chance at this new world order" (speech 

delivered 16 January 1991, text in Sifry and Cerf, 1991, pp. 311f.). At times, 'we' seemed to be 

equated with 'the world'. Bush mentioned particular American soldiers: "Tonight, America and 

the world are deeply grateful to them and their families." 'The world', of course, did not include 

Iraq. 

'Our' enemies do not merely oppose 'us', in 'our' particularity, but they can be said to op-

pose the very moral order which 'we' claim to represent. Accordingly, 'they' are demonized as 

more than just a foreign 'them' (Edelman, 1977). Nation-states may commit far more violence 

than terrorists, but the figure of the international terrorist is used to represent a threat to moral 

order and reasonableness itself (Reich, 1990). Each terrorist act threatens more than individual 

lives: it challenges the monopoly of violence, claimed by nation-states. Similarly, nations and 

their leaders can be placed outside this order of nations. Saddam Hussein stood beyond the moral 

order, which Bush was depicting and laying claim to lead. According to Bush, "while the world 

waited", Saddam Hussein raped and plundered a tiny nation; "while the world waited" Saddam 

added chemical weapons to his arsenal; "while the world waited", Saddam did damage to our and 

the world's economy (Sifry and Cerf, 1991, pp. 312-13). Repetitively, Bush placed his enemy 

outside the world, accomplishing rhetorically what Gillray had depicted graphically: the enemy 

was not of the world, but was playing with the world. 

This rhetoric suggests that those nations that oppose 'us' are more than parochial competi-

tors: they can be transformed into enemies of international morality. Thus, Libya and Iraq, in US 

rhetoric, are not merely rivals or strange foreigners with different folkways. Like the Soviets be-

fore them, they are demonized as threats to the moral order of the world itself (Silverstein and 

Flamenbaum, 1989). This order is explicitly a world of nations. Its enemies - nations themselves, 

as well as 'terrorists' - are the obverse of 'the universal audience': they are depicted as the univer-

sal enemy. 
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In the rhetoric of the new world order, the theoretical consciousness of nationalism is re-

produced in the banal, commonplace cliche of the contemporary politician. This consciousness 

includes assumptions about how a nation should behave; how 'we' should behave; and the world, 

or the whole 'international community', should behave. Debate on these matters of behaviour is 

narrowed into the framework of nationhood. There is another theme. A nation that seeks interna-

tional hegemony must deny that it is nationalist. It must claim to speak with the voice of univer-

sality, whilst protecting its own particular interests. Thus, the familiar syntax of hegemony slides 

together 'our' different identities. In this sense, the politics of international hegemony, as well as 

the politics of national hegemony, is a form of identity politics. Its rhetoric habitually assumes 

that there is an identity of identities. 

[Billig, Michael. Banal Nationalism (London: Sage, 1996), Ch. 4: pp. 60-92] 

 

George Schoepflin 

What is the Nation? 

 

The connection between democracy and nationhood is far from being universally ac-

cepted. For most people the two are incompatible, though there has always been a body of opin-

ion that sees civic nationhood as either a component or a necessary condition of democracy. The 

analysis that follows takes this argument a stage further, in proposing that modern democratic 

nationhood relies not only on citizenship and civil society (the civic dimension of nations), but 

that ethnicity, equally, has a role to play in the equation, and that crucially, within the process of 

forming identity, the nation subsumes the state itself. In effect, the argument that follows pro-

poses that the concept of the nation must be wholly reformulated if its functioning is to be prop-

erly understood. Ethnicity, far from being an exaggerated or pathological condition is essential 

to certain aspects of nationhood and thus to democracy. 

In brief, the argument to be put forward here is that democratic nationhood is composed 

of three key, interdependent elements: civil society, the state and ethnicity. These three are in a 

continuous, interactive relationship. They have different functions and roles, create different, at 

times overlapping, at times contradictory attitudes and aspirations, and through their continuous 

interaction all three are reshaped and reformulated dynamically. Hence civil society is not a 

static entity, a state of affairs that has been reached and is then established for good, but is fluid, 

shifting, conflictual, responsive to changes in politics and vulnerable to hostile pressures. It fol-

lows from the above that none of the three processes should be analysed outside its context of 

interdependence. Their modes of operation are certainly autonomous and conceptually distinct 

from one another, but are simultaneously influenced by the interactivity sketched above. Fur-
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thermore, the contours, contents and processes of each are equally affected by its own actions, 

aspirations, successes and failures, not to mention its traditions and rituals. The cognitive and 

operational range of each process, then, is far from unlimited, but is bounded by the other actors 

on the stage and by the way in which it understands its own history. 

This approach to disentangling the nature of democratic nationhood is restricted to the 

three main dimensions already noted: civil society, the state and ethnicity. However, it should be 

noted that increasingly in Europe in the 1990s, a fourth, international, dimension is gaining in 

influence. European citizenship, other international organisations and the activities of NGOs are 

impacting on how a civil society shapes its ideas and purposiveness. The functioning of Euro-

pean institutions and the response to European integration have clearly begun to reshape attitudes 

and values and thus form identities. In this sense, Europe is a part of the normal political land-

scape of identity formation, even if it is only the negative pole of identification. This interna-

tional dimension will only be touched on fleetingly in this analysis, but its significance should 

not be underestimated. What is vital to recognize is that the relationships generated by these four 

dimensions are causal, reciprocal and conditioning; and that they impact at both the explicit, 

overt level and at the unconscious, implicit one. 

State and civil society  

To start requires a brief look at the much-discussed relationship of state and civil society. 

In some analyses, this relationship is depicted as a zero-sum game, so that the stronger the state, 

it is suggested, the weaker civil society is. Indeed, in some libertarian arguments, the state seeks 

actively to oppress civil society. This assessment is too restrictive and will not be adopted here. 

Rather, given the emphasis on the reciprocal relationship between state and civil society, it is 

their mutual impact that isdeemed significant. In effect, it is hard to conceive of civil society ac-

tually functioning successfully without the state. The citizen, the agent and subject of politics, is 

simultaneously constrained by the state and protected by it. The state plays an important role in 

providing the integrative framework within which civil society operates and the latter cannot 

function properly without that.  That framework, which must include a solemnised set of rules by 

which the political contest is played out, must be accepted as valid by all and must be adminis-

tered 

in as neutral a fashion as is consistent with the shared culture of the society in question. 

This would clearly include the rule of law and the ability of the state to create a degree of coher-

ence without which civil society would rapidly become uncivil and potentially decline into chaos 

or anomie. But equally, civil society must be free to challenge the state in order to preclude the 

bureaucratic rationality of state action from attaining the kind of paramountcy that would gener-

ate rigidity. 
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Historically, modern citizenship — the package of legal, political, social, cultural and 

economic rights and duties that regulate the relationship between rulers and ruled—is the out-

come of the rationalizing activity of the rising modern state, accelerating from the seventeenth 

century onwards.1 This activity sought to extend and to intensify the power of the state over the 

population under its rule. This was the key moment of change. The rise of the modern, rational-

izing, classifying, interventionist state, with a much increased capacity to implement its will, 

meant that a whole variety of previously diverse practices within a given territory, but under the 

same ruler, were coming under pressure to be made more coherent, unified, more easily ruled. 

Administrative, coercive and extractive (i.e. taxation) procedures were homogenised in the 

name of greater efficiency. State capacity was considerably improved. 

This transformation of the state brought about changes in the attitudes and responses of 

society: broadly towards acceptance of the rationalisation but with a demand for greater control 

over the state's claimed monopoly of taxation and coercion. The new modes of exercising power 

required new modes of legitimation. Crucially, universal consent to be ruled became a factor of 

politics. This was a radical, even revolutionary, shift with far-reaching implications. Popular 

sovereignty was the necessary response to the intensification of state power; the functioning of 

the ever growing regulation by the state needed ever higher inputs of consent if the regulation 

was to be efficient. Without consent, the mounting complexity of the state would make its opera-

tion weaker; instead of coherence there would be confusion as society resisted actively or pas-

sively. The state, if it was not to be undermined by repeated challenges from countervailing 

forces, had to pay heed to the aspirations of its subjects, which were only partly shaped by it. 

Without this consent, the state was obliged to impose and validate its own rationality in the exer-

cise of power; this inevitably tended towards a one-sidedness, an absence of feedback, a reduc-

tionism and bureaucratic rigidity that were hostile to innovation, found technological change 

hard to cope with, prefered the pursuit of bureaucratic interests and were ultimately self-

defeating in terms of the exercise of power. The more or less reluctant recognition that reciproc-

ity of rights and powers2 existed for all - as distinct from those who had this right as a privilege 

of birth - gave the state its modern form. 

Legitimacy was now likewise a two-way process, rather than dynastic or religious, and 

the ruler had to accept that this legitimacy would have to be renewed regularly through transpar-

ent procedures. Consent had to extend to competing rationalities, aspirations and visions of the 

future. In states ruled by ideological monopoly, customarily a vision of harmony, the evolution 

of contest and alternatives were relatively easily marginalised. Such a state of affairs tended to 
                                                 
1 W.H. McNeill, Tlte Pursuit of Power (Oxford: Blackwell, 1983). 
2 Jeno Sziics, V&zlat Europa harotn tdrteneti regiojarol (Budapest: Magveto, 1983), partly translated as 'Three His-
torical Regions of Europe' in John Keane (ed.), Civil Society and the State (London: Verso, 1988), pp.291-332. 



 47

favour the development of a bureaucratic mindset protected by overt rules of its own devising, a 

closed corporate culture and identity to be imposed on the ruled, and consequent cognitive clo-

sures that left the state incapacitated when obliged to respond to the shock of the new. 

The transformation had another, usually undiagnosed consequence. If the system needed 

ever higher inputs of consent to make it efficient, if not viable in the long term, this necessarily 

implied that all members of society were now given power, potentially and symbolically and of-

ten in concrete terms. This inevitably brought changes to the nature of identity politics. Whereas 

in pre-modern polities, ethnicity was not a very significant factor because very few people were 

actively involved and they could arrange political power around other criteria, the mass politics 

of citizenship utterly changed this. Rigid elite politics had to give way to negotiations of enor-

mous complexity to take collective opinions into account. If everyone was politically empow-

ered, popular prejudices would find a role in the scheme of things. Access to power for all meant 

a new contest for power, with new rules and new threats to order and coherence. Trust had to be 

renegotiated across ethnic boundaries, which required new skills. In the new mass order, sym-

bols were bound to acquire a greater significance in sustaining a uniform system; public contests 

for power grew more contorted with the ever greater number of actors, so the role of symbols 

and rituals was intensified, in order to establish clarity and coherence. Thus the cultural plural-

ism of the pre-modern past in which different groups could readily coexist had simply become 

irrelevant. Indeed, multi-ethnicity could now act as a source of friction, when different ethnic 

groups were seen as having or demanding access to power, to real and symbolic resources. 

Hence occupationally differentiated ethnicity, a source of stability in pre-modern polities, grew 

to be a serious burden as newly enfranchised groups questioned why people who defined them-

selves differently but lived side by side with them and whose solidarities they could not rely on 

should be politically or economically or culturally favoured. 

Rule by consent permits a continuous and dynamic interaction between rulers and ruled. 

The problem, then, was how to achieve consent under the new conditions.1 And logically the 

problem of consent raises the problem of dissent-what is to be done if a section of the population 

withdraws its consent to be ruled over a period of time, if it repeatedly demonstrates that it 

wishes to be ruled differently but cannot change the system? Equally, the problem of consent 

raises the question of trust, for if there is no trust, then the rulers will be extremely reluctant to 

share power with the ruled, for fear that they will be swept away and liquidated.2 

A good deal of theoretical analysis emphasises the civic contract as the key instrument 

for regulating the new relationship between rulers and ruled. But the civic contract is only a 
                                                 
1 A.W. Orridge, 'Varieties of Nationalism' in Leonard Tivey (ed.), The Nation-State: The Formation of Modern Poli-
tics (Oxford: Martin Robertson, 1981), pp.39-58. 
2 John Hall, Coercion and Consent (Cambridge: Polity, 1994). 
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metaphor and does not provide answers for the dilemmas sketched above. Hence the answers 

have to be sought elsewhere, at a deeper, less self-evident level. In this context, it is important to 

understand that certain social and political processes are implicit rather than explicit, that every 

community encodes its regulation in tacit as well as overt codes of behaviour, which then come 

to constitute a part of its cultural reproduction.1 

Consent to be ruled 

The proposition here is that the deep foundations for the consent to be governed are gen-

erated by and vested in the bonds of solidarity that are encoded in ethnicity. Where a set of val-

ues and identity are broadly shared between different social strata, where they regard one another 

as sharing certain commonalities and respond to the same symbols, where they take the view 

that, whatever may divide them, they do share certain key moral aims and obligations, the basis 

for a redistribution of power becomes a less hazardous enterprise. A society and polity must not 

only rely on solidarity, but it must organise itself in such a way as to reproduce it. There must be 

a strong publicly shared and privately internalised classification of norms and values.2 Under 

pre-modern conditions, the level of consent was lower and affected fewer people, so that ethnic 

identities were less of a factor in the relationship between state and society, but the growth of 

state power and capacity generated the need for a new basis of trust. Why this trust should have 

been argued in the language of nationhood is explained by the particular phenomenon of Euro-

pean political language. The right to participate in politics was accorded the members of the na-

tio, the body politic (corpus politicum); the demand corresponding to the expanded power of the 

modern state was that all the subjects of the ruler should be considered members of the nation.3 

Initially, this was a civic concept, but the pressure for the radical redistribution of power required 

that nationhood be given an ethnic content. Where this ethnic content was absent, the redistribu-

tion of power could not take place or the state was divided. The failure of Royal Prussia — Ger-

man-speaking but subject to the Polish crown - as a state, illustrates this process vividly.  

By the same token, the trust that is engendered in this way makes it possible for those af-

fected by the ever-expanding activities of the modern state to accept it as being a necessary part 

of being ruled. It comes to be seen as the 'normal and natural' political order and provides the 

fundamental legitimacy of the state which, crucially, is not questioned. Once this tacit accept-

ability of the state is attained, the question of consent is removed from the agenda, because it is 

made automatic, indeed axiomatic. This process is, therefore, the most effective way of creating 

consent; in reality it preempts dissent. The attainment of this consent does not, however, mean 
                                                 
1 Mary Douglas, Implicit Meanings (London: Routledge, 1975). 
2 Mary Douglas How Institutions Think (Syracuse University Press, 1986), p.96. 
3 John Keane, 'Nations, Nationalism and the European Citizen', Filosovski Viestnik/Acta Philosophica (Ljubljana), 
vol.14, no.2 (1993), pp.35-56. 
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that it will stay off the agenda for ever. In certain circumstances, a consensual state may come to 

be questioned by a minority which, for whatever reason, rediscovers its own, separate identity 

and withdraws its previously given consent. The outcome of such a division may be state failure, 

which—as will be argued —is far more common in Europe than is generally recognised. 

It follows that the modern state has an interest in promoting a degree of ethnic homoge-

neity, notably by using the state educational system.1 The reciprocal relationship between the 

state and ethnicity is a real one. It is not contended in this assessment that the state is actually 

capable of creating an ethnic identity out of nothing, but where it establishes what might be 

termed a working relationship with an ethnic identity, the state can shape, enhance, promote and 

protect it. The difficulty arises when the state finds that it is unable to impose its ethnicised codes 

on a group which has acquired a separate ethnic consciousness sufficient to generate its own cul-

tural reproduction. In such circumstances, which are common enough, either some kind of a 

compromise is reached and the rulers of the state are prepared to share the state with other 

groups or, if the competing ethnic group has the territorial cohesion, it can opt for secession. The 

dynamic of state action sustains and develops  ethnic  consciousness; usually the one dominant 

ethnic group imposes its ethnic vision on the state to create an etatic identity and this is then im-

posed in turn on all the ethnic groups in that territory. That, in essence, is the building of the 

modern nation state. 

The overall outcome of this somewhat obscure relationship between ethnicity and the 

state is, as implied, the acquisition of a degree of ethnic colouring by the state. When two actors 

are in continuous contact, each becomes marked by some of the features of the other. This gives 

rise to a momentous conclusion: the universalism of the state and of the citizenship that depends 

upon it is more apparent than real. Both will be lightly, or less lighdy, ethnicised. French citizen-

ship is permeated by French ways of doing things, French codes, French points of reference and 

a French perception of what is 'normal and natural'.2 This proposition can be applied elsewhere, 

to other states, including some of the most deeply civic and democratic polities. Ethnicity does 

not, then, vanish in the civic states of Western Europe; it merely slips out of sight. Nor is ethnic-

ity necessarily destructive of democracy. But it can undermine democracy when either the state 

or civil society, or both, is too weak to contain it, and hence ethnic criteria are used for state and 

civic purposes. 

Citizenship 

What then happens to citizenship demands further attention. Citizenship is defined in this 

analysis as the package of overt legal, political, institutional, economic and other analogous rela-
                                                 
1 Ernest Gellner, Nations and Nationalism (Oxford: Blackwell, 1983). 
2 Eugen Weber, Peasants into Frenchmen: The Modernization of Rural France, 1870-1914 (London: Chatto and 
Windus, 1977). 
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tionships that bind society and the individual to the state and which govern political relationships 

within society. For the most part, citizenship is explicit, open to questioning directly and subject 

to continuous political engagement. It is through the rules of citizenship — informal as well as 

formal — that civil society finds expression. In this realm, there are the procedures, the mecha-

nisms, the provisions that make power transparent and predictable. In monoethnic states or states 

which perceive themselves as monoethnic (i.e. where the existence of minorities is screened out) 

arbitrary power will not be so threatening, as the basic constitution of solidarity is not signifi-

cantly open to competition. Societies in this position can live with a fair degree of chaos, like 

Russia in the 1990s. The rules are vital, therefore, for without the stabilising element of citizen-

ship, the exercise of power becomes arbitrary and generates insecurity; this insecurity then reacts 

on ethnicity and can give rise to a sense that one's ethnic identity is threatened. That in turn can 

trigger off a radical narrowing of perspectives, an ideologisation, a deep-seated intolerance born 

of the fear that one's ethnic identity is in danger. This phenomenon is found when the state is too 

weak to protect civil society or sees no interest in doing so. The combination of state and ethnic-

ity when used against civil society is what usually underlies nationalist excesses - the shift to-

wards ethnicisation of politics — when all or virtually all power is exercised by ethnic criteria. 

Hence, those aspects of citizenship that impinge upon the ethnic underpinning of the state 

are evidently difficult to deal with through civic codes. The language of the state is manifestly 

one of these, for language has at least two functions: it is the medium of communication through 

which the individual relates to the state; but is also one of the pivotal instruments of ethnic re-

production, part of the process by which an ethnic identity is articulated and sustained. The inter-

action between the civic and ethnic dimensions of language is one of the most frequent sources 

of conflict in the modern state.1 Members of ethno-linguistic minorities will claim access to the 

rights of citizenship in both dimensions and thereby challenge the ethnic codes of the majority. 

Often, majorities will try to delegitimate these demands by reference only to the civic or state 

dimension, that the language of a particular state is, say, Ruritanian and that all citizens, as citi-

zens, must learn the language of the state; this disingenuously ignores the problem of minority 

cultural reproduction. The solution to this admittedly difficult problem is to include all the ethnic 

communities within the area of the state in the codes of citizenship and to accept that citizenship 

will be coloured by more than one ethnicity. In practice, this is extremely difficult to achieve, 

precisely because much of this activity takes place at the implicit, indirect level, rather than the 

overt one where the codes of citizenship rule. 

                                                 
1 George Schopflin, 'Aspects of Language and Ethnicity in Central and Eastern Europe', Transition, vol.2, no.24 
(November 1996), pp.6-10. 
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Without citizenship, then, cultural reproduction is endangered, because of the unpredict-

ability of power, even while without ethnicity consent to be ruled is hard to establish. And with-

out the state, the framework for citizenship cannot operate. Hence the key proposition in this 

analysis is that citizenship, ethnicity and the state exist in mutual interdependence. The ideal 

situation occurs when a threefold equilibrium has come into being. This is a necessary condition 

of democracy. Thus in situations where only two of the three elements are present, the use of 

democratic instruments like elections, even if free and fair, will not produce democracy, but 

some hybrid like consensual semi-authoritarianism. Croatia in the first half of the 1990s exem-

plified this instance.1 Where state, citizenship and ethnicity are all weak, as in Belarus, the exis-

tence of independent statehood is strongly questioned by its inhabitants. GeneraUy, where both 

civil society and the state are weak, ethnicity flourishes and democracy will not be easy to sus-

tain, as is the case with post-communism generally.2 

It should be understood, however, that as the triad of relationships (state-citizenship, 

state-ethnicity, citizenship-ethnicity) is dynamic, the equilibrium does not have to be perfect. A 

wide variety of solutions is possible. In Europe today, there is a highly fluid state of affairs, a 

questioning of received wisdom. After 1945 political systems were significantly etatised through 

the establishment of the welfare state and this is now under challenge. This can give rise to dif-

ferent models of democracy, with different forms of equilibrium. France can be said to have a 

strong state, strong ethnicity and a civil society that is weaker than the state, with the result that 

French civic consciousness is markedly ethnicised. In Italy, there is an inefficient state, a well 

articulated civil society and a strong ethnicity, with the result that much social action is citizen-

ship-driven but without the equilibrating function of the state. England (not Britain) has a high-

capacity state (which is growing stronger), a weakening civil society and a strong but implicit 

ethnicity; the outcome has been the growing etatisation of identities. 

Challenges to the state, however, bring the danger of state failure in their wake. There are 

various roads to state failure, but the collapse of a multiethnic state has been the commonest in 

Europe (Austria-Hungary, Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia). In a sense it can be argued that the pe-

riod 1945-89 was unique in European history in that it was free of state failure, but otherwise 

virtually every European state has experienced it. The criteria of state failure used in this analy-

sis are: complete disappearance (Montenegro); the loss or addition of territory; major upheaval 

or discontinuity, like foreign occupation, the aftermath of war or civil war; and possibly decolo-

nisation, the loss of empire. In each case, the state is to some extent incapacitated or loses con-

sent and is unable to provide the security that its citizens expect of it. 
                                                 
1 Vesna Pusic, 'Dictatorship with Democratic Legitimation: Democracy versus Nation', East European Politics and 
Societies, vol.8 no.3 (Fall 1994), pp.383-401. 
2 Leslie Holmes, Post-Communism: An Introduction (Cambridge: Polity, 1997). 
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The incorporation of new territories within the boundaries of the state is a complex and 

difficult operation for the modern state. It adds new citizens with different aspirations and ways 

of life (even when there is no ethnic difference), thereby disrupting established bureaucratic pat-

terns and weakening state capacity. This can dilute the bonds of citizenship and intensify ethnic 

allegiances. In practice, though few people recognise it in this way, the addition of territory is 

much more of a burden than it appears at first sight. The belief that territorial expansion is a 

source of greater power is a misconception left over from early modern or pre-modern times, 

when the switching of territory from ruler to ruler was much easier and more common. Cur-

rendy, the values, attitudes and identities that come into being in response to a particular state are 

long lasting,1 making the integration of new territory complex and painful. Indeed, the identity 

created by experience of a previous state persists and integration is seldom fully achieved. Eth-

nicity is self-evidently insufficient for this purpose as the case of German reunification shows. 

Romania and Poland both show traces of their previous state experience to this day; even Alsace 

has retained some of the features that it acquired as a part of the Reich before 1918. In fact, by 

accepting that the state is much more contingent than it seems and, therefore, a part of the nor-

mal pattern of political change, it becomes possible to see a very large number of state failures in 

twentieth century Europe and to deduce from this that in Europe, the problem of dissent or with-

drawal of consent is regularly solved by secession, rather than the acceptance of high levels of 

instability through the presence of unintegrated minorities. This idea may only occasionally be 

conceptualised in this way, but secession is legitimated overwhelmingly by reference to ethnic-

ity, which strengthens the argument that ethnicity plays a vital role in state stabilisation and sta-

bility. In the United States,on the other hand, the idea of secession is anathema (as the Civil War 

demonstrates), presumably because the integrity of the US is guaranteed by a civic contract —

the Constitution — which can only work if territorial integrity is not open to question. To this 

may be added that in certain circumstances, generally before polarisation is far advanced, con-

federal solutions or cantonisation or other forms of deconcentrating power can produce success, 

if success is measured by holding a particular state together, and provide space for civil society 

and ethnic reproduction (this, in essence, is the story of Belgium).2 

Multi-ethnicity 

Multi-ethnicity creates a whole set of problems that exacerbate the difficulties of generat-

ing consent. If ethnicity really does play the crucial role in underpinning consent as argued 

above, then in a multi-ethnic state, this consent ought logically to be impossible to attain. But 

                                                 
1 Michael Mann, 'A Political Theory of Nationalism and its Excesses' in Sukumar Periwal (ed.), Notions of National-
ism (Budapest: Central European University Press, 1995), pp.44-64. 
2 Geert van Istendael, A belga labirintus avagy a formatlansdg bdja (Budapest: Gondolat, 1994), a translation Het 
Belgisch labyrint ofdeschoonheid der wanstaltigheid (The Belgian labyrinth or the charms of formlessness). 
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while there are very real difficulties in this area of political management, they are not insuper-

able.1 In essence, the answers are to be found in various forms of power sharing and the applica-

tion of the principle of self-limitation to ethnicity, admittedly neither popular nor straightforward 

given that cultural reproduction can be seen to be threatened. The fact is that virtually every 

European state is multi-ethnic in some respects, even if the many differences among them re-

quire that a variety of solutions be considered. These must all begin from citizenship: that in a 

democratic state all citizens have equal right to cultural reproduction and to share in the material 

and symbolic goods of the state if they are to be perceived as citizens and if they are to identify 

fully with the state in question. This identification is vital if multiethnic relations are not to be 

troubled by unmanageable suspicion and distrust. 

The heart of the problem is that the codes of solidarity and cohesiveness, the nature of re-

ciprocal loyalties and bonds, implicit communication, the construction of what is regarded as 

'normal and natural' are all located in ethnic identity and, obviously, these will vary in their ex-

pression from one ethnic group to another. Here one finds fertile ground for suspicion and dis-

trust. Is it, in fact, possible for one ethnic group to trust another sufficiently to share power with 

it within one state? The answer, if all parties are sensitive to the imperative of cultural reproduc-

tion and accept that the rights that they demand for themselves must be extended to others, is 

yes. This implies that the political and institutional systems and citizenship must be set up in 

such a way as to cope with the extra burden of the continuous renegotiation of power across an 

ethnic boundary. The distribution and legitimation of power must take account of this imperative 

for majorities and minorities in order to provide for the security of both. Note, too, that cultural 

reproduction is sensitised by multi-ethnicity; the question of identity is raised on an everyday 

basis and one's understanding of 'normal and natural' is challenged daily. Without formal and 

informal regulation there is a real danger that small issues can grow very rapidly into major ones 

as ethnic ranks are closed and perspectives are narrowed. Symbolic conflicts are readily per-

ceived as an onslaught on one's cultural integrity and security. This last proposition is nicely il-

lustrated by the differences between Hungarians in Hungary and Hungarians in Rumania. For the 

former, their Hungarian identity is taken for granted as 'normal and natural'; for the latter, espe-

cially those outside the largely ethnic Hungarian Szekely counties, being Hungarian means con-

tinuous engagement with the Romanian quality of the state and with the Rumanian majority 

which results in a much more accentuated awareness of being Hungarian. 

Yet, having sketched the undoubted difficulties in this area, there are some very real suc-

cess stories and it is a common mistake to place excessive emphasis on the pathologies. In sum-

mary, where multi-ethnicity has been effectively regulated, the groups in question have agreed to 
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differ on some aspects of what constitutes loyalty to the state and they do not take these differ-

ences as vital to their existence. All the groups must have an overt and accepted loyalty to the 

integrity of the state; secession cannot be an issue. The state lives with lower levels of integra-

tion and rationalisation than it might prefer, it lives with different - and therefore unequal - solu-

tions to certain issues (e.g. education). Nor is there an insistence that the different groups actu-

ally like one another, enjoy living together or feel that they must share ethnic bonds. The differ-

ence is there but is dealt with in a non-universalist fashion. (Switzerland, Finland and Spain are 

instances.) 

To the foregoing should be added the contingent problems of the 1990s. There are three 

significant trends acting on the democratic systems of the West. 

The collapse of communism. This has meant the end of the discipline which constituted 

one of the parameters of power. Whereas before 1989 pressure from civil society for greater em-

powerment could be resisted by offstage reference to the communist threat, this is no longer ac-

cepted as legitimate. Hence the relationship between civil society and the state, which seemed to 

have been quiescent since the upheavals of 1968, is back on the agenda. At the same time, the 

end of communism has forced Western Europe to look more closely at what it means to be Euro-

pean, where Europe ends, who is European and who is not. The Jean Monnet paradigm for the 

construction of Europe has clearly run out of steam and new instruments are being debated. 

Equally, while there is near universal agreement that the states of Central and Eastern Europe 

are, indeed, a part of Europe, what this means in practice is hody contested. What are the obliga-

tions that Western Europe owes Central and Eastern Europe? Is Russia in Europe or not? And 

what should Europe do to ensure stability and democracy? And finally, the collapse of commu-

nism has also brought with it the collapse of the communist state which claimed to be the su-

preme embodiment of rationality. This has inevitably tainted by association the widely held be-

lief in the state in the West. Etatism, whether associated with the left or the right, has become 

increasingly doubted. These are all new questions which have arrived with quite some urgency 

on the agenda and demand a far-reaching reappraisal. 

Welfare and empowerment. The problem of the welfare state and the simultaneous pres-

sure for the greater empowerment of society have raised a different set of issues. As the welfare 

state paradigm has lost its effectiveness, as state capacity has declined with overload, as depend-

ency has grown, as the cost of welfare provision has risen and the labour force has stagnated, 

coupled with the causal link between the high cost of labour and high unemployment, question-

ing has correspondingly intensified. Crucially, there has been a certain loss of trust in the ability 

of the state to deliver, and with no widely accepted alternative, the prestige of the state has de-

clined. This last proposition is all the more serious, because the modern state has in many re-
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spects become the unacknowledged repository of ultimate rationality, so that the loss of faith in 

the state has much deeper implications than might appear at first sight. 

Globalisation. The impact of global processes erodes the tradition-dnven belief systems 

by which groups and individuals structure their lives and this loss of the past, in turn, creates an 

insecurity about the present and the future. The state is losing control over information, money, 

consumption, leisure, technological change and other forms of innovation. This has not made the 

state impotent, but it has changed many of its traditional tasks, especially in the provision of ma-

terial and cultural security. As time-hallowed structures have been weakened, the state, as well as 

civil society have to find a new role and new relationship, even as the parameters of action are 

shifting with great speed.1 

Finally, there is the new issue of European citizenship. In the last decade, the evolution of 

a network of transnational associations centred on the European Union has generated new forms 

and hierarchies of power, of social knowledge and information, and of political capital. Impor-

tantly, these side-step the traditionally conceived nation state and establish connections directly 

among non-state actors and with Brussels. This process of development is still at a relative early 

stage, but it is nonetheless real and will become more intensive as European integration pro-

ceeds. The significance of these processes is that existing hierarchies of power that have their 

location within the state are threatened in a way that cannot be easily delegitimated by those af-

fected (e.g. decisions of the European Court of Justice). The new instruments of empowerment 

that result can then be used to reform or reshape domestic structures. European citizenship pro-

vides new resources and creates new identities that can transform long-standing patterns (e.g. the 

far-reaching reshaping of Irish identity as a European one). Civil society will certainly benefit 

from European citizenship by having a new centre of power to which to appeal when it comes to 

dealing with the state, but it is an open question as to whether the European Union can provide 

the stabilising functions that were traditionally the task of the state. 

The whole question of consent reappears in a new guise: what is the nature of the consent 

to be ruled in the relationship between civil society and the European Union? What are the im-

plications of the democratic deficit in this context? And how will eastward enlargement effect 

further changes? What is beyond doubt is that European citizenship is also recasting ethnic iden-

tities as ethnic actors engage directly with Brussels and can use European resources in the con-

test for power at home. Overall, in this area the outlook is one of fluidity and innovation, which 

will gradually or sharply reconstitute the state, civil society and ethnicity in the Europe of the 

1990s and beyond. 
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CITIZENSHIP, ETHNICITY AND CULTURAL REPRODUCTION 

In democratic politics today, the paradigm has shifted. The focus is on citizenship, eth-

nicity and cultural reproduction, whereas in the very dim distant past, the 1980s, it was class and 

participation. Like all paradigm shifts, this is as much apparent as real, but the end of the Cold 

War has sharpened the focus and has brought different aspects of our world-view into relief. 

Problems of identity and the nature of identity politics were present throughout the period 1945-

89, but they were not seen as salient. Indeed, the dominant modes of seeing the world-liberalism 

and Marxism -were both rather dismissive of identity politics, identifying it as a regrettable left-

over from the past. 

All this has changed and we now accept that identity does have a key role to play in the 

structuring of a democratic order. This shift has posed a particular problem, I would suggest, for 

the Anglo-Saxon world-view — the United States, United Kingdom and other states of the Eng-

lish-speaking world — because in these systems, the problem of identity really had been success-

fully marginalised. One needs only to recall the collective sigh of relief when the referendum on 

a Scottish parliament was lost in the 1970s—after the rules had been rewritten to help that objec-

tive - and how no one would listen seriously to the argument that the problem had just been 

swept under the carpet, not solved. Hence the revival -real, apparent -of identity politics in the 

1990s has been unwelcome to polities that had made a single, rather cohesive conception of citi-

zenship the pivot of their identities. What I shall argue is that citizenship too is a part of identity 

politics, that it is nothing like as universal as its proponents like to think, but that without citizen-

ship, democracy becomes very difficult to sustain. 

The key to the analysis that I am proposing is that the relatively homogeneous—and ho-

mogenising — definition of citizenship which I have taken as my starting point is misleading 

because societies are becoming more complex and that complexity will ultimately find expres-

sion in the political realm. Class dealignment, the rise of education, the impact of globalisation 

and the quest for different sources of identity have all played a role here. Evidently, one can cite 

a wide variety of identities in this context, but I would like to deal with ethnicity, not least be-

cause I regard it as the central (though not the sole) constitutive matrix within which individuals 

and societies live their lives. And secondly, in this connection, no society is mono-ethnic. 

Throughout the world, both as individuals and as members of groups we are coming into contact, 

and conflict, with members of other groups. It is worth signalling at this point, that the rules for 

individual contact and those governing group contact vary, something that can give rise to con-

siderable conflict. 

My major theme is multi-ethnic polities, my primary area of interest is Central and East-

ern Europe, and I would like to suggest that some of the lessons of post-communism are of wider 
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applicability. Indeed, we can learn something about our own societies by making comparisons 

with those that are in the process — at an early stage — of building democratic systems. The 

shortcomings and successes, the functions and dysfunctions of our own systems gain greater 

clarity by comparisons of this kind. 

No one has ever said that constructing democratic systems in multi-ethnic polities is easy. 

The seductive side of Anglo-Saxon citizenship is that there really are fewer problems with a no-

tionally universal citizenship than with multi-ethnicity. Ethnicity is troublesome, it gets in the 

way, it forces politicians to adopt positions that seem unreasonable and, crucially, makes com-

promise, bargaining, dealing —the exercise of power—that much less tractable. The standard 

charge is that ethnicity, arguing from a reference to ethnic belonging, is irrational. This is the un-

thinking war-cry of the universalists, who decry difference and tacitly seek to impose their own 

agendas on others. 

The shortcomings of universalism 

I am not persuaded by this admittedly simplified and caricatured variant of universalism. 

If nothing else, had the universalists been correct in their strategic analysis, then ethnicity really 

would have faded away. Neither Marxism, which has largely faded away, nor liberalism has of-

fered an adequate answer to the question of why ethnicity persists. Without an understanding of 

the impulses which keep ethnicity in being, we cannot even begin to construct systems which 

will allow democracy to function in any recognisable form; the universalists are to that extent, I 

believe, correct in their argument that democracy and ethnicity are prima facie incompatible in a 

world where ethnicity is made the sole source of meanings. Democracy must take account of 

ethnicity and ethnicity must come to terms with democracy. 

So, why ethnicity? Why does it persist? What is it for, to put it at its simplest? I would 

like to offer an explanation from the methodology of cultural reproduction. My starting point is 

the proposition made by Mircea Eliade,1 the Romanian sociologist of religion: what societies do 

is make cosmos out of chaos. They seek to impose order on a world of conflicting, chaotic, con-

tradictory impressions and experiences. They create a world. And individuals have to belong to a 

world, otherwise they lose their humanity, their lives become -to quote someone light-years 

away from Eliade, namely Hobbes—'solitary, poor, nasty, brutish and short' (not, as has been 

unkindly suggested, 'nasty, British and short'). The essence of creating cosmos is that groups co-

here around different ways of world-making. And these different groups will therefore under-

stand the world differently. 

The communities that are so constituted will go through a number of processes that are 

broadly similar both in terms of methods and aims. They will seek to ensure that the basic con-
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stitution of the group is unchallenged, whether from within or by outsiders. They will seek rec-

ognition for themselves as human communities. In modern terms, they will expect to be accepted 

as communities of moral worth, as coequal with other such groups. And the members of the 

group will regulate their identity and all that flows from it by the definitions that they give to 

their collective existence. The community, then, is there to provide meaning —particularly an-

swers to fundamental questions of morality — to ensure coherence, predictability, stability, con-

sistency. Correspondingly, exclusion from the community is dire. Nothing could be worse. Exile 

or banishment strip the individual of his identity and thus of a part of his humanity. 

By moral regulation I mean the tacit set of prohibitions and commands by which we, as 

members of a community, live our lives. What is right, what is wrong; what pattern of behaviour 

will bring punishment and what will bring reward; and importantly it is through this regulation 

that we accept and justify our successes and failures. In parentheses, I have a suspicion that pro-

vision of rules to account for failure is central to stability, but that is a proposition which still re-

quires some thought. Our culture of change is derived from this set of rules — stable societies 

can deal with very extensive change, even the kind of rapid disembedding that is transforming 

the world, as long as there is some way of accounting for it. At its heart, moral regulation makes 

certain patterns, forms of action, responses, attitudes the norm. They make up what is 'normal 

and natural' in a community, the things that we can take for granted and do not have constantly to 

renegotiate with fellow members of the community. 

In this sense, the 'normal and natural' to which I've just referred may be contingent and 

relative in a universal perspective, but to any community in the world, it is fixed and unchanging. 

Indeed, communities will go a long way towards ensuring that certain basic norms may not be 

questioned. There will be tacit regulation for screening out certain questions, for making certain 

issues invisible. Our cognitive worlds are limited and one of the limitations is that our cognitions 

are bounded by our culture. 

Indeed, one of the difficulties with the argument put forward with such cogency by 

Ernest Gellner, who spoke so eloquently of'cognitive growth' as being at the heart of the Enlight-

enment1 and thus at the heart of our own world, is that certain things do not yield readily to cog-

nitive growth; because of the implicit processes by which we make sense of the world, when we 

subject them to rational analysis, the constitution of our world seems to slide from our grasp. We 

think we understand, allowing rationality to rule, then some new, opaque, seemingly irrational 

set of actions disturbs the picture. When some things become visible, others become invisible. 

Let me offer a tentative example. Anyone who has spent the last thirty or more years in 

England—and I mean England, not Britain — cannot but be aware of the role of class and of the 
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constant reiteration of the desirability of a 'classless society'. Yet there is absolutely no sign of 

one at all. England is every bit as much a class society as it was a generation ago, albeit, class is 

now structured differently. I think that I first began to smell a rat when I heard the phrase 'class-

less society' used favourably by a Conservative prime minister. It implied that classlessness had 

either been redefined out of existence or had lost any meaning or had some entirely different sig-

nificance. I now take the view that for the English class has a central constitutive force, that Eng-

lishness is vitally about having a place in a class hierarchy, that without such a place one loses 

the stability that comes from a class identity, and that the dynamics of Englishness make these 

processes invisible. For the English, class has many of the functions that are performed else-

where by ethnicity. An insider-outsider like myself can argue these propositions, although the 

answers I get are generally dismissive, as might by predicted. But the conventional rational 

analysis of class (made in terms of 'interests') or of the English identity (made in terms of cus-

toms) will not produce these insights because the nature of English cognitions screens them out. 

The key, I would suggest, is that the class nature of Englishness is about stability and predictabil-

ity, about status, the influence derived from status and the consequent access to power that cer-

tain social strata are able to claim — cultural reproduction in other words. 

My point in this context, therefore, is that communities govern their affairs and the lives 

of their members by both explicit and implicit codes of moral regulation. This brings me to my 

next proposition, that communities will do all they can to ensure that their set of codes is not 

threatened with elimination, that whatever happens, the community will persist. No community 

will abandon its own existence readily. Indeed, the stories of persistence through the most ex-

traordinary privations are so frequent that, if nothing else, they should give those who would de-

cry ethnicity pause for second thought. 

Let me offer you one example. A couple of years ago I attended a conference in Finland 

on the eastern Baltic. In the closing session, a man came on to the podium and, in very halting 

English, expressed his gratitide that he had been able to take part. He then said, 'Now I would 

like to speak another language' and proceeded to do just that. I recognised it as a Finno-Ugrian 

language, neither Finnish nor Estonian, but no more than that. He then said, 'I have been speak-

ing Livonian.' He paused, 'Please stand up Mr X and Mr Y.' They did so. He then continued, 'We 

are 10 per cent of all the Livonian speakers in the world.' A language group with thirty speakers 

must have very poor prospects, yet it was hard not to feel a sense of the poignancy of the deter-

mination of this tiny group to keep themselves in being as a separate cultural entity. This was the 

rationality of cultural reproduction in its rawest, purest sense in front of my very eyes. 

The persistence of identity 
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But there is more to all this than just persistence. Communities are engaged, as I sug-

gested earlier, in renewing themselves through various means of cultural reproduction. They 

construct boundaries, they employ a variety of instruments of reproduction.1 Anything can be a 

boundary, from dress and dietary codes to language and history. Symbols, rituals, celebrations, 

festivals, liturgies, monuments, statues all have this role, whether people are prepared to accept 

this or not. The 16 February is Independence Day in Lithuania and I happened then to be in Vil-

nius. Now that Lithuania has its independence again, the celebrations were rather muted: flags on 

most buildings and a firework display above the castle of the great mediaeval ruler, Gediminas. 

It was all very good-natured. But until the Lithuanians gained their independence from the Soviet 

Union, things were nothing like so relaxed. The flags are now not a protest but a reaffirmation. 

There are, clearly, various ways of reaffirming the community. What is important to note 

is that where one instrument is weak, something else will be found to take its place. Take the 

case of a community that speaks a language which is philologically the same as that spoken by 

another, neighbouring community with which it is in dispute. This is potentially dangerous, be-

cause there are not enough boundary markers to distinguish community A from community B. 

The one that feels threatened can, at that moment, decide to embark on a bit of linguistic engi-

neering and make its language as different as it can. This in brief is what the Croats are doing 

vis-a-vis the Serbs. They are creating a language with a new vocabulary which they are trying to 

make as different as they can from that used by the Serbs. 

The key elements of community go well beyond what I have sketched so far. Moral regu-

lation may be the foundation, but membership of the community has other, related dimensions. 

Central to this connection is the set of implicit and explicit obligations that one member of a 

community owes another, the bonds of solidarity. These cannot be made the subject of legisla-

tion; solidarity is a voluntary act, or at any rate so it seems. All communities are communities of 

solidarity. This factor becomes vital in moments of crisis, when the community feels itself under 

stress. Then, there is communication. We all know that we communicate better with fellow 

members of our community than with outsiders. We do not have to explain in such detail, we can 

leave certain things unsaid. In politics, in culture, in everyday life this evolves into matters of 

style, into form and processes that are natural to us and strike others as strange. Communication, 

then, eases, reinforces and reaffirms the sense of community, the sense of being a member of a 

group and it does so, not least, because it simultaneously excludes others. 

The persistence of community, which I have been suggesting is the basis of ethnicity, as 

well as the functions of community should now be clearer. The universalist position has little or 
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nothing to say on this point, yet the relationship between culture and politics seems to me to be 

one of the central features of our era. Indeed, in its essence ethnicity is the proposition that a cul-

tural community has certain rights to political power, even while paradoxically the regulation of 

power cannot take place by the norms of ethnicity alone. 

There are various factors to explain this development. Central among them is the rise of 

the modern state and the demand, heard increasingly from the eighteenth century, that the sub-

jects of the modern state should have clear rights of control over the modern state. This is the 

demand for political participation, for the extension of access to political power to all. The mod-

ern state is far more intrusive than its predecessors ever could be: in its ability to rationalise and 

organise, to tax and to raise armies, to police society and to extend its legislative powers over 

areas previously untouched by the state administration it was something new. Because its range 

of power was new, that generated a corresponding demand for access to power among those af-

fected. 

Why nation? Because under the classical doctrines governing access to power, only the 

members of the nation—the medieval 'natio', little or nothing to do with the modern nation — 

had this right. Initially, the demand that supreme political power should be vested in the nation 

was a legitimating discourse. 

This was where the radical quality of the demand impacted. Power was now to be in the 

hands of all the inhabitants of the polity. From having been subjects, they would become citi-

zens. But if power was to be exercised by consent and thus to be devolved onto the entire popu-

lation, then the existing holders of power would have to be reasonably confident that the new 

rulers would not string the old from the nearest tree. And furthermore, the old rulers — the ancien 

regime — also had to be confident that a particular part of the state would not use its new-found 

power to secede. This is the central dilemma of consent. What happens when a particular group 

of people does not consent? By the principles of democracy, of consensual rule, they should be 

accorded the full right to determine their future. That solution, which has been employed of 

course, cannot be pushed too far. If it were, then the nature of the existing state would become 

completely contingent and thus unstable, thereby undermining democracy. Stalemate. 

Not quite. The de facto solution, though it is seldom argued this way, is to implicidy base 

democracy on ethnicity as well as on citizenship explicitly. Indeed, the norms of citizenship are 

to an extent permeated by the norms of ethnicity. Modern citizenship is generally presented as 

being universal. In reality, the citizenship of each country differs - French citizenship is informed 

by French-ness, Dutch by Dutchness and so on. The two dimensions of the nation — citizenship 

and ethnicity — do in fact form an interactive whole, thereby solving the problem of consent, 

since the devolution of power onto all the members of the ethnic group is far less risky than an 
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ostensibly consensual, contractual solution, seeing that there are powerful elements of cohesive-

ness and unity built into ethnicity. 

This instantly raises the problem of what one does with those sections of the territorial 

population who are of a different ethnicity: this is where multi-ethnic politics begins. Since the 

rise of modern nationhood, from the French revolution on, say, various devices have been de-

ployed to balance the conflicting and contradictory pulls of ethnicity and citizenship. Ethnicity 

encodes a powerful imperative for the cultural community to run itself. Citizenship is universal-

istic and claims to deal with all on an equal basis. It provides for order and predictability in the 

exercise of power. In short, without citizenship, the bases of democracy are very weak; but with-

out ethnicity, the devolution of power to all cannot take place. Some kind of equilibrium between 

the two is essential if states are not to be torn apart by inter-ethnic conflict. Some, of course, 

have been. Multi-ethnic politics is, as we know only too well, a difficult genre. 

There are some success stories. Switzerland is the one that comes instantly to mind, but 

the Swiss solution is not for export, not least because no other state is willing to countenance the 

degree and extent of devolution of power that has been the core of the Swiss solution. Ethnically 

differentiated cantons are supreme bodies, vested with sovereignty. The centre exercises power 

only where this has been devolved up to it from below. Finland has approached the problem of 

its Swedish minority somewhat differently: it has given the Finland Swedes very extensive rights 

and powers, as well as access to the symbolic goods of the state, with positive results. Finland's 

Swedish minority regards itself as fully coequal to the Finns. Belgium has inched its way to-

wards full federation, linguistic separation and division of the Francophone and Dutch-speaking 

(Flemish) communities. It may seem awkward and at times silly, but it has worked. Spain has 

done quite well in giving the Catalans extensive rights, but the full solution to the Basque ques-

tion has eluded it, largely because a minority of Basques, with the support of a much wider pe-

numbra of sympathisers, will not consent to the Spanish state, presumably because they are fear-

ful for their future as a community, given that the great majority of Basques are Spanish-

speaking, so that the possibility of losing their identity to a greater Spanish whole is always pre-

sent. 

Are there any lessons to be drawn from these best-case scenarios, any common threads? 

Is there anything more here than the application of democratic principles? Clearly, democracy 

and respect for the rules of democracy are a necessary condition for the regulation of a multi-

ethnic state, but they are not enough on their own. After all, simple majoritarianism, as in the 

Anglo-Saxon states, is certainly democratic, but these states find ethnicity very difficult to deal 

with. The problem of Quebec illustrates this proposition vividly. The analysis has to be deeper. 

In the first place, there has to be a readiness to acknowledge that all the ethnic groups in the pol-
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ity have a right to cultural reproduction. The actual provisions to be made for this vary according 

to time and place, but they should include access to what I have called the symbolic goods of the 

state. Majorities should understand that citizenship, having as it does an ethnic component, 

should be widened to include the ethnic aspirations of all citizens. This may sound like the pro-

verbial making of a silk purse of a sow's ear, but it can be done. Finland offers some good exam-

ples of such practice. The official name of the country is in both the languages of the state - Fin-

nish and Swedish; Helsinki is bilingual, although the number of Suedophones who live there is 

tiny. Paradoxically, the state of affairs in Wales approaches this. The Principality is completely 

bilingual and even in areas where the number of Welsh speakers is zero, the language is, or may 

be, used. This conveys a symbolic message. 

Let me move next to the problem of the state and its impact on identity. Any community, 

regardless of its ethnicity, will be affected by the nature of the state that it lives in. This is the 

reverse of the proposition that citizenship is somewhat ethnicised. The transforming, rationalis-

ing, organising quality of the modern state leaves a lasting impress on those who live within its 

ambit. This means that groups, however diverse their patterns of ethnic reproduction, will share 

certain procedures, certain ways of being administered, certain ways of being taxed and repre-

sented politically. Each state constructs its own particular means of creating loyalty and vertical 

dependency. There comes into being a semi-monopolistic relationship between the individual 

and the state — one particular state and as a rule the jealous sovereign nation state. So-called 

'state building' is homogenising, in that variety and diversity are evened out for the convenience 

of the state and its bureaucracy. This is not a one-way process. It involves an exchange in which 

society gains equality of administrative outcomes (up to a point) and certain shared patterns of 

upward mobility. 

States and identities 

But all this has long-term consequences. There comes into being a 'state-driven' identity, 

with qualities all its own. This is not necessarily 'civic', because civic implies democratic ac-

countability; these identities are better termed 'etatic' since they are common to all states. Thus 

the interactive, reciprocal relationship between ethnicity and the etatic identity produces a new 

hybrid, with its own dynamic, generating a culturally reproductive capacity of its own. All this in 

turn has implications for the unification or reunification of populations on the basis of ethnicity 

into a single state. Those who have acquired a particular etatic identity different from those of 

their fellow ethnics have thereby been made different and their integration into another state is 

generally more complex, more troubled than is widely assumed. Sharing ethnicity is not the 

same as sharing nationhood. The example of reunified Germany should make this clear. In 1989-

90 there seemed to be no alternative to integrating East Germany into West Germany on the ba-
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sis of shared ethnicity. The very different East German identity was not understood and its reper-

cussions will continue to affect Germany for many years to come. Although Poland was reuni-

fied in 1918, a perceptive observer can still tell the difference between former Russian, Prussian 

and Austrian regions. And in Romania too, the difference between Transylvania and the Regat, 

the Old Kingdom, is fairly evident. In the 1996 elections, it was expressed in very different vot-

ing patterns between the two regions. 

When a state is weakened, is severely threatened or collapses, the etatic and civic codes 

evaporate because there is nothing to support them. Communities then look to their ethnicity to 

provide them with security and regulation of power, even while this works only very poorly and 

impels these communities towards a belief that their collective futures are threatened. This can 

produce various outcomes. East Germany collapsed into West Germany; there was never any 

serious chance that a separate East German state could remain in being. The Serbs of Bosnia saw 

their protective Yugoslav identity vanishing as Yugoslavia disintegrated and, even worse, they 

were fearful that they would be locked into a permanent minority status in a Muslim-dominated 

state, thereby falling prey to myths of their own extinction. At that point, with their cognition 

severely reduced, they sought to preempt and destroy the Muslims and so ended up in the midst 

of a self-fulfilling prophecy, creating the very Muslim hostility of which they were so afraid. 

Russians, having moved from imperial Tsarist and imperialist Soviet identities, suddenly had to 

construct a Russian political nation at the same time as having to come to terms with the loss of 

empire, of prestige and of c.25 million fellow Russians who became citizens of the successor 

states of the Near Abroad, each of them busy creating etatic identities of their own. 

Multi-ethnic politics works best if the communities in question are secure in their future, 

if they sense their full acceptance. The communities do not have to like one another, but they 

should be ready to say that the presence of the other is not an affront to their own ethnic aspira-

tions. Italians certainly do not particularly like the Germans of the South Tyrol, but they have 

come to terms with the fact that that area is partly German. This was not an easy process. 

Crucially, majorities and minorities should be sensitive to the other and should avoid 

questioning the other's moral worth. Loss of power or loss of some other benefit from the civic 

dimension of nationhood can be tolerated much more readily than an injury to one's sense of col-

lective moral worth. In this context, it is really not necessary that majorities and minorities 

should actually live side by side or be integrated. On the contrary, this can actually intensify 

friction and potentially trigger off incidents in-advertency. The way in which the Dayton 

Agreement had an underlying aim of making Muslims live with Serbs, so recently after the eth-

nic cleansing of the Bosnian war, seems to me to be crying for the moon. It is preferable to keep 
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the two parties separate, though obviously the elites should talk to one another, at any rate be-

hind the scenes. 

This brings me to the related theme of ethnic cleansing. There is a belief in some circles 

— not untouched by a certain kind of pragmatism — that while ethnic cleansing is dreadful, it is 

over now, after all: nothing that money and time cannot solve. This is plain bad sociology. The 

evidence is overwhelming that ethnic groups subjected to ethnic cleansing or genocide do not 

forget such a traumatic experience. On the contrary, the experience then becomes a constitutive 

part of their identities, thereby encoding antagonism and enmity against the ethnic cleansers for 

generations. Nor do the perpetrators of ethnic cleansing escape the consequences of this act. 

Their attitudes to their former victims will variously be tinged with guilt, resentment, anger and 

frustration that ethnic cleansing has not 'solved' the problem. The evidence is very strong for 

these propositions. The troubled relationship between Czechs and Germans illustrates this 

clearly. The expulsion of 3 million Germans after 1945 has left scan on both, and whereas one 

might have expected that the expelled Germans would be absorbed by German society, this has 

not happened. On the contrary, they have retained a separate identity. The problem will not go 

away, despite the expulsion of the Germans having happened some fifty years ago. 

This brings into focus the very difficult question of what happens when majorities and 

minorities define their own existence against the existence of the other and when that process 

polarises inter-ethnic relations. This is the situation here in Northern Ireland, but also in a num-

ber of other deeply divided polities: Latvia, Estonia, Macedonia, to some extent Romania and 

Bulgaria, or for that matter Sri Lanka. 

This is certainly the most intractable of all the problems in this field. I go back to first 

principles. What makes inter-ethnic relations intractable is not the fact of inter-ethnicity itself, 

but the fear, the insecurity for the future of the ethnic group, its fear of extinction. This is the 

level at which the solution should be sought. This proposition implies that all the actors have a 

responsibility for ensuring the security of the other, because that contributes to the ensuring of 

one's own security. Easier said than done, but nevertheless possible. 

As will be clear from my analysis, I place considerable emphasis on the importance and 

effectiveness of symbolic politics. Elites are more easily persuaded than societies, but societies 

are not as immune to reasoning of this kind as some might suppose. Collective acts of reassur-

ance, expiation for past humiliations, respect for the sacred ground of others all help, together 

with transparency, in placing the rules of democratic order beyond the political contest and all 

can be derived from democratic self-limitation. Crucially, external actors, kin states, diasporas 

should all be drawn into this process. That, maybe, is the hardest part of all: to make the apparent 

outsiders aware of their responsibility for the security of people who live thousands of miles 
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away and for whom they feel no responsibility at all. There are patterns of interdependence that 

are far from self-evident. 

Ethnicisation 

Sometimes the balance between the ethnic and the civic or etatic modes will swing radi-

cally towards the ethnic and the codes of ethnicity are then used to determine the distribution of 

power. In these conditions, democracy collapses even if it is maintained in form. Ethnicisation 

usually has its origins in fear: of collective survival, of humiliation, of denial of moral worth, of 

having one's deepest concerns set aside or despised. The cognitive codes of the other by which 

we measure ourselves make it impossible to be recognised. We are simply ignored. This is more 

or less the state of affairs between Slovakia and Hungary. While relations on the ground between 

Slovaks and Hungarians may be fairly tranquil, when it comes to collective stereotypes it is in-

tolerable for many Slovaks that their existence is irrelevant for Hungarians, which it very largely 

is, rather more in Hungary than among the ethnic Hungarians of Slovakia. Something along 

these lines exists between Estonians and Russians in Estonia. The two communities live entirely 

separated lives and the Estonians regard their Russian minority as somewhere between a nui-

sance and a threat, the threat being reinforced by regular growlings from Russia itself, which has, 

in turn, demonised Estonia as a major enemy. 

Ethnicisation results in a severe shrinking of citizenship. It quickly transforms a political 

system into something non-democratic, where the non-members of the ethnic group are margin-

alised, excluded or silenced in a vain attempt to create a surface ethnic uniformity. In Serbia this 

was imposed on the Albanians of Kosovo, who took the next logical step and opted out of the 

Serbian state — with consequences that are likely to remain unresolved for a long time to come. 

In these circumstances, choice is reduced, there is no neutral ground, communities are 

highly homogenised, a highly charged emotional-affective language fills the air, all processes are 

seen in terms of advantage or disadvantage to the community and all other alternatives are ex-

cluded. A legitimating discourse, that of ethnicity, then takes over with highly effective power of 

penetration into the deepest recesses of society. In worst-case scenarios, ideological thinking 

takes over.1 In this situation there is a chain of unassailable logic deriving from the single idea of 

the survival of the ethnic group; a form of consistency is imposed on everything and all negative 

phenomena are explained in terms of the logic which identifies an enemy conspiracy as being a 

total explanation. What actually constitutes a minority? The answer seems obvious, but it is not 

so. The definition of a minority depends on the definition of the territory of the state, but this can 

ignore the international dimension of the problem. A state can make very extensive provision for 

the minority but still find that it remains uneasy, fearful for its collective existence. This is the 

                                                 
1 Hannah Arendt,   The Origins of Totalitarianism (London:  George Allen and Unwin, 1958), esp. pp.461-75. 
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case of Quebec. The Canadian approach was to start from the proposition that the Francophone 

Quebecois should have the right to use their language and have equal access to the material and 

symbolic goods of the state. Modernisation and prosperity would solve the rest. Whey has this 

system of regulation not worked? In essence because Canada cannot provide the full security that 

the Quebecois feel they need for their cultural reproduction. Indeed modernisation has made the 

problem more acute because their modernisation has been a North American one, it could hardly 

be anything else in the circumstances, and is dominated by the Anglophones, in Canada itself 

and in the United States. The more Quebec looks like the rest of North America, the more the 

Quebecois are persuaded that they must do everything they can to protect the one cultural marker 

that makes them different, their language. Hence their near obsessive determination to protect 

French, even to the extent of making serious inroads into the rights of Quebec's own non-

Francophone minorities. Full state independence is, I am fairly certain, the long-term prospect. 

Here citizenship is not sufficient to give full protection to cultural reproduction. 

[Schoepflin, G. Nations, Identity, Power: The New Politics of Europe (London: Hurst and Com-

pany, 2002), Ch. 3-4: 35-65.] 

 

2. Распад социалистической системы: происхождение, природа и характер нацио-

нальных и этнических конфликтов в ЦВЕ. 

 

Jack Snyder 

Nationalism and the Crisis of the Post-Soviet Space 

 

Nationalism is one of the gravest but least understood issues facing the international 

community today. Twice in this century, nationalism provided the impetus for world war. Now, 

the collapse of the Soviet and East European communist states is unleashing a new round of na-

tionalism. The result is ethnic warfare in the post-Soviet periphery and mounting nationalist 

opinion in Russia itself. 

So far, public discussion of this outbreak of nationalism has been dominated by two 

views: the 'ancient hatred' schema, applied especially to the Balkans and the Caucasus, and the 

Weimar analogy, applied mainly to Russia. Each is misleading. 

It has become standard journalistic fare to portray ethnic and tribal enmities among the 

peoples of the former communist states as seething since time immemorial. Moscow's collapse, it 

is said, simply took the lid off and allowed the pot to boil over. US President George Bush, like 

many political leaders in the West, contended that Balkan strife grew out of 'age-old animosities'. 
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Therefore, he said, 'let no one think there is an easy or a simple solution to this tragedy . . . what-

ever pressure and means the international community brings to bear'.1 The implication is that 

flare-ups of irrational nationalist hatred are hard to prevent and impossible to stop, so the prudent 

policy is to limit the West's involvement in such quagmires. 

Most scholars of nationalism condemn the ancient hatred view. They argue that national-

ism is primarily a modern phenomenon and that the intensity of ethnic conflict varies greatly with 

changing social and political conditions.2 Contrary to what some would have us believe, Serbs and 

Croats fought each other very little before this century: 29% of Serbs living in Croatia who mar-

ried in the 1980s took Croatian spouses. Likewise, conflicts in this century between Azeris and 

Armenians were triggered not by festering feuds, but by the impact of outside forces - in particu-

lar, economic change and revolution. Even national identity is changeable. Many post-Soviet na-

tional identities, until Soviet policy arbitrarily made them titular nationalities of republics. More 

broadly, a recent report by Human Rights Watch on 53 countries contends that contemporary 

ethnic violence stems as much from deliberate government policies as from traditional commu-

nal antagonisms.3 In short, the widely invoked schema of ancient unchangeable, irrational hatred 

is an inadequate basis for public discourse on nationalism. 

The other popular schema for thinking about post-Soviet nationalism, the analogy be-

tween Weimar Germany and contemporary Russia, emphasizes the effect of transitory circum-

stances on nationalist feeling. The analogy has as its centre-piece the fear that nationalists could 

exploit economic difficulties by promising to protect people from the cruelties of the market. Ga-

lina Starovoitova, Russian President Boris Yeltsin's former adviser on nationalities, recently 

warned: 'One cannot exclude the possibility of [a Fascist period] in Russia. We can see too many 

parallels between Russia's current situation and that of Germany after the Versailles Treaty. A 

great nation is humiliated, [and] many of its nationals live outside the country's borders. The dis-

integration of an empire [has taken place] at a time when many people still have an imperialist 

mentality. . . .  All this [is happening] at a time of economic crisis'.4 

                                                 
1 Andrew Rosenthal, 'Bush urges UN to back force to get aid to Bosnia', New York Times (hereafter NYT), 1 August 
1992, pp. 1, 8. Similarly, Serge Schmemann, 'Ethnic battles flaring in former Soviet fringe', NYT, 24 May 1992, p. 10, 
writes that 'the roll call of warring nationalities invokes some forgotten primer on the Dark Ages', fighting 'for causes lost 
in the fog of history'.  
2 Ernest Gellner, Nations and Nationalism (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1983); Eric J. Hobsbawm, Nations 
and Nationalism since 1980 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990), especially p. 14; Eric Hobsbawm and 
Terence Ranger, The Invention of Tradition (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983). 
3 Valere P. Gagnon, 'Ethnicity, nationalism and international conflict: the case of Serbia', forthcoming; Philip 
Roeder, 'Soviet federalism and ethnic mobilization', World Politics, vol. 43, no. 2, January 1991, pp. 196-232; 
David Laitin, The national uprisings in the Soviet Union', World Politics, vol. 44, no. 1, October 1991, pp. 139-77; 
Steven bfolmes, 'Report faults governments in civil strife', NYT, 13 December 1992, p. 12. 
4 Ekho Moskvy, 14 October 1992, as quoted by Vera Tolz, 'Russia: Westernizers continue to challenge national pa-
triots', Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty Research Report (hereafter, RFE/RL Research Report), vol. 11, no. 49,11 
December 1992, p. 3. 
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Unfortunately, some of the Western policies designed to prevent a Weimar scenario from 

unfolding in Russia might actually cause it. At the height of the Russian policy of economic 

'shock therapy' in spring 1992, former US President Richard Nixon captured headlines with his 

warning that a failure to back Russian reform with substantial economic assistance could lead to 

a dramatic failure and the emergence of a nationalist, Fascist militarist regime.1 However, along 

with Western assistance would come Western conditions, which include requirements to balance 

budgets and to end subsidies to uncompetitive industries. This will consequently increase unem-

ployment, which could trigger a nationalist backlash. Thus, if Nixon's political analysis is cor-

rect, his prescription should have been to stop economic shock therapy, not encourage it. 

In short, much public commentary misunderstands the nature of contemporary national-

ism or advances prescriptions that do not follow from its diagnoses. By overrating the immuta-

bility of ethnic hatred, the West may be overlooking opportunities to prevent nationalist conflicts 

from developing. At the same time, by promoting economic shock therapy in post-Soviet states, 

the West may be laying the groundwork for a nationalist reaction. 

Recent scholarship suggests that nationalism reflects a need to establish an effective state to 

achieve a group's economic and security goals. The most aggressive nationalist movements arise 

when states fail to carry out those tasks, spurring people to create more effective states. Today, 

nationalism is flaring up where old states have collapsed and where mobilized populations are 

consequently demanding the creation of effective new states. The problem is that many of these 

new states lack the institutional capacity to fulfil popular demands. Their borders and sovereignty 

are in doubt; their armies are in disarray; their economies are out of control. These shortcomings 

redouble the intensity of nationalistic sentiments, as militants demand the creation of effective 

national states to manage social problems. Managing post-Soviet nationalism, therefore, hinges on 

improving the effectiveness of post-Soviet states. 

In developing this argument, some key terms are defined, a theory of nationalism and state 

effectiveness is outlined, and, from that theory, some hypotheses are derived that help illuminate 

problems of post-Soviet nationalism. Discussed within the concluding section is the impact on 

post-Soviet nationalism of possible policy choices by some of the successor states and by the West-

ern powers. 

WHAT IS NATIONALISM? 

People form groups to advance their interests through collective action, including defense 

against other groups. Some scholars call these 'conflict groups'.2 Here, nationalism is defined as the 

doctrine in which the most important line of cleavage for establishing membership in a conflict 
                                                 
1 Wall Street Journal, 11 March 1992. 
2 Donald Horowitz, Ethnic Groups in Conflict (Berkeley, CA: University of California, 1985), p. 76, using the term 
of Ralf Dahrendorf and Georg Simmel.  
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group is nationality. That is, nationalists contend that nationality overrides or subsumes alternative 

criteria for alignment and enmity, such as social class, economic class or patronage networks.1 

Nationality, in turn, may be defined in one of two ways: by ethnic or civic criteria. Ethnic 

nationality is based on the consciousness of a shared identity within a group, rooted in a shared 

culture and a belief in common ancestry. Civic nationality, by contrast, is inclusive within a terri-

tory. Membership in the national group is generally open to everyone who is born or permanently 

resident within the national territory, irrespective of language, culture or ancestry.2 Today, Ser-

bian, Armenian and Azeri nationalists advance ethnic criteria for group membership. Russian 

President Boris Yeltsin and Ukrainian President Leonid Kravchuk generally argue for civic crite-

ria. 

A THEORY OF NATIONALISM AND STATE EFFECTIVENESS 

A useful theory of nationalism ought to be able to answer the following questions: when do 

people accept nationality as the overriding criterion for inclusion in their principal conflict group? 

When does nationalist identification intensify? When do groups adopt civic rather than ethnic na-

tional identities? When does the intensification of nationalism cause conflict with other groups? 

In working towards hypotheses on these questions, it is useful to begin with individuals' 

basic needs and the advantages of forming groups to achieve them. Some commentators posit a 

basic need for meaning and identity, which can only be satisfied in culturally distinctive communi-

ties.3 If this is true, it would 'explain' why nationalism occurs, but not why it is sometimes absent; 

moreover, it explains little about large variations in the intensity and forms nationalism takes. In-

stead of prejudging the question by assuming an innate need for social and cultural distinctive-

ness, here less controversial needs will be assumed - namely, the need for physical and economic 

security. 

In virtually all societies, individual households are seen as insufficient to achieve these 

goals. Larger groups are more effective for military defence. Likewise, a larger group enhances 

economic productivity by allowing a more efficient division of labour. Even in very primitive 

economies in which the division of labour is minimal, group membership permits the pooling of 

economic output, so that risk can be distributed across several households. 

However, collective action will not necessarily happen just because it is advantageous to the 

group. Individuals have an incentive to shirk collective efforts. Rational choice theory suggests that 

cooperation is very difficult in large groups, unless a smaller 'privileged' group can find a way to 

                                                 
1 Roman Szporluk, Communism and Nationalism: Karl Marx Versus Friedrich List (New York: Oxford University 
Press, 1988). On definitional issues, see also Hobsbawm, op. cit. in note 2, pp. 1-13. 
2 Liah Greenfeld, Nationalism: Five Roads to Modernity (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1992); 
Anthony Smith, The Ethnic Origins of Nations (London: Basil Blackwell, 1986), pp. 21-46. 
3 Horowitz, op. cit. in note 6, p. 81, citing Ronald Cohen, 'Ethnicity: Problem and Focus in Anthropology', Annual 
Review of Anthropology, vol. 7, 1978, pp. 379-405. 
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keep for themselves a portion of the gains obtained from organizing and enforcing the collective 

action of others. Sociologists note that social ties, norms, habits and institutions allow a group to 

overcome short-sighted, selfish behaviour that would hinder collective action. In the present issue 

of this journal, Barry Posen notes that groups' capacity for collective action (what he calls their 

'groupness') may vary and that a group's capacity for effective social and military organization is 

inherently threatening to groups that lag behind.1 In short, because of the interrelated needs of 

common defence and economic security, groups have strong incentives to use social networks, 

social norms and political institutions to enhance their ability for collective action. 

In traditional societies, collective action rarely takes the form of nationalism. In such cases, 

the capacity for collective action begins with kinship, but extends to include other face-to-face rela-

tionships involving reciprocity among neighbours and between patrons and clients. The solidarity 

of these networks is reinforced by social norms that morally prescribe individuals' obligations to-

wards each other. In traditional societies, economic production and distribution are typically 

regulated by such norms, more than they are shaped by bargaining and calculations of interest. 

Cooperation within the group is further reinforced by group myths and rituals that instil in the 

individual a sense of the group as a sacred corporate body in which social roles and behaviour are 

defined by custom.2 

Most groups have some political organization that promotes and organizes collective ac-

tion. In more complex traditional societies, this includes the extraction of taxes or services to sup-

port specialists, such as political leaders, soldiers and religious elites, who provide 'collective' 

goods. Of course, the distribution of the benefits from providing security and economic stability 

was often skewed towards these privileged elites. This was accomplished both by coercion and by 

ideological justifications, such as the divinity of kings and religious obligations to accept the exist-

ing social order. 

Under such pre-modern conditions, which prevailed before the sixteenth or seventeenth 

centuries in Western Europe and even later elsewhere, national identification was weak. Among 

less advanced societies, some groups occasionally developed a sense of belonging to a broader lin-

guistic or ethnic unit, but local, clan and patronage ties had more significance as units for collec-

tive action towards economic and military ends. Even in more complex and geographically ex-

tended traditional societies, the bases for ethnic or civic nationalism were absent. Elites of one 

                                                 
1 Charles Furtado and Michael Hechter, 'The Emergence of Nationalist Politics in the USSR: A Comparison of Es-
tonia and the Ukraine', in Alexander Motyl, (ed.), Thinking Theoretically about Soviet Nationalities (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1992), 169-204; James Coleman, Foundations of Social Theory (Cambridge, MA: 
Belknap, 1990), chapter 12; Barry Posen, The security dilemma and ethnic conflict', Survival, vol. 35, no. 1, Spring 
1993, pp. 27-47. 
2 Karl Polanyi, The Great Transformation (New York: Octagon, 1975, orig. ed. 1944); Raymond Firth, Primitive 
Polynesian Economy (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1965, orig. ed. 1939); Emile Durkheim, The Elementary 
Forms of Religious Life (New York: Free Press, 1965, orig. ed. 1912). 
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ethnic and linguistic group often ruled over peasants of varied cultures and dialects. Moreover, 

elites typically made little pretence of contributing to the collective good and, thus, relied on 

ideological justifications other than national solidarity. As a result, people thought of themselves 

as Christians or as peasants from a certain locality, not as members of a nationality.1 

The modernization process changed this in ways that intensified national identification. 

The modern nation-state emerged as the most effective instrument promoting collective action in 

more complex, more highly mobilized societies. Where such states were effective in promoting 

economic and military security, they attracted loyalty because of their effectiveness; where they 

lagged in effectiveness, they stimulated an even more urgent form of nationalism, spurred by the 

demand to create a more effective state. 

Underpinning these developments were the more complex division of labour, the increas-

ing scale and complexity of warfare, the wider diffusion of political power in society and the tech-

nology of mass communications. Each of these four phenomena is the focal point of a major the-

ory of nationalism. Each partially explains the means by which the modern state, in managing 

these processes of social change, created modern nationalism. 

The Division of Labour 

The increasingly complex economy of commercial and, later, industrial capitalism posed 

qualitatively new challenges for collective action. It also promised dramatic pay-offs for those 

who could overcome those challenges. Successful sovereigns were those who created incentives 

that made it possible for individuals to work simultaneously for their own benefit and for the na-

tional commonwealth. Sovereigns did this by creating efficient property rights, promoting a uni-

fied national market, reducing internal barriers to trade, establishing uniform laws and standards 

and meting out predictable justice.2 Moreover, argues Ernest Gellner, the emergence of common 

cultures and languages was indispensable to meeting the communication requirements of vastly 

more complex economic relationships.3 Nation-states that fulfilled these requirements prospered 

and set the trend. 

Military Mobilization 

The increasing scale and technological complexity of warfare placed heavy financial and 

manpower burdens on sovereigns who wished to survive in Europe's intensely competitive inter-

national environment. Winners in the competition were those who created effective state bureauc-

                                                 
1 Gellner, op. cit. in note 2, pp. 8-18. 
2 Douglass North and Robert Thomas, The Rise of the Western World (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1973); John Ruggie, Territoriality and beyond: problematizing modernity in international relations', International 
Organization, vol. 47, no. 1, Winter 1993, pp. 141-76 
3 Gellner, op. cit. in note 2, pp. 19-38. 
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racies to collect taxes and to organize regular armies. States also had strong incentives to foster na-

tionalism, which became a potent weapon facilitating the mobilization of military power.1 

Political Participation 

Given a more complex division of labour, consent became a more effective means for 

promoting collective action than compulsion. Moreover, many states found that they could en-

hance their effectiveness in military competitions by giving social groups a stake in the state, al-

lowing their political participation in exchange for contributions to military efforts and, conse-

quently, fostering a patriotic attachment to the state.2 

Mass Communications 

Whereas in traditional societies the symbols of community solidarity were transmitted in 

small groups through face-to-face rituals, in modern society, mass media created what Benedict 

Anderson calls an 'imagined community' throughout the literate population of national states. In 

part, this community was the unintended by-product of the common concepts marketed in the 

mass media - first, in books for the middle class and, ultimately, in newspapers and electronic 

media for everyone. At the same time, this sense of community was consciously promoted by the 

state and other elite groups through propaganda, the dissemination of nationalistic versions of 

history and public education.3 

Nationalism and the Modern State 

In sum, the process of organizing collective action in modern times gave a strong impetus 

to the development of the modern state and its offspring, nationalism. In contrast to traditional 

society, spontaneous social networks were unable to carry the burden of organizing efficient col-

lective action without political intervention. To free markets from stifling exploitation by preda-

tors, states had to intervene to create the legal framework needed to foster economic efficiency. At 

first, state activities focused on regularizing laws and bureaucracies. Later, the state's equally im-

portant task was to create a constitutional framework through which social interests could be rep-

resented and reconciled to state policy. Ideologically, the success of the nation-state as a frame-

work for collective action made plausible the nationalist doctrine that nationality should be the 

main cleavage in politics. Thus, nationalism was a natural concomitant of and prop to successful 

states. Moreover, groups who lacked a successful state had a strong incentive to mobilize a nation-

alist movement in order to keep pace with the competition. 

                                                 
1 Charles Tilly, (ed.), The Formation of National States in Western Europe (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University 
Press, 1975), p. 42; Charles Tilly, Coercion, Capital, and European States, AD 990-1990 (Cambridge: Basil 
Blackwell, 1990); Barry Posen, 'Nationalism, the mass army and military power', forthcoming. 
2 Tilly, op. cit. in note 15, pp. 96-126; David Lake, 'Powerful pacifists: democratic states and war', American Politi-
cal Science Review, vol. 86, no. 1, Spring 1992, pp. 24-37. 
3 Benedict Anderson, Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origins and Spread of Nationalism (London: 
Verso, 1983); Paul Kennedy, 'The decline of nationalistic history in the West, 1900-1970', Journal of 
Contemporary History, vol. 8, no. 1, January 1973, pp. 77-100. 



 74

HYPOTHESES ON NATIONAL IDENTITY 

The foregoing theory of nationalism suggests a number of hypotheses about national iden-

tity and conflict. 

First, national identity will be the primary line of political cleavage whenever states are 

seen as indispensable forms of group organization for providing economic and physical security. 

Some people argue that, because of such contemporary developments as global economic inter-

dependence and the obsolescence of great-power wars, the nation-state is becoming obsolete as an 

efficient unit for organizing collective action. They offer as evidence the pincer-like attack on ex-

isting European nation-states from a supranational competitor in the West and subnational ones in 

the East.1 In fact, recent European developments confirm the centrality of the state and its links 

with nationalism. In the East, people are abandoning failed communist states and attaching na-

tionalist sentiments to whatever unit might serve as a basis for forming a new state, be it an ethnic 

group or an arbitrarily constructed republican administrative apparatus. States are seen as indis-

pensable, and many groups in the East want one. In the West, the real question is not whether states 

will be overtaken by some other form of organization, but whether the technocrats who favour 

European unification will devise a convincing formula for the democratic and national legitimi-

zation of a new state on a larger scale. 

Second, national identity takes different forms in different social circumstances. Civic na-

tionalism normally appears in well-institutionalized democracies. Ethnic nationalism, in contrast, 

appears spontaneously when an institutional vacuum occurs. By its nature, nationalism based on 

equal and universal citizenship rights within a territory depends on a supporting framework of 

laws to guarantee those rights, as well as effective institutions to allow citizens to give voice to 

their views. Ethnic nationalism, in contrast, depends not on institutions, but on culture. There-

fore, ethnic nationalism is the default option: it predominates when institutions collapse, when 

existing institutions are not fulfilling people's basic needs and when satisfactory alternative struc-

tures are not readily available. This is the reason, according to Gellner, that ethnic nationalism 

has been so prominent in the wake of the collapse of the Soviet state.2 

This assessment may be too pessimistic. Post-Soviet society is not operating in an institu-

tional vacuum in which ethnicity is the only basis for forming conflict groups. Republican insti-

tutions are serving as the nuclei for new states, which may be infused with either ethnic or civic 

content, depending in part on the state-building strategies of republican elites. Civic nationalism 

suits Yeltsin's strategy for evolving towards a free-market, Western-style state that recognizes 

                                                 
1 David Lawday, 'My country right ... or what?', The Atlantic, vol. 268, no. 1, July 1991, pp. 22-26; Hobsbawm, op. 
cit. in note 2, pp. 163-83. 
2 Ernest Gellner, 'Nationalism in the Vacuum', in Motyl, op. cit. in note 10, pp. 243-54; Greenfeld, op. cit. in note 8, 
introduction. 
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basic individual rights. Civic nationalism also fits the strategic needs of the leaders of Ukraine 

and Kazakhstan because a highly ethnic definition of nationalism would gratuitously provoke 

dangerous Russian opposition inside and outside their borders. In Estonia and Latvia, however, 

the fact that Russian-speakers are so near a voting majority makes granting them full citizenship 

a risky proposition. A strategy based on ethnic nationalism is, consequently, tempting in these 

republics. 

HYPOTHESES ON THE INTENSITY OF NATIONALISM 

Particularly intense nationalism results from a gap between a group's inadequate capacity 

for collective action and acute threats to the group's military or economic security. This effect is 

compounded by the secondary consequences of the nationalist ideology used to mobilize support 

for national collective action. It may be intensified still further by attempts of parochial interest 

groups to exploit nationalist mobilization for their own purpose. 

Historically, gaps between threats and group capacity have appeared as crises of military 

survival, economic disorder, expanding political participation and ideological legitimacy - that 

is, the same problems that led to the emergence of the modern nation-state. The following sections 

explore the effects of each of these four types of crisis on the intensification of nationalism. 

Hypotheses about Nationalism and Military Threats 

In the mediaeval period, military threats rarely led to an increase in national identification 

because wars were the affairs of elites and mercenaries, the outcome of which was of marginal in-

terest to the broader community. Once states began to reach out for popular support, however, 

military threats gave a powerful boost to nationalism. As Charles Tilly put it, 'war made the state, 

and the state made war', and together they made nationalism.1 The decisive turning point came with 

the wars of the French Revolution in which foreign military threats led to the levee en masse to de-

fend the people's revolutionary state. In turn, French military conquests triggered a leap in national 

consciousness throughout Europe, as people perceived a dangerous gap in the mobilization capaci-

ties of their absolutist states and France's popular, national one. 

From that point on, the connection among military threats, national consciousness and the 

enhancement of state capacity has been a constant theme. It was especially prevalent during the hey-

day of aggressive nationalism in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. In Germany and 

France, threat perceptions spurred nationalist revivals and social mobilization to strengthen fight-
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ing capacity. In Russia, an archaic state that was unable to tap the capacities of the nation was 

smashed in war and replaced by one that could.1 

The post-Soviet period offers some evidence that the links among military threats, nationalist 

mobilization and state-building still hold. The creation of 15 new political entities from the rubble 

of the former Soviet Union could lead to an accelerated process of state-formation. In Baku, at least, 

the process is well under way. The speeches in the Azeri parliament during the March 1992 ouster 

of moderate, former communist President Ayaz Mutalibov read as if Tilly had ghost-written them. 

Critics charged that Armenia was winning the war in Nagorno-Karabakh because Mutalibov's re-

gime had been too weak to create a standing army or the strong fiscal structures needed to pay for it. 

Mutalibov and his ex-communist cronies should stand aside, they said, and let new elites, more 

closely tied to popular national groups, forge a social consensus behind a new, war-making state. 

The political platform of Abulfez Elchibey, elected Azerbaijan's president in June 1992, featured 

the reconquest of Nagorno-Karabakh and the creation of a standing army and a national currency 

to achieve that end.2 

In much more muted form, the Russian-Ukrainian face-off about the Crimea and the 

Black Sea Fleet contains some of the same elements: the hypersensitivity of new states, the rally-

ing of supporters through the spectre of foreign competition and the agglomeration of military 

power as the constitutive act of statehood. Still, there are many forces working to prevent a gen-

eral replay of the Tilly dynamic, including caution induced by the existence of nuclear arsenals 

on both sides, the economic cost of Western disapproval and the dim view of big-stick diplo-

macy taken by 'new thinkers' such as Russia's embattled foreign minister, Andrei Kozyrev. 

Hypotheses on Nationalism and Economic Threats 

Outbursts of aggressive nationalism correlate strongly with historical instances of rapid 

industrialization, the introduction of market forces into non-market or regulated market econo-

mies and the disruption of local markets due to integration into world markets with radically dif-

ferent relative prices. Under such conditions, nationalism may play a number of political roles. 

Entrepreneurs may use nationalism to knock down barriers to the creation of national markets, as 

in Bismarck's Germany or revolutionary France, or to promote the expansion of international 

markets, as in Palmerston's Britain. Market forces may also trigger nationalist reactions if, as in 

contemporary Bohemia and Slovakia, some ethnic groups benefit while others are hurt. 

The most virulent form of economic nationalism has come in response to popular de-

mands for state protection from the pain of adjusting to unregulated markets. Wilhelmine nation-
                                                 
1 Eugen Weber, The Nationalist Revival in France, 1905-1914(Berkeley, CA: University of California, 1959); Geoff 
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cial Revolutions (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979), pp. 206-35. 
2 Foreign Broadcast Information Service (hereafter FBIS), Daily Report, Central Eurasia, 9 March 1992, pp. 50-55; 
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 77

alism, for example, was stoked by the backlash from farmers, artisans and shopkeepers who de-

manded protection from the disruptive impact of international economic interdependence on 

their traditional market niches. As Karl Polanyi argued in The Great Transformation, the turn 

towards hypernationalism and fascism in the first half of the twentieth century stemmed from the 

incompatibility of mass-suffrage democracy with the adjustment shocks of laissez-faire econom-

ics. Under the gold standard, for example, countries facing an imbalance of payments had no 

choice but to deflate their domestic economies, which created severe unemployment. Once the 

working class obtained the vote, this sort of economic shock therapy was hard to sustain politi-

cally. In particular, the Great Depression sparked a revolt against laissez-faire economics, giving 

rise to the political management of markets by either Keynesian or Fascist methods.1 

Similarly, in Russia today, the people who are most likely to suffer from Yeltsin's eco-

nomic shock therapy have organized themselves to create a nationalist-protectionist coalition. 

Arkady Volsky, who as head of the Russian Union of Industrialists and Employers claims to rep-

resent firms accounting for 65% of 1991 industrial output, has sought to replace Yeltsin's free-market 

policies with a more 'managed transition to the market'. Backed by military-related heavy indus-

try, Volsky's organization advocates a continuation of budget-busting soft government credits for 

industry, gradual increases in energy prices, little foreign borrowing, no cut-price foreign buy-outs 

of Russian assets and a reassertion of economic ties with non-Russian republics. The government 

installed by Prime Minister Viktor Chernomyrdin in December 1992 represents a compromise be-

tween Yeltsin and Volsky supporters. 

Volsky claims that industrial workers will back his policies. In the spring of 1992, he 

threatened a joint labour-management strike if cutbacks in industrial subsidies forced massive lay-

offs. In fact, there was little labour unrest during 1992, mostly because the independent central bank 

refused to go along with Yeltsin's shock therapy; it extended huge credits to maintain full employ-

ment in unproductive enterprises.2 

Many moderate Russian nationalists, such as Vice President Aleksandr Rutskoi, have 

joined Volsky's political faction, the Civic Union. Some erstwhile new thinkers from liberal for-

eign policy think-tanks have also joined with Volsky, military figures and other critics of the Yel-

tsin-Kozyrev foreign policy. One recent manifesto penned by a high-level group of this kind called 

for less economic reliance on the West, more emphasis on Russia's special rights and interests and 
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the maintenance of adequate military might to deal with the latent threat from the West. Curiously, 

it also called for an alliance with the West to counterbalance threats from Japan and Asia.1 

More extreme nationalists have joined organizations, such as the proto-Fascist National 

Salvation Front, whose platform calls for imposing price controls, stopping inter-ethnic conflicts by 

force, 'restoring the state's defence capability', 'supporting the military-industrial complex', 

strengthening executive powers and, above all, 'preventing the approaching collapse of the state'. 

Echoing the appeals made by nationalists in past economic depressions, today's Russian nationalists 

are calling for strengthening the national state to protect the Russian people from foreign manipu-

lators of the market and from predations by non-Russian successor states.2 

Although painful adaptations to market forces have often triggered nationalist backlashes, 

there is no connection between mature, successful market economies and nationalism. Advanced 

market societies deeply integrated in the international division of labour are among the most be-

nign, moderately nationalistic states. Since the ugly days of the unregulated gold standard, ad-

vanced capitalist states have developed Keynesian economic methods, corporatist bargaining 

practices and international mechanisms, such as International Monetary Fund (IMF) loans, that 

ease the pressures of market adjustment.3 The lesson of history and theory would seem to be that 

marketization intensifies nationalism in inverse proportion to the effectiveness of the political in-

stitutions, both domestic and international, that are available to manage the process. Such institu-

tions are now very weak in the Soviet successor states, and adequate international substitutes for 

them have not been deployed. 

Hypotheses on Political Participation 

Nationalism typically intensifies when there is an increase in the proportion of people who 

have a voice in politics. Since its earliest appearance in Britain and France, nationalism has been 

connected with the notion of popular rule.4 Often, nationalists claim that old elites are ineffective in 

meeting foreign threats and that a new, popular government is needed to pursue national interests 

more forcefully. 

The first modern British nationalists in the 1750s argued, for example, 'that England's vital af-

fairs were in the hands of hardened [aristocratic] Francophiles, addicted by both taste and fashion to 
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the superiority of the national enemy', says historian Gerald Newman. Even after the Crimean War, 

middle class nationalists who sought to expand their participation in government claimed that the aris-

tocratic elite was lax and inept in creating effective national power, whether military, economic or 

ideological. The French revolution, however, encouraged the old elites to try to turn the tables on 

middle-class radicals: they, not the aristocracy, were now said to be the stalking horse for the French, as 

Edmund Burke argued.1 

This pattern was repeated in a more intense form in other states, where pressure for popular 

political participation mounted more abruptly. In Wilhelmine Germany, for example, old elites tried 

to use nationalism to split apart working class and middle class proponents of political change, while 

counting on imperial successes to demonstrate the aristocracy's continued ability to govern. However, 

middle class groups turned these arguments against the Junker ruling class, contending that the aris-

tocratic army was too small and national diplomacy too conciliatory to meet the international threats 

that the old elites themselves had conjured up.2 

Today, similar developments are unfolding in some of the Soviet successor states. Former 

communist elites, where they have clung to power, have tried to outdo the nationalists to establish new 

bases for their popular legitimacy. For example, Kravchuk has successfully pre-empted the Rukh 

movement's monopolization of the nationalism issue by standing firmly for Ukrainian independ-

ence and sovereign rights. As a result, Rukh has been split in two, with the more moderate half 

backing Kravchuk. Similarly, Serbian President Slobodan Milosevic and the 

Yugoslav army maintained their political positions by exploiting the nationalism issue. In 

Azerbaijan, Mutalibov was ousted because he failed to co-opt the nationalist agenda of the Popu-

lar Front.3 

Although democratization often goes hand-in-hand with the rise of nationalism, it does not 

follow that well-institutionalized mass democracies are extremely nationalistic. On the contrary, they 

have been among the least nationalistic states. The United States and Britain have had jingoistic 

moments, but American and British nationahsm never reached the self-destructive intensity seen in 

Germany or Japan, for example. 

The problem, in other words, is not democracy per se, but the turbulent transition to democracy. 

In fully-fledged democracies, voters usually have the information and the power to punish leaders 
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whose reckless foreign policies impose excessive costs on them.1 The archetype is William Glad-

stone's successful Midlothian campaign against Benjamin Disraeli's imperial policy. In Wilhelmine 

Germany's proto-democracy, however, mass political participation had a different effect. All men 

could vote for representatives to the Reichstag, but their votes did not determine who led the govern-

ment, the army or the foreign ministry. To have real political impact, people had to join extra-

parliamentary pressure groups, such as the Agrarian League or the Navy League, which were organized 

by various factions of the elite. These organizations then used nationalism to justify their parochial 

concerns in terms of the national interest. In short, mature representative, party and press institutions 

have tended to act as a check on the more extreme forms of nationalism. Conversely, expanded politi-

cal participation without these institutions can yield a clamorous contention of elite and mass interest 

groups that use nationalism to create a smokescreen of illusory public-spiritedness.2 

Politics in the Soviet successor states has involved sporadic voting and continual appeals by 

politicians for popular support. However, these democratic activities have been carried out in a con-

text of weak political parties, manipulative political machines and unstable constitutional rules. 

Russia's legislature remains dominated by former communists because neither Yeltsin nor his op-

ponents want to risk an unpredictable electoral show-down. All of this makes it doubtful that the 

moderating influence of the median voter will prevail. As Timothy Colton puts it, the successor states 

will remain 'pre-democracies' or at best 'proto-democracies', exhibiting the pattern of high partici-

pation but low institutionalization that has intensified nationalist politics in the past.3 

Hypotheses on Nationalist Propaganda 

Nationalism intensifies and becomes more deeply entrenched in a population when nation-

alism's proponents enjoy substantial propaganda advantages over their opponents. This is often 

the case. States have an interest in using schools, the military service and their public relations ap-

paratus to promote nationalistic versions of history and nationalistic images of opposing groups be-

cause this facilitates mobilization of the population for collective action. Intellectuals have usually 

been in the nationalistic vanguard, lending their public relations skills to popular movements whose 

goal is to establish a state whose bureaucracies these intellectuals seek to run.4 

When nationalists have a near monopoly on public discourse, there exists no counterbal-

ance to this myth-making. Over time, new generations brought up on a diet of unleavened propa-

ganda lose the ability to distinguish between reality and nationalist myths used for their mobilizing 
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effect. Adolf Hitler imbibed cynical Wilhelmine nationalist mythology in the coffee-houses of Vi-

enna before 1914 and acted on it when he came to power. Even in political systems in which a plu-

rality of opinions is heard, the long-term effects of small propaganda advantages can have significant 

effects. In the two decades before the Crimean War, a campaign of Russophobic propaganda led by 

the British foreign .ministry left public opinion primed for confrontation at the slightest provocation. 

In cases in which threats seem great and propaganda advantages are significant, similar effects can be 

achieved in much shorter periods of time. Under the stimulus of the Great Depression, the Japanese 

army's propaganda campaign supporting the invasion of Manchuria elicited a dramatic popular 

response.1 

Today, despite the temptations to exploit nationalist propaganda for state-building, Yeltsin 

and Kravchuk have, for the most part, used their pulpits to warn against it. Yeltsin understands that 

his strategies for Western-oriented market reform and for unifying a multi-ethnic society would be 

undermined by an uncompromising ethnic definition of Russian nationality. Arguing that Russia 

must remain 'within the framework of international law' in supporting the civil rights of Russian-

speakers in Estonia and Latvia, Yeltsin argues that 'you can judge how democratic a state is by the 

way it treats national minorities'.2 Kravchuk, although urging the 'protection of the national revival 

and national security of Ukraine' by shoring up 'all forms of power and state institutions', nonetheless 

insists that 'we cannot allow. . . ethnic enmity to be stirred up in our country'.3 With a large Russian 

minority potentially backed by the military power of the Russian state, Kravchuk realizes that a 

civic definition of Ukrainian nationality is the only prudent course to follow. Thus, one historically 

potent source of intense nationalism - the power of state propaganda - is working in favour of mod-

eration in Russian-Ukrainian relations today by emphasizing civic, rather than ethnic, forms of na-

tional identification. 

HYPOTHESES ON NATIONALISM AND CONFLICT 

Nationalist criteria for political identity and alignment are, to some degree, inherently con-

flictual: any intensification of nationalist sentiment is likely to contribute to an intensification of 

conflict with other national groups. As Posen's article in this volume shows, under anarchical condi-

tions the 'groupness' of one set of individuals is inherently threatening to others, and an intensifica-

tion of this 'groupness' is more threatening still. Elementary prudence forces groups to maintain a 

high degree of vigilance, mobilize nationalism in response to the nationalism of others and weigh the 

advantages of preventative attacks against potential opponents whenever an opportunity arises. As 

Posen points out, this is especially true when demography, geography or technology favour the at-
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tacker over the defender. For example, an offensive advantage exists, according to Posen, when 

hard-to-defend pockets of co-nationals reside in territories dominated by another national group. 

In addition to these strategic sources of conflict, national definitions of identity promote con-

flict as a result of the psychological consequences of nationalistic in-group/out-group distinctions. 

Indeed, one of the functions of nationalist doctrine is to sharpen this distinction, so that friends and 

foes can be more readily identified. As a general rule, there is an inverse correlation between con-

flict within a group and conflict with other groups. Moreover, the inflation of threats from others 

and the dehumanization of other groups enhances group solidarity.1 John Mearsheimer defines hy-

pernationalism as 4he belief that other nations or nation-states are both inferior and threatening and 

must therefore be dealt with harshly'.2 However, if social psychologists are right, this belief is likely to 

be present to some degree in any nationalism. Thus, any intensification of nationalism is likely to 

cause an increase in conflict with other groups. 

However, this effect is much more virulent in some cases than others. It will be more intense 

during and immediately after a nationalist campaign to mobilize popular support to counteract a 

looming military or economic threat. At such times, the state, intellectuals, protectionists and the mili-

tary may use the tools of inflating threats and stereotyping to promote national mobilization, so citi-

zens will be especially prone to see the world in Hobbesian terms. Conversely, in open societies 

with pluralistic, self-critical public debates, there are institutions and processes that limit the de-

gree and duration of nationalistic propaganda. Cases of civic nationalism are generally of this latter 

type because they tend to coincide with democracy, free speech and a free press. 

The degree to which nationalism causes conflict is also affected by the degree to which paro-

chial interests favouring international conflict attach themselves to nationalist movements. Na-

tionalism has natural allies in the military, military-related industries and protectionist economic 

sectors. These actors often have self-interested reasons for portraying foreign competitors as un-

fair, predatory and conspiratorial. Nationalism will often lead to foreign conflict when such groups 

play a major role in a regime's ruling coalition, when their position in society gives them an infor-

mation monopoly or propaganda advantage and when the countervailing power of those who bear 

the burdens of aggressive policies is weak. 

Finally, nationalism produces very intense conflict when an opposing group presents a barrier 

to the achievement of full statehood, as defined by the group's concept of its national identity. For 

example, if a group adopts an ethnic definition of its nationality, yet lives intermingled with other 

ethnic groups, conflict is unavoidable because the group's achievement of full statehood presupposes 
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the denial of citizenship and protection to members of other ethnic groups. Civic nationalism may 

provoke tension with co-resident groups who prefer their own ethnic identity. In many cases, how-

ever, conflict will be more manageable because true civic nationalism offers ethnic minorities eas-

ier assimilation, political equality and cultural autonomy, whereas ethnic nationalism creates ine-

qualities and greater barriers to assimilation. 

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

What provisional conclusions and policy implications can be drawn from the foregoing? 

First, nationalism and ethnic conflict are not primarily rooted in ancient, culturally ingrained ani-

mosities. Latent hatred sometimes exists, but it only becomes decisive in politics when changing cir-

cumstances increase the need for or feasibility of nationalist mobilization. Because the intensity of 

nationalism is responsive to changes in circumstances and incentives, state policies, including the 

policies of the advanced Western democracies can, in principle, influence these incentives. Often, it 

may not be worthwhile for the international community to bear the costs of trying to modify these 

incentives, but sometimes it might be. 

To know where to invest Western resources to prevent aggressive nationalism, a theory of 

what causes it is needed. Intense nationalism and a heightened risk of national conflict are caused 

when states fail to meet military and economic threats to their peoples and when they fail to develop 

effective institutions for managing increased levels of political participation. Thus, intense national-

ism is typically a popular movement aimed at creating a state to organize collective action to deal 

with a group's economic and security problems or to strengthen the capacities of an already existing 

state. Aggressive nationalism is particularly likely in cases in which propaganda monopolies prevent 

effective challenges to the nationalists' mobilizing myths and in cases in which groups with a paro-

chial interest in an aggressive foreign policy play a major role in the nationalist coalition. 

Many of these conditions exist or are on the horizon in a number of former communist 

states. What can be done about it? Where security fears fuelled by post-Soviet anarchy are fostering 

nationalist reactions on the part of vulnerable groups, the logical prescription would be to use the 

power of the international community to reduce these vulnerabilities. Which instruments should 

be chosen to do this depends on the specific circumstances of the case and on the willingness of the 

international community to bear costs of providing security. 

Where the security fears of intermingled ethnic groups are the main danger, preventive 

peacekeeping might be cheap and effective. This is now being attempted in Macedonia. In princi-

ple, arms control designed to hinder offensive operations or transfers of defensive types of weap-

onry to vulnerable groups might also mitigate security fears that promote nationalist agitation. In 

practice, Posen's article shows the difficulties of acting on this principle. Diplomacy can attempt to 

accomplish the same thing by offering strictly defensive alliances, security guarantees or security 
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regimes to victims of nationalist aggression. At a lesser cost and risk, diplomacy can also offer eco-

nomic incentives and disincentives according to the same criterion. These efforts could be directed 

at both sides of a dispute. For example, Latvia and Estonia could be threatened with sanctions if 

they adopt ethnically biased citizenship criteria, while Russia could be warned that any attempt to 

settle the dispute by military force would undermine economic relations with the West. 

However, the theory advanced in this article suggests a drawback to the employment of co-

ercive strategies against fragile nationalist states; humiliating demands from the international 

community would throw the state's weakness into high relief, and thus provide an even stronger 

impetus for nationalist mobilization. The attachment of coercive political conditions to economic 

assistance should therefore be done subtly, so as to minimize the affront to the new states' self-

esteem.1 

The failure of some post-Soviet states to provide economic security may also galvanize na-

tionalist reactions. This would be especially dangerous in Russia, where economic nationalists are 

politically allied with nationalists calling for the forceful protection of co-ethnics whose security is 

seen to be at risk in neighbouring states. An economic depression sweeping nationalists into office 

might, therefore, change not only Russian economic policy, but also foreign and military policy. What 

can be done to avert such an outcome? 

The initial instinct of internationalists in the West was to urge far-reaching market re-

forms on the Yeltsin regime and then to propose a 'grand bargain' or 'Marshall Plan' to make sure 

it would work. In the first half of 1992, Yeltsin ordered Yegor Gaidar to carry out just such a 

programme, but very little Western support followed. In part, this was because Gaidar's shock 

therapy was not austere enough for Western economic experts; it also reflected American self-

absorption, Japan's obsession with the Northern Territories and Germany's capital shortage. Yet, 

even if the West had offered more financial and technical support, it is far from clear that such a 

high-risk strategy was prudent because a sustained dose of shock therapy might trigger a Wei-

mar-type nationalist backlash. 

So far, Russian nationalism has been confined to a rather cautious elite - industrialists, 

the military and some mainstream politicians. Extreme forms of nationalism have generated only 

a small mass following. In the Russian presidential election, the Fascist Vladimir Zhirinovsky 

received only 7% of the vote. However, if the theory advanced here is correct, there is a grave 

risk that a failed experiment with shock therapy, producing 25% unemployment under the aegis 

of the IMF, could generate a mass nationalist movement. As in Weimar Germany, formerly pru-

dent nationalist elites might then scramble to align themselves with the likes of the National Sal-
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vation Front. The West needs to remember that its main stake in Russian economic reform is its 

political outcome, not its consequences for economic growth. Thus, shock therapy is too reckless 

an approach. 

Instead of being disappointed by Russia's retreat from breakneck economic liberalization 

in the latter part of 1992, the West ought to look for ways to turn it to advantage. Politically, the 

West now ought to have two goals. First, it should try to ensure that the liberal foreign policy of 

Yeltsin and Kozyrev is not scuttled along with the liberal economic policy of Gaidar. Now more 

than ever, the West needs to give Russia an economic stake in maintaining good diplomatic rela-

tions. If the Russians conclude that they have nothing to gain from the West's approval and little 

to lose from its disapprobation, military solutions to the problems of Russians abroad will appear 

more attractive. Likewise, the West needs to give tangible support to Yeltsin so that he can keep 

preaching about civic nationalism and keep the state's propaganda tools out of the hands of Rut-

skoi's ilk. 

Second, and related to this, the West needs to exert its economic influence in an attempt 

to shift the centre of gravity of Russia's coalition politics. Volsky's Civic Union is rife with inter-

nal divisions: its alliance with demagogic nationalists is not set in concrete.1 The nationalist cen-

tre is united in opposition to the policy of radical economic liberalization, but it is divided about 

what it wants to put in its place. One line of cleavage seems to pit industrialists in more competitive 

economic sectors, who might have a future in a regulated market economy, against those in ar-

chaic, unadaptable, heavy industry, including a substantial part of the military-industrial complex. 

The former might be lured into a progressive alliance with Yeltsin, the remnants of the Gaidar-

Kozyrev team and other Western-oriented democrats. The latter might be inclined to join a neo-

Brezhnevite coalition with former communists, the military and nationalists. The West needs to offer 

incentives that make the progressive alliance seem a more attractive option to fence-sitters, even if 

Russian economic discipline fails to meet IMF standards. For this reason, Western aid should not be 

subject to approval by the IMF, which bases its decisions only on economic criteria. Rather, aid 

should be determined by the Group of Seven (G-7), which should base its decisions primarily on po-

litical considerations. 

Of course, a good political strategy will fail if it has unstable economic foundations. Is gradual 

reform based on state-managed industrial policy economically feasible given current conditions in 

Russia?2 The Chinese example shows that high growth rates can be sustained in an economy that 

combines centralized state controls with a free-market sector. In the capitalist states of East Asia, the 
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success of state-directed industrial policy has been attributed to various factors: egalitarian starting 

points, which minimized the role of vested interests; the political weakness of labour; the absence of 

concentrated industries that lobby for state protection; privileged niches in the international econ-

omy; significant foreign threats, which justified state autonomy in economic decision-making; and 

the values and esprit de corps of the bureaucrats themselves. In Russia, a number of these favourable 

conditions for successful, state-led industrial policy are absent. Even so, Russia might find a state-

directed industrial policy more suitable, given its managerial skills, than a laissez faire policy. Lack-

ing effective commercial laws, courts, property rights and accounting capabilities to collect a com-

plicated value-added tax, Russia can hardly expect to copy the policies of advanced capitalist 

states. Backward countries, in their effort to catch up with more advanced powers, have always 

found it more effective to rely on an interventionist state to act as a substitute for embryonic social 

institutions. Attempting to copy competitors' institutions directly rarely works.1 

The danger of extreme nationalism in the post-communist states stems from their incapacity 

to meet social needs in the areas of security, the economy and the institutionalization of democra-

tization. Nationalism reflects the popular demand that new or revitalized states be created to ad-

dress these problems. Western policy should try to dampen the force of this nationalist impulse by 

working with fledgling states to supplement their lagging institutional capacities. In most cases, this 

will not mean convincing post-Soviet societies to attempt to emulate the practices of the West. 

Whether the issue is economics, security, democratization or human rights, it will mean helping 

successor states pursue a variety of second-best strategies that are suited to their own institutional 

capacities. 

[Snyder, Jack. “Nationalism and the Crisis of the Post-Soviet Space,” Survival 35:1 (Spring 

1994): 5-26] 

 

Rajat Ganguly 

Why do Ethnic Groups Mobilise? 

 

As is clear from events taking place in Eastern Europe and elsewhere in the world in the 

1990s, ethnic disputes have become a central feature of politics. An obvious factor behind such 

conflict is the greater political assertiveness of 'ethnic groups'. Hence, a proper understanding of 

what the term 'ethnic group' means is an important research priority. A related question is why, 

in the last quarter of the twentieth century, we have witnessed political mobilisation of ethnic 
                                                 
1 Ziya Onis, 'The logic of the developmental state', Comparative Politics, vol. 24, no. 1, October 1991, p. 117;  
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groups in all parts of the globe, including those groups considered in this volume. A proper un-

derstanding of the causes of ethnic political mobilisation and conflict is crucial, and we must 

move beyond simplistic discussions of 'ancient hatreds' to search for more systematic explana-

tions. 

The Debate Over Ethnicity 

The word 'ethnic' derives from the Greek word ethnikos. There is, however, a wide diver-

gence of opinion among scholars regarding the meaning and interpretation of the term 'ethnic 

group'. For some, it refers to a small community with archaic characteristics.1 For others, the 

term refers to both small and large communities not only in backward societies but also in ad-

vanced industrialised ones.2 The present-day political usage of the term is restricted primarily to 

'a quasi-national kind of "minority group" within the state, which has somehow not achieved the 

status of a "nation"'.3 If understood in this sense, an ethnic group is distinct from a nation. While 

a nation is a broader and more inclusive concept and can be defined culturally ('cultural nation') 

as well as politically ('political nation'), an ethnic group is smaller and more exclusive, and is 

confined in membership to those who share certain common attributes.4 Similarly, 'ethno-

centrism' - sentiment and bias towards one's ethnic group and against other such groups - can be 

distinguished from 'nationalism' - sentiment for one's nation.5 

Scholars are also divided in their opinion regarding the basis of ethnicity. In general, one 

may speak of four viewpoints: the objective, the subjective, the syncretist and the constructivist. 

For the objectivists, such as Geertz and Isaacs, ethnic identity is a 'given' or 'natural' phenom-

enon.6 Understood in this sense, ethnic groups 'constitute the network into which human indi-

viduals are born' and where 'every human infant or young child finds itself a member of a kin-

ship group and of a neighborhood' and therefore comes to share with the other members of the 

group certain common cultural attributes.7 Some of these common cultural attributes are lan-

guage, religion, customs, tradition, food, dress and music.8 
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For their part, the subjectivists, such as Glazer and Moynihan,1 without dismissing the 

importance of cultural markers in the manifestation of ethnic identity, stress the psychological 

aspect of self- and group-related 'feeling of identity distinctiveness and its recognition by others' 

as a crucial determinant of ethnic identity selection and its persistence.2 The exact nature of these 

psychological feelings is not very clear. Rex, for instance, argues that in psychological terms 

three things are important for group creation. First comes the emotional satisfaction, or warmth, 

that one gets from belonging to the group. Second, a shared belief in a myth of origin or the his-

tory of the group is important because it sets the boundaries of the group. Finally, the members 

of the group must 'regard the social relations, within which they live, as "sacred" and as 

including not merely the living but the dead'.3 Subjectivists, therefore, without ruling out the 

importance of cultural attributes, put more emphasis on the psychological aspect in the formation 

of ethnic boundaries and the development of 'we' versus 'them' feelings among a group of people. 

Identifying the shortcomings of both these perspectives - the failure of objectivists to ac-

count for social adaptation and the difficulty faced by subjectivists in explaining when and how 

groups arrive at self-ascriptive feelings - the syncretists stress the complementarity of the two 

approaches. They defined ethnicity as a 'subjectively held sense of shared identity based on ob-

jective cultural or regional criteria'.4 In other words, the syncretists view ethnicity as a complex 

phenomenon comprising many components and, therefore, not reducible to a single-factor expla-

nation.5 Anthony Smith exemplifies this approach when he examines six 'bases' or 'foundations' 

of ethnic identity. First, an ethnic group must have a name in order to be recognised as a distinct 

community, both by its members and by outsiders. The other five bases include a belief in or 

myth of common ancestry, the presence of historical memories (as interpreted and diffused over 

generations by group members, often verbally) among members of the group, shared culture (in-

cluding dress, food, music, crafts and architecture, laws, customs and institutions, religion and 

language), attachment to a specific territory and a sense of common solidarity.6 

Discussing the conditions that promote the formation and survival of ethnic groups, 

Smith pointed out that in pre-modern times four factors favoured ethnic crystallisation and sur-

vival. The first condition was 'the acquisition (or, later, the loss) of a particular piece of territory, 

                                                                                                                                                             
discussion of the role of food in the formation and - more importantly -the stereotyping of ethnic identity, see Uma 
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2 Ibid. 
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Affairs 45, no.2 (Winter 1992), p.602 
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which was felt to "belong" to a people as they belonged to it'.1 Second, a history of struggle with 

various enemies not only led to a sense of community but also served (through historical myths 

and beliefs) as a source of inspiration for future generations. Third, some form of organised re-

ligion was necessary 'for producing specialists in communications and record-keeping, as well as 

for generating the rituals and traditions that formed the channels of continuity for ethnic commu-

nities'.2 Finally, 'the proximate cause of ethnic durability and survival was the rise and power of a 

myth of "ethnic chosenness".3 Smith concluded that the factors which promote one's sense of 

ethnic identity have become more influential in modern times. Of crucial importance have been 

the increasing cultural and civic activities of the modern state, activities of intellectuals and intel-

ligentsia within the ethnic group, and the development of the ideology of nationalism - particu-

larly ethnic nationalism in contradistinction to a territorial or civic one.4 

The constructivists, in turn, categorically reject the notion that ethnic identity is a 'natural' 

or 'given' phenomenon. Pointing out that the presumption of 'naturalness' of the nation and na-

tional identity distinctions obscures the human 'hand' and 'motivations' behind these processes 

and that the terms ethnic identity and ethnic group mean quite different things in different places 

and among peoples, constructivists contend that these concepts are social constructions - 'the 

product of specific historical and geographical forces rather than biologically given ideas whose 

meaning is dictated by nature'.5 From the constructivist perspective, ethnic identity and ethno-

nationalism should be viewed as the 'product of processes which are embedded in human actions 

and choices' rather than as 'natural' or 'given'.6 

One of the earlier influential writers who stressed the social construction of ethnic iden-

tity was Max Weber. He viewed ethnic groups as 'human groups' whose belief in a common an-

cestry, in spite of its origins being mostly fictitious, is so strong that it leads to the creation of a 

community.7 Ethnic groups are, therefore, based more on beliefs and less on any objective cul-

tural or biological traits. Weber concluded that ethnic membership by itself 'does not necessarily 

result in ethnic group formation but only provides the resources that may, under the right cir-

cumstances, be mobilized into a group by appropriate political action'8 
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Charles Keyes has argued that ethnic identity derives from a 'cultural construal of de-

scent',1 and distinguishes between 'social descent' and 'genetic descent'. Social descent is a form 

of kin selection by which human beings seek to create solidarity with those whom they recognise 

as being 'of the same people' or as 'sharing descent'. Its formation depends upon the cultural con-

strual of those characteristics that indicates who does or does not 'belong to the same people as 

oneself'.2 Genetic descent, on the other hand, consists of 'biological characteristics transmitted 

through genetic inheritance'.3 

Keyes further argues that while the cultural construal of descent -social descent - leads to 

the formation of ethnic identity, '[there] is no invariable pattern as to which cultural differences 

will be seized upon by groups as emblematic of their ethnic differences'.4 But generally speak-

ing, the type of cultural markers that are put forward as 'emblematic of ethnic identity depends 

upon the interpretations of the experiences and actions of mythical ancestors and/or historical 

forebears. These interpretations are often presented in the form of myths or legends in which his-

torical events have been accorded symbolic significance'.5 The forms that these myths and leg-

ends can take vary. They can be found, for example, in 'stories, both oral and written, songs, ar-

tistic depictions, dramatisations, rituals'.6 But no matter how these myths and legends are created 

and presented, 'the symbols of ethnic identity must be appropriated and internalized by in-

dividuals before they can serve as the basis for orienting people to social action'.7 

Keyes cautions that the cultural construal of ethnicity and its internali-sation by individu-

als do not necessarily make it an explanatory variable of social action. Rather, ethnicity becomes 

a variable 'only if access to the means of production, means of expropriation of the products of 

labour, or means of exchange between groups are determined by membership in groups defined 

in terms of nongenealogical descent'.8 At such moments, ethnicity can be 'a device as much as a 

focus for group mobilisation by its leadership through the select use of ethnic symbols for socio-

cultural and politico-economic purposes'.9 Ethnic identity, therefore, is the social and political 

creation of 'elites, who draw upon, distort, and sometimes fabricate materials from the cultures of 

the groups they wish to represent in order to protect their well-being or existence or to gain po-

litical and economic advantage for their groups as well as for themselves'.10 
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From this discussion, it becomes clear that the most contentious issue between the pri-

mordialists and the social constructivists concerns the role of culture in the formation of ethnic 

identity. Primordialists consider culture to be more integrally connected with ethnic identity 

formation, 'although even they recognize that some behaviors and emblems may change inde-

pendently of basic identity'.1 This view, by and large, is reflected in the writings of Geertz, 

Isaacs, Naroll, Gordon, Mitchell, Epstein and Furnivall.2 

This primordialist viewpoint assigning primacy to culture in the formation of ethnic iden-

tity came under attack after the late 1960s. Kuper was one of the first scholars who questioned 

this 'a priori dependency relationship between cultural and other forms of social and political 

grouping, including the racial and the ethnic'.3 Subsequently, Barth, together with Glazer and 

Moynihan, also argued that 'there is no necessary continuity or congruence, in time or space, be-

tween social (including ethnic) groups and cultural practice'.4 This analytical distinction and 

separation between ethnicity per se and culture is now generally accepted by most social scien-

tists. From this viewpoint, culture is 'a mere epiphenomenon of ethnicity, dependent on more ba-

sic organisational and strategic factors'.5 Social constructivists, however, have taken this particu-

lar viewpoint to an extreme level 'where culture is relegated to a very secondary position in the 

ethnic scheme of things, as a series of symbols that justify the existence of particular (ethnic) 

interest groups'.6 Some constructivists have even suggested that cultural markers can be 'manipu-

lated to rationahse the identity and organisation of the ethnic group'.7 

The Concept of Ethno-nationalism 

In spite of the attention recently accorded it, the concept of 'ethno-nationalism' remains 

contentious. Most scholars agree that a fundamental distinction exists between ethnic politics and 

nationalist politics, but they disagree over the conditions when, and if at all, this distinction can 

be overcome and ethnic and nationalist politics can coincide. Anthony Smith, for instance, in 

spite of accepting the distinction between ethnic politics and nationalist politics, nevertheless 

suggests that 
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ethnicnationalism... unlike the territorial and civic versions of nationalism... conceives of the na-

tion as a genealogical and vernacular cultural community. Whereas civic and territorial conceptions of the 

nation regard it as a community of shared culture, common laws and territorial citizenship, ethnic concepts 

of the nation focus on the genealogy of its members, however, fictive; on popular mobilisation of 'the 

folk'; on native history and customs; and on the vernacular culture. As a vernacular community of genea-

logical descent, the ethnic nation seeks to create itself in the image of an ancestral ethnic. In doing so, it 

often helps to recreate that ethvie.”1 

Not all scholars agree with this interpretation. Walker Connor, for one, believes that na-

tionalism refers to loyalty to one's nation or ethnic group.2 From his perspective, any political 

activity undertaken by individuals on the basis of their loyalty to their ethnic group is a manifes-

tation of ethno-nationalism. By and large, however, the consensus among scholars is that, al-

though ethnic and nationalist politics are differentiated, this differentiation can be overcome if 

the political goal of an ethnic group coincides with the political objective of the nationalist doc-

trine, namely self-determination. KelJas, for example, points out that 'Nationalism focuses on 

"national self-determination," or home rule in a national territory. Ethnic politics in contrast is 

largely concerned with the protection of rights for members of the group within the existing 

state, with no claim for a territorial “homeland”.3 In similar fashion, Frye notes: 'Ethnic groups 

may or may not feel a sense of nationalism, that is, they may or may not seek the creation of a 

nation-state that corresponds to a given territory. The sense of nation has a territorial aspect ab-

sent from ethnicity, since a member of an ethnic group living abroad can share a sense of identity 

with a co-ethnic in the home country quite apart from feeling an attachment to a nation-state'.4 

For these scholars, ethnic groups exhibit ethno-nationalist sentiment only when their po-

litical agenda hinges on 'ethnic self-determination' and the creation of a nation-state correspond-

ing to their specific territorial homelands. Frye stresses that while the core objective of a nation-

alist movement is to achieve political sovereignty within a given territory, 'not all nationalist 

movements are driven by a single ethnic group, nor do all ethnic revivals lead to a campaign for 

national sovereignty'.5 But ethnic groups may often form the core of nationalist movements, and 

when they do, they shift from being ethnic to ethno-nationalist groups. This interpretation also is 

favoured by Ted Gurr when he defines ethno-nationalist groups as large politicised groups of 
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people sharing a common language and ethnicity who are territorially concentrated and exhibit a 

history of making demands for political autonomy or separate statehood.1 

If we understand ethno-nationalism as one specific type of ethnic politics - the movement 

by an ethnic group for self-determination in the form of political autonomy or the creation of a 

separate state corresponding to its ethnic homeland - then it becomes obvious that there can be 

different types of ethnic political movements. In Minorities at Risk, Gurr has provided a detailed 

description of the various types of ethnic political movements currently active in the world. 

Gurr used the term non-state communal groups to refer to peoples sharing language, eth-

nicity, region of residence and history but not necessarily constituting nations or states. Thus, 

'communal groups are cultural and psychological entities rather than bounded political commu-

nities'.2 Politically salient communal groups are those which either suffer or benefit from sys-

tematic discrimination, engage in political mobilisation to promote self-defined interests, or 

combine these characteristics. Gurr further subdivided politicised communal groups into national 

and minority peoples. National peoples can be ethno-nationalist groups -large, regionally con-

centrated peoples with a history of organised political autonomy and separatist movements - as 

well as indigenous peoples - the conquered descendants of the original inhabitants of a region. In 

turn, minority peoples are made up of three groups: (a) ethno-classes, that is, usually low-status, 

ethnically distinct peoples; (b) militant sects, or groups focused on defence of their religious be-

liefs (reconceptualised in Gurr's book with Barbara Harff as the less pejorative-sounding politi-

cally active religious minorities); and (c) communal contenders, or culturally distinct groups as-

piring to exercise a share of state power. Communal contenders may be given advantages over 

other groups and therefore represent dominant minorities, or they may be disadvantaged, suffer 

various forms of discrimination and be drawn into ethnic struggles of a particularly bloody kind. 

Of 233 communal groups identified by Gurr as functioning between 1945 and 1989, over 

two-thirds were national groups: 81 (such as Croatians and Quebecois) were ethno-nationalist 

and 83 (native Americans, Australian aboriginals) indigenous peoples. There were 45 ethno-

classes, ranging from African-Americans in the US and in nine Latin American societies to Mus-

lims in France and Koreans in Japan. Most of the 49 militant sects consisted of Muslim minori-

ties (Turks in Germany, Malays in Thailand). There were 25 advantaged minorities (such as the 

Tutsis of Burundi and the Sunnis of Iraq) and 41 disadvantaged communal contenders (many of 

the tribal groups in sub-Saharan Africa). 

The world of ethnic groups and ethnic politics is thus vast and varied. This makes the 

task of formulating a general explanation of ethnic politics more difficult. One way out of this 
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difficulty is to adopt Charles Ragin's approach and ask the question: what factors account for the 

political mobilisation of ethnic groups?1 While such an approach does not tell us much about the 

type of group and the nature of its demands, by focusing on causes it allows for a general expla-

nation of what drives ethnic politics. We turn to this subject next. 

Indirect Theories of Ethnic Political Mobilisation and Conflict 

Negative theories of integration 

One of the best known and most influential theories in this category is that of Karl 

Deutsch. In Nationalism and Social Communication, he constructed a paradigm of national inte-

gration employing two key concepts: mobilisation and assimilation. His argument was that, first, 

modernisation leads to a greater mobilisation of the population, and second, increasing urbanisa-

tion and the spread of communication (a consequence of modernisation) results in the assimila-

tion of those mobilised into the national mainstream. The outcome is national integration, the 

basis for nationalism.2 

Deutsch, however, signalled the dangers of disruption of the integrative process. Using 

the same concepts of mobilisation and assimilation, he argued that parochialism or regionalism 

(including their ethnic forms), with their concomitant instability and national fragmentation, 

could result from situations in which mobilisation outpaced assimilation. The mobilisation-

assimilation gap created when mobilisation preceded assimilation was the root cause of national 

fragmentation and the rise of parochialism.3 

Related points have been made by such other scholars as Samuel Huntington and Daniel 

Lerner. Both have referred to the significance of the tension between 'rising expectations' and 

'rising frustrations', caused primarily by modernisation in developing countries, in accounting for 

disintegrative tendencies in these states. In most of these societies, the process of modernisation, 

by causing rapid social mobilisation, the breakdown of the traditional order, and the expansion of 

communications and transportation networks, led to an increase in the number of political par-

ticipants who were sensitive to the poverty in which they lived. Hence demands on the political 

system greatly increased as new groups entered the political arena. However, since economic 

growth was slow in most cases, and because elites were concerned that an equitable distributive 

response to demands could further slow down economic growth, the capacity of the political sys-

tem to respond to demands was restricted. As a result the initial euphoria that was generated by 

the 'revolution of rising expectations' was soon replaced by the despair of the 'revolution of rising 

frustrations'. As political participation increased and economic conditions degenerated, many 
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Third World societies and, more recently, parts of the former Soviet Union, witnessed political 

fragmentation and decay and the rise of parochial and ethno-nationalist sentiments.1 

Another explanation for the rise of ethnic political mobilisation has been provided by 

strain theorists such as Clifford Geertz, who argued that 

during the disorienting process of modernisation ... unintegrated citizens, looking for an anchor 

in a sea of changes, wi]] grab hold of an increasingly anachronistic ethnic identity, which bursts onto the 

scene and then recedes as the process of structural differentiation moves toward a reintegrated society. 

Thus, ethnicity might resurge temporarily, but like suicide, it is a manifestation of anomie that would in-

exorably disappear.2 

Hence ethnic political mobilisation, as seen by strain theorists, was possible only in the 

event of 'some failure to draw subnations into national economic life ... and ... because of the 

growing economic, cultural and political divergence of the sub-nation from the rest of the na-

tion'.3 Although regional economic inequality as a cause of ethnic political mobilisation was 

compatible with the developmental perspective, the failure to integrate the subnation was consid-

ered the underlying cause.4 At the same time, since this school considered strain in society 

caused by modernisation to be a temporary phenomenon, ethnic political mobilisation was ex-

pected to be short-lived, too. 

In a similar fashion, in accounting for the rise of ethnic political mobilisation, parochial-

ism and recognition, Stein Rokkan highlighted the salience of three related factors: territorial 

concentration, social isolation and economic isolation. All indicated the failure of the state to 

draw ethnic groups into national life.5 But the underlying assumption that ethnicity is a primor-

dial sentiment and ethnic political mobilisation an aberration which would disappear when the 

structural reintegration of society is completed remained in his analysis. 

Negative theories of cohesion 

Negative theories of cohesion include three models of control.  The first is incompatibil-

ity theory or the plural society approach. Second, scepticism about the plural society approach 

has led to the theory of consociationalism. Finally, shortcomings in the consociational model has 

produced development of the theory of hegemonic-exchange. 
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(a) The plural society approach. The failure of the modernisation paradigm and various 

assimilationist theories to account for growing fragmentation in multi-ethnic societies led to dis-

illusionment with the optimistic predictions of nation-building theories and renewed interest in 

the 'theory of the plural society, which posited that multi-ethnic societies could not remain both 

stable and democratic'.1 Although the most systematic version of the plural society approach was 

developed by the British economist J.S. Furnivall and later modified by the West Indian anthro-

pologist M.G. Smith, indications of the approach could be found in the writings of the Duke of 

Sully in the seventeenth century and of John Stuart Mill.2 

The main argument of the plural society approach, as elaborated by Furnivall, is that in 

plural societies - where different ethnic groups live in close proximity to but separately from 

each other - intercommunal relations are characterised by unchecked economic competition. 

Since relations between the various groups remain confined to the market place, these societies 

fail to develop a sense of common loyalty that would overcome the cultural and ethnic differ-

ences between the various groups. Unrestrained competition and competing nationalisms that 

follow between different cultural groups cause society to fragment. Furnivall argued that the 

only way such societies could be held together was through the application of external force. For 

him, this external force was provided by colonialism.3 

M.G. Smith modified the plural society approach. He argued that a plural society could 

be created by incorporating members of different cultural groups into a multi-ethnic state in one 

of three ways. The first type of incorporation is termed uniform, where individuals are incorpo-

rated as equal citizens with equal civic and political status irrespective of ethnic or cultural af-

filiation. The second is called equivalent where different collectivities are incorporated into a 

single society with equal or complementary public rights and status. This is the consociational 

democracy model. The final type of incorporation is labelled differential, where a dominant 

group exercises power and maintains its superior position by excluding other groups from power. 

Although Smith identified the ways in which different cultural groups could be incorpo-

rated into multi-ethnic states, he harboured serious doubts about the stability and durability of 

such states. First, uniform incorporation would result in assimilative policies resented by the tar-

geted groups. Second, differential incorporation would lead to domination and subordination of 

relations among groups and the exclusion of some groups from real power. Hence, this arrange-

ment would also not be conducive to stable, democratic multi-ethnic societies. Finally, although 

the equivalent or consociational method seemed to hold the most hope, in practice it was 

unlikely to produce stable, democratic, multiethnic societies because most often 'the components 
                                                 
1 Stephen Ryan, Ethnic Conflict and International Relations (Aldershot: Dartmouth, 1990), p. 1 
2 Ibid p. 1-2 
3 Ibid., pp.3-4. For details of Furnivall's idea on plural societies, see Furnivall, Netherlands India, pp.446-69 
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of a consociation are unequal in numbers, territory and economic potential'.1 As a result, real or 

perceived grievances may lead to ethnic unrest and undermine the stability of the union. 

(b) The theory of consociationalism. Because the plural society approach painted a bleak 

picture of multi-ethnic societies, some scholars expressed grave doubts about 'the incompatibility 

view of ethnic relations within a single sovereign state'.2 They therefore developed 'at least two 

alternative approaches to the issue of stability and democracy in multiethnic states'.3 One was the 

consociational democracy approach pioneered by Arend Lijphart; the other was Donald Roth-

child's theory of hegemonic exchange. 

In Democracy in Plural Societies: A Comparative Exploration, and Democracies: Pat-

terns of Majoritarian and Consensus Government in Twenty-One Countries, Lijphart offered a 

framework and stipulated the conditions that could lead to stable, democratic, multi-ethnic socie-

ties. He rejected the traditional Westminister majoritarian model with its 'one-party cabinets, a 

two party system, a first past the post electoral system, a unitary and centralised government and 

an unwritten constitution'.4 Instead, he opted for a consociational framework involving executive 

power-sharing and grand coalitions, formal and informal separation of powers, balanced bicam-

eralism and special minority representation in the upper chamber, a multi-party system, a multi-

dimensional party system reflecting the various lines of cleavage in society, proportional repre-

sentation, territorial as well as non-territorial federalism and political decentralisation, and a 

written constitution protecting certain rights of minority groups by laying down extremely diffi-

cult procedures for amendment.5 

Out of this list of characteristics, Lijphart considered four to be the 'pillars' upon which a 

stable, consociational democratic society could rest. Of primary importance was the formation of 

a grand coalition of leaders representing all the communities. The other three important charac-

teristics included the provision of a veto power to all communities on legislation affecting their 

vital interests, a system of proportional representation in parliament, and a high degree of auton-

omy for each community to run its own affairs. The success of the consociational model was to 

be seen in states such as Switzerland, Canada, Malaysia, Belgium and Holland. 

After setting up the model of consociationalism, Lijphart provided a list of conditions 

which he felt promoted elite co-operation. These included a power balance between the various 

groups so that none could form a majority by itself, a multi-party system, small state size, cross-

                                                 
1 M.G. Smith, 'Some Developments in the Analytic Study of Pluralism', in Kuper and Smith (eds), Pluralism in Af-
rica, p.442 
2 Ryan, Ethnic Conflict and International Relations, p. 12 
3 Ibid, p 15-16 
4 Ibid p. 16 
5 See, for example, Arend Lijphart, Democracy in Plural Societies: A Comparative Exploration (New Haven, CT: 
Yale University Press, 1977), and Democracies: Patterns of Majoritarian and Consensus Government in Twenty-
One Countries (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1984), pp.23-30 
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cutting societal cleavages, feelings of patriotism or a common religion, clear group boundaries 

and a tradition of co-operation among group elites. 

Some of these conditions are clearly contradictory - such as the existence of cross-cutting 

societal cleavages and clear group boundaries - while the sum of them is convoluted. Moreover, 

considering the fact that some of the worst cases of ethnic violence have occurred in small states 

like Cyprus, Lebanon and Sri Lanka, it is doubtful if small state size really promotes co-

operation among elites. To be sure, Lijphart did emphasise that the presence or absence of these 

conditions was not decisive and therefore they were neither necessary nor sufficient by them-

selves to determine the success of consociational democracy.1 

The absence of some or all of Lijphart's conditions may unleash ethno-nationalistic feel-

ings and conflict among various groups in a multiethnic state. The empirical evidence suggests 

that the record of consociational democracy has been mixed. Whereas it has produced relatively 

stable multi-ethnic democracies in some states (such as Switzerland and Holland and to a lesser 

degree Belgium and Canada), it has failed to prevent the outbreak of ethnic conflict elsewhere 

(Sri Lanka, Cyprus, Lebanon). 

An attempt to refine the consociational democracy model of Lijphart has been made by 

Eric Nordlinger in his Conflict Regulation in Divided Societies. Nordlinger also stressed elite co-

operation and structured elite predominance as ways to prevent conflict in multi-ethnic socie-

ties.2 He maintained that elite co-operation and conflict regulation is possible through any of the 

following strategies: stable coalition, the proportionality principle, de-politicisation, mutual veto, 

mutual compromise and concessions. He further observed that certain conditions may motivate 

elites to regulate conflict through co-operation. These include their desire to thwart external 

threats to the state, the presence of a sufficiently large commercial class dedicated towards the 

promotion of economic values, the inability of any group to acquire political power and office 

without the support of others, and the threat of civil violence in the event of elite non-co-

operation.3 

Unlike Lijphart, however, Nordlinger was sceptical about the positive impact of cross-

cutting pressures and segmental isolation of groups on elite co-operation. He argued that there is 

simply not enough evidence to suggest that cross-cutting cleavages positively reduce violence in 

divided societies. Moreover, since an individual's cultural identity is often more salient than 

cross-cultural ties, cross-cultural cleavages are more likely to be catalysts of ethnic violence than 

its moderators. Indeed, geographical isolation may actually 'increase conflict by increasing un-

                                                 
1 Ryan, Ethnic Conflict and International Relations, p. 17 
2 E.A. Nordlinger, Conflict Regulation in Divided Societies (Cambridge, MA: Harvard Center for International Af-
fairs, 1972), p.87 
3 Ryan, Ethnic Conflict and International Relations, p.17 
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equal development and by encouraging calls for greater autonomy, which can raise the stakes of 

the conflict'.1 

(c) The theory of hegemonic exchange. The inability of consociational arrangements to 

prevent ethnic conflict led to the development of the hegemonic exchange theory, which sup-

plemented consociational democratic ideas with control and dominance theory. This approach is 

associated primarily with Donald Rothchild, who has applied it to African states. 

Rothchild found that although a number of African states were able to impose a limited 

amount of hegemony over the ethnic groups within their borders and thus prevent open ethnic 

conflict, these states were 'soft' states because they lacked the capacity to impose solutions on all 

groups. Accordingly, these states had to engage in a process of exchange with them. The result 

was a hegemonic exchange system of state-group relations in which 'a somewhat autonomous 

central-state actor and a number of considerably less autonomous ethno-regional interests en-

gage, on the basis of commonly accepted procedural norms, rules, or understandings, in a proc-

ess of mutual accommodation'.2 

Like the consociational approach, the hegemonic exchange system does not regard ethnic 

relations within a state as 'a primordial clash of exclusive identities. Rather it posits that ethnic 

groups have overt, tangible interests that can be pursued in a rational, utility maximizing manner. 

Therefore, tradeoffs and bargaining are possible, and ethnic violence can be ended by changes in 

policies of allocation of power and wealth'.3 The role of the state in this scheme is not as 'an op-

pressor, but as a mediator and facilitator; and in order to play this role it must reject an exclusiv-

ist approach to access to power in favor of an inclusive strategy based on ethnic balancing'.4 

Rothchild's examples of hegemonic exchange include post-civil-war Nigeria, Mauritius, Togo, 

Ivory Coast, Zambia, Kenya and Zimbabwe after 1987. 

The problem with theories of cohesion and control are threefold. First, as the theories of 

consociationalism and hegemonic exchange indicate, the maintenance of cohesion in multi-

ethnic states is a difficult task, and cohesion, even when achieved, remains precarious. At any 

moment it can be shattered by the emergence of new counter-elites which cannot be incorpo-

rated into the system, or by the emergence of new demands by groups which cannot be accom-

modated. Second, the existing balance of power between the various groups may change over 

time, thereby undermining co-operative arrangements arrived at by groups. Finally, inter-ethnic 

cohesion achieved through institutionalised control and domination is difficult to maintain when 

the legitimacy of state authority cannot be taken for granted. We are drawn to the conclusion, 
                                                 
1 Ibid p. 18 
2 Donald Rothchild, 'Hegemonic Exchanges: An Alternative Model for Managing Conflict in Middle Africa', in D.L. 
Thompson and D. Ronen (eds), Ethnicity, Politics and Development (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner, 1986), p.72 
3 Ryan, Ethnic Conflict and International Relations, pp. 19-20 
4 Ibid p. 20 
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then, that not only are the various models of cohesion and control unlikely to preserve political 

stability in multi-ethnic states, they may actually facilitate the rise of ethno-nationalist feelings. 

Indirect theories of disintegration 

The indirect theories of disintegration subsume 'the various interpretations of revolution, 

inter-group conflict and aggression, all of which contain clues which can lead to a general theory 

of disintegration'.1 The most important explanations come from those theories of revolution that 

stress socio-economic factors such as relative deprivation, resource scarcity and the sudden rise 

in aspirations that are frustrated, and also pohtical approaches dealing with interest group com-

petition, mobilisation, breakdown of institutions and revolutionary organisation and leadership.2 

By far the most important theory in this category is that of relative deprivation developed 

by Gurr in Why Men Rebel. Relative deprivation refers to 'the perceived discrepancy between 

value expectations and value expectancies in a society'.3 What this means is that 'the inclination 

to revolt is most likely to be present when people perceive an inequity in the wretchedness of 

their condition - when they receive less (their expectations) than they feel they deserve (their ex-

pectancies)'.4 Gurr points to four stages in the process by which relative deprivation leads to re-

volt. First, people must recognise that deprivation exists. Second, they must also become aware 

that the wretched conditions they experience are not universal and that others enjoy what they 

lack. Third, people must develop the feeling that a situation of deprivation is unfair. The final 

step is the recognition that political action may be able to change the situation. This is the stage 

for mass pohtical activity and revolution.5 

The theory of relative deprivation is useful for explaining the rise of ethnic pohtical mo-

bilisation not only among economically backward groups but also among relatively prosperous 

ethnic groups. For example, Czechs wanted to escape from Czechoslovakia precisely because 

they were the better-off nation. When a group perceives a threat to its privileged position or be-

comes a victim of state discrimination, it may undertake militant action. After all, as the theory 

suggests, it is the reahsation by a group that it is receiving less than it deserves and that others 

are receiving more that motivates the group to take pohtical action. Applying this concept to eth-

nic conflict, as Gurr does in his later work, Minorities at Risk, it is easy to understand why per-

                                                 
1 Alexis Heraclides, The Self-Determination of Minorities in International Politics (London: Frank Cass, 1991), p.6 
2 Some of the most important works in this area include Ted Robert Gurr, Why Men Rebel (Princeton, NJ: Princeton 
University Press, 1970); James С Davis, 'Toward a Theory of Revolution', American Sociological Review 27 (Feb-
ruary 1962), pp.5-19; Mancur Olson, The Logic of Collective Action (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 
1965); Chalmers Johnson, Revolutionary Change (Boston, MA: Little, Brown, 1966); Samuel P. Huntington, Politi-
cal Order in Changing Societies; Charles Tilly, From Mobilization to Revolution (Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley, 
1978); Theda Skocpol, States and Social Revolutions (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979). 
3 Donald M. Snow, Distant Thunder (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1993), p.60 
4 Ibid 
5 For details see Gurr, Why Men Rebel 
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ceived disadvantage or discrimination (real or imaginary) by a group regarding its status (socio-

cultural, economic, pohtical) is an underlying cause for pohtical action. 

Direct Theories of Ethnic Political Mobilisation and Conflict 

Direct theories of ethnic pohtical mobilisation were developed chiefly in the 1970s and 

1980s as a result of dissatisfaction among scholars with inadequate conceptual tools with which 

to explain the persistence and proliferation of ethnic pohtical mobilisation. Thus the failure of 

strain theory to account for the persistence of ethnic conflict led to its eventual abandonment. 

Moreover, scholars realised that, although the various indirect theories offered some insights re-

garding the causes of ethnic political mobilisation, they did so more through inference and induc-

tion. Their primary focus remained modernisation and its associated problems - stability and de-

mocracy in plural societies and the issues of violence and revolution. 

Particularly in the 1980s, scholars who were not yet prepared to discard the salience of 

the modernisation process in the rise of ethnic nationalism tried to reformulate these theories. 

Two paradigms dealing directly with the causes of ethnic political mobilisation and state disinte-

gration emerged: internal colonialism or the reactive ethnicity approach, and the primordialist or 

developmental approach. A third, older approach, the communalist or ethnic competition ap-

proach, sought to explain state disintegration in underdeveloped societies brought about by eth-

nic and communal conflict. 

The primordialist or developmental approach 

The primary focus of the primordialist approach is on ethnic identity and consciousness, 

which it treats as 'the essential independent variable that leads to political assertiveness and mili-

tant separatism, regardless of the existence of inequality or dominance'.1 Primordialists argue 

that distinct communities prefer to be governed poorly by their ethnic brethren rather than wisely 

by aliens since rule by foreigners is degrading. 

Although the primordialists put more stress on cultural markers as sources of ethnic iden-

tity and consciousness, they nevertheless do not discount the role of socio-economic variables. 

They continue to recognise the salience of the modernisation process in the rise of ethno-

nationalism. At the same time, they are unwilling to accept the general conclusion of the mod-

ernisation approach that ethnicity is a vanishing tradition. In reformulating modernisation theo-

ries, they acknowledge that socio-economic factors may form the basis of discontent but 'only 

discontent founded on ethnic symbols, such as language, religion, culture, origin or race can lead 

to separatism'.2 

                                                 
1 Heraclides, The Self-determination of Minorities, p.8 
2 Clifford Geertz, "The Integrative Revolution: Primordial Sentiments and Civic Politics in the New States', in C.E. 
Welch, Jr (ed.), Political Modernization (Belmont, CA: 1967), p. 170 



 102

This was a significant breakthrough for research on ethnicity. For some time, ethnicity 

and ethnic identity were regarded as a dependent variable. Now the primordialists turned the ar-

gument around by claiming that ethnic identity was an independent or explanatory variable trig-

gering political action. The primordialist approach is illustrated in the scholarship of Walker 

Connor, Nathan Glazer and Daniel Moynihan, Cynthia Enloe, Donald Horowitz, Anthony Smith 

and John Armstrong.1 

Connor, an early exponent of the primordialist perspective, has traced the etiology and 

manifestation of ethnic political mobilisation. He contended that modernisation, by increasing 

interaction and competition among ethnic groups for the same economic and political rewards, 

actually sharpened ethnic divisions in society in four ways. First, rapid social communication 

and mobilisation increased cultural awareness and exacerbated inter-ethnic conflict.2 Second, 

improvements 'in communications and transportation' increased 'the cultural awareness of the 

minorities by making their members more aware of the distinctions between themselves and oth-

ers'.3 Third, the rise of militant ethnic consciousness in many parts of both developed and devel-

oping worlds could be explained not in terms of the 'nature or density of the communications 

media, but the message'?4 The reference here was to the doctrine of self-determination of nations 

which, in its pristine form, made ethnicity 'the ultimate measure of political legitimacy, by hold-

ing that any self-differentiating people, simply because it is a people, has the right, should it so 

desire, to rule itself.5 This doctrine not only provided justification but also acted as catalyst for 

ethnic political movements.6 Finally, changes in the global political environment also contributed 

to the upsurge in ethnic consciousness by making it 'much more unlikely that a militarily weak 

polity will be annexed by a larger power'.7 In this context, Connor pointed out that the achieve-

ment of nuclear parity between the superpowers caused 'independence to appear as a more en-

during prospect for even the weakest of units'.8 

In The Ethnic Revival, Anthony Smith posited that ethnic conflict is the outcome of in-

congruence between economic modernisation and processes of political development associated 

                                                 
1 See, for example, Connor, 'Nation-Building or Nation-Destroying?', and Walker Connor, 'The Politics of Ethnona-
tionalism', Journal of International Affairs 27 (January 1973); Glazer and Moynihan, Ethnicity: Theory and Experi-
ence, Cynthia H. Enloe, Ethnic Conflict and Political Development (Boston, MA: Little, Brown, 1973); Donald L. 
Horowitz, Ethnic Groups in Conflict (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1985); Anthony D. 
Smith, The Ethnic Origins of Nations (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1986); John A. Armstrong, Nations Before Nation-
alism (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1982) 
2 Connor, 'Nation-Building or Nation-Destroying?', p.328; original emphasis. Similar views can be found in Connor, 
'The Politics of Ethnonationalism', pp. 1-21 
3 Ibid p 329 
4Ibid., p.331; emphasis added  
5 Ibid.; original emphasis. For a detailed exposition of Connor's views on the doctrine of 'self-determination of na-
tions' see Walker Connor, 'Self-Determination: The New Phase', World Politics 20, no.l (October 1967), pp.30-53 
6 Ibid 
7 Ibid., pp.331-2 
8 Ibid., p.332; emphasis added 
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with the birth of the modern state. Starting from the same perspective as Weber and Dur-kheim 

but arriving at a diametrically opposite conclusion, Smith concluded that the modern bureau-

cratic state seeks legitimacy in scientific rationality. When coupled with the economic and edu-

cational modernisation of society, the rationality imperative produces an expanding stratum of 

secular intelligentsia. However, the inability of the state bureaucracy to absorb the entire body of 

secular intellectuals causes them to identify with their ethnic groups, which help legitimate their 

perceptions of injustice.1 

Saul Newman has pointed out that a major shortcoming of Smith's argument was his fail-

ure to explain why secularising intellectuals or elites, when faced with a lack of opportunities, 

should revert to then-ethnic identities 'instead of radical secular ideologies such as Marxism'.2 

While it is true that cultural markers and primordial sentiments play a crucial role in the devel-

opment of human personality, we can question whether ethnic identity alone constitutes a power-

ful factor triggering ethno-political movements. Moreover, as we noted above, culture has a mul-

tiplicity of components which are given differentiated stress over time. Another criticism of 

Smith's approach is that by concentrating on elites his framework failed to address the question 

of how such elites mobilise mass support. More importantly, he did not explain how the popular 

classes ended up with a political agenda that suited the personal needs of a narrow elite.3 Finally, 

Smith paid little attention to the political obstacles faced by new ethnic movements and to such 

other factors as demographic, socio-economic and political power at the disposal of ethnic 

groups that often accounted for different levels and types of ethnic political activity.4 

Internal colonialism or the reactive ethnicity approach 

Lack of agreement on the effect that modernisation had on ethnic political mobilisation 

led to the development of the internal colonialism or reactive ethnicity approach. The main pro-

ponent of the internal colonialism approach is Michael Hechter, although the idea was derived 

from Marxist social theories expounded by Lenin and Gramsci. 

At the crux of Hechter's argument is the concept of exploitation. It characterises the rela-

tionship between members of a dominant cultural group and those of peripheral ethnic groups in 

advanced industrial states. Using the Celtic minority in the United Kingdom as a case study, 

Hechter contended that such exploitation results in 'a particularistic allocation of valued roles 

and resources to the dominant ethnic group', thereby causing political mobilisation of the periph-

eral ethnic group.5 Faced with infiltration of their region by the core group, its stunted develop-

ment caused by its being treated as an appendage of the national economy, and the destruction of 
                                                 
1 For details, see Anthony D. Smith, The Ethnic Revival (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981) 
2 Newman, 'Does Modernization Breed Ethnic Political Conflict?', p.458 
3 Ibid 
4 Ibid p 459 
5 Ragin, The Comparative Method, p.135 
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the social fabric of the peripheral region as a result of modernisation, the peripheral ethnic group 

engages in protests and forms separatist movements based on cultural and ethnic differences. To 

be .sure, Hechter pointed out that the selective co-optation of potentially destructive or divisive 

leaders from such peripheral ethnic groups by the core ethnic group can often weaken ethno-

political movements, thereby ensuring the continuity of the cultural division of labour.1 

Although Hechter studied Celts in the United Kingdom, his theory can explain the rise of 

ethnic political mobilisation among peripheral minorities in many parts of the world. Good ex-

amples would include the nationalist movements in the Central Asian republics of the former 

Soviet Union. 

Hechter added an important dimension to the analysis of politicised ethnicity by combin-

ing economic explanations with cultural ones. But the independent variable - the cultural divi-

sion of labour - was in his view only a necessary and not a sufficient condition for the formation 

of ethno-political movements.2 His model also falls short in explaining ethno-political assertions 

on the part of economically privileged ethnic groups. 

The ethnic competition or communalist approach 

The communalist approach is much older than others we have been considering here. It 

explains ethnic political mobilisation by focusing on modernisation, scarcity of resources and 

elite competition. The process of modernisation, from this perspective, affects both peripheral 

and core ethnic groups in two ways. First, it reduces ethnic diversity within both dominant and 

subordinate ethnic groups by eroding local identities. Second, as a result of this erosion of local 

identities large-scale ethnic identity-formation is promoted because of the altered conditions of 

political competition between groups and elites.3 

Although the communalists posit that large-scale ethnic identity-formation occurs when 

groups are forced to compete with each other for the same rewards and resources, the roots of 

ethnic political mobilisation leading to ethnic violence and even ethnic separatism he in 'elite dis-

putes over the direction of change and grievances linked with the scarcity of resources' and also 

'when previously acquired privileges are threatened or alternatively when underprivileged groups 
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realise that the moment has come to redress inequality'.1 The communalists argue that this phe-

nomen is more pronounced in modern states, particularly those in the middle ranks of economic 

development. Such states, which include Ukraine and Kazakhstan, often lack the capacity and 

resources to manage social mobilisation and to satisfy the increased aspirations which mobilisa-

tion creates. Hence, these states are particularly vulnerable to intense competition and conflict 

between elites and groups. 

An important example of this approach to ethnic identity-creation and to the rise of ethnic 

political mobilisation as a result of elite competition in pre-modern and modem societies is the 

work of Paul Brass.2 Using case studies of ethnic and communal conflict from India, the former 

Soviet Union and parts of Eastern Europe, Brass has shown how altered conditions of elite com-

petition, the emergence of new elites, resource scarcity and centralising tendencies of states (all a 

result of modernisation) have combined to generate intense elite competition and ethnic polarisa-

tion in many of these societies. 

The communalist approach to ethnic political mobilisation enhances our understanding of 

the causes of large-scale ethnic identity-formation in modernising societies, of the competition 

for resources that this process entails, and of the dynamics of elite interaction behind the politi-

cisa-tion of ethnicity. But its major shortcoming is that it tends 'to overemphasise the element of 

greedy elites and manipulative, power-seeking regional leaders who take advantage of the com-

munal spirit for their own ends'.3 As a result, communalists often ignore 'the element of inequal-

ity and communal identity as well as the degree of ingroup legitimisation' that is required for 

ethno-political and secessionist sentiments to develop.4 

Although the direct theories offer a wider variety of explanations for the rise of ethno-

nationalism than the indirect ones, they nevertheless suffer from major defects. Whereas the in-

ternal colonialism or reactive ethnicity approach fails to account for the rise of separatist senti-

ments on the part of economically rich sub-nations, the primordialist or developmental approach 

is flawed by its rninimalising of the significance of economic inequality as a source for the rise 

of separatist movements. In turn, the communalist or ethnic competition perspective over-

emphasises the role of manipulative elites driven by their own needs and aspirations, and it un-

derestimates the importance of ethnic consciousness in the rise of separatist sentiments. It also 

fails to explain adequately why such movements at times acquire a high level of in-group legiti-

misation for secession.5 
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On their own, none of these theoretical approaches can explain all cases of ethnic politi-

cal mobilisation. Our discussion has revealed the importance of diverse factors - cultural, eco-

nomic, political - for the politicisation of ethnicity. Attempting to combine these factors in one 

explanatory framework may allow for a better understanding of the reasons for the awakening 

and politicisation of various ethnic groups in the world today, including many in Eastern Europe. 

[Ganguly, R. “Why do Ethnic Groups Mobilise?” in Taras, R., ed. National Identities and Ethnic 

Minorities in Eastern Europe (London: Macmillan, 1998): 49-71] 

 

3. Переоценка прошлого: имперское наследие? 

 

Rogers Brubaker 

National minorities, nationalizing states, and external national homelands in the 

New Europe 

 

Twice in this century, Central and Eastern Europe have undergone a massive and 

concentrated reconfiguration of political space along national lines. In the first phase of this 

reconfiguration (which actually began in the nineteenth century), the crumbling of the great 

"traditional" multinational land empires - the prolonged decay of the Ottoman Empire and the 

sudden collapse, in the First World War, of the Habsburg and Romanov empires - left in its wake 

a broad north-south belt of new states in East Central Europe, stretching from the Baltic littoral 

to the Balkan peninsula. In the second phase, the disintegration of the Soviet Union, Yugoslavia, 

and Czechoslovakia and the emergence of some twenty new states in their stead have resulted in 

the nationalization of political space on a much vaster scale, extending from Central and Eastern 

Europe eastward across the entire breadth of Eurasia. 

Like the nationalizing settlement that followed the First World War, the most recent 

reconfiguration of political space along ostensibly national lines has conspicuously failed to 

"solve" the region's long-refractory national question. Yet while nationalist tensions have not 

been resolved, they have been restructured. This chapter addresses this new phase and form of 

the national question, focusing on the triadic nexus linking national minorities, nationalizing 

states, and external national "homelands," and illustrating its dynamically interactive quality with 

a discussion of the breakup of Yugoslavia. 

A triadic configuration 

The triadic relational nexus has been engendered, or given new urgency, by the new (or 

at least newly salient) mismatch between cultural and political boundaries. The massive 
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nationalization of political space in the region has left tens of millions of people outside "their 

own" national territory at the same time that it has subjected the "national" quality of persons and 

territories to heightened scrutiny. Foremost among these nationally "mismatched" persons, as 

suggested in Chapter 2, are the 25 million ethnic Russians, abruptly transformed from state-

bearing nationality in a vast and powerful state into vulnerably situated minorities of uncertain 

identity and loyalty in weak and struggling successor states. But many other groups have a 

similar, structurally ambivalent membership status, belonging by residence and (in most cases) 

by formal citizenship to one state and by putative ethnonational affinity to another. These include 

- to name only a few of the more important - some 3 million ethnic Hungarians in Romania, 

Slovakia, Serbia, and Ukraine, whose relations with Hungary, limited during the communist era, 

have multiplied and intensified in recent years; the 2 million Albanians in Serbia, Montenegro, 

and Macedonia, whose ties to neighboring Albania have been renewed and strengthened; the 

nearly 2 million Serbs living (before the war) in Croatia and Bosnia-Hercegovina, who, as 

Yugoslavia began to disintegrate, looked to Serbia as their external national homeland; the 

nearly one million Turks in Bulgaria; the Armenians in Azerbaijan, especially in Nagorno-

Karabakh; the Uzbeks in Tajikistan and the Tajiks in Uzbekistan; and the Poles in Lithuania and 

other Soviet successor states.1 All of these groups, as well as numerous smaller groups (or 

potential groups, since in many cases their "groupness" is more a political project than a social 

fact),2 must contend not only with political and economic reconfiguration and dislocation but 

also with two mutually antagonistic nationalisms - the "nationalizing" nationalisms of the states 

in which they live, and the "homeland" nationalisms of the states to which they belong, or can be 

construed as belonging, by ethno-cultural affinity though not (ordinarily) by legal citizenship. 

All are, therefore, inscribed in the triadic nexus linking the minority communities themselves, 

the states in which they live, and their external national "homelands." 

That relationship is not everywhere and always conflictual. In the case of the residual, 

though still large, German minority in Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union,3 for 

                                                 
1 I provide numbers in the text only as a very rough indicator of the orders of magnitude involved. The figures are 
invariably contested; indeed disputes concerning the size of putative nations and national minorities have long been 
central to nationalist politics. It is an illusion - and one that contributes to the prevalence of ethnic nationalism - to 
think that one could somehow arrive at objectively "correct" figures. Nationality is not a fixed, given, indelible, 
objectively ascertainable property; and even subjective, self-identified nationality is variable across time and context 
of elicitation, and therefore not measurable as if it were an enduring fact that needed only to be registered. 
2 In sheer numbers, Ukrainians - that is, those who identified their nationality as such in the 1989 Soviet census - in 
Soviet successor states other than Ukraine are, at more than 6 million, more numerous than any of the other minority 
groups except Russians. But the "groupness" suggested by this distinct statistical existence is, from a sociological 
point of view, largely illusory. Both in the Russian Federation, where over 4 million self-identified Ukrainians lived 
in 1989, and in other successor states, Ukrainians have tended to assimilate linguistically to, and intermarry with, 
Russians. Although some political entrepreneurs have tried to mobilize Ukrainians as a national minority distinct 
from Russians, this "group-making" project is unlikely to succeed. 
3 It is difficult to give an even approximate estimate of the size of the German minority. The immigration and 
citizenship rights extended by Germany to Germans in Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union have created a 
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example, the triangular relationship has a unique and largely nonconflictual configuration. This 

contrasts starkly with the interwar period. Then, too, there was a dynamic triangular interplay 

between the huge German national minority, the newly nationalizing states of East Central 

Europe in which they lived, above all Poland and Czechoslovakia, and Germany as their external 

national "homeland." That relation was deeply conflictual, even in the Weimar period, and it 

became fateful after the Nazi seizure of power. Today, by contrast, guaranteed immigration and 

citizenship rights in a prosperous and stable external "homeland," together with the new freedom 

of exit from the countries of Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union, act as a powerful 

solvent, and magnet, on German minority communities, causing their steady depletion through 

heavy emigration. Within a generation, these rights extended to ethnic co-nationals by the 

Federal Republic of Germany are likely to lead to a final dissolution of the centuries-old German 

presence in Eastern Europe. 

In cases where the triangular relationship is more deeply conflictual, however, the new 

Europe, like interwar Europe, confronts a potentially explosive - and in some cases actually 

explosive - dynamic interplay between a set of new or newly reconfigured nationalizing states, 

ethnically heterogeneous yet conceived as nation-states, whose dominant elites promote (to 

varying degrees) the language, culture, demographic position, economic flourishing, or political 

hegemony of the nominally state-bearing nation; the substantial, self-conscious, and (to varying 

degrees) organized and politically alienated national minorities in those states, whose leaders 

demand cultural or territorial autonomy and resist actual or perceived policies or processes of 

assimilation or discrimination; and the external national "homelands" of the minorities, whose 

elites (again to varying degrees) closely monitor the situation of their co-ethnics in the new 

states, vigorously protest alleged violations of their rights, and assert the right, even the 

obligation, to defend their interests. 

Since the last term is vulnerable to misunderstanding, I will characterize it a bit more 

fully. By "homeland" I do not mean the actual homeland of the minority, in the sense that they or 

their ancestors once lived there. That is not necessarily the case. Nor need the minority even 

think of the external state, or the territory of that state, as its homeland. External national 

homelands are constructed through political action, not given by the facts of ethnic demography. 

A state becomes an external national "homeland" for "its" ethnic diaspora when political or 

cultural elites define ethnonational kin in other states as members of one and the same nation, 

claim that they "belong," in some sense, to the state, and assert that their condition must be 

                                                                                                                                                             
strong incentive for people with any familial connection to Germany or Germanness to identify themselves as 
German. In this way the large-scale migration of East European and ex-Soviet Germans to Germany, by inducing 
ethnonational reidentification as German, may for a time increase rather than decrease the size of the German 
minority in die region. 
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monitored and their interests protected and promoted by the state; and when the state actually 

does take action in the name of monitoring, promoting, or protecting the interests of its 

ethnonational kin abroad. Homeland politics takes a variety of forms, ranging from immigration 

and citizenship privileges for "returning" members of the ethnic diaspora, through various 

attempts to influence other states' policies towards its co-ethnics, to irredentist claims on the 

territory of other states. 

National minorities, nationalizing states, and external national homelands are bound 

together in a single, interdependent relational nexus. Projects of nationalization or national 

integration in the new nation-states, for example, "exist" and exercise their effects not in 

isolation but in a relational field that includes both the national minority and its external national 

homeland. In this relational field, minority and homeland elites continuously monitor the new 

nation-state and are especially sensitive to any signs of projects of "nationalization" or "national 

integration." When they perceive such signs, they seek to build up and sustain a perception of the 

state as an oppressively or unjustly nationalizing state. And they might act on this perception. 

The minority might mobilize against the perceived projects of nationalization and might seek 

autonomy or even threaten secession. The homeland, claiming the right to monitor and protect 

the interests of its ethnic co-nationals abroad, might provide material or moral support for these 

initiatives and might lodge protests with the nationalizing state or with international organiz-

ations against the perceived projects of nationalization. This protest activity will react back on 

the nationalizing state, although it will not necessarily dissuade it from its nationalizing projects, 

and it might even lead to their intensification. The minority might be accused of disloyalty, the 

homeland of illegitimate interference in the internal affairs of the nationalizing state. 

The dynamic interdependence linking national minorities, nationalizing states, and 

external national homelands in a single web of relations calls for analysis in its own right. This 

requires a reorientation in the study of nationalism. While the burgeoning corpus of work on 

nationalism includes large, if dated, literatures on national integration in new states and on 

national minorities, as well as a smaller, more recent literature on state intervention on behalf of 

co-ethnics in other states, these have remained isolated from one another. I know of no studies 

that develop an explicit analytical or theoretical account of the relational nexus linking national 

minorities, nationalizing states, and external national homelands.1 Some studies of particular 

                                                 
1 Myron Weiner, "The Macedonian Syndrome," World Politics 23, no. 1 (1970), comes closest to developing such 
an account, outlining a "syndrome" of predictably covarying characteristics typically found when an irredentist state 
confronts an anti-irredentist neighboring state in connection with a border-straddling ethnic group. The account 
offered here differs from Weiner's chiefly in three respects. First, Weiner is concerned only with irredentist claims 
and disputed borders, while I am concerned with the broader field of homeland politics, in which irredentism is a 
limiting case. Second, Weiner is concerned with all border-straddling ethnic groups associated with border disputes, 
while I consider only national minorities whose co-ethnics are numerically or politically dominant in another state 
that can, for this reason, be construed as their "external national homeland." Third, while Weiner specifies a 
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nationalist situations - especially historical ones - are sensitive to interactive dynamics of this 

sort,1 but none, to my knowledge, has worked out an explicit model or provided a sustained 

analytical discussion of the relational field and its interactive dynamics. To begin to do so is the 

task of this chapter. 

National minorities, nationalizing states, and external national homelands as arenas of 

struggle 

To invoke, as I have done, a relationship between three terms might suggest that the 

terms themselves are fixed and given. They are, however, not fixed entities but variably 

configured and continuously contested political fields. Thinking of what we summarily call 

national minorities, nationalizing states, and external national homelands as political fields is a 

useful way of making explicit the fact that these are dynamic and relational concepts and should 

not be reified or treated in a substantialist fashion. 

National minority 

A national minority is not simply a "group" that is given by the facts of ethnic 

demography. It is a dynamic political stance, or, more precisely, a family of related yet mutually 

competing stances, not a static ethno-demographic condition. Three elements are characteristic 

of this political stance, or family of stances: (1) the public claim to membership of an 

ethnocultural nation different from the numerically or politically dominant ethnocultural nation;2 

(2) the demand for state recognition of this distinct ethnocultural nationality; and (3) the 

assertion, on the basis of this ethnocultural nationality, of certain collective cultural or political 

rights. 

                                                                                                                                                             
"syndrome" of covarying characteristics, I emphasize the contingency and variability of the relations between  
national minorities, nationalizing states, and external national homelands - contingency and variability that follow 
from treating each of these three "elements" as fields of struggle among competing positions or stances, and from 
seeing the relations between these three fields as closely intertwined with relations internal to the fields. More 
recently, an emergent literature on diasporas in international politics has begun to explore the triadic relation 
between diasporas, host states, and home states, but it focuses on migrant diasporas rather than consolidated national 
minorities, settled, in considerable part, in compact areas directly adjoining their respective national homelands. See 
Gabriel Sheffer, "A New Field of Study: Modern Diasporas in International Politics," in Sheffer, ed., Modern 
Diasporas in International Politics (London and Sydney: Croom Helm, 1986). 
1 For sophisticated studies of the national question in interwar Europe, alert to this dynamic, see Joseph Rothschild, 
East Central Europe Between the Two World Wars (Seattle: University of Washington Press, 1974); Ronald M. 
Smelser, The Sudeten Problem, 1933-1938: Volkstumspolitik and the Formulation of Nazi Foreign Policy 
(Folkestone, UK: Dawson, 1975); Rudolf Jaworski, Vorposten oder Minderheit? Der sudetendeutsche 
Volkstumskampf in den Beziehungen zwischen der Weimarer Republik und der CSR (Stuttgart: Deutsche Verlags-
Anstalt, 1977); C. A. Macartney, National States and National Minorities (London: Oxford University Press, 1934); 
and C. A. Macartney, Hungary and Her Successors: The Treaty of 'Trianon and Its Consequences, 1919-1937 
(London: Oxford University Press, 1937). 
2 This suggests why it is difficult to assert a status as national minority in states such as the United States that do not 
have clear dominant ethnocultural nations. If the nation mat legitimates the state as a whole is not clearly an 
ethnocultural nation but a political nation open, in principle, to all, then the background condition against which the 
claim of national minority status makes sense is missing. Collective self-representation as a national minority 
presupposes a certain type of collective representation of the majority. 



 111

Nationality-based assertions of collective cultural or political rights, although similar in 

form, vary widely in their specific content. They range, for example, from modest demands for 

administration or education in the minority language to maximalist claims for far-reaching 

territorial and political autonomy verging on full independence. Other aspects of the stance of 

national minorities are also highly variable. While some favor full cooperative participation in 

the institutions of the host state, including participation in coalition governments, others may 

favor a separatist, noncooperative stance. And while some may shun overtures to external 

parties, believing it important to demonstrate their loyalty to the state in which they live and hold 

citizenship, others may actively seek patronage or protection from abroad - whether from a state 

dominated by their ethnic kin or from other states or international organizations. 

This variation in specific claims to collective rights, and in overall "stance," occurs not 

only between but within national minorities. The full range of stances just sketched could be 

found, for example, among the Sudeten Germans of interwar Czechoslovakia.1 This variation in 

stances within a single national minority, this spectrum of related yet distinct and even mutually 

antagonistic stances adopted by different segments of "the same" ethnonational group, suggests 

the analytical usefulness of the notion of field. Using this notion, developed and employed by 

Pierre Bourdieu in an impressive variety of studies,2 we can think of a national minority not as a 

fixed entity or a unitary group but rather in terms of the field of differentiated and competitive 

positions or stances adopted by different organizations, parties, movements, or individual 

political entrepreneurs, each seeking to "represent" die minority to its own putative members, to 

the host state, or to the outside world, each seeking to monopolize the legitimate representation 

of the group.3 

Competition in the representation of the group may occur not only among those making 

different claims for the group qua national minority, but also between those making such claims 

and those rejecting the designation "national minority" and the family of claims associated with 

it. This is no mere academic possibility. Think, for example, of "Russians in Ukraine" (and 

bracket for the moment the difficulties inherent in the very expression "Russians in Ukraine" - 

                                                 
1 On the 1920s struggle among Sudeten Germans between "activists," favoring cooperation with Czechoslovak 
parties and participation in coalition governments, and "negativists," rejecting these forms of cooperation, see 
Jaworski, Vorposten oder Minderheit?; and Johann Wolfgang Briigel, Tschechen und Deutsche 1918-1938 (Munich: 
Nymphenburger, 1967). On competition among Sudeten Germans after the Nazi seizure of power in Germany, see 
Ronald M. Smelser, The Sudeten Problem. 
 
2 See Pierre Bourdieu and Loi'c Wacquant, An Invitation to Reflexive Sociology (Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 1992), pp. 94ff., and the references cited there. 
3 Although Bourdieu has not written on national minorities as such, his essay on regionalism as well as a more 
general article on group-making contain suggestive formulations about the importance of representational struggles 
in the effort to make and remake groups. See Pierre Bourdieu, "L'identite et la representation: elements pour une 
reflexion critique sur l'idee de region," Actes de la recherche en sciences sociales 35 (1980), and "Social Space and 
the Genesis of Groups," Theory and Society 14 (1985). 
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the fact that this expression, with its clean syntax, designates something that does not in fact 

exist, namely a definite, clearly bounded group of Russians inUkraine).1 There are different ways 

of conceiving what it means to be a Russian in Ukraine, only some of which are consistent with 

conceiving Russians in Ukraine as a national minority. Thus Russians in Ukraine can be 

understood as persons of Russian ethnic origin, most of whom speak Russian as their native 

language, who nonetheless belong to the Ukrainian nation, understood as a political, territorial, 

or civic nation, as the nation of and for all its citizens, regardless of language and ethnicity, not 

as the nation of and for ethnic Ukrainians. Were this the prevailing self-understanding of 

Russians in Ukraine, there would be no Russian "national minority." There would be persons of 

Russian ethnic origin and persons speaking Russian as a native language, but they would not 

claim to be members of the Russian nation or nationality.2 There is, of course, no chance of this 

view monopolizing the field of competing identities. Indeed, it may recently have been losing 

ground, as support for independent Ukrainian statehood among eastern Ukrainian Russians has 

waned with the rapid deterioration of the Ukrainian economy. But it does belong to the field of 

competing stances. 

Where does this leave us? If we rethink the concept of national minority along the lines 

sketched here, the apparent clarity and simplicity of the concept dissolve. National minorities are 

not the internally unified, externally sharply bounded groups that our ordinary language 

suggests. I will continue to speak of "national minorities" for convenience, but it should be 

understood that this is a loose and imperfect designation for a field of competing stances, and 

that the "stakes" of the competition concern not only what stance to adopt as a national minority 

but whether the "group" (or potential group) in question should understand and represent itself as 

a national minority. 

Nationalizing state 

A similar set of points can be made about the concept of "nationalizing state." I choose 

this term rather than "nation-state" to emphasize that I am talking about a dynamic political 

stance - or family of related yet competing stances - rather than a static condition.3 Characteristic 

                                                 
1 During the 1989 census, some 11.4 million residents of Ukraine identified their "nationality" (natsional'nost') as 
Russian. A larger number - nearly 17 million - identified their native language as Russian. See Gosudarstvennyi 
komitet po statistike, Natsional'nyi soslav naseleniia SSSR (Moscow: Finansy i statistika, 1991), p. 78. There are no 
fixed identities here, but rather a fluid field of competing identities and identifications. One should be skeptical of 
the illusion of bounded groupness created by the census, with its exhaustive and mutually exclusive categories. For 
an argument suggesting that divisions of  language are more significant in post-independence Ukraine than divisions 
of ethnic nationality, see Dominique Arel, "Language and Group Boundaries in the Two Ukraines," paper presented 
at a conference on "National Minorities, Nationalizing States, and External National Homelands in the New 
Europe," Bellagio Study and Conference Center, Italy, August 1994. 
2 See Roman Szporluk, "Reflections on Ukraine after 1994: The Dilemmas of Nation hood," The Harriman Review 
7, nos. 7-9 (1994). 
3 A nationalizing state is precisely not a nation-state in the widely used sense of an ethnoculturally homogeneous 
state, the very large majority of whose citizens belong to the same ethnoculmral nation. Quite the contrary. Although 
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of this stance, or set of stances, is the tendency to see the state as an "unrealized" nation-state, as 

a state destined to be a nation-state, the state of and for a particular nation, but not yet in fact a 

nation-state (at least not to a sufficient degree); and the concomitant disposition to remedy this 

perceived defect, to make the state what it is properly and legitimately destined to be, by 

promoting the language, culture, demographic position, economic flourishing, or political 

hegemony of the nominally state-bearing nation. 

Such a stance may be an avowed and expressly articulated "position." But it need not be 

avowed or articulated for it to be "real" in the sense that matters for this chapter, namely 

exercising a real effect on the minority and "homeland" political fields. This may be the case if 

policies, practices, symbols, events, officials, organizations, even "the state" as a whole are 

perceived as nationalizing by representatives of the national minority or external national 

"homeland," even if this characterization is repudiated by persons claiming to speak for the state. 

To ask whether such policies, practices, and so on are "really" nationalizing makes little sense. 

For present purposes, a nationalizing state (or nationalizing practice, policy, or event) is not one 

whose representatives, authors, or agents understand and articulate it as such, but rather one that 

is perceived as such in the field of the national minority or the external national homeland. 

This raises a further complication. What does it mean for a state to be perceived as 

nationalizing in the political field of the national minority or that of the external national 

homeland? It is not sufficient for anyone who acts in those fields to perceive and characterize the 

state as nationalizing. The perception has to be "validated" or socially "sustained." The 

perception and characterization of the host state and its practices and policies are themselves 

crucial objects of struggle within the political fields of the national minority and the external 

national homeland. 

A national minority - to return for a moment to this concept - is a field of struggle in a 

double sense. It is (as we saw earlier) a struggle to impose and sustain a certain kind of stance 

vis-a-vis the state; but at the same time it is a struggle to impose and sustain a certain vision of 

the host state, namely as a nationalizing or nationally oppressive state. The two struggles are 

inseparable: one can impose and sustain a stance as a mobilized national minority, with its 

demands for recognition and for rights, only by imposing and sustaining a vision of the host state 

                                                                                                                                                             
it does not presuppose ethnocultural heterogeneity (for nationalizing projects can be, and have been, advanced even 
in ethnoculturally homogeneous settings), nationalizing states are ordinarily ethnoculturally heterogeneous. A 
further reason for preferring the term "nationalizing state" to "nation-state" is that the latter implies an achieved or 
completed condition, while the former usefully implies that this completed condition has not been achieved. A 
nationalizing state is one conceived by its elites as a specifically unfinished state (cf. the German conception, current 
in the Bismarckian period, of the unvollendet or "incomplete" nation-state). I discuss the concept of nationalizing 
state in more sustained fashion in Chapter 4, using interwar Poland as an example. 
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as a nationalizing or nationally oppressive state. To the extent that this vision of the host state 

cannot be sustained, the rationale for mobilizing as a national minority will be undermined. 

I do not want to give the impression that all that matters are the external perceptions of a 

host state's policies and practices as nationalizing. Such external perceptions - and the political 

stance they help justify and sustain - are indeed more important than the self-understanding of 

participants in the political field of the nationalizing state, but they are not independent of the 

political idioms used by participants in that field. When nationalization is an explicit project 

rather than merely a perceived practice, when host state policies and practices are expressly 

avowed and articulated as nationalizing, the perception of the state as a nationalizing state will 

be much more likely to prevail in the external fields - among the national minority or in the 

external national homeland. 

Nor is it unusual for participants in the host state to articulate projects of nationalization, 

to conceive and justify policies and practices in a nationalizing idiom. Such an idiom is not only 

eminently respectable but virtually obligatory in some contexts. This is often the case in new 

states, especially those that, for historical and institutional as well as ethnodemographic reasons, 

are closely identified with one particular ethnocultural nation.1 This is the case in almost all 

Soviet and Yugoslavsuccessor states, thanks to the legacy of Soviet and Yugoslav nationality 

                                                 
1 In the twentieth century, new states have been created in three great bursts - after World War I, when the territories 
of the great European and Eurasian multinational empires were divided and reconfigured; during mid-century 
decolonization, when new states were carved out from most of the overseas territories of the Western European 
colonial empires; and in the post-Cold War present, when, in a continuation of the process of national 
reconfiguration of political space begun in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, incipient nation-states have 
been formed from the territories of the multinational Soviet and Yugoslav states and binational Czechoslovakia. All 
of these states have been conceived by their dominant political and cultural elites as nation-states and, in a very 
broad sense, as nationalizing states. But there is an important difference between the new states that succeeded to 
multinational territorial states at the beginning and end of the twentieth century on the one hand, and most of those 
that were carved out of overseas empires - especially in sub-Saharan Africa -on the other. Almost every one of the 
former was conceived and justified, in the nationalist movements preceding their independent statehood as well as 
after statehood was achieved, as the state of and for a particular ethnonational group, which, though in no case 
coincident with the entire state population, in almost all cases constituted the majority, and usually the substantial 
(though seldom the overwhelming) majority of the state population. Why this was the case would require a lengthy 
historical excursus; that it was and is the case is clear. By contrast, most states carved out of overseas colonial 
empires were not conceived in the same way - before or after independence -as the states of and for particular 
ethnonational groups. Of course, in practice, some states - or portions of the state apparatus, such as the army - did 
come to "belong" to particular ethnonational groups (not always the same groups that had been favored by colonial 
administrators). See for example Donald Horowitz, Ethnic Groups in Conflict (Berkeley: University of California 
Press, 1985). But given the general discrepancy in scale between colonial units and ethnic groups, the rhetoric of 
anticolonial nationalism - the claims to nationhood made during anticolonial struggles - was framed in a territorial 
(and expressly supra-ethnic) rather than an ethnonational idiom. And leaders of newly independent states also 
framed their nationalizing projects in territorial and civic rather than ethnonational terms, hoping to build up a 
"modern" territorial national identity. See Anthony Smith, State and Nation in the Third World: The Western State 
and African Nationalism (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1983). In fact, of course, politicized ethnicity has flourished 
at least as much in postcolonial sub-Saharan Africa as elsewhere. But in large part because of the discrepancy in 
scale between political and ethnocultural units, state-backed nationalizing projects could not be as easily linked to 
one particular ethnonational group as was the case in the new states formed from the continental multinational 
empires. The point of this digressive footnote (a point I return to in Chapter 4) is to emphasize that nationalizing 
idioms -more precisely, idioms of ethnic or ethnocultural nationalization - were widely employed in the new states 
of interwar Europe, and they are widely employed in the new states of post-Cold War Europe. 
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policy, which (as I argued in Chapter 2 with respect to the Soviet case) fixed and crystallized 

ethnocultural nations and endowed them with "their own" territorial "polities," that is, with 

polities (or pseudopolities) that were deliberately constructed as belonging to particular 

ethnocultural nations. 

Whether we are talking about perceived nationalizing stances or openly avowed 

nationalizing projects, there is a great deal of variation among such stances and projects, not only 

between states, but within a given state. The notion of field can be useful here too. It brings into 

analytical focus the wide range of nationalizing stances within a single state, the spectrum of 

related yet distinct and even mutually antagonistic stances adopted by differently positioned 

figures in and around the complex  inter-  and  intra-organizational   network  that   we   call,   

for 

convenience, "the state." 

We can think of a nationalizing state not in terms of a fixed policy orientation or a 

univocal set of policies or practices but rather in terms of a dynamically changing field of 

differentiated and competitive positions or stances adopted by different organizations, parties, 

movements, or individual figures within and around the state, competing to inflect state policy in 

a particular direction, and seeking, in various and often mutually antagonistic ways, to make the 

state a "real" nation-state, the state of and for a particular nation.1 

An example of competition among nationalizing stances might help make this a bit less 

abstract. Consider the question of language. Elites in all Soviet successor states believe it 

necessary and desirable to promote the language of the nominally state-bearing nation. This is a 

nationalizing stance that all share. Yet there have been vigorous struggles, in all successor states, 

about how this should be done. Should knowledge of the national language be required for 

citizenship or for certain types of employment? If so, what level of knowledge? How should the 

legacy of linguistic Russification be combated, and knowledge of the national language 

promoted, when a substantial fraction of the majority nationality does not speak the national 

language (as is the case, for example, in Ukraine and Kazakhstan)? In what circumstances should 

the use of other languages be permitted, or required, in public life, in the school system, or in the 

associational sphere of civil society? What mix of incentives and authoritative measures should 

be employed to promote the national language?2 

                                                 
1 This competitive field also includes stances that reject principles and programs of nationalization, for example, in 
favor of some form of cultural pluralism. But for the historical and institutional reasons alluded to above, successor 
state elites are strongly disposed to adopt nationalizing stances of one kind or another. 
 
2 On the politics of language in Soviet successor states, see the special issue of Nationalities Papers 23, no. 3 (1995), 
on "Implementing Language Laws: Perestroika and its Legacy in Five Republics." 
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External national homeland 

Since the analytical points to be made are similar to those made about national minorities 

and nationalizing states, the concept of external national homeland can be treated more briefly. 

It, too, denotes a dynamic political stance - or, again, a family of related yet competing stances - 

not a static condition, not a distinct "thing." Common to"homeland" stances are the axiom of 

shared nationhood across the boundaries of state and citizenship and the idea that this shared 

nationhood makes the state responsible, in some sense, not only for its own citizens but also for 

ethnic co-nationals who live in other states and possess other citizenships. These shared 

assumptions and orientations define a "generic" homeland stance. But there is great variation 

among particular homeland stances, great variation in understandings of just what the asserted 

responsibility for ethnic co-nationals entails: Should ethnic co-nationals living as minorities in 

other states be given moral support, or also material support? What sorts of ties and relations 

with the homeland or mother country should be fostered? What sort of immigration and 

citizenship privileges, if any, should co-ethnics abroad be offered? What sort of stance should 

they be encouraged to take vis-a-vis the states in which they live? And what sort of stance should 

the homeland adopt toward those states? How forcefully should it press its concerns about their 

policies toward minorities? What weight should those concerns be given in shaping the 

homeland state's overall relations toward the states in which its co-ethnics live? And how 

forcefully should it press its concerns in the various international forums that monitor and set 

standards for policies toward minorities? These are all contested questions in homeland states. 

The various homeland stances compete not only with one another but with stances that 

reject the basic premise of homeland politics, or at least set sharp limits on the permissible forms 

of homeland politics. According to these anti-homeland stances, which are more consonant with 

classical understandings of interstate relations and international law, a state may, indeed must, 

protect its own citizens even when they live in other states. But it cannot legitimately claim to 

protect its ethnic co-nationals who live in another state and hold the citizenship of that state. The 

field of struggle to inflect state policy is therefore constituted by struggles over whether and how 

a state should be a homeland for its ethnic co-nationals in other states. 

The triadic nexus: a relation between relational fields 

As I have argued, national minority, nationalizing state, and external national homeland 

should each be conceived not as a given, analytically irreducible entity but rather as a field of 

differentiated and competing positions, as an arena of straggle among competing stances. The 

triadic relation between these three "elements" is, therefore, a relation between relational fields; 

and relations between the three fields are closely intertwined with relations internal to, and 
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constitutive of, the fields. The approach to the national question adopted here is consistently and 

radically relational. 

A central aspect of the triangular relational nexus is reciprocal inter-field monitoring: 

actors in each field closely and continuously monitor relations and actions in each of the other 

two fields. This process of continuous reciprocal monitoring should not be conceived of in 

passive terms, as a registering or transcription of goings-on in other fields. Rather, the 

monitoring involves selective attention, interpretation, and representation. Often, the 

interpretation of other fields is contested; it becomes the object of representational struggles 

among actors in a given field. 

Such struggles among competing representations of an external field may be closely 

linked to struggles among competing stances within the given field. Thus, the struggle to 

mobilize a national minority may be linked to a struggle to represent the host state as a 

nationalizing or nationally oppressive state. Conversely, proponents of nationalization may seek 

to represent the national minority as actually or potentially disloyal, or the homeland as actually 

or potentially irredentist. The breakup of Yugoslavia illustrates both linkages: efforts to mobilize 

the Serb minority in Croatia depended on efforts to represent Croatia as a dangerously 

nationalizing state, while nationalizing elites in Croatia sought to represent the mobilizing Serb 

minority as disloyal and Serbia as an irredentist homeland. 

Perceptions and representations of an external field may be linked with stances within a 

field in two ways. On the one hand, the stances within a field may be prior and governing. In a 

strong sense, this occurs when a stance to which one is already committed "requires" a certain 

representation of the external field, and therefore generates efforts to impose or sustain it through 

deliberately selective interpretation or outright misrepresentation and distortion of developments 

in that external field. In a weaker but still significant (and very widespread) sense, it occurs when 

a particular stance to which one is already at least provisionally committed disposes one, in 

entirely "sincere" and noncynical fashion, through well-known mechanisms of selective (mis-

)perception and (mis-)representation, to accept a particular representation of an external field, a 

representation congruent with one's own (already provisionally adopted) stance or position. 

On the other hand, perceptions and representations of developments in an external field 

may strengthen or undermine existing stances or evoke or provoke new ones. In this case, instead 

of already committed stances governing perceptions and representations of the external field, 

commitments to stances emerge interactively, in response to perceived and represented 

developments in the external field. 

Thus, stances may shape (and distort) perceptions and representations of an external 

field, or they may take shape in response to perceptions and representations of developments in 
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that external field. The two processes, although analytically distinct, are often intertwined in 

practice. The Yugoslav case, for example, abundantly illustrates how strong initial nationalist 

dispositions or stances among some Serbs and Croats shaped and distorted perceptions and 

representations of the other, through both sincere selective perception and cynical mis-

representation; it also illustrates how others, initially indifferent to nationalism, came to adopt 

nationalist stances in reaction to perceptions and representations of seemingly threatening 

developments in other fields. 

This dual linkage exemplifies three general features of the relational nexus with which 

we are concerned: (1) the close interdependence of relations within and between fields; (2) the 

responsive and interactive character of the triadic relational interplay between the fields; and (3) 

the mediated character of this responsive interplay, the fact that responsive, interactive stance-

taking is mediated by representations of stances in an external field, representations that may be 

shaped by stances already provisionally held. 

The triadic nexus and the breakup of Yugoslavia 

Having sketched the triadic relational nexus in abstract terms, I would like to conclude 

with a more concrete illustrative discussion. Volumes have been written about the collapse of 

Yugoslavia, and many more are sure to follow. My aim here is not to provide even a summary 

account of the collapse, but rather to highlight its crucially triadic form and to indicate - if only 

programmatically - how the relational approach outlined above might illuminate its bloody 

dynamics. I limit my attention here to the first phase of the breakup, involving Croatian and 

Slovenian moves toward independence and culminating in the war in Croatia; I do not discuss 

the war in Bosnia. 

The first phase of the Yugoslav collapse was presented in the American press as a dyadic 

struggle. On one side stood Serbia, determined to reassert centralized control (and therefore Serb 

hegemony) over Yugoslavia as a whole, or, failing that, to carve out a "greater Serbia" from the 

ruins of the state. On the other side stood Slovenia and Croatia, seeking autonomy and ultimately 

independence in the face of the Serbian push for hegemony.1 Yet while the Slovenian issue was 

indeed dyadic, the Croatian conflict was, from the beginning, fundamentally triadic, involving a 

tension-fraught dynamic interplay between an incipient national minority (Serbs in Croatia), an 

incipient nationalizing state (Croatia), and an incipient external national homeland (Serbia). 

Seeing the core dynamic in this way is not simply a matter of "adding" the Croatian Serbs 

to the equation. Rather, it directs our attention to differing underlying processes. The dyadic 

view of the Serb-Croat conflict construes it as involving a push for Serb hegemony, a responsive 

                                                 
1 For a sophisticated statement of this view, see Branka Magas,  The Destruction of Yugoslavia (London: Verso, 
1993). 
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Croatian secessionist movement, and a subsequent war of aggression against independent 

Croatia. The triadic view, by contrast, focuses on the complex interplay of three overlapping and 

mutually intensifying processes: the nationalization of the Croatian incipient state (both before 

and after independence was formally declared); the increasing disaffection, and nationalist 

mobilization, of Serbs in the ethnic borderlands of Croatia; and the development of a radical and 

belligerent "homeland" stance in the incipient Serbian state, leading eventually to the 

intervention of the increasingly Serb-dominated Yugoslav army in Croatia on the side of plans to 

salvage a "Greater Serbia" from the rubble of the federation. 

The dyadic view rightly sees the Croatian drive for autonomy and independence as 

responding, in significant part, to Serbian nationalist assertiveness. Milosevic's use of nationalist 

rhetoric to usurp leadership of the Serbian Communist Party in September 1987 and to mobilize 

mass support thereafter - especially his emphasis on Serb victimization in overwhelmingly 

Albanian Kosovo and on the need to reassert Serbian control over it by curtailing its 

constitutionally guaranteed autonomy -represented a fundamental and destabilizing challenge to 

the precarious national equilibrium constructed by Tito. The key to that equilibrium lay in the 

institutional restraints on the power of Serbia, preventing the Serbs from reacquiring the political 

dominance they had exercised, to disastrous effect, in the interwar Yugoslav state. The Serbian 

push to reassert control of Kosovo (and of the likewise formally autonomous Serbian province of 

Vojvodina) directly challenged those constraints and the fragile equilibrium built on them. While 

the resurgent Croatian nationalism of the late 1980s certainly had deep historical roots, and in 

many respects could be seen as reenacting (though going beyond) the Croatian nationalist 

movement of 1967-71, it was in crucial part a response to this destabilizing Serbian bid for 

hegemony within Yugoslavia.1 

While the dyadic view illuminates the causes and antecedents of the Croat drive for 

autonomy and independence, it obscures the nature and consequences of that drive. Construing it 

as a secessionist movement, the dyadic view obscures the extent to which it was also, and 

inseparably, a nationalizing movement - a movement to assert Croat "ownership" and control 

over the territory and institutions of Croatia, to make Croatia the state of and for the Croatian 

nation. 

This was evident in the campaign rhetoric with which Franjo Tudjman, with strong 

financial backing from nationalist Croat emigres, swept to victory in the spring 1990 elections, 

especially in his stress on the deep cultural differences between Serbs and Croats and the need to 

replace Serbs, heretofore overrepresented in key cultural, economic, and administrative positions 
                                                 
1 For a lucid and sustained analysis of the resurgent Serbian nationalism of the 1980s, see Veljko Vujacic, 
"Communism and Nationalism in Russia and Serbia," Ph.D. dissertation, University of California at Berkeley, 1995 
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in the republic, with Croats. It was evident in the iconography of the new regime, notably in the 

ubiquitous display of the red-and-white checkered armorial shield that had been an emblem of 

the medieval Croatian state but also of the murderous wartime Ustasha state (which the new 

leadership failed categorically and publicly to denounce). It was evident in the official, and 

ludicrous, "Croatization" of language. It was evident in the rhetoric of the new Croatian 

constitution, which claimed "full state sovereignty" as the "historical right of the Croatian 

nation" and symbolically demoted Serbs from their previous status as co-"owners" of the 

Republic. And it was evident, perhaps most significantly, in a substantial purge, concentrated in 

the state administration but extending beyond it as well, in which many Serbs lost their jobs.1 

The significance of these and similar events, discourses, and practices lay not in 

themselves but in the representations and reactions they evoked among Croatian Serbs - 

especially village and small-town Serbs of the Krajina region - and in Serbia. The dynamic of 

nationalization, though partial and incipient, was real - and troubling - enough. But through 

varying mixes of selective appropriation, exaggeration, distortion, and outright fabrication, Serb 

nationalist politicians in Croatia and in Serbia proper represented these nationalizing moves in a 

sinister light as heralding the establishment of an ultranationalist regime that threatened the 

liberties, livelihoods, and - if Croatia were to opt for full independence - even the lives of 

Croatian Serbs. 

The cynical and opportunistic manipulation involved in the more extreme of these 

representations and misrepresentations, irresponsibly evoking the specter of the Ustasha regime 

to discredit every manifestation of Croatian nationalism, is often stressed. But the emphasis on 

elite manipulation cannot explain why representations of a prospectively independent Croatia as 

a dangerously nationalizing state were sufficiently resonant, and sufficiently plausible, among 

certain segments of the Krajina Serb population, to inspire genuine fear and induce militant 

mobilization, and eventually armed rebellion, against the Croatian regime.2 

While the dyadic view treats Croatian and particularly Krajina Serbs as passive dupes, 

vehicles, or objects of manipulative designs originating in Serbia, the triadic view sees them as 

active participants in the intensifying conflict and as political subjects in their own right, con-

struing (and misconstruing) the dangers of the present in the light of the atrocities of the past. 

                                                 
1See Misha Glenny, The Fall of Yugoslavia: The Third Balkan War (London: Penguin, 1992), esp. pp. 12-13, 77, 
81-2; Leonard J. Cohen, Broken Bonds: The Disintegration of Yugoslavia (Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 1993), 
pp. 96-8, 208; Bette Denich, "Dismembering Yugoslavia: Nationalist Ideologies and the Symbolic Revival of 
Genocide," American Ethnologist 21, no. 2 (1994), 377-81; Robert Hayden, "Constitutional Nationalism in the 
Formerly Yugoslav Republics," Slavic Review 51, no. 4 (1992); Eugene A. Hammel, "The Yugoslav Labyrinth," in 
Eugene Hammel, Irwin Wall, and Benjamin Ward, Crisis in the Balkans (Berkeley: Institute of International 
Studies, University of California, 1993), pp. 16-17; and Bogdan Denitch, Ethnic Nationalism: The Tragic Death of 
Yugoslavia (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1994), p. 45.  
2 Glenny, The Fall ofYugoslavia , p. 11; and Denich, "Dismembering Yugoslavia," 381. 
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The complex process through which representations of Croatia as a dangerously nationalizing, 

even protofascist, state emerged, took root, and became hegemonic among Serbs in certain parts 

of Croatia's ethnic borderlands cannot be reduced to a story of outside manipulation. Efforts by 

nationalist radicals in Serbia to mobilize grievances and fears among Croatian Serbs were indeed 

an important part of the process. But the bulk of the work of mobilizing grievances and fears was 

undertaken locally by Croatian Serbs. And the grievances and fears were there to be mobilized. 

Although representations of wartime atrocities - often greatly exaggerated - were indeed widely 

propagated from Belgrade, memories of and stories about the murderous wartime Independent 

State of Croatia, and especially about the gruesome fate of many Croatian and Bosnian Serbs 

(Bosnia having been incorporated into the wartime Croatian state), were not imports. They were 

locally rooted, sustained within family and village circles, and transmitted to the postwar 

generations, especially in the ethnically mixed and partly Serb-majority borderland regions 

where (outside of Bosnia) most atrocities against Serb civilians had occurred, and where (again 

excluding Bosnia) the main Partisan as well as the few Chetnik strongholds in Croatia had been 

located. It was among village and smalltown Serbs in just these regions - and not, for example, 

among the cosmopolitan Serbs of Zagreb - that encounters with the incipient Croatian 

nationalizing state, interpreted through the prism of revived representations of wartime trauma, 

generated intransigent opposition to Croatian independence.1 

These mutually alienating encounters between the nationalizing and increasingly 

independent Croatian state and the fearful and increasingly radicalized Serb borderland minority 

thus had their own destabilizing logic; they were not orchestrated from Belgrade. But Serbian 

"homeland politics" was crucial to the overall relational nexus. Homeland stances -involving 

identification with, assertions of responsibility for, and demands to support or even "redeem" and 

incorporate ethnic Serbs outside Serbian state territory - have a long tradition in Serbian politics.2 

The relation between the expansionist "small Serbia" (established as an independent kingdom, 

though still under nominal Ottoman suzerainty, in 1829 and recognized as fully independent in 

1878) and the large Serb communities in the Ottoman and Austro-Hungarian empires was a 

burning issue in the decades before World War I, and one that touched off the war when a 

Bosnian Serb nationalist revolutionary assassinated Archduke Francis Ferdinand, heir to the 

Habsburg throne, in Sarajevo. With the formation of a Serb-dominated South Slav state after the 

war, incorporating the great majority of former Habsburg and Ottoman Serbs, the problematic of 

homeland politics receded. Nor did it reemerge openly after World War II in Tito's reconstructed 

(and more nationally equilibrated) Yugoslavia. Just as Russians viewed the Soviet Union as a 
                                                 
1 Denich, "Dismembering Yugoslavia"; Glenny, The Fall of Yugoslavia; and Denitch, Ethnic Nationalism, p. 33. 
2 Ivo Lederer, "Nationalism and the Yugoslavs," in Peter F. Sugar and Ivo John Lederer, eds., Nationalism in 
Eastern Europe (Seattle: University of Washington Press, 1994 [1969]). 
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whole (and not just the Russian republic) as "their" state, so Serbs viewed the Yugoslav state as a 

whole (and not just Serbia) as their own, regarding internal boundaries as insignificant or 

"merely administrative." Yet homeland politics revived in Serbia, and emerged in Russia, when 

the "nationalization" of constituent units of Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union eroded Serbs' and 

Russians' sense of being "at home" throughout the state. 

The revival of Serbian homeland politics - of politicized concern with Serbs outside 

Serbia - centered initially on Kosovo. Although it was formally part of the Serbian Republic, its 

constitutional promotion to near-republic status in 1974, together with its gradual but 

thoroughgoing "Albanianization" (through differential fertility, Serb out-migration, and 

preferential treatment in cultural and administrative positions), were perceived by Serb 

intellectuals as a "quiet secession" that had, in practice, stripped Serbia of its historic heartland.1 

The dwindling Serb community in Kosovo was represented as a physically and psychologically 

harassed national minority, forced increasingly to emigrate, subject to "genocide," in the 

scandalously hyperbolic language of the first major statement of the Serb nationalist revival.2 

Having again been "lost," Kosovo was in need of redemption, of reincorporation into a restored, 

strengthened, unitary Serbia - a program taken up, with great mobilizational success, by 

Milosevic. 

As Slovenia, Croatia, and later Bosnia-Hercegovina moved toward independence, 

Serbian homeland politics - as articulated by Milosevic, by his even more radically nationalist 

opponents, and by the state-controlled broadcast media - was extended to, and came to focus 

increasingly on, Serb minorities in Croatia and Bosnia. Through the prevalence in die media and 

public discourse of what one anthropologist has called "narratives of victimization and of threat, 

linking the present with the past and projecting onto the future,"3 the plight of Kosovo Serbs was 

represented in generalized terms as a threat to Serbs in minority positions everywhere. After the 

election of Tudjman, this threat was seen as particularly acute in Croatia, which was increasingly 

represented as a protofascist successor to the wartime Ustasha state. Croatian claims to self-

determination and sovereign statehood were met with counterclaims that Serbs, too, had the right 

to self-determination, the right to a state of their own - if not Yugoslavia, then an enlarged 

Serbia. The secession of Croatia, Milosevic bluntly warned throughout 1990 and the first half of 

                                                 
1 Dennison Rusinow, "Nationalities Policy and the 'National Question,'" in Pedro Ramet, ed., Yugoslavia in the 
1980s (Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 1985), pp. 146-7. On the background to Serb concern about Kosovo, see 
Vujacic, "Communism and 
Nationalism," pp. 204-30. 
2 This was the "Memorandum" of the Serbian Academy of Arts and Sciences, prepared in 1986. A French version 
has been published in Mirko Grmek et al, eds., Le neaoyage ethnique: documents historiques sur une ideologie serbe 
(Paris: Fayard, 1993). On the memorandum, see Vujacic, Communism and Nationalism, pp. 257-67. 
3 Bene Denich, "Unmaking Multi-Ethnicity in Yugoslavia: Metamorphosis Observed," Anthropology of East Europe 
Review 11, nos. 1-2 (1993), 51. 
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1991, would require the redrawing of its boundaries. Croatia's borderland Serbs were encouraged 

to take a stand of intransigent opposition to the new Croatian regime and to its bid for 

independence, and, as the crisis intensified, were provided with arms and logistical support. 

The increasingly ominous tenor of Serbian homeland politics was doubly destabilizing, 

provoking both the Croatian government and Croatian Serbs to adopt more intransigent stances. 

Just as the reassertionof central Serbian control over Kosovo, by upsetting the precarious 

national equilibrium in Yugoslavia, helped spark Croatian secessionism, so Serbian claims to 

speak for Croatian Serbs, by challenging Croatian sovereignty and reinforcing representations 

and fears of aggressive Serb hegemony, helped push the Croatian government toward a more 

uncompromising stance - toward the pursuit of full independence (rather than a restructured 

federal or confederal arrangement) and toward the more vigorous assertion of its authority in the 

rebellious borderlands (which occasioned armed clashes that led to the intervention of the army, 

initially as a peacekeeping force, but increasingly as an ally of local Serb forces). At the same 

time, the pan-Serb rhetoric, anti-Croat propaganda, and talk of border revisions emanating from 

Belgrade, together with the more uncompromising Croatian government stance, pushed Croatia's 

borderland Serbs toward greater intransigence -toward such steps as the formation of a "Serbian 

National Council" (July 1990), the holding of a referendum on autonomy for Croatian Serbs 

despite its prohibition by Croatian authorities (August 1990), the establishment of the "Serbian 

Autonomous Region of Krajina" (December 1990), and the proclamation of that region's 

"separation" from Croatia (February 1991). 

It is not possible here to discuss in detail the interactive dynamic that led to the outbreak 

of a war pitting the heavily Serbianized "Yugoslav People's Army" and various Croatian Serb 

militias against the overmatched Croatian army, resulting in the occupation for several years of 

nearly a third of Croatian territory (including parts in which Serbs had been only a small 

minority) and sealing the final dissolution of Yugoslavia before spreading, with still more 

devastating consequences, to Bosnia-Hercegovina. I have had to limit my discussion to a general 

sketch of the interplay between the incipient Serb national minority in Croatia, the incipient 

Croatian nationalizing state, and the incipient Serbian homeland, locked in an intensifying spiral 

of mistrust, misrepresentation, and mutual fear. I have had to ignore not only the detailed 

interactive sequence of that interplay, but also the struggles among competing stances internal to 

the minority, nationalizing state, and homeland. Enough has perhaps been said, however, to 

suggest the potential fruitfulness of a relational, dynamic, interactive approach to nationalist 

conflict. 

Conclusion 
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The fears and fault lines, the resentments and aspirations, the myths and memories that 

defined the national question in Yugoslavia have long been well known. But they did not 

foreordain the bloody breakup of the state. That was a contingent outcome of the interplay of 

mutually suspicious, mutually monitoring, mutually misrepresenting political elites in the 

incipient Croatian nationalizing state, die incipient Serb national minority in that state, and the 

incipient Serbian "homeland" state. 

The relational and interactive perspective outlined in diis essay, and illustrated with 

respect to the breakup of Yugoslavia, makes it possible to give due weight to both structure and 

contingency in the analysis of the national question in Eastern Europe and post-Soviet Eurasia. 

The relational field in which the national question arises is a highly structured one. In the post-

Soviet case, for example, it was predictable - for the historical and institutional reasons analyzed 

in Chapter 2 as well as for conjunctural reasons linked to economic and political crisis - that 

nationalizing stances of some kind would prevail among successor state elites; that successor 

state Russians would tend to represent themselves as a national minority; and that Russian 

Federation elites would engage in "homeland" politics, asserting Russia's right, and obligation, to 

protect the interests of diaspora Russians. In the Yugoslav case, again for historical and 

institutional as well as conjunctural reasons, the emergence of nationalizing, minority, and 

homeland stances was similarly predictable. But what could not be predicted in these or other 

cases - and what cannot be retrospectively explained as structurally determined - was just what 

kind of nationalizing stance, what kind of minority self-understanding, what kind of homeland 

politics would prevail in the struggles among competing stances within these three relational 

fields, and just how the interplay between the three fields would develop. Here, social science 

and history must acknowledge, and theorize, the crucial causal significance of the contingency 

inherent in social and political action, without neglecting the powerful structuration of the 

relational fields in which action and struggle occur. 

[Brubaker, Rogers. Nationalism Reframed (Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1996): Ch. 3, 

pp. 55-76] 

 

 

Graham Smith, e al. 

Post-colonialism and borderland identities 

As the dust of the immediate post-Soviet transition settles, we are now better placed to 

begin to examine how national identities are being reforged in the fourteen borderland states of 

what up until December 1991 constituted the non-Russian union republics of the former Soviet 
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Union.1 Having secured sovereign spaces following the collapse of the world's largest multieth-

nic federation, the borderland states are now embarking upon nation-building. And herein lies 

the paradox. The post-colonial desire to recreate national identities can facilitate solidarity, play 

a positive role in state-making and form a basis for popular participation in politics. A politics 

defined in relation to a particular national community may not in itself be incompatible with 

processes of democratisation. The problem arises when national or ethnic identity is predicated 

on a form of imagined community that reifies the importance of national or ethnic boundaries to 

the detriment of the wider political community. In this regard, there is as yet only limited evi-

dence to suggest that the post-Soviet borderland states are on the threshold of entering such a 

post-national era in which national and ethnic identities have been superseded by understandings 

of cultural difference based on a broader and more inclusive vision of political community. 

Rather, although the scale of inter-ethnic violence as witnessed in TransDniester, Nagorno-

Karabakh and Georgia in the late 1980s and the first half of the 1990s has now diminished, na-

tional identities continue to be caught up in power struggles, leadership elections, legislative acts 

and in the state distribution of social goods. In short, the ethnification or even racialisation of 

identity politics remains an important ingredient of borderland politics and cultural life. If, as 

Simon During notes, 'the post-colonial desire is the desire of de-colonised communities for an 

identity',2 then that identity in the post-Soviet borderlands is being shaped as much by the ethnic 

politics of exclusion and division as it is by inclusion and coexistence. 

Throughout the multiethnic borderlands, there remains a predisposition amongst domi-

nant national groups and minorities alike to recognise, and overemphasise the importance of col-

lective rather than individualactors as the constitutive elements of political community. Above 

all, this tendency is being played out through the state and its major institutions and is bound up 

with what Rogers Brubaker identifies as the tendency by political and cultural elites 'to see the 

state as an "unrealised" nation-state, as a state destined to be a nation-state ... and the concomi-

tant disposition to remedy this perceived defect, to make the state what it is properly and legiti-

mately destined to be, by promoting the language, culture, demographic position, economic 

flourishing or political hegemony of the nominally state-bearing nation'.3 Thus the articulation of 

interests and the design of public institutions and policies tend to reflect the interests of the 

dominant national group. Most straightforwardly, such 'a nationalising tendency' refers both to 

                                                 
1 For the purposes of this book, the fourteen borderland states include the Baltic states of Estonia, Latvia and 
Lithuania, the south-western borderland republics of Ukraine, Belarus and Moldova, the Transcaucasian republics of 
Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan, and the Central Asian states of Kyrgyzstan, Kazakstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan 
and Uzbekistan. 
2 Simon During, 'Postmodernism or Post-Colonialism Today', in Bill Ashcroft et al., The Post-Colonial Studies 
Reader (London: Routledge, 1996), p. 125 
3 Rogers Brubaker, Nationalism Reframed (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), p. 63 
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those states that explicitly define themselves in constitutional law as national homelands or the 

embodiment of long-held national goals of statehood, and to those states whose political policies 

and practices reveal similar 'nationalising' aspirations despite the lack of explicit words to this 

effect in their founding or other legal documents.1 Thus, in the most extreme cases, nation-

building has become caught up in a form of identity politics which is designed to produce and 

reproduce nationally defined contours of community and to reflect nationally defined interests 

and values predicated on fulfilling a normative concept of statehood in which nation and state 

should be spatially congruent. Such political practices have also resulted in members of national 

minorities being disadvantaged and in their informal exclusion from important spheres of public 

life. 

While such nationalising tendencies centre on the political practices of the state, they are 

by no means confined to political elites. Rather, it is part of a far broader enterprise of nation-

building in which cultural elites -especially intellectuals - play a crucial part in the production 

and representation of nationhood. Nor do the representatives or agents of such nationalising re-

gimes necessarily understand or clearly acknowledge and articulate such a form of political rule; 

rather, the importance of the notion of a nationalising regime is that it has relational implications 

for those within the polity who are most affected by it, especially national minorities. In turn, the 

behaviour of nationalising states is also in part a product of reciprocal monitoring of'the other', as 

a registering or transcription of what is happening vis-a-vis those whom it is argued do not be-

long. In addition, by our labelling of the borderland states as nationalising regimes it should not 

be inferred that they are all engaged in their nationalising projects to the same degree of intensity 

or that they all pursue the same policies. There is, for instance, a very different set of political 

and cultural practices taking place with regard to language policy in Belarus, where Russian is 

officially acknowledged as a state language, compared to Latvia where the Russian language 

now has no official status and where all citizens are expected to speak Latvian as a condition of 

citizenship. 

The central aim of this book is not so much to question the significance that such a poli-

tics of national identity continues to play in structuring the social, political and cultural lives of 

those who live in the borderland states as to explore how such national identities are being re-

formulated, revitalised and contested as symptoms of the perceived post-colonial status of these 

states. The aim of this chapter is therefore to provide a conceptual and theoretical context for ex-

amining such national identities. As Roxanne Doty reminds us, 'national identity is never a fin-

                                                 
1 Julie Mostov, 'Democracy and the Politics of National Identity', Studies in East European Thought, vol. 46, 1994, 
pp. 9-31. See also Dominique Arel, 'Ukraine: The Temptation of the Nationalising State', in Vladimir Tismaneanu 
(ed.), Political Culture and Civil Society in Russia and the NewStates of Eurasia (New York: M. E. Sharpe, 1995), 
pp. 157-88. 



 127

ished product. It is always in the process of being constructed or of being reconstructed”.1 In 

subsequent chapters we will therefore have much to say about how such national identities are 

being refashioned by political and cultural elites in the light of their new and changing circum-

stances, of how a politics of nation-building is linked to practices of social inclusion and exclu-

sion, and of how for post-colonial subjects the question of language has become a political, cul-

tural and literary issue for both majority and minority groups alike. With this end stage in mind, 

this chapter turns to consider ways in which we can provide a conceptual and interpretative basis 

for understanding the interrelationship between identity, nation-building and post-coloniality. 

A post-colonial politics 

There is now a commonly held assumption in the literature that the post-Soviet border-

land states, having secured sovereign control over their national homelands, have entered a new 

or post-colonial phase in their histories. To take 'post-colonial' only at face value, however, is to 

assume that the post-Soviet borderland states were once subjects of a colonial project, part of an 

empire-driven political formation named the Soviet Union, and that it is only as a result of their 

post-1991 status as sovereign polities that they have escaped from the vicissitudes of empire. In-

deed, even from those commentators who during the late 1980s were uneasy about labelling the 

Soviet Union 'an empire', a historical revisionism is now underway in which, in the light of the 

USSR's collapse along multiethnic lines, the Soviet Union is busily being reinvented as empire 

'since it now appears to have been an illegitimate, composite polity unable to contain the rising 

nations within it'.2 For the borderland states, moreover, the colonial analogy is invariably treated 

in a less ambivalent and more forthright fashion. Indeed, for many in the borderland states, hav-

ing experienced 'imperial disintegration', the question on the agenda is now one of 'potential im-

perial [Russian] reconstruction'.3 

How then are we to interpret the place of these borderlands within the Soviet Union? 

Were they simply colonial territories of an empire similar to that ruled over by Britain or France 

and whose sense of national self was either wholly or partly structured by their subject status? 

After all, their sense of imagined community and the nature and form of post-1991 nation-

building are bound up with their place, real and imagined, within such previous political forma-

tions. Thus any conceptual framing must take cognisance of the reality of die relationship of the 

borderland ethnorepublics as part of such a shared political formation and practices, while at the 

                                                 
1 Roxanne Doty, 'Sovereignty and the Nation: Constructing the Boundaries of _X National Identity', in Thomas 
Biersteker and Cynthia Weber (eds.), State Sovereignty as Social Construct (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1996), p. 123. 
2 Ronald Suny, 'Ambiguous Categories: States, Empires and Nations', Post-Soviet Affairs, vol. 11 (2), 1995, p. 187 
3 Bruce Parrot, 'Analysing the Transformation of the Soviet Union in Comparative Perspective', in Karen Dawisha 
and Bruce Parrot (eds.), The End of Empire? The Transformation of the USSR in Comparative Perspective (New York 
and London: M. E. Sharpe, 1997), p. 3. See also Karen Barkey and Mark von Hagen (eds.), Imperial Collapse: 
Causes and Consequences (Boulder: Westview, 1997). 
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same time acknowledging that such a relationship to the Soviet state also constituted part of a 

discursive formation imbued with normative and subjective understandings of the nature of that 

state. 

Most commentators are willing to accept that the relationship between the borderland 

ethnorepublics and the centre was in certain important ways unique amongst twentieth-century 

empires.1 If we are to acknowledge as an empire a state in which a centre dominates a periphery 

to the disadvantage of the latter, then there seems little doubt that the borderland ethnorepublics 

were subject to subordination and inequality. The Soviet federation was certainly not the 'federa-

tion of sovereign and equal states' proclaimed by official Soviet discourse. Incorporation of the 

borderland territories was often extremely brutal, as in the cases of Georgia in the early 1920s 

and the Baltic states in 1940. Nor should we underemphasise the role that the coercive technolo-

gies of the centre and their deployment by the central state apparatus played in the pacification of 

the borderlands. It is hard to think of a worse crime perpetuated by an imperial power than Sta-

lin's deliberate mass starvation of Ukrainians and Kazaks in the 1930s. Yet it is also important to 

acknowledge the paradox that reflected the relationship between the borderland republics and the 

centre, a relationship that might better be termed 'federal colonialism'.2 In other words, explicit 

within such a labelling is the claim that the Soviet Union was neither wholly 'federal' nor 'colo-

nial' but contained elements of both systems. Thus, while sovereignty resided with the centre 

rather than in the ethnorepublics, the particular nature of the Soviet federation ensured that na-

tion-building took place at both the ethnorepublic and all-union levels. In short, it can be sug-

gested that the 'federal colonial' nature and status of the borderland ethnorepublics were based on 

the following. First, the centre denied the borderland ethnorepublics the de facto i (although not 

de jure) right to national self-determination. Only a minimal degree of political manoeuvrability 

was granted to the local party-state machines in running their union republics. However, pro-

vided that nationalism did not become part of the local political agenda, a degree of localism was 

tolerated. For the union republic leadership, this meant that their role was far more complex than 

that of obedient lieutenants carrying out directives from the centre. Within the arena of fiscal 

federal politics in particular, native political elites were able and willing throughout the post-

Stalin years to champion and politicise ethnorepublic economic interests and needs, but only in 

so far as such a politics did not undermine what the centre deemed to be politically permissible. 

In turn, local political leaders could be relied upon to ensure that nationalism remained off their 

                                                 
1 See, for example, Suny, 'Ambiguous Categories'; Alexander Motyl (ed.), The Post-Soviet Nations: Perspectives on 
the Demise of the USSR (New York: Columbia University Press, 1992); Graham Smith, 'The Soviet Federation: From 
Corporatist to Crisis Polities', in M. Chisholm and D. Smith (eds.), Shared Space, Divided Space: Essays on Conflict 
and Territorial Organisation (London: Unwin Hyman, 1990), pp. 84-105 
2 Graham Smith, 'Federation, Defederation and Refederation: From the Soviet Union to Russian Statehood', in Gra-
ham Smith (ed.), Federalism: The Multiethnic Challenge (London: Longman, 1995), pp. 157-79 
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ethnorepublic agendas. To be sure, there were occasions when this failed, most notably in Latvia 

and Estonia in the late 1950s and in Ukraine in the late 1960s. However, by and large, the local 

political leadership could be trusted to ensure the repression of nationalism. It was only when the 

centre under the reform-minded leadership of Mikhail Gorbachev relaxed these rules in the late 

1980s in an attempt to facilitate local democratisation that nationalism inadvertently became I 

problematic and subsequently capable of challenging the centre. 

To conclude that the centre's policy of imposing limits on the degree of national self-

determination that was permitted was part of a project designed to create a nation-state is there-

fore misleading. Although the centre did initiate policies of cultural standardisation, such poli-

cies were neither consistent through time nor uniformly practised throughout the ethnorepublics. 

Thus within the all-important arena of language policy, while the adoption of Russian as the state 

lingua franca provided Russians with greater opportunities for social and geographical mobility, 

it would be wrong to conclude that the Soviet state practised a language policy designed to pro-

mote the building of a Russian nation-state. Rather, a number of phases in the centre's attitudes 

towards language is evident: an initial post-revolutionary period in which the centre purposely 

encouraged the flourishing or even in some cases (as in Central Asia) the creation of literary lan-

guages other than Russian; the Stalin years, when in direct contradiction of Leninist federal prin-

ciples, Russian was decreed as a compulsory subject in all non-Russian schools; a period from 

the late 1950s until the mid-1980s in which bilingualism was promoted but the choice of lan-

guage of instruction became a feature of central policy, with the Russian language being held up 

as the hallmark of the Soviet people; and, finally, as a consequence of greater centrally initiated 

local democratisation in the late 1980s under the Gorbachev administration, a concluding phase 

in which local language laws were initiated by the ethnorepublics, which was to lead to titular 

languages becoming the state languages of sovereign statehood.1 

Secondly, while the centre was engaged in institutional state-building and in creating all-

union symbols of nationhood, one of the major paradoxes of the Soviet empire was that it pro-

vided the social space for nation-building at the ethnoregional scale.2 Thus, in federalising what 

became the Soviet Union, Lenin in effect bequeathed to the ethnorepublics the institutional space 

to carry out limited 'nationalising' policies. This was affirmed in the practice of encouraging the 

upward mobility of natives within their own national homelands through affirmative action poli-

cies (korenizatsiia) that contributed to the indigenisation of the local political leadership and to 

the growth or consolidation of an indigenous intelligentsia through preferential access to higher 
                                                 
1 Isabelle Kriendler, 'Soviet Muslims: Gains and Losses as a Result of Soviet Language Planning', in Yaacov Ro i 
(ed.), Muslim Eurasia: Conflicting Legacies (London: Frank Cass, 1995), pp. 187-203. 
2 Brubaker, Nationalism Reframed; Suny, 'Ambiguous Categories'; Graham Smith, 'Ethnic Nationalism in the Soviet 
Union: Territory, Cleavage and Control', Environment and Planning. C. Government and Policy, vol. 3, 1995, pp. 
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education and to membership of the local Communist Party. As a result of union republic status, 

each of the borderland ethnorepublics was provided with a degree of institutional protection that 

enabled their native languages and cultures to flourish. Not only did such a form of institutional-

ised nation-building facilitate the preservation and reproduction of established niches for incum-

bents drawn from the indigenous cultures, it also enabled nationality divisions to remain an inte-

gral part and reference point of native public life and an organisational basis for reinforcing local 

national identities. Indeed, in some instances, notably in Central Asia, by federalising ethnic 

homelands into ethnorepublics, the Soviet state actually created nations whose sense of nation-

ness had previously barely existed.1 Moreover, this form of nation-building also encouraged eth-

norepublic nation-builders to think of the ethnorepublic as the identity-marker of their home-

place. Where the centrally imposed federal map did not coincide with national boundaries, where 

ethnic minorities either found themselves on the wrong side of an ethnic border or found their 

ancestral homeland incorporated into such an ethnorepublic, such encouragement to selective 

nation-building was to prove highly problematic following the collapse of the Soviet Union. In 

short, the nature of the federation exposes the post-Soviet nationalist myth that for the borderland 

states the process of nation-building was interrupted by Soviet rule and could begin again only 

with statehood in 1991. 

This borderland bias towards nation-building also carried implications for both Russia 

and the Russians. Unlike the borderland ethnorepublics which possessed their own national insti-

tutions (including their own Communist Party, Academy of Sciences and even KGB), neither 

Russia nor the Russians possessed an obvious national homeland endowed with such national 

institutions. Consequently, the idea of the Russian Federation 'was not taken seriously by Rus-

sians or non-Russians as the Russian nation-state or the national homeland of the Russian peo-

ple'.2 However, like the other nationalities, they were encouraged to mink of the Soviet state as 

their homeland (sovetskaia rodina) and to believe that what was central to their national sense 

was what Khrushchev in the late 1950s had first referred to as to the emergence of a new Soviet 

community, that of the Soviet people (sovetskii narod).3 The difference was that, while the insti-

tutional supports of nation-building inadvertently provided the peoples of the borderland eth-

norepublics with a choice of identity, for Russians, given the absence of a particular association 

between union republic status and nation-building, there was a far greater tendency to identify 

with the Soviet Union as homeland. As John Dunlop notes, 'the concepts of "Union" and "Rus-
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sia" in the minds of Russians were one and the same'.1 This notion that the boundaries of the So-

viet Union coincided with a Russian sense of identity was further reinforced by the encourage-

ment that the centre gave to the migration of especially Russians into the borderland ethnorepub-

lics; by 1991 some twenty-five million were residing outside the Russian Federation. It may 

therefore be not that surprising that, more than any other nationality, the end of the Soviet empire 

affected the Russian sense of national identity: whereas the borderland nations felt that they had 

finally regained their homelands as a result of the collapse of the Soviet empire, for many Rus-

sians the abrupt end of the Soviet Union marked the beginning of an intense crisis of identity. 

Finally, despite the fact that the fourteen borderland nations that emerged in 1991 as 

states had all been designated as union republics and enjoyed the same level of institutional sup-

ports as part of the Soviet federation, they differed in their relations with the centre. They were 

not all treated uniformly by the centre, nor in turn were relations between the ethnorepublics and 

the centre predicated on similarity. The nature of such relations was based on a whole host of 

criteria. These included the differing nature of incorporation. Whereas support for becoming part 

of a Russian-dominated Soviet Union was at least ambiguous amongst urban elites in Armenia, 

Ukraine or Belarus, the incorporation of the Baltic republics and Georgia, in contrast, was 

achieved through unreserved force: hence the idea of Russia as an expansionist metropole was 

always going to remain far more central in their relationship with the central government in 

Moscow. Similarly, for some of the ethnorepublic titular nations, the sense of imagined commu-

nity transcended the boundary markers of nationality, as in the case of many Ukrainians and Bel-

arusians with regard to their Slavic brethren, the Russians, whereas for Georgians or Latvians 

such a sense of overlapping identity with Russians remained weak. Moreover, the ethnorepublics 

also differed in their perceived economic relations with the centre. While by the late 1980s na-

tionalists in the economically more advantaged Baltic republics and Ukraine could claim that 

redistributive economic policies had worked against their people's material prosperity, for the 

Central Asian republics, which were net fiscal beneficiaries of Soviet rule and which had gained 

most from the 'welfarefederalism' of the Brezhnev era,2 the idea of being subjected to a straight-

forward form of economic colonialism could hardly stand up to scrutiny. In contrast to the Baltic 

republics or Ukraine, this difference thereby weakened the argument that their polities could eas-

ily adjust from dependency on Russia, and undermined the appeal of secessionist-nationalist 
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politics in the region.1 Instead, the rhetoric of local nationalist discourse in Central Asia tended 

to focus on the claim that the central authorities in Moscow had exploited the region's raw mate-

rials for the centre's own ends. The differentiated nature of such relations between the centre and 

the ethnorepublics therefore sheds light on why the mobilising potential behind the idea of na-

tion-statism was to become a less problematic affair for the Baltic states and Georgia than it was 

for even Ukraine or certainly Central Asia. 

Coloniality and post-coloniality, however, cannot simply be reduced to 'objective crite-

ria'; like empire, state or nation, they are also social constructs, a set of value judgements bound 

up with the very constitutive nature and meaning of national identity. Thus, despite claims to the 

contrary, few of the centre's political elites took the view that they were presiding over a Soviet 

empire. Similarly, with the possible exception of far right-wing Russian nationalist parties, few 

within post-Soviet Russia would recognise or judge Russia's activities in Tajikistan, TransDni-

ester or even Chechnya in the mid-1990s as part of a grand scheme to rebuild a Russian Empire. 

By introducing into post-Soviet studies Bourdieu's notion of habitus, Beissinger enables us to 

take on board such a perspective by rethinking how 'empire-building', 'state-building' and 'nation-

building' are products of how relations between different groupings are formed and become 

highly contested and politicised.2 For Bourdieu, the notion of habitus is denned as a system of 

embedded dispositions, anticipations and expectations. In turn, they are themselves the products 

of social and cultural practices that structure the ways in which actors construe the social and 

political reality that they confront.3 Thus habitus constitutes a kind of'feel for the game' that is 

produced as a result of experience and which is itself the product of history. People tend to 'read' 

their future through a set of expectations and inclinations built up through the past. In the post-

colonial context, what therefore becomes important is how the borderland states and their peo-

ples envisage the Soviet experience within such discursive worlds in which meaningful action 

takes place on the basis of perceptions, values and culturally formed expectations. Thus the bor-

derland post-Soviet states can be considered as post-colonial in the sense that they are con-

structed and labelled as such by their nation-builders. Post-coloniality does not need to follow 

from an actual 'colonial situation'. Rather, as De Alva notes with reference to Latin America, 

'post-coloniality is contained both within colonialism ... and outside of it, by its questioning of 
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the very norms that establish the inside/outside, oppressor (colonising)/oppressed (colonised) 

binaries that are assumed to characterise the colonial condition'.1 

In acknowledging the significance of such experiential lenses in shaping the post-colonial 

condition, it is important however not to see such relations only in interactive terms between 

post-Soviet Russia and the borderland states. Rather, as we have already signalled, we also need 

to take on board the role of national minorities that are judged neither by the nationalising state 

as 'the Russian other' nor by Russia as part of 'the nationalising other', but whose colonial and 

post-colonial experiences have also been shaped by understandings of 'nation-building' and 'em-

pire-building'. Thus through the construction of the 'other' as 'empire', we can begin to compre-

hend how the borderland states' interpretations of their previous and current relations with the 

Soviet Union help structure the idea of empire as a continuing and uninterrupted Russian project, 

of how Russia itself responds to the actions of the post-1991 borderland states as nationalising 

regimes, and of how the experiences of national minorities are constituted in relation to such pro-

jects of empire-building, state-building and nation-building. Thus habitus is above all about the 

environment in which such boundary concepts as empire, state and nation are imbued and inter-

preted with deep identific and historical meanings by communities, and which in turn helps us to 

make sense of how such experiences have got inside post-colonial identities. 

The borderlands inside Russia's identities 

There are good reasons why post-Soviet Russia has found it more difficult than other 

empires to come to terms with the loss of 'the big homeland'. Russian political elites have not 

brought to decolonisation a clear awareness of the distinction between nation and empire as did, 

for example, British elites following their empire's eventual decolonisation.2 As a consequence, 

the question of what and where is Russia, what is its sense of national self, remains highly am-

biguous. It is therefore within this context that we need to begin to understand how such compet-

ing discourses of identity within Russia concerning its relations with the borderland states have 

emerged and unfolded. In this regard, three such political discourses can be identified. 

First, there is what we can refer to as the liberal discourse, one which dominated Russian 

politics in the 1990-2 period and which represents a break with both the Soviet and tsarist past.3 

It is a discourse which, in embarking upon the wholesale de-Sovietisation of Russia, acknowl-

edged the sovereignty of the post-Soviet states and which, despite having declared itself the suc-
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cessor state of the Soviet Union, accepted that it has no claims to the borderland territories. It is a 

discourse which emphasises the idea of Rossiia (the post-1991 boundedness of Russia), and 

which made Russian state-building its top priority. Although the liberal ideology held that all 

citizens of the former Soviet Union, irrespective of nationality or place of residence, have an 

equal right to citizenship of the new Russia,1 none the less it was overwhelmingly a discourse 

that accepted that Russian citizens should become citizens of their place of residence. In short, 

the homeland for Russia was firmly redesignated as Rossiia and relations with the borderland 

states were to be based on co-operation, mutual respect and partnership. 

This conception of respecting the sovereign difference of the borderland states has from 

the outset been challenged by what we can label a discourse of 'return to empire'. Instead of set-

ting the bright future of post-communism against 'a dark past', it sets the identity crisis of the 

present against an earlier 'Golden Age'. There are two variants here. The first, that of the neo-

nationalist right, looks back to pre-1917 and of a Russia associated with the empire-past, al-

though the issue of exactly which boundaries of that empire (1772, 1913, 1917) should again ex-

ist remains hotly contested. Embedded in this vision are a whole variety of ethnic codes, the 

most vital of which is the idea of die Russian nation as a special world in itself, one based on an 

association between the Russian nation (russkii narod) and Slavdom's and Russia's historic 

homelands. What cannot be given up are 'the historic Russian lands', meaning Ukraine, Belarus 

and parts of neighbouring republics long settled by the Russian nation (northern Kazakstan, 

north-eastern Estonia, Crimea). However, although the criterion for inclusion remains ambigu-

ous, it is made clear only vis-a-vis the ethnicised 'other' who do not belong. In contrast, the other 

variant, the neo-Soviet version, wants to recover sovetskaia rodina. The main organisational 

force of this form of neo-Sovietism is the Communist Party of the Russian Federation (CPRF), a 

political party which since its revival in 1992 has combined the rhetoric of socialism with an ap-

peal to Russian nationalism.2 It embodies a conception of Russia in which Russians again reside 

within a socialist multiethnic homeland. Extolling the virtues of inclusion through expressing 

uni-versalistic aspirations of an 'international brotherhood', equality and common homeland for 

all citizens of Russia and the borderland states alike, it is committed to repealing the Be-

lovezhskaia Agreement of December 1991 that recognised the formal dissolution of the Soviet 

homeland. In its place it wants 'to provide conditions for the gradual restoration of a union-state 

on a voluntary basis'.3 Yet while ostensibly a discourse of inclusion, equality and universalism, 

neo-Sovietism none the less contains its own inherent limitation: Russia itself is the embodiment 
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of exemplarity. Soviet socialism, while embracing universalistic ideals, is held up to be a singu-

larly Russian idea and aim. As the motherland of socialism, Russia is the advanced point of ex-

emplarity. A major theme in this discourse is that of Russia's national greatness, which coexists 

uneasily with the theme of international brotherhood. There is therefore a tension between uni-

versalism and particularism, as well as between identity and difference, that involves on the one 

hand the claim that 'we' and 'they' are the same, a universal brotherhood, and on the other hand 

the claim of difference that is implicit in these terms. So although the core aim is to rebuild a so-

cialist society, it is based upon strengthening Russian statehood through which 'the Russian peo-

ple should bind together all nations and people by their common historical destiny'. After all, it is 

argued that 'Russia is not Russia outside the [Soviet] Union, nor can it exist as a fully fledged 

state.'1 The appeal of this largely unreconstructed form of communism therefore relies on re-

establishing Russian hegemony. Hence the 1917 revolution is interpreted as a Russian revolu-

tion, reflecting the innate characteristics of the Russian people based upon a strong collectivist 

spirit and well-developed sense of inter-communalism.2 Russia, it is argued, can again lead the 

way amongst the post-Soviet nations to re-establishing socialism. So, just like the Soviet Union, 

the restorationist political order would be quintessentially a Russian achievement, one that ele-

vates Russia to playing a proactive role in recreating a Soviet world in which it would again be-

come first amongst equals. 

By 1993, an important sea change had occurred concerning Russia's relationship with its 

former borderlands or with what was increasingly being dubbed in Russian foreign policy circles 

as 'the near abroad' (blizh-nee zarubezh'e). Such a change was bound up with the emergence of a 

third discourse, that of the so-called statists (gosudarstvenniki). It constitutes a hybrid of the two 

former discourses, 'not only double-voiced and double-accentuated ... but also double-languaged; 

for in it there are ... two individual consciousnesses, two voices, two accents... two epochs... that 

come together and consciously fight it out on the territory of the utterance'.3 While accepting the 

boundaries of the new Russia, it reflects an unease within foreign policy circles in particular over 

certain events in some of the borderland states. As Andrannik Migranyan, one of Yeltsin's for-

mer foreign policy advisors, put it, 'As a result of miscalculations in assessing the role and place 

of Russia and the deep-seated nature of relations between Russia and the countries of the near 

abroad, officials of the Russian Foreign Ministry and other political leaders in the country drew 

the strategically erroneous conclusion that Russia should return inward . .. thereby openly and 

publicly renouncing any special rights and interests in the post-Soviet space outside the Russian 
                                                 
1 Pravda, 23 August 1993 
2 Pravda, 25 June 1994. 
 
3 Michael Bakhtin, 'Discourse in the Novel', in Michael Holquist (ed.), The Dialogic Imagination (Austin: Univer-
sity of Texas Press, 1981), p. 360 



 136

Federation... However, the events that occurred in Russia and in the republics during 1992 made 

some serious adjustments in the understanding of Russia's role and place in the post-Soviet space 

... A significant proportion of the political establishment . . . began to realise more and more 

clearly that a special role in the post-Soviet space belonged to Russia.'1 

Within some of the borderland states, notably Moldova, the Baltic states of Estonia and 

Latvia, and Ukraine, Russophone minorities were being reclassified by the centre as victims of 

nationalising states. Within Russia, Russians began increasingly to think about their larger ethno-

linguistic community and of the way in which their co-nationals were being treated and casti-

gated as 'colonisers' and 'occupiers'. In the case of Moldova, the Russian state even went so far as 

to intervene militarily in support of the breakaway Russian-speaking enclave of TransDniester. 

In addition, the introduction of citizenship legislation in Estonia (1992) and Latvia (1994) that 

limited the rights of their substantial Russian minorities evoked in Moscow highly emotive accu-

sations that these states were guilty of implementing policies of'social apartheid' and 'ethnic 

cleansing' and that the only way such a situation could be resolved was to introduce trade embar-

goes and economic sanctions, as well as for the centre to clearly signal its unwillingness to with-

draw Russian troops from either state until their governments enforced what Russia coded as 'the 

end of human rights abuses'.2 Russian statists also began to talk about their 'compatriots abroad' 

and calling the protection of the rights of such compatriots 'one of the fundamental factors in 

Russia's foreign policy'.3 Indeed, a notable refinement in the centre's language of citizenship had 

also occurred: although citizenship was still to be offered by the Russian state to any former So-

viet citizens, what now clearly concerned Russia was the repatriation of ethnic Russian speak-

ers.4 

In recodifying Russians outside Russia as a diaspora (Rossiiskaia diaspora), statists are in 

effect signalling two things. On the one hand, Russia no longer lays claim to a larger homeland 

and no longer seeks sovereignty beyond Rossiia. Thus Rossiia is the political homeland and, in 

labelling Russians outside Russia as a diaspora, such a homeland stance accepts that what were 

the boundaries of either the tsarist empire or the Soviet Union no longer compose the natural ex-
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tent of Russia. On the other hand, such a change in policy also signals that Russia has a clear part 

to play as the historic homeland (rodina) of the Russians, and that, for the vykhodtsy (literally, 

'those who have left'), Russia is their 'natural' homeland (otecheswo). The upshot is that the Rus-

sian diaspora have become a central concept in defining Russian national identity, as a Russia 

which is the 'historic homeland' of the Russian-speaking communities with Russia directly re-

sponsible for their well-being. In both senses, then, the idea of Russia has been reinvented in re-

lation to its diaspora. For Rossiia, Russians will be homeless no more. Yet by offering extra-

territorial citizenship to all those who have a connection - ethnic or historic - to the Russian 

homeland, Russia has attempted to redefine the nation while at the same time acknowledging the 

inviolability of the borderland states' sovereign spaces. Besides fulfilling a communitarian logic 

of protecting co-nationals, such a refocused willingness to safeguard the diaspora has also been 

motivated by a reluctance either to get further embroiled in costly irredentist wars involving 

Russian speakers as in TransDniester, or to encourage in Russia's present economic situation the 

wholesale 'gathering in' through the return migration of the diaspora.1 The regime has therefore 

attempted to create a Russian nation without restoring the homeland-empire, something which 

Russia had failed to fully implement when it was part of either the tsarist empire or the Soviet 

Union.2 

Colonialism inside borderland identities 

The nationalising regimes that constitute the borderland states have been informed and 

structured by the shared legacy of Soviet rule. Thus, any understanding of how national identities 

are being reshaped and appropriated by nationalising elites must acknowledge that they are also 

a product of this shared history and its consequences, part of the contemporary social and politi-

cal complexion of the post-colonial condition. Thus, just as for Russia, the Soviet past and its 

consequences also raise questions for the borderlands about identity, about cultural sameness and 

difference and about the boundaries between peoples. Consequently, nationalising regimes in 

effect draw upon and bring into the public sphere of the post-colonial present the codes of colo-

nialism to debate and legitimise the reshaping of social and political life and to justify political 

actions of inclusion and exclusion. Three perspectives on such a discussion can be identified and 

briefly explored: de-Sovietisation, the reinventing of boundaries and cultural standardisation. 

'De-Sovietisation' refers to the way in which nationalising political elites have been keen 

to remove the symbols, political institutions and representatives of Soviet power from the social 

and political landscape, and to replace them with new national symbols, political institutions and 

social practices in order to safeguard what is claimed as 'the national interest' against the colonial 

                                                 
1 Igor Zevelev, 'Russia and the Russian Diasporas', Post-Soviet Affairs, vol. 12 (3), 1996, pp. 265-84 
2 Suny, 'Ambiguous Categories' 
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'other'. Throughout many of the borderland states, notably in the Baltic states, Georgia and some 

of the Central Asian republics, the main institution of Soviet power, the Communist Party, has 

been banned. While of considerable symbolic significance, this move is also bound up with the 

self-interests of new ruling political elites, of the need to distance the polity (and themselves) 

from the previous political formation, and can be legitimised on the basis of securing geopoliti-

cal security and encoded in terms of 'protecting the nation'. Thus, in a number of the borderland 

states, those political elites who had held positions of power within the Communist Party during 

the Soviet period have been subject to purges or electoral humiliation. For those political elites 

who have survived, most notably in the Central Asian republics of Kazakstan, Uzbekistan and 

Turkmenistan, the only way to remain in power has been to distance themselves from the previ-

ous regime by switching to employing ethnic codes. 

De-Sovietisation is also bound up with mistrust of'the other', of questioning the place of 

migrants - particularly, although not exclusively, Russians from the former metropole region - 

within the borderlands. As Morley and Robins note elsewhere, 'it [the homeland] is about con-

serving the fundamentals of culture and identity. And, as such, it is about sustaining cultural 

boundaries and boundedness. To belong in this way is to protect exclusive and therefore exclud-

ing identities against those who are seen as "aliens" and "foreigners". The "other" is always and 

continuously a threat to the security and integrity of those who share a common home.'1 To vary-

ing degrees, nationalist discourses in the borderland states draw upon a vision of the Russians as 

'the colonial other', as erstwhile agents of Soviet rule whose presence is still treated with suspi-

cion and unease. While some Central Asian political elites have been keen, out of economic ne-

cessity, to play up the positive side of the Russian presence as a way of stemming the tide of 

Russian emigration from the region, in the Baltic states of Estonia and Latvia many share the 

view that the de-Sovietisation of their homelands will be complete only when the Russians return 

to Russia. 

De-Sovietisation can also serve as an instrument for privileging certain members of the 

nationalising state in which the utilisation of ethnic codes provides an important resource for in-

digenous social mobility and political status and position. Thus not only has the removal of 'the 

other' ('the Communist Party', 'Russian nomenklatura', 'those associated with Soviet rule') created 

spaces for career advancement, but such marginalising practices have also remained crucial for 

major political parties in the winning of national elections. In order to secure power, the key has 

been to politically outbid other political parties by deploying ethnic codes in order to secure the 

electoral support of the titular nation. Thus, while such practices have become a feature of suc-

                                                 
1 D. Morley and K. Robins, 'No Place like Heimat: Images of Homeland in European Culture', in E. Carter et al. 
(eds.), Space and Place: Theories of Identity and Location (London: Lawrence and Wishart, 1993), p. 8 
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cessive national elections in Estonia, Latvia and Georgia, there are limits to the success of such 

practices, as in Ukraine where the successful political outbidding of the nationalist right has been 

circumvented by the large proportion of Russophones and Ukrainianised Russians within 

Ukraine's electoral constituency. 

Nation-builders are also engaged in reinventing, denning, clarifying '-and homogenising 

boundaries. 'The meaning of boundaries', writes Passi, 'is accentuated by the fact that collective 

identities are typically produced through boundaries and the social continuation of demarcations, 

since identity is typically defined in terms of a difference between "us" and "them".'1 It is part of 

'a dialectic of inwardness and outwardness': the dialectic of inwardness concerns the nation's 

uniqueness and is termed in the first person plural, we. Yet, at the same time, the first person plu-

ral identification is closely linked with the third person plural, that is, the other.2 Thus the social 

production of boundary markers and the issue of how they are taken up through practices of rep-

resentation have become crucial to the reshaping of national and ethnic identities. In this regard, 

three such boundary marker tendencies can be identified. 

First, there is the tendency to essentialise, to identify one trait or characteristic in codify-

ing a national or ethnic grouping. Here it is I; assumed that there is some intrinsic and essential 

context to any identity which is defined in terms of oppositions by either a common origin (our : 

homeland, language community) or a common structure of experience (colonised/colonisers; 

immigrants/indigenes) or both. Thus the representation of identity takes the form of offering one 

fully constituted, separate and distinct identity of 'us' which is different from 'them' (e.g. the titu-

lar nation as 'the chosen people', Russian settlers as 'fifth columnists'). In such essentialist ac-

counts of the past, identities are therefore represented as linear, continuous and above all singu-

lar, part of a project bound up with 'primordialising the nation' through searching for and deline-

ating a pre-colonial cultural purity for the nation which is juxtaposed to the more recent hetero-

genising and transformed colonial past that threatened or destroyed the nation's culture. 

The second is to historicise. This can entail rediscovering an ethnic past or selective his-

tory, especially of a 'Golden Age' that can act as an inspiration for contemporary problems and 

needs, but it can also be linked to rediscovering or inventing national heroes. 'These pasts', sug-

gests Anthony Smith, 'then become standards against which to measure the alleged failings of the 

present generation and contemporary community.'3 Particular periods and places are thus val-

                                                 
1 Anssi Paasi, 'Inclusion, Exclusion and Territorial Identities', Nordisk Samhallsgeografik Tidskrift, no. 23, October 
1996, p. 10 
2 Michael Billig, Banal Nationalism (London: Sage, 1995). 
3 Anthony Smith, 'Culture, Community and Territory: The Politics of Ethnicity and Nationalism', International Af-
fairs, vol. 72 (3), 1996, p. 450 
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orised,1 creating a hierarchy amongst past, present and future in which a particular moment in 

history becomes 'the single source and beginning of everything good for all later times'.2 Thus 

for Lithuanians, a valorised epic past is configured by idealised images of a harmonious pre-

colonial social order of Lithuanians running their own state (either the medieval Polish-

Lithuanian Commonwealth that at its apogee stretched from the Baltic to the Black Sea, or the 

more recent inter-war (1918-40) Lithuanian state), replete with an overly romanticised view of 

the Lithuanian peasantry and their folk-rural culture. The distance of this absolute inter-war past 

from the present is marked by the break of (Soviet) colonialism; but simultaneously, this past is 

represented as a constituent part of the nation's post-colonial status, one that can again be more 

fully realised if political leaders follow the model of the inter-war period. By representing the 

past-present relationship as entailing both break and continuity, distance and proximity, conser-

vative-nationalists in Lithuania in effect modernise the pre-modern and pre-modernise the mod-

ern, turning continuity into the nation's fate. 

The third tendency is to totalize, that is, to turn relative differences into 

absolute ones. Individuals are thus collectivised and ascribed to or 

squeezed into particular categories: one is either a Tajik or a Russian; one 

cannot be both. Inter-ethnic sameness is repackaged and fetishised as 

difference. Thus nation-builders engage in creating or manufacturing 

distance between the colonial past and the post-colonial present, between 

the colonisers and colonised. In this regard, language often becomes an 

important symbol of national identity even when its actual distance to the 

language of the 'colonial other' is not great. Thus, in terms of etymology, 

syntax and pronunciation, the distance between Russian and Ukrainian 

or between Romanian and Moldovan is limited compared to the distance 

between Estonian and Russian, or Georgian and Abkhaz. In feeling some 

unease about their linguistic similarities, some nationalising elites call for 

the privileging of those variants of vocabulary and syntax whose distance 

from the language of the colonial other (Russian for the borderland 

nations or Romanian for Moldovans) is deemed the greater. In a similar 

manner, albeit with more far-reaching consequences for inter-ethnic relations, political elites in 

both Armenia and Azerbaijan manage the territorial struggle over who gets Nagorno-Karabakh 

by reifying the importance 

of religion, presenting it as a struggle between 'Islam' and 'Christianity', 
                                                 
1 Ann Maria Alonso, 'The Politics of Space, Time and Substance: State Formation, Nationalism and Ethnicity', An-
nual Review of Anthropology, vol. 23,1994, pp. 379-405 
2 Bakhtin, 'Discourse in the Novel', p. 13 
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when in effect from the 1920s up until the late 1980s the two communities coexisted in a com-

mon homeland. 

The idea that cultural standardisation provides a necessary building block for the post-

colonial state's economic and political modernisation is rooted in the claim that, historically, suc-

cessful nation-state building (and here western Europe is seen as the model) was bound up with 

making the nation and state spatially congruent. Linguistic, cultural and educational standardisa-

tion is therefore held up as commensurate with the running of a more efficient national space-

economy, 'a scientific state bureaucracy', and with the producing of a more harmonious and loyal 

citizenry. For nationalising elites in the post-Soviet borderland states, such a conceptualisation of 

people as living within a single, shared spatial frame in which one national culture predominates 

is thus viewed as commensurate with creating the conditions for the rational and modern state. 

'Baptised with a name, space becomes national property, a sovereign patrimony fusing place, 

property and heritage, whose perpetuation is secured by the state.'1 Of all the nationalising ten-

dencies of cultural standardisation, the goal of creating a national language within such 'a shared 

spatial frame' is for the borderland states amongst the most important. As During notes, 'the 

question of language for post-colonialism is political, cultural and literary, not in the transcen-

dental sense that the phrase as differend enables politics, but in the material sense that a choice of 

language is a choice of identity'.2 Thus the institutionalisation and promotion of the titular lan-

guage - in the state bureaucracy, politics and education - are at one level bound up with reversing 

the one-time 'colonial other's' policy of asymmetric bilingualism in which the titular nations 

learnt Russian while those Russian migrants who moved into the borderland ethnorepublics dur-

ing Soviet rule had neither the need nor an incentive to learn the titular language. If Russophones 

want to become part of post-colonial society, then they have little choice but to learn the now 

appointed language of position and status. It is therefore not surprising that, under these circum-

stances, as David Laitin notes, there is a propensity for individuals from the minority groupings 

to behave as rational actors in encouraging their offspring to learn the titular language in order to 

secure the longer-term privileges that accrue from language mobility and from gaining a prereq-

uisite resource for entering the middle-class job market before it is saturated.3 There are, how-

ever, other incentives to conform: in some of the borderland states, 'for the post-colonial to speak 

or write in the imperial tongues is to call forth a problem of identity, to be thrown into mimicry 

and ambivalence'.4 

'The other' inside national minorities 
                                                 
1 Alonso, 'The Politics of Space, Time and Substance', p. 383 
2 During, 'Postmodernism or Post-Colonialism Today', pp. 125-6 
3 David Laitin, 'Language and Nationalism in the Post-Soviet Republics', Post-Soviet Affairs, vol 12 (1), 1996, pp. 4-
24 
4 During, 'Postmodernism or Post-Colonialism Today', p. 125 
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For national minorities, however, the idea of conforming to cultural standardisation, of 

becoming part of the project of the nationalising state, has so far had little impact in transforming 

them from minorities into national citizens in which the identity markers that distinguish 'them 

from 'us' have dissipated. In understanding the dynamic relationship between such nationalising 

regimes and minority groupings, two perspectives in particular are important.1 The first concerns 

the extent to which minorities constitute a regionalised community. This is especially vital for 

those groupings which inhabit a particular region with which they have had a long association or 

which they regard as their ancestral homeland. Other things being equal, such regionalised com-

munities are more likely to possess stronger social networks and greater opportunity through 

these social networks to articulate collective grievances compared to those minorities who are 

more spatially scattered throughout the borderland state. The second important variable is 

whether a minority possesses a patron state, that is, one which considers its co-nationals living in 

a borderland state as part of its geopolitical responsibility and which is willing and able to devote 

considerable economic, political and even military resources to protecting or advancing their in-

terests. On this basis, by juxtaposing these two perspectives, we can distinguish between four 

types of minority groupings (figure 1.1). 

 

 REGIONALISED COMMUNITY 

YES                                                        NO 

YES 

STATE 

Russians in TransDniester, 

North-East Estonia, Crimea; 

Armenians in Nagorno-Karabakh; 

Lezgins in Azerbaijan; 

Poles in Lithuania; 

Uzbeks in Osh region of Kyrgyzstan. 

Russians in Belarus, Uzbeki-

stan, Georgia. 

PATRON 

NO 

Abkhazians, 

Adzharians, 

Crimean Tatars, 

Gagauz in Moldova. 

Gypsies in Moldova, 

Belarus, Lithuania, Ukraine; 

Meskhetian Turks in Central Asia. 

Figure 1.1. Minority groupings in the borderland states 

 

                                                 
1 This particular way of differentiating between national minority groupings is an expanded and refocused version of 
Offe's categories. See Claus Offe, Varieties of Transitions: The East European and East German Experience (Oxford: 
Polity Press, 1996) 
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In the first grouping, a secessionist potential exists although, with the exception of 

TransDniester, this potential has not been fully utilised by the local ethnoregional community. 

Of all the minorities, it is this grouping, because of the potential to question the territorial integ-

rity of its sovereign boundaries, which is invariably perceived by the nationalising state as the 

greatest threat. Here inter-communal tensions have often become explosive amongst minorities 

who may receive greater material, organisational or moral support from a state patron, and 

whose sense of community and social networks are stronger in part due to being embedded in a 

regionalised community.1 However, it is important not to underestimate the constraining role 

that either local or national institutions play in political mobilisation. In some instances limited 

political opportunities to articulate grievances at either the local or the national level can inhibit 

the ethnic mobilisation of minorities. In other instances, the existence of political institutions, 

especially regional ones, can mobilise minority groupings. As Philip Roeder has noted, 'The 

most successful ethnic challengers to the central governments have tended to emerge within the 

regional administrative apparatus of the state itself.'2 In a number of such instances, it has been 

the pre-existing local Communist Party which has acted as a basis for ethnic mobilisation, as in 

the Donbas (Ukraine) and, in the period before it was formally banned, also in the Russophone 

enclaves of south-east Latvia (Latgallia) and in north-east Estonia. 

In the second grouping, nation-state aspirations exist amongst a regionalised community 

but with no external support (e.g. Crimean Tatars, Abkhazians). Due to the absence of a state 

patron, the organisational, material and symbolic resources available are therefore either more 

limited or non-existent, which makes such ethnoregional groupings more likely victims of a po-

tentially nationalising state. Certainly such regimes are less persuaded of the need to let the re-

gion secede. It is these minorities that have often been most prone to the extreme policies of eth-

nification, including population transfers, refugee migration and state-sponsored decolonisation 

from their ancestral territory. However, as in the case of Abkhazians in Abkhazia in the post-

1991 period, such population transfers under conditions of civil war can occasionally involve an 

exit of the larger state nation from a region, as with the Georgians. 

The third grouping is likely to be of less geopolitical concern to the state patron princi-

pally because there are no obvious geopolitical benefits or issues at stake. Minorities in this 

grouping tend to be less organised collectively, in part due to their more dispersed nature. Due 

also to the lack of regional community that potentially could provide the basis for some form of 

                                                 
1 Graham Smith and Andrew Wilson, 'Rethinking Russia's Post-Soviet Diaspora: The Potential for Political Mobili-
sation in Eastern Ukraine and North-East Estonia', Europe-Asia Studies, vol. 49 (5), July 1997, pp. 845-64 
2 Philip Roeder, 'Post-Soviet Institutions and Ethnopolitics', paper presented at the annual meeting of the American 
Political Science Association, New York, September 1994. 48 David M. Crowe, A History of the Gypsies of Eastern 
Europe and Russia (London: I. B. Tauris, 1995) 
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local autonomous administration, they are least likely to be accorded special status by such na-

tionalising regimes. Amongst this grouping we find high incidence of 'return migration' to the 

patron state homeland, especially amongst Russians from the Central Asian states of Uzbekistan, 

Turkmenistan and Kyrgyzstan. 

The final grouping includes those minorities who have no obvious state patron and who 

lack any sense of regionalised community. The classic case is the Gypsies in Moldova, Belarus, 

Ukraine and Lithuania who are so poorly integrated into the legal, political and national culture 

of the majority society that they do not even manage to lay effective claim to the rights of citi-

zenship and self-defence through the use of organisation and mobilization. Included in this cate-

gory are several, dispersed peoples”? like the Meskhetian Turks, who were forcibly moved east-

wards under the Stalinist regime but whose onetime homeland does not possess ambitions of pa-

triotism. 

[Smith, G., Law, V., Wilson A., e al. Nation-building in the Post-Soviet Borderlands: The Poli-

tics of National Identities (Cambridge Univ. Press, 1998), Introduction: 1-19] 

 

Konrad Huber and Robert W. Mickey 

Defining the Kin-State: An Analysis of its Role and Prescription for Moderating its 

Impact 

Ethnic conflicts within and between states pose the greatest threat to peace, security, and 

democratisation in post-Cold War Europe. The region's governments; have empowered multilateral 

organisations to respond, in varying degrees of intensity, to this threat. The United Nations, the 

European Union, and the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) have all 

launched initiatives aimed at containing or resolving the ethno-political disputes raging in the Bal-

kans and the Caucasus. The OSCE has even established various innovative instruments to prevent 

such conflicts from erupting in other parts of the region. These instruments include the High Com-

missioner on National Minorities, mandated to identify and help resolve ethnic tensions that could 

develop into overt conflict, and in-country Missions of Long Duration, charged with monitoring 

latent tensions and promoting dialogue among disputants. The European Union and several highly 

influential states such as the United States and Germany have exercised significant influence to en-

courage both states and ethnic minority populations within states to avoid behaviour which would 

heighten tensions. 

Thus far, such policy initiatives have outstripped a comprehensive analysis of these-

conflicts. One factor in particular has been underexamined: the role of the 'kin-state' or 'mother-
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country' in actual or potential conflicts involving co-ethnics, living as minorities in other states.1 

This chapter aims to redress this shortcoming by offering a preliminary framework for understand-

ing the role played by so-called kin-state actors. This broader framework might be especially use-

ful in evaluating specific strategies adopted by kin-states to address the situation of their ethnic kin in 

other states. In one such strategy, the kin-state seeks legal guarantees for its соethnics through a 

bilateral agreement with the minority’s state of residence or 'home-state.' These agreements are the 

principal subject of this volume. 

The present chapter attempts to situate bilateral agreements in a wider field of kin-state ac-

tions carried out purportedly on behalf of its co-ethnics abroad. The chapter's approach is to 

sketch out an analytical framework in more theoretical terms and then to provide concrete exam-

ples to illustrate both the shortcomings and potential benefits of kin-state actions for ethnic con-

flict prevention. After describing the general setting in which modern day kin-states find them-

selves, the chapter analyses the basic dynamics that contribute both to the self-image of a country 

as a kin-state and to the projection of that role in foreign affairs. The third section describes the most 

significant actors involved in kin-state policies and evaluates how such policies impact upon bilat-

eral relations and regional security. The final section sets the stage for a more detailed examina-

tion of the bilateral treaties by proposing possible guidelines for maximising the constructive, and 

minimising the disruptive, aspects of kin-state behaviour, including through the conclusion and 

observance of such treaties. 

This chapter expresses considerable scepticism about an active role for kin-states in ethno-

political disputes. As argued in more detail below, a kin-state's foreign policy is often driven more 

by domestic politics than by a well-reasoned and constructively-expressed concern for the fate of 

co-ethnics in other states. Often, kin-state intentions are unclear. In many instances, the question re-

mains whether kin-state policies aim genuinely to provide co-ethnics with support or whether such 

actions are actually motivated more by strategic and other geopolitical interests. Most of the chap-

ter's examples highlight the disruptive impact of ill-considered kin-state behaviour. Indeed, it 

should be stressed that in (Inteinational law) a state is acknowledged to have certain responsibili-

ties for its own citizens in other countries but not for non-citizens abroad who might happen to share 

an 'ethnic' affinity with the populace of the given state. 

That said, this analysis also recognises a contemporary political reality: In the fluid security 

environment of post-Cold War Europe, various states are now attempting to play a highly-visible role 

vis-a-vis populations seen as 'ethnically' related but who are actually resident in and usually citizens of 

other states. The challenge, therefore, is to reduce a state's perceived need to intervene on behalf of co-
                                                 
1 Exceptions to this relative neglect among the scholarly and policy communities include the works of Rogers Brubaker, 
Naomi Chazan, Donald Horowitz, and Myron Weiner, which are cited below 
 



 146

ethnics abroad, replace its biased activism with the neutral, third-party involvement of multilateral 

mechanisms such as the OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities, and encourage only the 

most constructive expressions of any eventual kin-state role. To these ends, the chapter proposes nu-

merous measures to be taken at the domestic, bilateral, and international levels. These prescrip-

tions proceed from the assumption that political disputes between majority and minority communi-

ties must ultimately be resolved]at the domestic level, and not through, the intervention of kin-state 

actors. Nevertheless, viable accommodation will take into account both the desires of co-ethnic popu-

lations to pursue contacts with the kin-state and the potential capacity for kin-state actors to assist in 

the integration of ethnic kin in other states. In contrast to the generally negative examples of kin-

state behavior presented in the body of the chapter, the   concluding recommendations seek to 

identify potentially beneficial actions to be taken by home-states, kin-states, and others.  

Comparative by nature, this analysis will avoid in-depth treatment of individual kin-states but 

will nevertheless draw on concrete examples from several cases in the OSCE region, particularly 

during 1991-95. Especially noteworthy in this regard are Russia, Hungary, and Albania, all of which 

have a professed concern for the welfare of numerically and politically significant co-ethnic popula-

tions living in neighboring and nearby states. While geographically focused on Europe and the rest of 

the former Soviet Union, this study's conceptual framework and policy prescriptions are hoped to 

have applicability in other regions as well. 

THE SETTING: ETHNIC POLITICS, REGIONAL INSECURITY, AND 

BILATERAL RELATIONS 

As has been well documented, the borders of states in Europe do not coincide with those of 

homogeneous ethnic communities. Thus, all states in Europe are ethnically heterogeneous, making 

them home to both ethnic majority and minority populations. Many states that have come to be 

identified as the 'homeland' of its ethnic majority also have co-ethnics living in neighbouring and 

nearby states. But the impact of such co-ethnic populations on bilateral relations between kin-states 

and the states where they live, also known as 'home-states.' varies greatly from case to case and 

even over time for a given case. Though highly problematic during earlier periods, contemporary 

relations between Denmark and Germany, for example, are no longer plagued by the issues of coun-

terpart minority populations in the other state. Two factors render bilateral relations in post-

communist Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union more complex and dangerous than in Western 

Europe: (l) the rise of ethnic politics within the multi-ethnic states of the region and (2) the highly 

insecure geopolitical environment which prevails in the area.       

In post-communist Europe and Eurasia, the twin transitions from authoritarian rule and com-

mand economies have led to a dangerous brand of ethnic politics. In the absence of fully-established 

pluralist democracies and market economies and the interests they engender, ethnic identity often 
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serves as the primary arbiter of political interactions. These conditions combine to present govern-

ing elites and their political contenders with strong incentives to (mis)use ethnic issues as a means 

of securing and maintaining power. Moreover, fears and insecurities on the part of majorities and mi-

norities are amplified by simultaneous processes of (re-)building the political state and the ethnic na-

tion. Many of the region's multi-ethnic states feature insecure 'young' nations as well as newly-

independent states, preoccupied with an enormous array nation- and state building tasks. Politi-

cally mobilised minority populations increase the volatility within these states. Economic disloca-

tions brought on by reform efforts and the collapse of once-reliable markets to the east have exac-

erbated relations between majority and minority populations, particularly in those states where 

there are noticeable differences in economic performance and standards of living among ethnic 

groups. 

The post-Cold War regional environment also complicates relations between kin-states and 

home-states. Several factors combine to encourage states in Central and Eastern Europe and the for-

mer Soviet Union to perceive their situations as woefully insecure. With these perceptions, states 

often regard their neighbours with considerable unease if not suspicion, thus contributing to their 

sense of insecurity. The states of Eastern Europe and Eurasia do not yet possess effective security 

guarantees. In the light of the West's relative passivity in responding to the wars of the Yugoslav Se-

cession and the turmoil in the Caucasus, these feelings of insecurity are worsened. Newly-independent 

states and states where national identity seems under siege from within and without are apt to fear for 

their long term viability. 

In the present international environment, most kin-states are politically 

unwilling and/or militarily unable to employ aggressive policies aimed at border 

changes. They are therefore unlikely to pursue irredentist claims that would 

territorially (re-)incorporate external co-ethnics into the kin-state. Secessionist 

claims by certain minority populations are, however, quite possible. Such an 

environment has tended to heighten the suspicions of both government                                and 

xenophobic nationalist groups toward large politically active minorities, thereby, 

exacerbating the minorities’ insecurities and increasing the stridency of their 

demands for special protections. These demands then run the risk of being seen by 

authorities as the minority’s first step toward secession. 

Although most contemporary kin-states are not at present capable of successful irredentism, 

there are some potential exceptions, including Russia, Serbia, and to a lesser extent Croatia (and ar-

guably Armenia). In the former Soviet space, Russia's overwhelming strength and influence through-

out most of the former USSR brings about a unique dynamic. Here, a strong kin-state)which supports 

ethnic Russians and other 'Russian-speakers,' many of whom are ambivalent about transferring their 
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allegiance to the new states in which they reside, has publicly proclaimed its intention to 'defend' such 

populations by military force, if necessary.1 Needless to say, Russia's neighbours have viewed such 

belligerence with great consternation. In the former Yugoslavia, Serbia has actively supported ethnic 

Serb insurgencies in Croatia and Bosnia while Croatia has militarily backed its co-ethnics in Bosnia. 

Reportedly with the support of the Russian Federation, Armenia has similarly assisted the Karabakh 

Armenians, even by invading the so-called Lachin corridor in Azerbaijan. To cite an older example, 

Turkey has occupied northern Cyprus since 1974, when Ankara sent troops in allegedly to protect 

ethnic Turks residing there. Thus, the prospects for continued destabilisation of new, struggling states 

remain high. 

The twin factors of majority-minority tensions and a volatile international environment rein-

force one another. An insecure state faced with a restive minority population living in a Border area 

adjacent to the kin-state is even more apt to perceive its regional position as tenuous given this inter-

national environment. Conversely, kin-states unable to exercise effective diplomatic leverage to im-

prove conditions for their co-ethnics abroad may see 'going it alone' as the only viable; recourse in 

an anarchic environment, thereby increasing the dangers of heightened tensions or even conflict in 

bilateral relations with home-states. 

THE MAKING OF A KIN-STATE: AT HOME AND ABROAD 

As has been noted elsewhere, ethnic identities are not static, immutable categories. They are 

rather socio-cultural constitutions which can and do change over time and space.2 This mutability does 

not detract from the potential potency of ethnic identities, especially in political terms, but instead 

underscores that complex dynamics are involved in forming and transforming such identities. 

Much is the same for a country's self-image as a kin-state, defined here as a country in which 

significant political actors, usually representatives of the state, have an avowed commitment to the 

well-being of citizens of other states on the basis of perceived kinship. This role can in fact be ex-

pressed in highly emotional terms including mother-country and ethnic homeland, both of which 

suggest not only a familial affinity but also a protective capacity on the part of the kin-state. The 

image of the kin-state as guardian is further emphasized in the term Schutzmacht, or 'protector-

power,' Austria's official designation vis-a-vis the German-speakers of South Tyrol in the 1946 

Grueber-De Gasperi 'Paris Agreement' with Italy. 

A country's self-designation as a kin-state is hardly a phenomenon exclusive to Central and 

Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union. Recent Italo-Slovenian relations have been bedevilled 

                                                 
1 For instance, in July 1995, the Council of Compatriots, a body sponsored by the Russian, parliament, the Duma, 
called on the government to use its 'economic influence and military^ power to guarantee the rights of Russians and 
other compatriots,' as reported in 'Compatriots: Moscow Should Use Military to Defend Russians Abroad,' in: Monitor, 
13 July 1995. Russian \ foreign ministers, including Kozyrev, have made statements to the same effect. 
2 See Thomas Hylland Ericksen, Ethnicity and Nationalism: Anthropological Perspectives (London 1993) for a re-
view of this perspective. 
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by mutual recriminations regarding the treatment of the Italian minority in Slovenia's Istrian peninsula 

and that of the Slovene minority in Italy, a process which has delayed Slovenia's application for EU 

membership.1 Italy, furthermore, sought assurances from Zagreb that such minorities would not be 

harmed in the context of increased military action that ultimately led to Croatia's reclamation of 

Serb-held Krajina in August 1995.2 In Canada, former French President Charles de Gaulle helped 

fuel Quebecois separatism, and greatly damaged Franco-Canadian relations, by proclaiming 'Vive 

le Quebec libre' ('Long live free Quebec') during a 1967 visit to Montreal. Close to thirty years 

later—in the wake of the narrow defeat of Quebec's sovereignty referendum— French Foreign Min-

ister Herve de Charette reiterated to his country's parliament that '[w]e have cared for the fate of 

Quebec for generations and generations, and I can assure you we will keep maintaining and develop-

ing the very warm ties we enjoy with Quebec.'3 (France, it should be noted, lost dominion over Quebec 

in the 1760s.) 

Different dynamics contribute to this self-image as kin-state. These dynamics can perhaps be 

best understood in terms of a triangular relationship between the kin-state, the minority population 

concerned, and the letter's country of residence, also known as the home-state.4 As developed exten-

sively elsewhere,5 this is a set of relational interactions; changes in any one of these three components 

alters the dynamics among all of them. For example, in a state that succumbs to ethnic politics and 

begins to define itself in the nationalistic terms of its ethnic majority 'owners,' not only is an ethnic 

minority population's identity reinforced as such, but so is that of its kin-state, which might be 

looked to increasingly as its 'protector.' Likewise, the overtures of a minority's representative» to-

ward their kin-state help to establish the latter's identity as such, while possibly provoking distrust 

within the home-state toward the minority. For domestic political reasons, a state might advertise a 

concern for co-ethnics living elsewhere, thereby shaping both the minority's profile and the home-

state's response. 

Factors Shaping the Kin-State 

Several significant factors serve as a basis for a country's self-image as a kin-state, factors 

which then might be activated by this triangular relationship. These factors can include a shared his-

tory in a common state, a kin-state's strategic and/or foreign economic interests, geographical conti-

guity or proximity of the kin-state and minority-populated areas, contemporary social and eco-

                                                 
1 See, for example, 'Slovenia: Foreign Minister Meets Slovene Minority Delegation from Italy,' STA News Agency, 9 Sep-
tember 1995, as translated in: Reuters, 11 September 1995 
2 See 'Italy Seeks Assurances from Zagreb over Minority,' in: Reuters, 1 August 1995 
3 As quoted in 'France Reassures Both Sides,' in: International Herald Tribune of 1 November 1995, p. 6 
4 Here a German usage is illuminating—in this case that of the Federal Interior Ministry's office responsible for ethnic 
Germans abroad, which refers to a person's Wohnsitzstaat or 'state of domicile (or residence).' We are indebted to Mr. 
Rolf Gossmann (Federal Interior Ministry, Bonn) for bringing this fact to our attention. 
5 See Rogers Brubaker, 'National Minorities, Nationalising States, and External National Homelands in the New 
Europe,' in: Nationalism Reframed: Nationhood and the National Question in The New Europe (New York: Cambridge 
University Press, 1996) 
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nomic ties between them, and domestic political dynamics within the kin-state itself. Finally, as al-

ready noted above, the overall geopolitical environment in which kin-states, minorities, and home-

states find themselves can greatly influence the outcomes of these three-way interactions. Each of 

these factors is considered in turn below. 

Although not always the politically most significant, one of the most salient cultural factors 

contributing to the construction of a kin-state is often a historical legacy in which co-ethnics long 

inhabited a common, larger state structure that was eventually replaced by various new states. This 

process generally leaves some sort of rump 'ethnic homeland' that might later be fashioned into a 

kin-state. The Russian Federation, Hungary, and even Turkey and Serbia all share aspects of this 

identity as 'post-imperial' kin-states.1 The dismantling of imperial control was experienced as a trau-

matising loss or even as a group-defining tragedy, and the truncated ethnic homeland is perceived 

by both domestic and 'diaspora' elites to play the role of kin-state. Some Hungarian elites, for exam-

ple, refer frequently to the 'tragedy of Trianon.' The 1920 treaty of the same name left approximately 

one-half of the Hungarian-speaking population—and two-thirds of the territory they then inhab-

ited—outside of present-day Hungary. Whether out of imperial nostalgia or contemporary geopoliti-

cal interests, the new kin-state's elites may at certain moments see concrete advantages in playing a 

'neo-hegemonic' role. And because a rump 'ethnic homeland' might continue to retain the more or less 

viable remnants of imperial power, particularly in military terms, the new kin-state might also be well-

equipped to play this role. The Russian Federation of today can be seen in this light. 

Political and economic elites within the kin-state might also discover that an avowed concern 

for co-ethnics abroad is a convenient rationale for enhancing the state's regional influence. The situa-

tion of a co-ethnic population might then usefully be cited as justification for a more favourable 

bargaining position in bilateral negotiations or even for foreign military intervention ostensibly on 

behalf of co-ethnics. Aspirations to regional power status and self-image as a kin-state can function 

in a mutually reinforcing fashion. The kin-state identity justifies an activist foreign policy vis-a-vis 

neighbouring and nearby states while regional hegemony provides the means for such a role. 

The Russian Federation, with its heightened foreign-policy commitment to the fate of ethnic 

Russians and other 'Russian-speakers' in the 'new abroad,' presents a vivid example of how kin-

state ideology and regional hegemony interact in complex ways. Largely absent from foreign-policy 

formulations in 1991 and early 1992, the Russian Federation's concern for the Russophone 'diaspora' 

has since then figured more and more prominently, a trend that has coincided with a more vigorous 

projection of Russia's role in the post-Soviet space.2 The Russian case, however, also shows the per-

                                                 
1 Their respective 'lost' domains include the Tsarist/Soviet Empire, the Austro-Hungarian Empire, the Ottoman Em-
pire, and the inter-war Yugoslavia. 
2 Neil Melvin, Russians Beyond Russia: The Politics of National Identity (London: Royal Institute of International 
Affairs, 1994). 
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versions that result from kin-state rationales for regional power interests. Strategic concerns may 

spotlight the status—and consequently distort kin-state perceptions—of certain co-ethnic populations 

while completely ignoring others. For example, Russian Federation officials repeatedly alleged viola-

tions against Estonia's ethnic Russians and other 'Russian-speakers' precisely during the period that 

the withdrawal of former Soviet troops from the Baltics was negotiated and subsequently completed. 

In some instances Russian officials attempted to rhetorically link the completion of the withdrawal 

process to special guarantees for the Russian and other 'Russophone' minorities. Moscow's consistent 

concern with the Russians and other 'Russian-speakers' in Estonia, who number roughly half a mil-

lion, far outweighs the numerical significance of this population within the overall Russian diaspora 

of approximately 25 million in the former Soviet Union.1 

The geographical proximity or even contiguity of minority-inhabited regions might further 

contribute to the saliency of a country's self-image as a kin-state. Family and social ties across bor-

ders are likely to strengthen certain dimensions of 'ethnic solidarity,' generally casting the kin-state in 

the role as protector. Some might even propose 'saving' ethnic kin through the (re)incorporation of 

irredenta, a prospect which at the very least is logistically more feasible for adjoining or nearby 

regions. However, as has been argued very convincingly elsewhere,2 kin-state actors are much more 

prepared to lend support to secessionist movements by co-ethnics than actually to seek the 

(re)incorporation of their territories. Contiguity or proximity would nonetheless facilitate communica-

tions, media broadcasts, and travel between the kin-state and nearby regions populated by co-

ethnics. Such contacts would undoubtedly increase mutual awareness and potentially strengthen ties 

between ethnic kin across borders.3 The kin-state, however, is likely to express varying interest in 

the fate of different extra-territorial regions inhabited by ethnic kin. Hungary, for example, has been 

far more interested in developments in diaspora communities, which might serve as an emotional and 

therefore effective vote-getter. But kin-state policy-making might also afford ideal opportunities for 

politicians to 'outflank' each other by promoting distinctive—but often dramatic or even disruptive—

solutions to the presumed predicament of ethnic kin in other states. While public debate within the 

kin-state might generate some new policy options, political outflanking tends ultimately to limit the 

choices of the government, which remains fearful of charges of betrayal of co-ethnics abroad. Innu-

                                                 
1 In all fairness it should be noted that the situation of non-citizens in Estonia, primarily ethnic Russians and other Slavs 
residing in the country since World War II, does present some special difficulties not encountered by the 'Russian-
speaking' diasporas elsewhere (except Latvia). Unlike other states that emerged from the break-up of the former USSR, 
Estonia and Latvia have not automatically granted citizenship to sizeable populations—numbering into the hundreds of 
thousands—of long-time and even life-long residents from the Soviet era. 
2 See Donald L. Horowitz, 'Irredentas and Secessions: Adjacent Phenomena, Neglected Connections,' in: Naomi 
Chazan (ed.), Irredentism and International Politics (Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publishers, Inc., 1991), pp. 9-23. 
3 It should also be noted, however, that diaspora members sometimes experience discomfort and even hostility from 
their kin-state co-ethnics, who might look down on them as country bumpkins or regard them as almost unwelcome 
guests 
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merable examples abound of this tendency towards outflanking by politicians within a kin-state.1 To 

cite just a minor one, in July 1995 one of the opposition parties in Hungary called for the withdrawal 

of the Hungarian ambassador in Bucharest to protest a controversial education law about to be 

passed in Romania.2 If the Hungarian government had been politically weaker and had indeed felt 

forced to take such drastic action for domestic reasons, then bilateral relations would certainly have 

deteriorated enormously, possibly worsening chances for improvements in the law. 

Thus, domestic factors have the greatest potential impact on a country's self-image as a kin-

state, as well as its expression as such in its" international relations. A historical legacy might provide 

a cultural basis for this self-image, and some of the country's leadership might be well-inclined to 

promote this role in their political campaigning and policy-making. At a certain point it might then 

become difficult for the domestic political elite to distance itself from a country's kin-state ideology 

without suffering intense criticism for 'sacrificing' the interests of the ethnic 'nation.' For example, 

Hungary's left-of-centre government led by Prime Minister Gyula Horn came to power after criticis-

ing its predecessor's more activist kin-state policies, especially in terms of monetary costs at home and 

political costs abroad. The Horn government initially attempted to downplay kin-state interests in its 

foreign relations and yet found itself under increasing pressure—mainly from within the country—to 

reassert Hungary's profile as a kin-state.3 Though more restrained than its predecessor's approach, 

the government's stated foreign policy priorities—as of late 1995—included both promoting har-

monious bilateral relations and supporting the Hungarian minorities in neighbouring states4 (two aims 

that might be difficult to reconcile at times). 

In fact, kin-state electorates might-have a much more limited interest in the fate of ca-ethnics 

abroad than their politicians realize, or wish to presume. For example, more than half of the ethnic 

Russians living in Moscow are reportedly indifferent to the problems of their co-ethnics living in 

other countries of the former Soviet Union.5 

3.2 The Impact of Relations between the Kin-State and its Co-Ethnics 

A state's own proclivity to assume the role of 'ethnic protector' is, however, only part of the 

equation. This role is also shaped by the actions of the co-ethnic community (or communities), by the 

policies of the states in which they reside, and by the relations between these communities and their 

home-states. For their part, minority leaders seek to affect policy-making not only in their home-

                                                 
1 For an excellent analysis of how this process in Russia resulted in the high-profile inclusion of diaspora issues in the coun-
try's foreign policy since 1992, see Neil Melvin, Russians Beyond Russia: The Politics of National Identity (London: 
Royal Institute of International Affairs, 
1994). 
2 See 'Opposition Party Wants Envoy to Bucharest Recalled over Education Law,' in: MTINews Agency, 25 July 1995 
3 As posited by George Schopflin at the October 1994 expert consultation on kin-state issues 
mentioned above 
4 Hungary's top priority is of course integration in the EU and NATO 
5 See 'Russians Said to be Indifferent to Fate of Compatriots Abroad,' in: Monitor, 25 July 1995, citing a June 10 report 
in Respublika Sakha 
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states. Partly out of lack of confidence in the efficacy of home-state policies, they also engage in exten-

sive activities to lobby actors within their kin-state for various forms of support. Described in 

greater detail below, this support includes direct material assistance, such as office equipment for a 

minority organisation or a printing press for minority-language publications. Minority leaders also 

seek more overtly political support from kin-state actors, for example, in pressing a home-state for 

improvements in its minority-related policies. 

Kin-state actors, including officials, visit co-ethnics in their home-states, and similarly the 

leaders and activists of such minorities pursue such contacts directly in the kin-state itself. The me-

dia in both the kin-state and the minority's home-state can further amplify this relationship, at times 

even distorting it through erroneous or sensational reporting. Individual minority leaders and their 

organisations have sought alliances with specific kin-state actors on the basis of political and other 

affinities. Minority representatives have also used their kin-state connections to bolster their reputed 

legitimacy and efficiency within their ethnic constituency. The variable openness of kin-state actors to 

lobbying by co-ethnics has reflected, moreover, not only different degrees of commitment to kin-

state concerns but also the fragmentation of kin-state policy-making among competing state organs. 

An example from the former Soviet Union demonstrates these points vividly. In general, Rus-

sian activists from the 'new abroad' have enjoyed greater access to the State Duma than to the execu-

tive agencies of the Russian Federation. Comprising a sizeable and vocal contingent of more national-

istic deputies, the largely powerless Duma has also looked for opportunities to score points against 

the executive branch on all matters of policy. Even within the Russian government, furthermore, there 

are bodies, such as the State Committee on Citizenship and Migration, that tend to be more open to 

the supplications of co-ethnics from abroad. (By the same token, Russia's political parties have 

shown varying degrees of interest in the situation of the ethnic-Russian diaspora.) In a highly pub-

licised move in April 1995, Sergei Tsekov, at the time the besieged speaker of the Crimean parlia-

ment, sought to galvanise support both for his political position within Crimea and for the penin-

sula's near-separate status within Ukraine by testifying before the Russian Duma. He was, however, 

not received by high-level officials within the government. (Ukrainian central government officials, 

needless to say, were greatly antagonised by Tsekov's move.) 

In this complex interrelationship between kin-states and co-ethnics, it seems clear that kin-

state actors and minority leaders attempt to bolster their internal political positions through highly 

visible contacts across borders. Whatever the outcome of individual alliances, however, the cross-

border contacts transform the kin-state into an arena for airing concerns about co-ethnics abroad, 

thereby increasing the state’s profile as kin-state. Not surprisingly, pan-ethnic organisations such 

as the World Federation of Hungarians and the Congress of (Russian Communities hold regular, 

large-scale assemblies in their respective kin-states. Attended by co-ethnic representatives from 
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around the world but particularly from the neighbouring and nearby states, these meetings invaria-

bly attract high-ranking officials and personalities. from the kin-state itself. For example, Macedo-

nian President Kiro Gligorov met with minority activists from Albania, Bulgaria, and Greece during a 

July 1995 conference of the Association of Macedonians from Aegean Macedonia and pledged dif-

ferent forms of support to them.1 At the most recent assembly of the Congress of Russian Communi-

ties, also in July 1995, Konstantin Zatulin, chairman of the Duma's committee on CIS affairs, prom-

ised to defend ethnic Russians' interests in the upcoming parliamentary elections.2 In fact, the Con-

gress of Russian Communities has as members a number of prominent political personalities from 

the kin-state, including Lt. General Alexander Lebed, a presidential contender renowned for his com-

mand of the Russian force that intervened in Moldova after Trans-Dniestria's break-away. With the 

participation of Hungarians from throughout the region, the World Federation of Hungarians has 

from time to time even organised mass rallies—in Hungary itself—on issues of common concern, 

including, for example, a demonstration on minority-language education issues in July 1995.3 

This political activism within the kin-state by co-ethnics also helps to shape a country's self-

image as 'ethnic protector,' thereby increasing the likelihood that the kin-state will project this role 

into its foreign relations. Such contacts do not, however, guarantee that kin-state representatives and 

co-ethnic leaders always agree with each other and work together well on subjects of mutual inter-

est. To cite just one example, a well-known Hungarian activist in Romania openly criticised Bu-

dapest's policy toward Bucharest as one of 'concession and false conciliation.'4 Needless to say, this 

charge provoked the Hungarian foreign minister to defend his government's approach for addressing 

the situation of ethnic Hungarians abroad, arguing that a reliance on dialogue instead of confronta-

tion with their home-states will prove more effective in the long run.5 

The Role of the Home-State 

The processes that help form a kin-state have a third dimension: the actions of the home-state, 

in terms of its policies toward both the minority in question and the minority's kin-state. Shortcomings 

in states' policies toward minorities are well-documented elsewhere6 and do not bear repeating here. 

It is worth reiterating, however, that in the fluid and generally uncertain geopolitical environment of 

                                                 
1 'Gligorov Meets Representatives of Macedonians in Trnovo,' in: Mac News (a daily summary of Macedonian-
language news reports) 31 July 1995. 
2 See 'Congress of Russians Living Abroad Opens in Moscow,' Open Media Research Institute (OMR1) Daily Report, 7 
July 1995 
3 See 'Hungary: Conference Debates Minority Language Rights,' MTI News Agency, 27 July 1995, as translated in: 
Reuters, 31 July 1995. 
4 Cited in 'Ethnic Hungarian Party Leader Condemns Budapest's Romania Policy,' Hungarian Radio, 24 September 
1995, as translated in: Reuters 
5 See 'Foreign Minister Rejects Criticism over Policy toward Romania,' MTI News Agency, 25 September 1995, as 
translated in: Reuters 
6 For assessments by inter-governmental agencies, see the reports of various OSCE agencies, particularly the High Com-
missioner on National Minorities, and of Council of Europe bodies. Among the most authoritative assessments by non-
governmental human rights organisations are those of Human Rights Watch/Helsinki and Amnesty International. 
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the post-Cold War era, wholesale discrimination and even violence against a vulnerable minority 

are not out of the question. From the perspective of kin-state actors, an activist foreign policy on be-

half of co-ethnics in other states might therefore be considered not only expedient but prudent as well. 

Such a course does, however, carry the risks of exacerbating bilateral relations with the minority's state 

of residence and further eroding the minority's position within society. 

KIN-STATE   BEHAVIOUR  AND   ITS   IMPACT   ON   BILATERAL 

RELATIONS AND MINORITY POLICY 

Kin-state actors often feel compelled to pursue various sorts of policies ostensibly in sup-

port of ethnic kin living in other states. These actions have varying effects on the kin-state's three-

way interrelationship with the co-ethnic community (or communities) and the home-state(s). In the 

simplest of terms, the kin-state's role can be seen either as a constructive or as a disruptive force in 

the relations between a minority population and the ethnic-majority policy-makers of the state in 

which it resides. To be sure, individual policies pursued by kin-state actors can be considered to 

have either beneficial or detrimental effects. However, it is how such initiatives as a whole are per-

ceived both by home-state elites and by minority leaderships that must be assessed, particularly in 

terms of policy prescriptions concerning how the international community might mitigate the dis-

ruptive behaviour of kin-states. 

Principal kin-state actors include government representatives, official agencies, political par-

ties, media outlets, and other non-governmental entities such as churches, charitable organisations, 

and even commercial enterprises. These actors vary in their capacity to carry out initiatives inde-

pendently. There are also considerable differences in the impact of their initiatives, presumably 

corresponding to the actor's relative proximity to, or distance from, official power within the kin-

state. These factors are especially significant in the countries of Central and Eastern Europe and the 

former Soviet Union, where much formal power and access to material resources remain concen-

trated in state bodies. The Orthodox churches in the region, with their long historical ties to state 

power, are particularly significant in this connection. For example, the patriarch of the Bulgarian 

Orthodox Church petitioned his Serbian counterpart for assistance in increasing Bulgarian-language 

religious services in southern Serbia.1 

Regardless of provenance, kin-state behaviour can be grouped into four general categories: (1) 

support directly provided to co-ethnic communities in their home-state(s); (2) resettlement assistance 

offered to co-ethnics wishing to relocate from their state of residence"rofteh to the kin-state itself; (3) 

bilateral contacts with home-state officials regarding the condition of the minority; and (4) interna-

tional initiatives aimed at resolving the minority's alleged predicament. The last element of kin-state 

                                                 
1 'Bulgarian Patriarch Supports Religious Freedom of Bulgarian Minority in Serbia,' Tanjug News Agency, 12 October 
1995, as translated in: BBC Monitoring Summary of World Broadcasts 
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behaviour to be considered—though not always directed by state officials themselves—is the im-

pact of kin-state media. 

These sets of policy options are by no means mutually exclusive and in fact are often deployed 

simultaneously. For example, Hungary used various means to respond to a perceived deterioration 

of the situation of ethnic Hungarians in Vojvodina in September-October 1995, when Serb refugees 

from Croatia's Krajina were allegedly being resettled in this region of Serbia. Hungarian representa-

tives from Vojvodina were received in Budapest by the president, prime minister, and state secretary 

of the office for Hungarians beyond the borders. After pressing rival organisations in Vojvodina to co-

operate with each other, Hungary's top leaders backed their co-ethnics' demands for the re-

establishment of autonomy in the region, made strongly-worded demarches to Belgrade, and 

pledged to use 'all possible international forums' to raise their concerns about the situation. These 

initiatives were widely reported in the media.1 Such measures may all have an impact, whether in-

tended or not, on the situation of the minority in question, on the policies of the state of residence, and 

on perceptions of the kin-state by the home-state. 

Kin-State Support to Minorities in Their Home-States 

Direct kin-state assistance to diaspora populations includes the provision of media and edu-

cational materials in the shared language, opportunities for university level or advanced profes-

sional training in the kin-state, sponsorship of cultural events and exchange visits, humanitarian 

aid, and economic and infrastructural support at the community level. Such activities would pre-

sumably be considered legitimate from an international legal perspective. While minorities would be 

considered to have no positive entitlement to support from the kin-state, such assistance would not be 

prohibited by international law, at least not in general terms. In fact, international and regional 

documents—including the UN Declaration on the Rights of Persons Belonging to National or Eth-

nic, Religious, and Linguistic Minorities, the OSCE's Copenhagen Document, and the Council of 

Europe's Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities— recognise the right of 

persons belonging to minorities to 'establish and maintain, without any discrimination, (...) contacts 

across frontiers with citizens of other States to whom they are related by national or ethnic, religious 

or linguistic ties.'2 

DirecL assistance from the kin-state emanates from various sources and is organized along 

various lines. Russia, for example, has established a Council of Compatriots Abroad, and has report-

edly created a separate fund, to be capitalised with approximately 120 billion rubles to provide fi-

                                                 
1 See 'Hungary Says World Ignoring Serbia's Hungarians,' in: Reuters, 13 September 1995; 'Vojvodina Hungarians Dis-
cuss Autonomy in Budapest,' MTI News Agency, 29 September 1995 as translated in: Reuters, 3 October 1995; and 
'Government Supports Autonomy for Hungarians in Serbia,' Hungarian Radio, 8 October 1995, as translated in: BBC 
Monitoring Summary of World Broadcasts, 11 October 1995 
2 See UN Declaration on the Rights of Persons Belonging to National or Ethnic, Religious and  Linguistic Minorities, Arti-
cle 2(5), and Article 17 in the Council of Europe's Framework Convention. 
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nancial aid to some 30 organisations assisting ethnic Russians in the other former Soviet republics.1 

Moscow also intends to establish 18 more consulates during 1996-99, particularly in the CIS.2 Fur-

thermore, Russian Prime Minister Viktor Chernomyrdin also announced that the government would 

assist companies in the former republics that would hire ethnic Russians. As these examples indicate, 

Russia is developing a multi-faceted approach to supporting ethnic Russians abroad. It is not clear, 

however, whether these initiatives will be fully realised, especially given Russia's current financial 

constraints, and whether they will have a salutary impact on the situation of the Russians in their new 

states of residence. For example, in the context of general post-Soviet economic deprivation, fi-

nancial incentives for preferential hiring of ethnic Russians might cause acute jealousy among 

non-Russians, particularly the home-state's titular nationality, and lead to considerable anti-

Russian sentiments over the longer run. It is perhaps more reasonable to see such policy an-

nouncements in Summer 1995 also as potential vote-getters for the parliamentary elections later 

in the year. 

Kin-state involvement has, however, also included military support and intervention on 

behalf of secessionist diaspora groups, as has clearly been the case in the former Yugoslavia, 

Nagorno-Karabakh, and Cyprus. As mentioned above, both Serbia and Croatia have to varying 

degrees backed co-ethnic rebels in other republics. Armenia's military has openly invaded Azer-

baijani territory on behalf of the Karabakh Armenians. Turkey occupied the northern part of Cy-

prus, created a de-facto protectorate for ethnic Turks, and still maintains effective control of this 

area. 

Although varying enormously in their impact, these kin-state initiatives share a cross-

border character that is perceived by home-states—in some cases quite correctly—as a funda-

mental violation of a country's sovereignty, and/or territorial integrity. Even a kin-state's appar-

ently innocuous cultural, educational, and linguistic assistance is often considered in a highly 

political light: It is viewed often as a direct challenge to the home-state's policies in these 

spheres, while at other times as more or less open support for minority secessionists. Though 

seemingly unproblematic from an outside perspective, kin-state support for a minority's cultural, 

educational, and linguistic needs often strikes at the heart of insecurities within the home-state. 

The government of Macedonia, for example, has been slow to extend opportunities for Albanian-

language education at the university level, provoking Albanians to establish a privately funded 

institution that is officially considered to be outside of the legal framework. Even worse, Alba-

nia's support for the launching of this privately-funded institution was perceived not as educa-

tional assistance to the Albanians in Macedonia but as an endorsement of their attempts to create 
                                                 
1 'Government Creates Fund to Help Russians Living Abroad,' OMRI Daily Report, 7 July 1995. 
2 Reported in Kommersant-Daily, 29 July 1995, as cited in 'Russian Foreign Ministry Reaches Out to Russians 
Abroad,' in: Monitor, 3 August 1995 
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so-called 'parallel structures' within the country.1 Sweden and Finland, by contrast, have been 

able to provide educational assistance to their co-ethnics in each other's countries through an in-

tensive process of bilateral consultation and co-ordination grounded in years of general Nordic 

cooperation.2 

Diaspora Resettlement Assistance 

From the kin-state's perspective, a clear alternative to the assistance of co-ethnic popula-

tions abroad is to facilitate their departure from their home-state(s), especially when such groups 

feel threatened or otherwise disadvantaged. Some kin-states have an 'ethnic' right to citizenship, 

thus conferring on diaspora communities additional potential legal protections, including the 

right to relocate to the kin-state if necessary. A few—Germany is the most obvious example—

also provide considerable material assistance to co-ethnics who 'return' to the kin-state: housing, 

language training, help in finding employment, and the like. It should be stressed that diaspora 

communities, particularly those with (relatively) prosperous kin-states, seek resettlement often 

for the prospect of economic betterment and not necessarily because of discrimination or mis-

treatment. 

While far less likely to increase tensions between a minority population and the home-

state or between the latter and the kin-state, initiatives aimed at diaspora resettlement do contain 

drawbacks. Diaspora members must endure the difficulties of reintegration into another economy 

and society. (Paradoxically, some 'returnees,' especially older ones, might find adapting to the 

kin-state setting extremely difficult compared to life, even deprivation, in their former home-

states. This has been the experience of, among other groups, ethnic Japanese 'returning' from 

Latin America.) The home-state suffers an enormous loss of human resources, not only in terms 

of “brain-drain' of the elites of minority populations, but also in terms of cultural diversity. The 

kin-state must bear sizeable costs to finance resettlement. Particularly in economies of scarcity 

the influx of large numbers of newcomers, even if ethnic kin, can strain the country's social fab-

ric and affect the political system.  

Dual citizenship—a highly complicated and potentially disruptive issue for both kin- and 

home-states—deserves a far more in-depth analysis than possible in this chapter. Bureaucratic 

measures to evaluate the 'eligibility' of applicants for citizenship on an 'ethnic' basis can further 

complicate notions of identity within the kin-state.3 Dual citizenship for diaspora members can fuel 

                                                 
1 See Robert W. Mickey, 'Citizenship, Status, and Minority Political Participation: The Evidence from Macedonia,' in: 
Gerd Nonneman, Timothy Niblock, and Bogdan Szajkowski (eds.), Muslim Communities in the New Europe (London: 
Ithaca Press, 1995) 
2 As documented by Pirkko Tjarna, paper presented at a conference on 'Inter-Ethnic Relations and Regional Co-
operation,' Bishkek, Kyrgyzstan, 16 May 1995 
3 Germany, for example, has recognised the citizenship of tens of thousands of ethnic Germans from Central and Eastern 
Europe and the former Soviet Union, many of whom did not speak the German language at the time of their resettlement. 
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majority suspicions of uncertain minority loyalty to the home-state and possibly lead to further; dis-

crimination against them. Minority members within a kin-state that affords its co-ethnics abroad the 

possibility of dual citizenship might also feel disadvantaged, especially if the same state denies them 

an equivalent right to also hold the citizenship of their kin-state.1 

4.3 Bilateral Contacts with Home-State Authorities 

Bilateral relations with the home-state serve often as the most important component of a 

kin-state's foreign policy. Kin-state initiatives at the bilateral level include diplomatic contacts and 

official visits, which can take place within or outside the context of a formal treaty of friendship and 

good-neighbourliness. The purported aim of these initiatives—from the kin-state's perspective—is 

to use official leverage to effect improvements in the home-state's minority policies. If conducted in 

the context of across-the-board bilateral co-operation, such initiatives can assist greatly in promoting 

the integration of a minority within the home-state while facilitating its cultural and linguistic ties 

with the kin-state, as will be illustrated below. Bilateral initiatives can, however, also have the oppo-

site effect: worsening inter-state relations, complicating regional co-operation, and imperilling the mi-

nority itself. 

The greatest danger is of course that contacts by kin-state officials with authorities of the 

home-state are perceived as interference in the latter's internal affairs. From the home-state's perspec-

tive, the principal fear is that the kin-state is exploiting minority issues in order to suit its geopolitical 

interests or even to encourage the eventual separation and incorporation of a minority-populated 

region. In the summer of 1993, for example, Greece launched a number of initiatives to protest 

alleged discrimination against ethnic Greeks in Albania, particularly regarding opportunities for 

Greek-language education. A bilateral confrontation quickly ensued in the wake of moves by 

Greece to block EU financing to Albania and to expel approximately 20,000 undocumented Alba-

nian aliens working in Greece. Irrespective of Greece's claims and shortcomings in Albania's poli-

cies, Athens' behaviour created an atmosphere seemingly condoning: the irredentist propaganda of 

Greece-based organisations calling for the reincorporation of so-called Northern Epiros, the region 

of southern Albania where most ethnic Greeks live. 

As this case showed, problematic bilateral relations can create a major obstacle to dialogue 

and conciliation between government authorities and minority representatives within a state. Con-

frontational Greek-Albanian relations from mid-1993 through most of 1994 made effective consulta-

tions between officials and Greek minority leaders within Albania virtually impossible. Such over-

                                                                                                                                                             
Meanwhile, many people born and raised in Germany have not been granted citizenship because their parents, largely so-
called 'guest-worker' immigrants, are citizens of other states. 
1 See, for example, Slovak Prime Minister Vladimir Meciar's announcement that legislation would be prepared to grant 
'rights and duties to Slovaks abroad equal to those of Slovak citizens,' except for voting rights, as reported in 'Romania: 
Slovak Premier Meets Slovak Ethnic Minority in Romania.,' TASR News Agency, 27 July 1995, as translated in: Reuters, 
31 July 1995 
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tures by the Albanian authorities, as well as any agreements on policy changes (regarding, for exam-

ple, minority-language education), would have been seen within the country as submission to 

Greece's heavy-handed pressures. Paradoxically, ill-considered bilateral activism by the kin-state led 

to the political isolation of the minority population and the prolonged frustration of its demands. 

Greek policy toward Albania during this period, largely driven by domestic political considerations, 

has since been transformed along more co-operative lines, and Tirana has taken certain steps to ad-

dress ethnic-Greek needs not formerly covered by its otherwise constructive minority policy.1 

The obvious though not always easy antidote is in fact a general rapprochement, between the 

kin-state and home-state(s). Bilateral relations, however, are frequently complicated by various 

factors, only one of which might be minority" issues. In some cases, minority issues might in fact 

become linked to other vexsome bilateral disputes for bargaining purposes by one side or the other. 

Often there is the historical legacy of war, military occupation, or imperial domination, all of 

which might contribute to mutual suspicions at the bilateral level, particularly in the contempo-

rary context of regional insecurity. Currently there is also considerable inter-state competition 

within Eastern Europe and Central Asia for foreign investment, export markets, and multilateral 

financial support, as well as the furious jockeying into position for early acceptance into various 

inter-governmental organisations such as the European Union and NATO. For example, concur-

rently with their differences over policies toward the Hungarian minority in Slovakia, Bratislava 

and Budapest have also been disputing the completion of the Nagymoros dam project on the Da-

nube river.2 

It is nevertheless possible for confrontational bilateral relations to be transformed along 

more co-operative lines over time. Developing opportunities for co-operation at the regional 

level can sometimes provide a supportive context for bilateral rapprochement. For example, as 

mentioned above, Sweden and Finland were able to initiate co-operation on education of their 

respective Finnish-speaking and Swedish-speaking minorities in the context of greater contacts 

within the Nordic Council.3 Although not always a necessary pre-condition, inter-state agree-

ments can help form the basis for constructive bilateral relations on minority issues. Perhaps 

more effectively, nascent bilateral co-operation can eventually be codified in formal accords 

once such collaboration has been more fully developed. In any event, bilateral agreements pro-

vide a clear framework for contacts and contribute to transparency in the actions of the kin-state 

                                                 
1 See Axel-Sotiris Wallden, 'The Balkans In or Out of Europe,' in: War Report, June 1995, more generally, James Pettifer, 
'Albania' (case study), in: Jonathan Stein and Robert W. Mickey (eds.), Ethnicity Unbound: The Politics of Minority Par-
ticipation In Postcommunist Europe (forthcoming, St. Martin's Press). 
2 Begun by Hungary and then-Czechoslovakia during the communist period, the dam's construction has been halted at 
Budapest's insistence, and its fate is currently being decided by the Permanent Court of Justice in The Hague 
3 See Pirkko Tjarna, paper presented at a conference on 'Inter-Ethnic Relations and Regional Cooperation,' Bishkek, Kyr-
gyzstan, 16 May 1995 
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in support of the minority in question. Certain limitations to such agreements should, however, 

also be acknowledged. As an expression of the countries' relative bargaining strengths, a treaty's 

terms might provide unequal benefits to the parties. Furthermore, since such agreements are fun-

damentally inter-governmental in character, minority representatives themselves would not have 

a formal role in their negotiation and conclusion, leading possibly to a sense of exclusion on their 

part if informal consultations with them are not also carried out.1 

Kin-State Initiatives at the Multilateral Level 

Kin-states pursue initiatives at the multilateral level in order to highlight the alleged pre-

dicament of their ethnic kin abroad and to recruit other international factors to support their pol-

icy objectives. These efforts take various forms and have a varying impact on inter-state relations 

and the perception of a minority's plight. Although not always the case, kin-state activism at the 

multilateral level is often less disruptive than pressure at the bilateral level; at the very least such 

initiatives are easier for third parties to monitor and, if necessary, moderate through the function-

ing of international bodies. In broad terms kin-state efforts at the multilateral level can be di-

vided between country-specific and generalised initiatives. 

Generalised initiatives include support for more extensive standard-setting and more en-

ergetic supervision by international organisations in the field of minority rights. Hungary, for 

example, has advocated for some of the farthest-reaching minority rights formulations in interna-

tional legal documents, including provisions for autonomy arrangements in minority-populated 

regions, among others. In Summer 1994, for example, Hungary pushed its neighbours to adopt a 

declaration on minority rights in the context of the Central European Initiative, a regional forum 

otherwise focused on economic co-operation. Russia similarly spearheaded ) an  effort within the 

Commonwealth of Independent States to conclude a multilateral treaty on minority rights. Kin-

states have also effectively used international fora to raise the profile of their concerns regarding 

co-ethnics in other states; the Russian Federation's effort to highlight the situation of the '25 mil-

lion Russians living in the "near abroad'" through frequent declarations in OSCE and UN fora is 

another example of such advocacy at the multilateral level. 

Kin-states also tend to be among the more enthusiastic supporters of international 

mechanisms to address minority-related issues. For example, at the OSCE's 1994 Review Con-

ference in Budapest, the Russian Federation campaigned—ultimately without success—to render 

the recommendations of the High Commissioner on National Minorities legally and not just po-

litically binding; on the state concerned. Hungary, to cite another example, was among the more 

ardent proponents of the European Union's Stability Pact, which was premised on encouraging 

kin-state/home-state dyads to conclude bilateral treaties with minority protection clauses. While 

                                                 
1 Other advantages and drawbacks to bilateral treaties are discussed elsewhere in this volume. 
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occasionally provocative within international circles, these generalised initiatives have nonethe-

less been an important impetus for strengthening the overall capacity of multilateral bodies to 

respond constructively to minority issues. This approach also has the advantage of minimising 

direct, bilateral confrontations in favour of action by more disinterested and presumably neutral 

third parties, namely multilateral bodies. This broadened involvement of international actors may 

help moderate overzealousness on the part of kin-states. 

The OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities—as a neutral yet credible third 

party with an inter-governmental mandate for conflict prevention in -situations of ethnic ten-

sion—can be seen in this light. In the course of his efforts to promote peaceful resolution of 

ethno-political disputes in Central and Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union, the High 

Commissioner has visited significant kin-states, namely Russia, Hungary, Albania, and Greece, to 

solicit views and help calm fears regarding the treatment of co-ethnics living as minorities in the 

states where he is engaged. In his most explicit move to involve a kin-state in the resolution of a minor-

ity-related dispute, the High Commissioner arranged for a three-person expert team to make regular 

investigations into the situation of both the 600,000-strong Hungarian minority in Slovakia, the prin-

cipal object of his concern, and the far smaller and politically less significant Slovak minority in 

Hungary.  

Perhaps more disruptively, kin-states also pursue country-specific initiatives at the multilat-

eral level. In a highly publicised move in early 1993, Albania blocked the accession of Macedonia to 

the then-CSCE on the basis of the alleged second-class status of Macedonia's ethnic Albanian com-

munity. Later that year, the Hungarian delegation at the Council of Europe's Parliamentary Assembly 

voted against the otherwise unanimous decision in favour of Slovakia's accession. Hungary de-

clared its action in protest to the perceived mistreatment of the i Hungarian minority within Slo-

vakia, even though the Parliamentary Assembly itself had attached minority-related conditions to 

the country's membership (the '1301' recommendations). Although rather extreme in their impact, 

these examples show vividly the potential for kin-states to use multilateral fora for highlighting con-

cerns about the situation of co-ethnics in specific states. Such fora provide relatively frequent, ready-

made opportunities for high-profile censure of a home-state, opportunities which kin-state officials 

can easily use to seem tough on diaspora issues before domestic political audiences. Moreover, as 

these bodies rely on the appearance if not practice of consensus decision-making, their functioning 

can be susceptible to a kin-state's unilateral move to single out a particular home-state for public 

criticism.  

Kin-states' use of international fora to criticise home-states can, however, be tempered by 

other member-states. A particularly forceful denunciation proposed by a kin-state for adoption by a 

multilateral body can be blocked or at least toned down by other states, and concrete policy initiatives 
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can be shaped along the most constructive lines. Nevertheless, even such a moderating influence by 

other states might not fully remove the home-state perception that a specific multilateral action is be-

ing pursued primarily at the behest of the kin-state. Albanian parliamentarians at the OSCE Parliamen-

tary Assembly, for example, openly campaigned for the re-introduction of a long-term OSCE monitor-

ing mission in Kosovo, a predominantly Albanian enclave in the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Ser-

bia-Montenegro).1 Such kin-state lobbying, even if moderated by other member countries, might 

reduce an international organisation's credibility as an impartial broker in minority-related disputes. 

In general terms, the above-mentioned kin-state actions might not improve a home-state's 

policies vis-a-vis the minority in question but rather embroil its fate in acrimonious bilateral rela-

tions. In such situations the minority's political leaders may be forced to go along quietly with the 

kin-state's initiatives in order to preserve appearances of 'ethnic solidarity' and prospects for future 

assistance from the kin-state. If it does so, the minority leadership might risk being regarded as 

openly disloyal to the home-state. 

In short, kin-state behaviour can be viewed as disruptive when it raises j suspicions in the 

home-state, whether rightly or wrongly, that either kin-state I actors or minority leaders (or both) 

harbour irredentist/secessionist motives for j their  actions.   Such   suspicions   are   increased  

when  kin-state  policies   are ' inconsistent, poorly explained, visibly linked to other policy objec-

tives, and/or not co-ordinated (or at least announced) through bilateral channels with the minority's 

home-state. There is nevertheless a constructive role to be played by the kin-state in seeking bilat-

eral rapprochement with the home-state, providing appropriate assistance in a transparent man-

ner, and encouraging multilateral monitoring of states' minority policies. The various considerable 

pitfalls for kin-state activism at the bilateral level also point up the important role to be played by 

multilateral mechanisms as impartial and authoritative third-parties that can help resolve minor-

ity-related tensions in a more de-politicised fashion. 

The Impact of Kin-State Media 

While generally not a deliberate part of a kin-state's policies vis-a-vis co-ethnics abroad, 

kin-state media can have an enormous—and potentially quite disruptive—impact on relations with 

co-ethnics and with the state(s) where they reside. In this context it should be emphasised that most 

media in Central and Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union, especially electronic sources, are 

still strongly influenced if not directly controlled by state authorities and other political forces. This 

state of affairs has two consequences for kin-state media. First, the media's independence and thus 

capacity for objective analysis of official conduct,  also in the realm of kin-state policy, is reduced. 

                                                 
1 See 'Albanian Delegation Proposes Resumption of Dialogue on Kosovo at OSCE Meeting,' Radio Tirana, 9 July 
1995, as reported in Reuters, 11 July 1995. 
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Second, state domination of the media also increases the likelihood that kin-state actors will attempt 

to use it to publicise and project their policy goals. 

There are some cases in which kin-state actors purposefully use the media, either in main-

taining relations with co-ethnics or in trying to influence home-state decision-makers. For example, 

Macedonian President Kiro Gligorov announced an initiative to establish a satellite television channel 

to help inform Macedonians abroad about developments in their kin-state.1 The media also provide 

a sure means within the kin-state for co-ethnics to publicise their situation and lobby for kin-state 

support, particularly since the co-ethnics usually speak the dominant language of the kin-state. Hun-

garian radio and television, for example, sponsor frequent reports, interviews with diaspora repre-

sentatives, and roundtable discussions concerning the situation of co-ethnics abroad.2 

This media coverage helps to raise the profile of diaspora political leaders and their claims 

within the kin-state. Such coverage might also improve kin-state understanding of the situation of co-

ethnics abroad. There are, however, a number of dangers related to the role of kin-state media, par-

ticularly given the likelihood that events affecting co-ethnics will be filtered through certain kin-

state biases. These shortcomings can seriously affect co-ethnic communities, majority opinion in the 

state(s) where they live, and political elites in the kin-state. 

Some minorities actually depend in whole or in large part on their kin-state's media—and not 

on domestic news sources—for information and analysis concerning events in their own country. 

Hungarians in southern Slovakia and Albanians in western Macedonia have better access to media 

coverage in their own language from kin-state rather than home-state sources, particularly electronic 

ones. This problem is especially acute in the former Soviet Union. Facilitated by the universality of 

the Russian language and the embryonic capacities of news agencies outside of Russia, Moscow-

based electronic media such as Ostankino and ITAR-TASS are able to dominate the region's airwaves, 

picking up and reflecting back news from the non-Russian republics far more extensively than 

their counterparts in those countries. Some of the most sensitive ethnic-Russian enclaves outside 

of Russia—such as Crimea, northern Kazakhstan, and northeastern Estonia—get more news from 

Moscow, in their own language no less, than from their own capitals. Because of universal compre-

hension of Russian in the former Soviet Union, state authorities and the majority population also un-

derstand how Moscow-based media are representing, or /ящ-epresenting, minority-related issues in 

their country. Home-state media, however, are not generally available or accessible in the kin-state, 

at least not without being filtered through kin-state media. Because of language and communica-
                                                 
1 Mentioned in 'Gligorov Meets Representatives of Macedonians in Trnovo,' in: Mac News, 31 
July 1995.See, for example, 'Yugoslavia: Ethnic Hungarians Differ over Refugee Situation in Former Yugoslavia,' 
Duna TV Satellite Service, 10 September 1995, which broadcast a debate including Hungary's state secretary for minority 
issues and the leaders of ethnic-Hungarian organizations from the former Yugoslavia. 
2 See, for example, 'Yugoslavia: Ethnic Hungarians Differ over Refugee Situation in Former Yugoslavia,' Duna TV 
Satellite Service, 10 September 1995, which broadcast a debate including Hungary's state secretary for minority issues and 
the leaders of ethnic-Hungarian organizations from the former Yugoslavia. 
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tions barriers, political elites and public opinion in the kin-states are minimally informed by home-

state reporting on minority affairs. 

If factually incorrect or otherwise biased, kin-state reporting can portray a distorted and even 

misleading image of a minority's alleged predicament. Faulty kin-state reporting, especially in the 

absence of accurate information from the home-state, can further complicate already-difficult com-

munication between minorities, home-states, and kin-states. Of particular concern is the possibility 

that such reporting could cause kin-state authorities to take inappropriate action vis-avis an allegedly 

delinquent home-state that would only exacerbate tensions further. 

Much as with kin-state assistance directly to co-ethnic communities, kin-state broadcasting 

to areas inhabited by ethnic kin also raises the spectre, within the minority's home-state, that such 

reporting is somehow biased or otherwise inflammatory.   In   late   1995,   Romania's   National   

Audio-Visual   Council, responsible for media licensing in the country, threatened to withhold au-

thorisation for certain cable TV companies to broadcast Hungary's Duna TV. It was alleged that 

such broadcasts 'foment suspicion among ethnic groups and promote the creation of certain arti-

ficial tensions.' A protest note from an ethnic Hungarian member of the Romanian parliament 

prompted the Council to clarify its earlier decision.1 This example only highlights the extreme sen-

sitivity with which kin-state media, especially electronic broadcasting, is often regarded in home-

states.  

ENCOURAGING     CONSTRUCTIVE     КIN-STATE     BEHAVIOUR: 

PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS 

A number of factors are likely to continue to affect the role of kin-states in Europe and Cen-

tral Asia. For the coming decade the international environment is likely to remain fluid and devoid of 

either a single superpower or a bi-polar rivalry that would impose strong constraints on kin-state activ-

ism. By the same token, the expansion of western-based multilateral organisations such as NATO and 

the EU could offer security guarantees at least to the Central and Eastern European countries and 

thereby help stabilise and regulate bilateral relations among them. 

Hungary, for example, has become noticeably more muted in its kin-state role as its pros-

pects for NATO and EU membership have increased. This process has at times also explicitly re-

quired Budapest to show restraint and develop better cooperation with its neighbours. (Russia's kin-

state behaviour, to cite a contrasting example, is not likely to be moderated by external factors, at 

least not in the short run, since NATO, EU, and other sorts of attractive multilateral membership 

will not be available.) Future economic difficulties in the region could, however, increase instabil-

ity. In an attempt to distract public opinion from economic troubles, ethnic-majority politicians 
                                                 
1 See 'The National Audio-Visual Council Rejects Request for Cable TV Companies to Broadcast Duna Television's Hungar-
ian-Language Programs,' press release from the Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in Romania, Bucharest, 10 Novem-
ber 1995. 
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might be inclined to scapegoat minorities within the state while kin-state demagogues could like-

wise manipulate the (alleged) plight of co-ethnics abroad to similar ends. 

Although the post-Cold War security environment has clearly encouraged a new brand of 

kin-state activism, various contemporary examples demonstrate that kin-states need not be a disrup-

tive factor in situations involving their co-ethnics. Notwithstanding a century of mutual suspicion and 

outright belligerence, Germany and France are rightfully credited for crafting an intimate political and 

economic partnership after World War II. Despite, or perhaps indeed because of, its turbulent history as 

a kin-state, Germany's current policies are distinguished by restraint and even far-sightedness in assist-

ing ethnic Germans remain where they are, or in helping them to resettle elsewhere, namely in Ger-

many, should they wish to leave their countries of domicile. Present-day Germany does of course 

have both the political clout and the economic resources to pursue these policies. Even Germany's 

neighbourly relations involving minority issues, particularly those with Denmark and Poland, are gen-

erally considered to exemplify constructive kin-state behaviour. In both cases, however, it is impor-

tant to note that earlier bilateral relations did involve considerable difficulties regarding minority 

issues but that over time—and in the context of generalised regional co-operation—bilateral rap-

prochement was possible. Contemporary Austrian-Italian and Finnish-Swedish relations, among 

those of other country-pairs, could also be examined from this perspective. 

Based on the examples cited above—both negative and positive—this section 

proposes a number of general principles and concrete measures that, if adhered to 

as a whole, could encourage the most constructive role for the kin-state in a f 

minority's relations with home-state authorities. 

General Principles 

1. Effective approaches to maintaining peaceful majority-minority relations 

should be sought within the context of the existing state. 

2. Through an ongoing dialogue, government authorities and minority representatives 

within the state itself must develop such peaceful approaches based on democratic institutions and 

the rule of law. 

3. The kin-state must recognise and at all times respect the sovereignty, independence, 

and territorial integrity of the state where co-ethnics reside. It should avoid any behaviour that could 

disrupt bilateral relations with the home-state. If deemed desirable by the home-state, the kin-state 

could pursue measures to assist the integration of co-ethnics while supporting the maintenance of 

their unique identity. 

4. In principle, dual citizenship should be rejected as an option for regulating the status of 

co-ethnics living as a minority in other state, except in the most unusual cases. 

5. The home-state must respect the right of persons belonging to the minority to maintain 
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cross-border contacts with entities in the kin-state as guaranteed by Article 2(5) of the UN Declara-

tion on the Rights of Persons Belonging to National or Ethnic, Religious and Linguistic Minorities, 

by Chapter IV, section 32 (4) of the OSCE's Concluding Document of the Copenhagen Meeting of the 

Conference on the Human Dimension, and Article 17 of the Council of Europe' s Framework 

Convention on the Protection of National Minorities. 

6. Co-operative bilateral relations can assist in promoting the minority's integration and 

channelling such kin-state assistance as might be offered. 

Outside actors, including third countries and multilateral organisations, particularly the 

OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities, can assist in encouraging co-operative bilateral 

relations, monitoring implementation of minority policies, and facilitating dispute resolution. 

Concrete Measures within the Home- and Kin-States 

1. The state must recognise and fully implement minority rights, including 

through effective legal protections and through an ongoing dialogue with 

minority representatives. Among other possible elements, concrete measures 

would include positive actions aimed at preserving a minority's unique identity through educational 

and cultural facilities; institutionalised mechanisms for effective input by minorities into policy-

making on issues that affect them; and a system for receiving, investigating, and prosecuting cases of 

alleged ethnic discrimination. If appropriate, the assistance of outside agencies, such as the High 

Commissioner on National Minorities, should be requested. 

2. States should renounce policies that encourage dual citizenship on an ethnic basis, either in 

actively offering citizenship to co-ethnics who are nationals of other states or in demanding that 

other states recognise a right to dual citizenship. 

3. In accordance with internationally-recognised standards ensuring individuals' 

freedom of movement and their right to international contacts with co-ethnics, states should mini-

mise visa requirements and administrative fees associated with crossing state borders.1 

4. Kin-state officials in particular must recognise that the good-faith implementation of 

the above-mentioned measures within their own state provides fundamental legitimacy for kin-state 

advocacy on behalf of co-ethnics abroad.2  

5. State agencies responsible for domestic minority policy should be politically and institu-

tionally independent of those charged with raising kin-state concerns in the international arena. Ide-

ally such offices will be staffed by professional experts and civil servants and not by political ap-

                                                 
1 Albania and Macedonia, for example, recently took this step (see 'Macedonia, Albania Agree to Lift Visa Payments,' in: 
OMR1 Daily Digest, 18 July 1995). Meanwhile, ethnic Turks in Bulgaria requested the Turkish government to introduce 
more lenient visa requirements in their case (see 'Bulgarian Ethnic Turks Demand New Visa Statute from Ankara,' in: 
OMRI Daily Digest, I August 1995). 
2 Among the most studied practitioners of this principle has been Hungary, which widely advertised its 1993 minorities 
law as a model for its neighbours to adopt. 
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pointees (who are more likely ' 'to be subject to pressures of the electoral process). States might also 

consider establishing apolitical expert bodies to advise on the most constructive policy vis-a-vis co-

ethnic populations abroad. 

6. There should be a regular, public process of rational self-examination within states of 

their role as homes to multi-ethnic populations and, if applicable, as kin-states vis-a-vis co-ethnics 

in other states. In this self-examination of its kin-state role, a country should acknowledge that it 

has no legal jurisdiction whatsoever in assisting co-ethnics who are citizens of other states. Kin-

state populaces should furthermore recognise the primary role to be played by home-states them-

selves—with a legitimate role for the international community as a whole—in addressing domestic 

minority issues. To the extent asked by the home-state, the kin-state should encourage co-ethnics to 

integrate in their states 4 of residence. In this context, kin-state actors should identify concrete meas-

ures to assist this integration, for example, by insisting that co-ethnics first air and discuss their 

claims with home-state officials before bringing them to the attention of kin-state officials. 

7. In light of available resources, home-state officials should promote the provision of na-

tional and local media in the minority language(s) at the same time that minorities are encouraged to 

master the state or official language(s). Minority-language media sponsored by the home-state helps 

strengthen the minorities' ties of loyalty to the state. In the case of large, geographically concentrated 

minorities, home-state media in their own language helps to minimise a reliance on kin-state 

sources. At the same time, no restrictions whatsoever should be placed on receiving kin-state media 

within the minority's home-state. 

Concrete Measures at the Bilateral Level 

1. Kin-state officials should publicly reaffirm recognition of the home-state's 

Sovereignty, independence, and territorial integrity, including respect for 

existing borders. Kin-state officials should themselves refrain from activities 

that might be perceived as an infringement of these home-state prerogatives, 

and they should also attempt to discourage non-state actors from engaging in 

such activities. In the spirit of reconciling long-standing historical animosities, 

governments should consider officially acknowledging and even apologising 

for past wrongs that would otherwise continue to bedevil bilateral relations. 

2. Extensive contacts between kin-state actors and co-ethnic populations, as well as material 

kin-state support to such populations, are best carried out in the 

context of harmonious relations between the kin- and home-state. Such 

relations are developed overtime through regular bilateral contacts promoted at 

the highest political levels but also carried out at all levels of officialdom, 
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including the parliaments, all relevant ministries, and regional and local authorities.1 Non-official 

contacts between home- and kin-states should also be promoted in the cultural, economic, and educa-

tional fields, for example, through exchange programs, study visits, and organisational ties between 

comparable institutions, schools, and professional associations in the two countries. Jointly financed 

and administered institutions, such as educational facilities2 and research centres, should also receive 

official encouragement. Inter-state co-operation on educational issues would furthermore be 

greatly facilitated by the conclusion of formal agreements on mutual recognition of academic re-

quirements, qualifications, and diplomas. Co-operation between kin- and home-state media outlets is 

especially important, in light of serious misconceptions that incorrect news reporting on minority is-

sues can engender. Joint fact-finding and reporting by mixed teams of analysts could in fact help dis-

pel such misconceptions and establish a shared understanding of a specific problem. 

3. As an expression of ongoing bilateral co-operation, a formal treaty of friendship and good-

neighbourliness could eventually be concluded, even including explicit reciprocal guarantees for mi-

nority protection. As argued in greater detail elsewhere in this volume, these treaties are not panaceas 

but do provide a framework for further bilateral consultation and co-operation on minority issues. The 

pace of concluding such treaties—which are a means and not an end in themselves— should in any 

event not be rushed by outside parties, whether third countries or multilateral organisations. Nonethe-

less, the High Commissioner on National Minorities and other bodies could be called upon to provide 

advice and assistance in drafting such treaties. Such agencies could also be involved in dispute reso-

lution concerning implementation of the terms of the treaty. 

4. In the context of greater transparency at the bilateral level, official visits by kin-, state ac-

tors to co-ethnics, for example, should be announced ,to, if not со-ordinated through, the home-

state's authorities. Even unofficial visits or visits by non-governmental organisations should be an-

nounced informally. To increase the home-state's confidence in their good-faith efforts at transpar-

ency, kin-state actors might wish to consider sharing their reactions to such contacts directly with 

home-state officials (of course without divulging co-ethnics' views expressed confidentially). In 

this connection, kin-state officials would refrain from media statements, particularly regarding 

sensitive issues of, minority policy, without first airing any concerns with home-state counterparts. 

This approach could also be used in keeping the home-state officials generally informed of contacts 

                                                 
1 To mention just a few examples, Hungary's and Romania's defence ministries have developed excellent relations 
over the last seven years, outpacing bilateral co-operation on other issues (see, e.g., 'Hungary to Back Romania's NATO entry 
if Minority Policy Meets NATO Terms,' Hungarian Radio, 4 October 1995, as translated in: Reuters, 9 October 1995). Al-
bania and Macedonia have intensified official bilateral со-operation through the visits of high-level delegations the last few 
years (see, e.g., 'Albanian Foreign Minister Raises Issue of Rights of Albanians in Macedonia,' Radio Tirana, 23 August 
1995, as reproduced in: Reuters, 28 August 1995). Hungary and Slovakia have initiated contacts directly between their edu-
cation ministries on the issue of minority-language education (see 'Slovak Minister Says Support for Dual-Language 
Education Limited,' TASR News Agency, 24 July 1995, as reproduced in: Reuters, 26 July 1995). 
2 One of the most noteworthy bilateral partnerships that has also helped reduce ethnic tensions within a state is Bishkek's 
Slavic University. It is jointly financed and administered by the Kyrgyzstani and Russian ministries of education. 
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carried out by co-ethnic representatives in the kin-state itself. (By the same token, while in no way 

needing to seek home-state approval for travels to the kin-state, minority leaders might wish to keep 

home-state policy-makers generally informed of such visits through summary reports in reliable 

home-state media.) Home-state officials, for their part, should in no way hinder or disrupt such con-

tacts, for example, by questioning minority representatives about the nature of contacts with kin-state 

representatives. 

5. Also in the context of transparent bilateral relations, material assistance from the kin-

state should be provided to co-ethnic communities with the full knowledge of the appropriate 

home-state authorities. Ideally, such assistance could be co-ordinated through home-state agencies, 

such as public welfare ministries or the educational system, to maximise the effectiveness of this aid. 

Where there is the danger of theft or corruption, home-state officials could be advised of the nature of 

the aid, which would then be channelled through reliable non-governmental organisations. The 

home-state should in any event allow the provision of cultural, educational, and/or developmental 

assistance from the kin-state on a tax-free basis.1 

Concrete Measures at the International Level  

1. Intensifying their recent efforts, multilateral organisations and individual countries 

should help to remove a basis for kin-state activism by ensuring that states fully implement their 

international commitments to guarantee minority, rights in practice. States should also support 

and strengthen international mechanisms, particularly the High Commissioner on National Mi-

norities, aimed at preventing minority-related conflicts and enhancing states' capacities for construc-

tive minority policies. 

2. International organisations and concerned third-party states should further develop a 

framework for restraining or otherwise moderating disruptive kin- 

state activism. In the first instance, preventive engagement by multilateral 

agencies in problematic minority-related situations, particularly by the High 

Commissioner on National Minorities, can help minimise overbearing kin-state 

activism that could otherwise escalate tensions. Minority-related concerns 

should be taken up early and analysed impartially, and minority leaders and 

home-state authorities should be encouraged to adopt mutually acceptable 

solutions and develop greater dialogue. Efforts at the multilateral level should 

also include an explicit requirement for restraint and co-operation on minority issues by states ap-

plying for membership in regional bodies such as the 'European Union and NATO. Multilateral 

and bilateral financial and development assistance to kin-states could also be tied to ongoing mod-

                                                 
1 According to its then executive secretary, Mr. Ivan Truter, Romania's Council for National Minorities arranged for 
minority-language printing equipment to be imported tax-free 
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eration in their policies vis-a-vis co-ethnics abroad. Influential countries, such as the US and Ger-

many, can also use bilateral channels to dissuade protege states from pursuing disruptive kin-state 

actions. 

3. Multilateral organisations and interested third countries can assist a process of self-

examination and self-restraint among kin-states through promoting a 'code I of conduct'  based on 

existing principles in international law, including international human rights law. 

4. Multilateral organisations and interested third countries can help promote more co-

operative inter-state contacts, both among kin-states and between kin-states 

and home-states. Agencies such as the OSCE's Office for Democratic 

Institutions and Human Rights and the High Commissioner on National  Minorities might con-

sider organising a region-wide seminar on the limits to kin-state support for co-ethnics abroad and 

the importance of developing cooperative relations with the states where they reside, including 

through bilateral treaties. Similar initiatives could be organised at the sub-regional level, for exam-

ple, in Central Europe, the Balkans, and areas within the former Soviet Union, such as Central Asia. 

Fora for sub-regional co-operation—such as the Council of Baltic Sea States, the Central European 

Initiative, and the Central Asia Forum—could from the basis for intensified contacts and collabo-

ration between home- and kin-state officials.1 

5. Further study and analysis of the role of the kin-state and its relations with both co-ethnics 

and their home-states should be carried out and publicised. Especially useful would be analyses 

of how problematic relations were transformed along more constructive lines. Officials from rela-

tively new or disruptive kin-states could be introduced to these constructive approaches through 

seminars, study visits, and training sessions involving officials from more stable and 'experienced' 

kin-states. 

These prescriptions recognise that activism by kin-states on behalf of co-ethnics—though 

not sanctioned by international law—is a contemporary political reality, particularly in this immedi-

ate post-Cold War period. Currently, such kin- state activism is taking place outside of an analytical 

framework for understanding and evaluating it. This chapter is only a preliminary attempt at concep-

tualising the kin-state's role and encouraging measures at the domestic, bilateral, and international 

levels to minimise its disruptive and maximise its constructive impact on ethnic conflict prevention. 

[Huber, K. and R. W. Mickey. “Defining the Kin-State: An Analysis of its Role and Prescription 

for Moderating its Impact,” in Bloed, A. and P. van Dijk, ed. Protection of Minority Rights 

Through Bilateral Treaties: The Case of Central and Eastern Europe (The Hague: Kluwer Law 

International, 1999): 17-51] 
                                                 
1 Such fora also provide a ready-made, neutral setting for bilateral discussions of specific issues (see, for example, 'Horn 
and Meciar to Meet on Slovak Language Law,' in: Reuters, 28 August 1995, regarding a planned meeting between the two 
prime ministers in the context of a summit for the Central European Free Trade Agreement) 
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4. Проблема гражданства в пост-коммунистических государствах 

 

Constantin Iordachi 

Dual Citizenship in Post-Communist Central and Eastern Europe: Regional Inte-

gration and Inter-ethnic Tensions 

Introduction 

Dual citizenship has recently emerged as a major challenge to classical forms of nation-

state membership. The great expansion of the number of dual citizens and their wide geographi-

cal dispersion has given rise to questions concerning the established relationship between na-

tional citizenship, loyalty and identity, urgently commanding the re-examination of the social and 

political rights and duties of citizens. Despite the centrality of dual citizenship in recent global 

political debates, this issue has remained to date largely under-researched. 

The lack of interest in the study of dual citizenship was mainly due to the general schol-

arly disenchantment with citizenship studies that occurred in the 1960s and 1970s. At that time, 

an implicit scholarly consensus arose among social scientists that, as an abstract and static col-

lection of rights and duties, citizenship could not account for the complicated web of socio-

political processes that took place at the grass-roots level. Apparently, this feature was all the 

more true for cases of dual citizenship, which occurred almost at random, defying any scholarly 

attempt at generalising on their socio-political or diplomatic impact. As a result, dual citizenship 

was regarded to be related more with personal identity and life opportunities than with macro-

scale political trends. 

This perspective was to modify substantially starting in the late 1980s. When there was a 

simultaneous occurrence of a generalised expansion of cases of dual citizenship, and a renewed 

academic interests in citizenship Studies through the interdisciplinary efforts of political scien-

tists and historians, anthropologists and sociologists.1 As part of the growing literature on citi-

zenship, the question of dual state membership has lately attracted the attention of several schol-

ars, who have added important aspects to our general understanding of the theoretical and meth-

                                                 
1 From the vast scholarly production on citizenship in the last decades, I mention selectively the works of: Reinhard 
Bendix, Nation-building and Citizenship: Studies of Our Changing Social Order (New York, 1964); Michael Mann, 
'Ruling Class Strategics and Citizenship', Sociology 21:3 (1987), pp. 339-354; Will Kymlicka, Multicultural 
Citizenship: A Liberal Theory of Minority Rights (Oxford, 1995); Rogers Brubakcr, Citizenship and Nationhood in 
France and Germany (Cambridge, MA, 1992); Bryan S. Turner, 'Outline of a Theory of Citizenship', Sociology 24:2 
(1990), pp. 189-217; Charles Tilly (ed.), Citizenship, Identity and Social History (Cambridge, 1996). See also the 
collection of articles by: Bryan S. Turner and Peter Hamilton (eds.), Citizenship: Critical Concepts, 2 vols. (London, 
1994); Ronal Beiner (ed.), Theorising Citizenship (Albany, 1995). 
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odological underpinnings of this contested issue.1 Nevertheless, these pioneering studies have not 

linked policies of dual membership with the ethnic and national policies of post-communist na-

tion-states in Central and Eastern Europe, and have not approached them from a comparative per-

spective. In accounting for the global proliferation of dual citizenship, I will show in this paper 

that in Western Europe and North America, the spread of dual citizenship has been motivated by 

the need to integrate permanent residents, being thus linked to the phenomena of globalisation 

and labour migration, increasing cultural pluralism, and forms of multiple socio-political identi-

ties. In Central and Eastern Europe, policies of dual citizenship have been related to the revival 

of national and ethnic policies of post-communist states, addressing the need for more effective 

minority protection. These features account for the major difference in the expansion of dual 

citizenship in the two regions: dual membership has been primarily granted to internal perma-

nent-residents in the West, but to external and compact kin populations in the East. 

A comprehensive study of dual citizenship poses, nevertheless, underlying   theoretical   

and   methodological   challenges.   In   order   to overcome the formal legal aspect of citizenship 

and to link it with issues of socio-political transformation, in this article, I employ Charles Tilly's 

relational, cultural, historical and contingent definition of citizenship. In Filly's view, citizenship 

is concomitantly (1) a category, which designates 'a  set  of actors—citizens—distinguished  by  

their  shared  privileged position vis-a-vis some particular state'; (2) a tie, which designates 'an 

enforceable mutual relation between an actor and state agents'; (3) a role, which includes 'all of 

an actor's relations to others that depend on the actor's relation to a particular state'; and (4) an 

identity, which refers 'to the experience and public representation of category, tie or role'.2 This 

instrumental  definition  of citizenship  regards  the  state  as  a  set  of specialised and even di-

vergent agencies,  and not as  a unitary and indivisible actor; and traces the impact of citizenship 

on various social categories,  roles  and  identities. The definition accounts thus for a multitude 

of actors, relations, and domains pertaining to citizenship, and redirects the research focus from 

the formal-legal aspect of citizenship to issues of 'state practices and state citizen interactions'.3 

Consequently, instead of a universal and pre-given status, citizenship is viewed as a continuous 
                                                 
1 The most notable exception is: Randall Hansen and Patrick Weil (eds.), Dual Nationality,Social Rights and Federal 
Citizenship in the U.S. and Europe: The Reinvention of Citizenship (New York, 2002). This is 'the first book in 
thirty years to make dual nationality its major concern' as the editors point out; the previous one was: N. Bar-Yaacov, 
Dual Nationality (London, 1961). See also: Tomas Hammar, 'State, Nation, and Dual Citizenship', in William 
Rogers Brubaker (ed.), Immigration and the Politics of Citizenship in Europe and North America (Lanham, MD, 
1989), pp. 81-95; Lowell Barrington, 'The Domestic and International Consequences of Citizenship in the Soviet 
Successor States', Europe-Asia Studies 47:5 (1995), pp. 731-764; Andre Liebich, 'Citizenship in Its International 
Dimension', in Andre Liebich, Daniel Warner, and Jasna Dragovic (eds.), Citizenship East and West (London, 1995), 
pp. 25-39; Randall Hansen, Citizenship and Immigration in Post-war Britain: The Institutional Origins of a 
Multicultural Nation (Oxford, 2000). For a comparative perspective of contemporary citizenship policies, see: T. 
Alexander Aleinikoff and Douglas Klusmeyer (eds), Citizenship Today: Global Perspectives and Practices (Wash-
ington, D.C., 2001). 
2 Charles Tilly, 'Citizenship, Identity and Social History', in Tilly (ed.), Citizenship, Identity and Social History, p. 8. 
3 Ibid. p. 8. 
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series of transactions, 'a set of mutual, contested claims between agents of states and members of 

socially-constructed categories: gender, races, nationality and other'.1 On this basis, one can dis-

tinguish between multiple and hierarchical forms of citizenship, as a function of actors' specific 

social positions and ties to the state in which they are involved. 

Dual citizenship appears as one of the possible relationships between states   and   citi-

zen(s). It results from the interaction between the socio-political interests of a certain individual 

or ethnic group, on the one hand, and the overlapping citizenship or national policies of the states 

with which he/she/it comes into contact. One can therefore distinguish among multiple stakes 

entangled in dual citizenship at three main inter-related levels: the individual economic and po-

litical interests of citizens at the grass-roots level; the national level of the state, represented by 

state agencies or political elites; and the inter-state level resulting from the overlapping or contra-

dictions among the citizenship legislation of various states. Post-communist policies of dual citi-

zenship in Central and Eastern Europe have been framed by the relationship among three distinct 

but mutually dependent and interactive actors, described by Rogers Brubaker as 'the nationalis-

ing state', 'the national minority', and 'the external national homeland'.2 To these, the current 

analysis adds another set of multiple actors, deriving from the specific architecture of the interna-

tional post-Cold War environment in Europe, and from the inter-state aspect of dual citizenship: 

international organisations, represented by the inter-related security and political policies of the 

European Union (EU), the Organisation for Cooperation and Security in Europe (OSCE), and the 

Council of Europe. Their political standards on citizenship legislation, minority protection and 

human rights, as well as their framework of inter-state mediation and consultation, have contrib-

uted to the shaping of national and citizenship policies in Central and Eastern Europe. 

The present study is made up of several sections. The first contrasts policies of dual citi-

zenship in Western Europe with similar policies in Central and Eastern Europe. In regard to the 

latter regions, it distinguishes two main categories: policies of national membership and dual citi-

zenship of successor states in former multiethnic federations, such as Czechoslovakia, Yugosla-

via, and the Soviet Union; and policies of national membership and dual citizenship in post-

communist nation-states, such as Albania, Poland, Bulgaria, Romania, and Hungary. After giving 

a general outline on the main feature of the citizenship policy of each of these categories, it dis-

cusses the revival of contrasting and ultimately overlapping definitions of citizenship in Romania 

and Hungary and the resulting diplomatic tensions over issues of dual citizenship. Finally, on the 

basis of this case study, the study derives more general conclusions about the evolution of—and 

multiple challenges to—national citizenship in Central and Eastern Europe. 
                                                 
1 Ibid. p. 9. 
2 Rogers Brubaker, Nationalism Reframed: Nationhood and the National Question in the New Europe (Cambridge, 
1996). 
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Dual Citizenship in Western Europe 

Assessing the political and ideological legacy of the French Revolution and of subsequent 

nationalist movements in the nineteenth century, Rogers Brubaker identifies six underlying fea-

tures of an archetypal model of nation-state citizenship, namely 'egalitarian, sacred, national, 

democratic, unique and socially consequential'.1 According to this view, a fundamental charac-

teristic of nation-state membership has been its 'unique' character, which asserts that a person 

should legally belong to only one national community at a certain point in time. Consequently, 

legislators and jurists have generally regarded dual citizenship as a legal anomaly, and have 

equalled it—to use a suggestive expression of Andre Liebich—to the sin of polygamy in a Chris-

tian moral order, which should be at least minimised, if not totally prevented.2 To this end, na-

tional legislations in most European countries have forbidden dual citizenship, while numerous 

bilateral agreements, international conventions, and mediating international organisations have 

tried to eliminate cases of dual citizenship on the basis of established and quasi-unanimously 

recognised rules. The most important agreement in this respect was the European Convention on 

Dual Citizenship adopted by the Council of Europe in 1963, which stipulated that a citizen of a 

signatory country who acquires a second citizenship automatically loses his/her original citizen-

ship.3 

What have been the main reasons behind the underlying resistance to dual citizenship? 

First and foremost, the normative view on the unique nature of citizenship membership has been 

rooted in the emergence of modern nationalism, with its primordial worldview which claims that 

each person has one 'essential identity' characterised by a single form of national allegiance and 

political loyalty, and can be therefore a member of only one nation at a given point in time.4 Mo-

tivated by the need for national security, citizenship laws in most countries have therefore denied 

aliens or dual citizens access to legislative bodies, state bureaucracies, or even to certain profes-

sions or types of property considered 'strategic', reserving these for 'single' citizens. The opposi-

tion to dual citizenship has been also triggered by pragmatic state interests, such as the desire to 

avoid international litigations concerning military duties, the status of property and of children 

resulting from marriages of dual citizens that would transform the world into a quagmire of ju-

                                                 
1 Rogers Brubaker, 'Immigration, Citizenship, and the Nation-State in France and Germany: A Comparative Histori-
cal Analysis', International Sociology 5:4 (1990), p. 311. 
2 Liebich, 'Citizenship in Its International Dimension', p. 38. 
3 Hammar, 'State, Nation, and Dual Citizenship', p. 81. For conventions for the prevention of dual citizenship signed 
by various countries and their legal and political consequences, see for example: Otto Kimminich, 'The Conventions 
for the Prevention of Double Citizenship and Their Meaning for Germany and Europe', German Yearbook of Inter-
national Law 38 (1995), pp. 224-249. 
4 The term was coined by: Craig Calhoun, Nationalism (Buckingham, 1997), p. 18. 
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ridical contentions.1 The strict implementation of the modern nationalist ideology of 'sharp 

boundaries of the territory and population' has resulted, according to Craig Calhoun, in a 

Kokoschka-like world of homogeneous and strictly differentiated colour-spots, or in Brubaker's 

words, into 'a world of bounded and exclusive citizenries'.2 

Yet, in spite of the stiff opposition of states, the last decades have witnessed an unprece-

dented expansion of the number and geographical distribution of dual citizens. Unfortunately, 

comprehensive and current statistics on the issue are not available; as a matter of fact, most 

countries do not compile or make available data on dual citizenship. Partial estimates indicate, 

nevertheless, a great expansion of dual citizenship throughout the world, but mostly in Western 

Europe and North America. To cite only two relevant examples, already in 1986 there were close 

to one million dual French-Algerian citizens and about 100,000 dual citizens in  Sweden.3  This 

large-scale proliferation of dual membership has occurred in three main ways: by birth, naturali-

sation, and acquisition.4 

First, if until the 1960s most European countries had traditionally adopted a male defini-

tion of citizenship that linked citizenship with household, and regarded the legal status of women 

as dependent on that of the husband, the Convention on the Nationality of Married Women 

adopted by the United Nations Organisation in 1958 and ratified by a majority of states granted 

women independent citizenship, resulting in automatic dual citizenship of children born from 

mixed marriages.5 

Second, and most important, in the last decades of the twentieth century there occurred an 

unprecedented mass immigration on the global labour market, from 75 million persons in 1965 to 

120 million in 1990.6 This large-scale migration has been generally directed from developing 

countries to Western Europe and North America. In 1965 the core Western regions (Western 
                                                 
1 Numerous such diplomatic controversies arose during World War I, resulting in international agreements over con-
scription of dual citizens in the inter-war period. See: 'Dual Nationality', The American Journal of International Law 
9:3 Supplement (1915), pp. 369-375; 'Dual Nationality and Military Service', The American Journal of International 
Law 25:1 (1931), pp. 119-120; 'Protocol on Military Obligations and Dual Nationality', The American Journal of 
International Law 25:1 (1931), pp. 120-121. See also: 'Treaty between Norway and the United States: Regulating 
Liability for Military Service and Other Acts of Allegiance of Persons Having Dual Nationality', The American 
Journal of International Law 25:3 Supplement (1931), pp. 151-152 
2 Calhoun, Nationalism, p. 9; Brabaker, Citizenship and Nationhood, p. ix 
3 Loi'c Darras, 'La double nationalite' (doctoral thesis in law, Universite Paris II Pantheon-Assas, 1986), p. 993, cited 
in: Hammar, 'State, Nation, and Dual Citizenship', p. 83. 
4For a detailed technical treatment of these methods of accessing citizenship, see: William Rogers Brabaker, 'Citi-
zenship and Naturalization: Policies and Polities', in Brabaker (ed.), Immigration and the Politics of Citizenship, pp. 
99-127. For a large historical comparative perspective of access to citizenship, see: Patrick Weil, 'Access to Citizen-
ship: A Comparison of Twenty-five Countries', in Aleinikoff and Klusmeyer (eds.), Citizenship Today, pp. 17-35. 
5 For the denationalisation and citizenship exclusion of married women, see: Ursula Vbgel, 'Is Citizenship Gender-
Specific?', in Ursula Vogel and Michael Moran (eds.), The Frontiers of Citizenship (Basingstoke, 1991), pp. 58-85; 
Ursula Vogel, 'Marriage and the Boundaries of Citizenship', in Bart von Steenbergen (ed.), The Condition of Citi-
zenship (London, 1994), pp. 76-89. For contemporary developments, see: Karen Knop, 'Relational Nationality: On 
Gender and Nationality in International Law', in Aleinikoff and Klusmeyer (eds.), Citizenship Today, pp. 89-126. 
6 See: Hania Zlotnik, 'International Migration 1965/1996: An Overview', Population and Development Review 24:3 
(1998), p. 432. 
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Europe, North America, Australia and New Zealand) accounted for 16.5 per cent of the world's 

population and attracted 35.7 per cent of the world immigrants, but by 1990 they hosted 42.7 per 

cent of the total global number of immigrants, while their share of the world's population fell to 

12.8 per cent.1 As a result, the proportion of foreign-born inhabitants in the West as compared to 

the totalpopulation of the region increased from 4.9 per cent in 1965 to 7.6 per cent in 1990.2 

In the context of this unprecedented immigration, the jus soli citizenship legislation of 

countries based on the Anglo-Saxon juridical tradition, such as the United States, Canada, and 

United Kingdom, or the inclusive combination of jus sanguinis and jus soli in the case of France's 

legal system, all resulted in the citizenship assimilation of the second generation of alien perma-

nent residents. 

Third, immigrants' access to citizenship coupled with an additional—and equally impor-

tant—political factor: the increasingly tolerant attitude of numerous Western countries toward 

dual citizenship. Citizenship laws of various countries of net immigration no longer condition 

immigrants' acquisition of citizenship on the renunciation of their former one. Challenged by the 

unprecedented scale of labour immigration, and the refusal of many immigrants to rescind their 

original culture and citizenship affiliation, legislators have started to regard dual citizenship as a 

factor when facilitating the integration of permanent non-citizen residents, by giving them the 

opportunity to naturalise into their country of adoption without being forced to renounce ties to 

their mother country. A White Paper published in the United Kingdom in 1980 underscores this 

idea: 

This country has absorbed large numbers of immigrants in recent years -from both foreign and 

Commonwealth countries, and it is to be expected that many of them will retain strong links 

with their countries of birth; and that they would hope, where the law of that country al-

lows, to retain their original citizenship and perhaps pass it on to their; children born here. If the 

retention of that citizenship on becoming a British citizen will assist them in the process of set-

tling down in this , country then the Government would see this as a good reason for our; not 

requiring them to renounce it.3 

Certainly, such kind of tolerance toward dual citizenship, as highlighted above, has not 

been a universal attitude. At the present moment, countries such as Italy, France, Portugal, the 

United Kingdom and Ireland recognise dual membership, while Germany, the Netherlands and 

Austria do not accept it. These different attitudes are informed by many variables, such as the 

tradition of citizenship in various countries, the nature of their legal system and the legacy of 

their colonial experiences. Anglo-Saxon countries that have experienced a long history of immi-
                                                 
1 Ibid. p. 435 
2 Zlotnik,'International Migration'. 
3 See: Randall Hansen, 'British Citizenship after Empire: A Defense', Political Quarterly! 71:1 (2000), pp. 42-50. 
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gration and assimilation, such as the United States, Canada, and the United Kingdom, have gen-

erally been tolerant to dual citizenship. Among them, as already indicated, the United Kingdom 

has been the most open to dual membership, in its post-1945 transition from an imperial to a na-

tional type of citizenship.1 

In contrast, the European 'Continental' tradition has been characterised by great national 

variations in regard to naturalisation and dual citizenship that have revolved generally around the 

French and German codification of citizenship and naturalisation rights.2 In his pioneering com-

parative analysis of citizenship in both countries, Roger Brubaker argue that the French 'state-

national' legal system has been based on an inclusive jus soli naturalisation policy, resulting in 

large scale naturalisation of second generation immigrants and numerous cases of dual citizen-

ship; at the same time, the German 'ethno-cultural model' of nation-state citizenship has allowed 

for a very low level of naturalisation of permanent residents, and has always forbidden dual citi-

zenship.3 

This situation has been subject to change in recent years, due to a growing convergence 

among citizenship legislation. Even a stronghold of single citizenship, such as Germany, is now 

witnessing a steady if still feeble weakening of the resistance against dual national membership.4 

This process started with the bill initiated in 1998 by the ruling coalition made up of the Social 

Democratic Party (SDP) and the Green Party which proposed the following: a) granting auto-

matic access to full citizenship rights to children born in Germany of foreign national parents also 

born in Germany or who had immigrated there before the age of fourteen; b) granting access to 

the naturalisation of foreigners residing continuously in Germany for at least eight years; and c) 

                                                 
1 See: Hansen, 'British Citizenship after Empire'. See also: Hansen, Citizenship and Immigration. 
2 See: Brubaker, 'Immigration, Citizenship, and the Nation-State', pp. 325-326. For a classical but largely 'essential-
ising' presentation of the difference between the German and Trench nationalisms, see: Hans Kohn, Prelude to Na-
tion-states: the French and German Experience, 1789-1815 (Princeton, NJ, 1967). Finally, for a recent conceptuali-
sation of a 'German versus French' dichotomy of political ideologies, see: Liah Greenfeld, Nationalism: Five Roads 
to Modernity (Cambridge, MA, 1992), pp. 278, 358. 
3 For a detailed discussion of the relationship between jus soli and jus sanguinis principles in the French and German 
legal systems, see: Brubaker, Citizenship and Nationhood, pp. 31-33; Brubaker, 'Citizenship and Naturalization', pp. 
99-128. More recent works on citizenship have relativised the dichotomy between the French and German citizen-
ship legislation, positing that they are not perfect opposites, but rather belong to the same 'Continental' legal cate-
gory. Andreas K. Fahrmeir argues that, prior to (he 1913 Citizenship Act, German citizenship legislation included a 
strong jus soli component; the adoption of jus sanguinis as the exclusive principle in ascribing citizenship in the Wil-
helmine Empire was thus 'a new departure rather than a traditional German concept   of  nationality'. See: Andreas   
K. Fahrmeir, 'Nineteenth-Century German Citizenships: A Reconsideration', The Historical Journal 40:3 (1997), p. 
721. For a similar critique of Brubaker, with reference to the twentieth century, see also: Dieter Gosewinkel. Ein-
burgern und Ausschliefien: Die Nationalisierung der Staatsangehorigkeit vom Deutschen Bund bis zur Bundesre-
publik Deutschland (Gottingen, 2001). Patrick Weil also points out that techniques of ascribing citizenship do not 
necessarily automatically reflect traditional understandings of nationhood. See: Patrick Weil, Qu'est-ce qu'un Fran-
cois? Histoire de la nationalite francaise depuis la Revolution (Paris, 2002), pp. 197-200. 
4 See: Kay Hailbronner, 'Germany's Citizenship Law under Immigration Pressure', in Hansen and Weil (eds.), Dual 
Nationality, pp. 121-135; Peter Friederich Bultmann, 'Dual Nationality and Naturalization Policies in the German 
Lander', in Hansen and Weil (eds.). Dual Nationality, pp. 136-157. 
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allowing newly naturalised citizens to also retain their original citizenship.1 These revolutionary 

provisions were severely criticised by the opposition Party of Democratic Socialism, and even by 

some factions of the ruling Social Democrats and of the Greens. Although the proposal was fi-

nally withdrawn, it nevertheless prompted a political debate that has finally generated significant 

amendments to Germany's citizenship legislation. According to the law on German citizenship, 

which took effect in January 2000, residents born on German soil qualify for the acquisition of 

German citizenship. They can also hold temporary dual citizenship provided that a final choice of 

citizenship is made by the age of twenty three.2 

It is expected that this law will contribute to the naturalisation and societal integration of 

Germany's substantial population of alien residents. According to official statistics, in 2002 there 

were 7.5 million foreign permanent residents living in Germany. Over 30 per cent settled in the 

country in the 1980s and half of them in the 1990s. While nearly 100,000 foreign national chil-

dren are born in Germany every year, the previous restrictive citizenship law allowed for the 

naturalization of only 0.3 per cent (1986) to 1.2 per cent (1996) of the total number of foreign 

residents.3 In addition to increasing the number of people that will receive naturalization under 

the new law, unofficial statistics indicate that approximately one-third of all naturalizations in 

Germany result in dual citizenship.4 

In sum, one can safely conclude that cases of dual citizenship are currently in continuous 

expansion in Western Europe and North America. This is not to say that the growing tolerance 

toward dual citizenship has gone undisputed. In fact, the issue provokes intense and arduous ju-

ridical and political controversies.5 For example, on the North American continent, the passing of 

the Mexican Law on dual citizenship generated new forms of regional economic and political in-

tegration between Mexico and the United States that has apparently worked for the benefit of 

Mexican dual citizens, who could easily commute between the two countries and take advantage 

of opportunities provided by both socio-political systems. This situation generated a mounting 

resistance against dual citizenship in the United States, a country whose legislation formally for-

bids dual membership, but which has not sought a strict implementation of this principle. React-

ing to the explosion of dual Mexican-American citizens, American opponents of dual citizenship 

                                                 
1 See the 1998 agreement between Social Democrats and the Greens to grant automatic citizenship to children of 
foreigners born in Germany, in 'Two German Parties Reach Deal to Relax Law on Citizenship', Migration World 
Magazine 26:5 (1998), p. 9. On the joint proposal, see also: Ralf Fucks, 'Reform of the Citizenship Law: The Debate 
over Dual Citizenship in Germany', in Daniel Levy and Yfaat Weiss (eds.), Challenging Ethnic Citizenship: German 
and Israeli Perspectives on Immigration (New York, 2002), pp. 76-81. 
2 See: Andreas M. Wiist, 'New Citizens—New Voters? Political Preferences and Voting Intentions of Naturalized 
Germans: A Case Study in Progress', International Migration Review 34:2 (2000), pp. 560-567. 
3 For these figures, see: Flicks, 'Reform of the Citizenship Law', pp. 77-78. 
4 Brubaker, 'Citizenship and Naturalization', p. 116. 
5 For an analysis of the political debates generated by dual citizenship in Western Europe, see: Hammar, 'State, Na-
tion, and Dual Citizenship'. 
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emphasised the incompatibility between the responsibilities deriving from taking on United States 

citizenship and the divided loyalties presupposed by dual membership, mostly in cases of mili-

tary conflict. They portrayed therefore dual citizenship as dangerous for the security of the 

United States, and required the enforcement of the law which prohibits it.1 

In sum, in spite of the stiff resistance in several countries and the intense political debates 

that the issue is still generating, the general global trend suggests an increasing tolerance toward 

dual citizenship.2 The recent period has witnessed the Council of Europe, as well as countries 

that have been traditionally strongholds of resistance against dual citizenship, such as the Nether-

lands, Belgium and Germany, showing signs of a more tolerant attitude toward dual citizenship. 

The unprecedented expansion of dual citizenship in North America and Western Europe has been 

primarily related to the phenomena of global migration. Therefore, debates on dual citizenship in 

the West have mainly concentrated on the controversies surrounding the demise of traditional 

elements of the nation-state citizenship, the current relevance of the classical model of liberal 

citizenship and alternative forms of post-national membership at sub-national, supra-national, or 

international levels in the context of globalisation, increasing pluralism and multiculturalism. 

Dual Citizenship in Post-communist Central and Eastern Europe 

A different situation has occurred in Central and Eastern Europe, where dual citizenship 

has not served as a way of integrating alien residents, but mostly as a way of reconstructing the 

national 'imagined communities', in the  background   of radical  post-1989   socio-political   and  

territorial reorganisation. In these regions, the dismantling of the communist system and de-

mands for political rights and civil liberties have generated a radical reorganisation of citizenship 

doctrines. This process has occurred on three inter-related levels. 

First, there has been a general tendency toward political democratisation that has resulted 

in the construction of regimes of parliamentary democracies, based on the mass extension of 

wide socio-political rights. 

Second, an ample process of radical national reorganisation has occurred, that has found 

its most paramount manifestation in the legal (re)construction of citizenship. In 1989 the former 

communist block in Central and Eastern Europe was composed of eleven countries (including 

the Soviet Union), but today there are twenty-two states in the region (excluding here the Central 

Asian and Caucasus countries that have resulted from the break-up of the Soviet Union). The 

                                                 
1 See for example, James R. Edwards Jr.'s virulent attack against dual citizenship in the United States: 'If the reality 
is that naturalised US citizens from Mexico "are Mexicans", then the reality is also that they are breaking the oath 
they swore to become US citizens. Dual nationality or citizenship in any other country fails the smell test. It stinks 
because when it comes to core loyalties, dual nationals and dual citizens don't place them with America, as prom-
ised'. James R. Edwards, Jr., 'Dual Citizenship Is Dangerous', Christian Science Monitor 90:107 (1998), p. 20. 
2 For the link between migration and dual citizenship, and the legal status of dual nationals, see: T. Alexander Al-
einikoff and Douglas Klusmeyer, 'Plural Nationality: Facing the Future in a Migratory World', in Aleinikoff and 
Klusmeyer (eds.), Citizenship Today, pp. 63-88. 
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transition from the old communist republics or federal systems to democratic nation-states has 

generated numerous conflicts over issues of citizenship affiliation in these regions. 

Third, there has been a revival of policies of national integration between mother coun-

tries and external kin minorities. These policies have been very heterogeneous, varying as a func-

tion of the specific demographic and geopolitical context. One can identify a large spectrum of 

political options available, ranging from policies of cultural assistance to innovative forms of 

economic or political protection, such as granting access to various citizenship entitlements to 

compact kin populations abroad. Notwithstanding their important differences in scale and content, 

I treat such policies as part of more generalised attempts at reconstructing national communities 

against the background of radical post-communist socio-political and territorial reorganisation. 

Acute forms of citizenship conflicts followed the dismantling of federal systems, such as 

Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and the Soviet Union. Of these three, Czechoslovakia exhibited a 

smoother citizenship transition from the federal system to the successor states.1 However, the 

legal separation of neither Czechs nor Slovaks lacked in juridical controversies. Most relate to 

the 1969 legal reorganisation of Czechoslovakia from a unitary state to a federation of two na-

tional republics.2 As a result, although a single unified Czechoslovak citizenship existed until 

1969, the new 1969 Constitution and citizenship legislation created a system of dual citizenship, 

one at the federal level, and the other at the republican level. Thus, in addition to the federal 

Czechoslovak citizenship, Czechs and Slovaks were also assigned sub-federal citizenships in the 

two republics as a function of their birthplace and residence.3 More specifically, the citizenship 

status of inhabitants born before 1954 was determined jure soli, according to their place of birth, 

while the status of those born after that date was determined jure sanguinis, in accordance to the 

citizenship of their parents.4 

Prior to the 1993 separation between the two countries, the Czech and Slovak republican 

citizenships were symbolically subordinated to the unified federal Czechoslovak citizenship, 

even if in practice republican affiliation determined most citizenship rights and duties. After 

1993, however, sub-federal citizenships came to play a central role in building completely sepa-

rate Czech and Slovak state citizenships. As the result of the partition, the former federal 

Czechoslovak citizenship became inconsequential from a legal point of view, and new rules of 

ascribing state citizenship were put into place in the two newly-born separate nation-states, 

                                                 
1 See: Martin Palous, 'Questions of Czech Citizenship', in Liebich, Warner, and Dragovic (eds.), Citizenship East and 
West, pp. 141-159; Piotr Ogrodzinski, 'Slovakia after the Split: Dilemmas of the New Citizenship', in Liebich, War-
ner, and Dragovic (eds.), Citizenship East and West, pp. 165-180 
2 Palous, 'Questions of Czech Citizenship', p. 147. 
3 Ibid. p. 148. 
4 See: Jirina Siklova and Marta Miklusakova, 'Denying Citizenship to the Czech Roma', East European Constitu-
tional Review 7:2 (1998), pp. 60-61. 
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neatly differentiating between Czech and Slovak citizenries. In regard to dual citizenship, the atti-

tudes of the two successor states have been different: while the Slovak citizenship law recognises 

dual membership, the Czech legislation forbids it. This difference has complicated the legal par-

tition of the federation, forcing former Czechoslovak citizens to opt firmly for one or the other 

republican citizenship. 

Building on the previous legal differentiation between Czechs and Slovaks, the 1993 

Czech citizenship law introduced special naturalisation requirements for the Slovak residents 

who wished to acquire Czech citizenship, such as two years of continuous residency and five 

years of clean criminal record.1 Moreover, applications had to be filed within a period of one 

year and a half after the promulgation of the new 1993 Czech citizenship law, after which former 

Czechoslovak citizens living in Slovakia wishing to opt for the Czech republican citizenship had 

to apply for naturalisation to the Ministry of Interior.2 Allegedly, these restrictive conditions aimed 

at discriminating against the Roma population who migrated from Slovakia and sub-Carpathian 

Ukraine to work in Northern Bohemia, Ostrava, Karina and Moravia.3 While these residents in 

theory should have been granted Czech citizenship, in practice they most often lacked identifica-

tion papers and regular resident permits in the Czech Republic, and were ignorant of the law or 

unable to satisfy the bureaucratic requirements of the naturalisation process. Since in many cases 

the Roma population living in the Czech Republic did not renew their legal attachment to Slova-

kia and were legally situated 'in-between' the two republics, they risked being transformed into 

heimatlos by the process of the partition of Czechoslovakia. Despite belated measures taken by 

the Czech government and the legal assistance provided by international or local civil associa-

tions, it was estimated that by 1998, out of an estimated total of around 32,000, only several 

thousands Roma living in the Czech Republic applied for citizenship, while 1,200 opted for emi-

gration to Canada.4 

The bloody demise of Yugoslavia stands in sharp contrast with the 'velvet' legal divorce 

between Czechs and Slovaks. As Robert Hay den has pointed out, a central motivation of the 

wars of secessions and succession in the former Yugoslavia was the underlying contradiction 

between 'objectified' and 'reified cultures'. In other words, there was an irreconcilable conflict 

between the ideal of homogeneous nation-states harboured by the elites of the major ethnic com-

ponents of the federation, and the reality of inter-ethnic mingling that resulted from decades of 

                                                 
1 Palous, 'Questions of Czech Citizenship', p. 158. 
2 See: Siklova and Miklusakova, 'Denying Citizenship', p. 61. 
3 Palous, 'Questions of Czech Citizenship', p. 158. Concerning the citizenship exclusion and legal discrimination of 
the Roma population residing in the Czech Republic, see: Siklova and Miklusakova, 'Denying Citizenship', pp. 58-
64; Aileen Crowe, 'The Czech Roma: Foreigners in Their Own Land', The Patrin Web Journal: Romani Culture and 
History <http://www.geocities.com/~patrin/foreigners.htm>, accessed 22 February 2006. 
4 Siklova and Miklusakova, 'Denying Citizenship', pp. 58, 63 



 183

internal   migrations   and   interrelated   economic   and   socio-political development within a 

common state.1 In addition, due also to the wording of the 1974 Constitution of Yugoslavia that 

stipulated the right of succession from the federation of the constituent nations, rather than re-

publics,2 the dismantling of the federation was accompanied by attempts to revise the borders of 

the existing republics, and to construct new territorial units that would encompass all the mem-

bers of a given ethnic group. It is thus not surprising that military conflicts have been the most 

intensive in ethnically mixed areas, where those of rival nationalities attempted to implement 

forcefully policies of ethnic cleansing as a means of modifying the reality on the field and of ap-

propriating contested lands. In addition to violence, Hayden emphasises another important man-

ner of ethnic cleansing in the former Yugoslavia: the implementation of regimes of 'constitu-

tional nationalism' that favoured the dominant nationality of a certain country by combining the 

facile naturalisation of ethnically related non-resident population with the 'denaturalisation' of 

ethnically alien permanent residents.3 

The legal construction of citizenship in the successor states of the former Yugoslavia ex-

hibited two main inter-related features. First, new citizenship laws stripped ethnic minorities of 

citizenship rights in their country of residence, transforming them into foreigners and ultimately 

forcing them to leave their areas of permanent settlement. Consequently, even the more permis-

sive and relatively unproblematic citizenship law in the former Yugoslavia, that of Slovenia, has 

resulted in the denaturalisation of approximately 50,000 people.4 This process was even more 

dramatic in Croatia, whose 1991 Constitution did not include special provisions for the former 

Yugoslav citizens, thus denaturalising approximately 85 per cent of the Serbian population of the 

republic.5 Second, successor states implemented rigid definitions of citizenship that strictly de-

limitated their citizenries, as a way of asserting and consolidating their independence. 

As a result, dual citizenship has not figured prominently in the national policy promoted 

by successor states of the former Yugoslavia. The legislation of the new Federation of Yugosla-

via constituted in 1992 by Serbia and Montenegro has forbidden dual citizenship. In addition, on 

16 July 1996, the Yugoslav parliament passed a law stipulating that only individuals registered in 

Yugoslavia since March 1992 (the date when Serbia and Montenegro agreed to constitute a fed-

                                                 
1 See: Robert M. Hayden, 'Imagined Communities and Real Victims: Self-determination; and Ethnic Cleansing in 
Yugoslavia', American Ethnologist 23:4 (1996), p. 783. 
2 Ibid. p. 785. 
3 Robert M. Hayden, 'Constitutional Nationalism in the Formerly Yugoslav Republics', Slavic Review 51 (1992), pp. 
654-673. 
4 Hayden, 'Imagined Communities', pp. 793-794. 
5 Ibid. p. 795 
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eration), were entitled to citizenship.1 This measure was reportedly meant to deny the 700,000 

refugees the right to vote in the presidential elections, since it was expected that they would vote 

against President Slobodan Milosevic.2 This restrictive citizenship provision was linked with 

overt political interests, being yet another indication that the constitutional order and citizenship 

legislation in the newly-born federation were mere political tools for consolidating the personal 

regime of Milosevic. 

In a manner similar to the new Yugoslav federation, Slovenia has also forbidden dual 

citizenship. Nevertheless, in its efforts to encompass all members of its dominant ethnic commu-

nity, regardless if they live at home or in Diaspora, it has also employed an active ethnic policy 

toward kin non-residents. The 1992 Constitution of Slovenia stipulates, in Article 5, that 'ethnic 

Slovenians not holding Slovenian citizenship shall enjoy special rights and privileges in Slove-

nia. The nature and extent of those rights and privileges shall be determined by statute'. As a re-

sult of the naturalisation facilities offered by the Slovenian Citizenship Law, 25,000 Slovenes 

living outside Slovenia have been granted access to citizenship.3 

A more nuanced attitude toward dual citizenship has occurred in Croatia. Although in a 

majority of cases the Croatian Citizenship Law prohibits dual citizenship, always regarding the 

Croatian citizenship as legally dominant, the Law explicitly accepts dual membership in certain 

cases, and implicitly tolerates it in others. This permissive attitude toward dual citizenship links 

with an inclusive ethnic policy granting Croats living abroad a privileged access to naturalisa-

tion. 

Claims of dual citizenship on the territory of the former Yugoslavia originated from the 

interaction among the citizenship policy of the successor states that resulted in cases of overlap-

ping citizenries. In mo instances, dual citizenship was a specific issue requested of inhabitants 

ethnic enclaves who wished to remain in their historical homeland, while preserving ties with 

their mother country. As such, Vojislav Stanimirovic head of the Serbian authorities in eastern 

Slavonia, a region that had resubmit to Croatian rule in late 1997, claimed that all Serbs in the 

region would remain if the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia was to conclude a dual citizenship 

agreement with Croatia.4 To this end, he requested Yugoslavia to amend its legislation on dual 

citizenship in order to match the Croatian law which allows dual membership.5 

                                                 
1 Beta reports, in: Stan Markotich, 'Rump Yugoslav Parliament Passes Controversial Citizenship Law', OMRI Daily 
Digest,  17 July  1996. Also available at <http:// archive.tol.cz/omri/restricted/article.php3?id=14528>, accessed 23 
February 2006. 
2 Ibid.  
3 Hayden, 'Imagined Communities', p. 794 
4 Reuters report on 9 March, in: Daria Sito Sucic, 'Serbs in Eastern Slavonia Want Dual Citizenship', OMRIDaily 
Digest, 10 March 1997. Also available at <http://archive.tol.cz/ omri/restricted/article.php3?id=25042>, accessed 23 
February 2006. 
5 Ibid. 
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Another relevant example of acute debates over citizenship is that of 

the break-up of the Soviet Union, in which the intersection between the 

citizenship policy of Russia and that of successor states has generated 

numerous citizenship debates. In his analysis of 'citizenship struggle' in 

the successor states of the former USSR, Rogers Brubaker differentiated- 

between   a   'new   state'   model   of   citizenship   legislation   and   a; 

'restored-state' model.1 The former was enacted in countries that lacked; 

a statehood tradition: without a history of distinctive citizenry, these; 

countries had to create their citizenship body by conferring citizenship, 

rights to their residents on an inclusive basis. The latter type was applied 

in states that relied on a statehood tradition, such as the Baltic States. In 

those cases, citizenship legislation attempted to restore citizenship rights  

that had existed prior to the Soviet conquest, a situation that excluded 

citizenship rights from all those residents who immigrated to these: 

countries in the post-1945 period.  

Post-communist attitudes to dual citizenship of Soviet successor states have been influ-

enced by the fact that, during the Soviet era, the process of internal immigration resulted mainly 

in a large number of Russians and Russian-speakers living outside the Russian Federation. After 

the break-up of the Soviet Union, in order to protect the rights of the Russians leaving abroad 

and to shelter its own geopolitical interests, Russia put  forward  an  inclusive  citizenship  policy  

toward  its  kin population living in neighbouring countries, defined as 'near-abroad'. According 

to official statistics, from 1992-1997, more than 1.5 million people received Russian citizenship, 

as opposed to around 40,000 people who renounced it. Among the new citizens, about 900,000 

lived outside Russia, including 100,000 who lived outside the borders of the former Soviet Un-

ion.2 Furthermore, if in the first instance Russia did not accept dual citizenship, it soon reconsid-

ered its position and began to allow dual membership. This policy has been seen by most succes-

sor states as an overt intrusion into their sovereignty, generating numerous diplomatic controver-

sies. 

The most serious diplomatic tensions over dual citizenship occurred between Russia and 

the Ukraine, relating mostly to the citizenship status of the inhabitants of the Crimean Peninsula.3 

                                                 
1 Rogers Brubaker, 'Citizenship Struggles in Soviet Successor States', International Migration Review 26:2 (1992), 
pp. 269-291. 
2 ITAR-TASS on 28 January, citing Goskomstat, in: Nikolai Iakoubovski, 'New Citizenship Figures Released', 
OMRI Daily Digest, 29 January 1997. Also available at  http://archive.tol.cz/omri/restricted/article.php3?id=23849>, 
accessed 23 February 2006. 
3 See: George Ginsburgs, 'From the 1990 Law on the Citizenship of the USSR to the Citizenship Laws of the Suc-
cessor Republics (Part II)', Review of Central and East European Law 19:3 (1993), pp. 233-266. 
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Adopted in October 1991, the first citizenship law of the Ukraine allowed dual citizenship only 

when a bilateral treaty between countries already existed. Due to the territorial litigation over 

Crimea, no such treaty was signed with Russia. Furthermore, on 30 October 1996, the Ukrainian 

Parliament adopted a new citizenship law totally barring dual citizenship. The new law stated 

that anyone who had lived in the Ukraine since 1991 could be naturalised, as well as individuals 

living abroad who could prove Ukrainian origins.1 The new law put forward an inclusive citizen-

ship policy toward permanent residents, but did not allow for any dual citizenship attachment. 

The law was adopted against strong political resistance of political elites in Crimea, who lobbied 

for acquiring dual Russian-Ukrainian citizenship, especially in regions heavily populated by eth-

nic Russians. 

Among the successor republics, the most restrictive and exclusionary citizenship laws 

were adopted in the Baltic States, mostly in Latvia and Estonia.2 Motivated by the fear that their 

nation would 'die out', these states adopted restrictive citizenship policies, by reviving pre-War 

World II citizenship laws in order to restore the legal order existing in the pre-Soviet period. As a 

result, former pre-Soviet citizens and their descendents were all entitled to citizenship. At the 

same time, permanent residents who acquired citizenship during the Soviet period were only par-

tially accepted as citizens in Lithuania, and largely excluded in Latvia and Estonia. Attitudes to-

ward dual citizenship also underscore the ethnic character of citizenship policies in the Baltic 

States. All three states allowed individuals belonging to their ethnic community living in Dias-

pora to (re-)acquire their original national citizenship and thus hold dual citizenship, but rejected 

the right to dual citizenship of ethnic minorities living on their own territory. 

A different category of citizenship legislation, as compared to the former communist fed-

erations, can be found in post-communist nation-states, such as Albania, Bulgaria, Romania, 

Hungary, and Poland. None of these states suffered territorial changes or a massive influx of 

population after 1989. However, they have all radically revised their nationality laws, in order to 

reflect the new political transformation and to address the territorial or population changes that 

took place during and after World War II, issues that were considered taboo during the long pe-

riod of the Soviet domination. New citizenship laws in these states encompassed therefore an 

important national dimension: after decades of political isolation from Diaspora and dual citizen-

ship prohibition, most of these states have resumed policies of 'positive discrimination' toward 

their co-ethnics abroad. 

                                                 
1 Chrystyna Lapychak, 'Ukraine Tightens Citizenship Requirements', OMRJ Daily Digest, 4 November 1996. Also 
available at <http://archive.tol.cz/omri/restricted/article.php3?id=18266>, accessed 23 February 2006. 
2 Graham Smith, Aadne Aasland, and Richard Mole, 'Statehood, Ethnic Relations and Citizenship', in Graham Smith 
(ed.), The Baltic States: The National Self-Determination of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania (Basingstoke, 1994). 
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Unquestionably, the span and content of these programs have been very diverse. The 

most commonly accepted policy toward minorities abroad is that of maintaining cultural ties be-

tween the mother country and external minorities, as is the case with nearly all the nation-states 

in the region. To cite one example of this, Article 6 of the Constitution of Poland reads that 'The 

Republic of Poland shall provide assistance to Poles living abroad to maintain their links with the 

national cultural heritage'. In addition,   most   states   in   the   region   oblige   themselves   to   

grant political-diplomatic protection to kin minorities abroad. Article 9 of the Constitution of Al-

bania states: 'The Republic of Albania takes care of the recognition and observation of the na-

tional and democratic rights of the Albanians residing outside the state borders of the Republic'. 

Most of post-communist countries, such as Poland, Romania, Hungary and Bulgaria, 

supplement this policy with a privileged access to citizenship of co-ethnics living abroad. For 

example, Article 25 of the 1991 Bulgarian Constitution stipulated that Bulgarian citizenship can 

be acquired by descent, following the jus sanguinis principle, or by birth on the territory, follow-

ing the jus soli principle, provided that the respective person is 'not entitled to any other citizen-

ship by virtue of origin'. According to the same article, 'A person of Bulgarian origin shall ac-

quire Bulgarian citizenship through a simplified procedure'. Similarly, the 1993 Hungarian Citi-

zenship Law exempts ethnic Hungarians from the mandatory eight-years naturalisation stage re-

quired to aliens, reading that 'the non-Hungarian citizen declaring him/herself to be an ethnic 

Hungarian may be naturalised preferentially on his/her request thereto, if he/she has resided for 

at least a year in Hungary before submitting this application and his/her ascendant was a Hungar-

ian citizen'.1 Nevertheless, unlike the Bulgarian law which takes as criterion only ethnic origin, 

the Hungarian text combines the 'ethnic' with the 'statist' principle, granting rights only to ethnic 

Hungarians who are descendent from former citizens. 

In addition to these individual naturalisation facilities, some states run comprehensive 

programs granting collective or individual citizenship rights to various kin populations living 

abroad. These rights range from programs of repatriation of co-ethnics or former citizens, as in 

the case of Poland, granting of special status to co-ethnics as in the case of Hungary's recently 

adopted Status Bill, regimes of dual citizenship for former citizens, as in the case of Romania, or, 

in certain conditions, for co-ethnics living abroad, as again in the case of Poland (to be explained 

shortly, see below). Concerning the function of their content, the scopes of these national pro-

grams also differ. Some are directed at former citizens, irrespective of their nationality, as in 

Romania. Others look at compact ethnic minorities living in neighbouring border areas, such as 

in Hungary. Still others focus on Diaspora all over the world, as in the case of Bulgaria and Alba-

nia. 

                                                 
1 Act LV of 1993 on Hungarian Citizenship, Section 4 (3), passed by the Hungarian Parliament on 1 June 1993. 
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A special juridical category is that of co-ethnic groups living in the Soviet Union, most of 

which are comprised of political prisoners or forcefully deported populations: in 1989, on the 

territory of the USSR there were 1.1 million Poles, 380,000 Bulgarians, 170,000 Hungarians, and 

160,000 Romanians and Moldovans.1 Among the Central European states, only Poland pursued a 

comprehensive program of repatriation toward its co-ethnic group living in the former USSR.2 

This program targeted two legal groups: those who lost their Polish citizenship following the 

shifting of the Polish-Soviet border to the West in 1945 and ethnic Poles who lived in the West-

ern parts of Byelorussia and were deported in Kazakhstan in the 1920s and 30s. While the first 

group was entitled to facile naturalisation, the citizenship rights of the latter were a matter of in-

tense debate in the Sejm. Starting in 1995, a special program of repatriation was assembled for 

these people, who were issued special visas which entitled them to automatic access to Polish 

citizenship upon return to Poland, material assistance, and exceptional permission to preserve 

their original citizenship.3 

In sum, as in Western Europe, the attitude toward dual citizenship in post-communist 

Central and Eastern Europe has been split between countries that recognise dual citizenship, such 

as Romania, Bulgaria, Hungary, and Slovakia, countries that accept it only exceptionally (Po-

land), or those that overtly deny it, such as Greece and Slovenia. These attitudes are closely con-

nected to the main features of the citizenship doctrine and national policy pursued by each state 

in these regions. The interaction of their policies has generated contrasting and even overlapping 

definitions of citizenries, resulting in acute diplomatic conflicts over questions of citizenship in-

clusion and exclusion, as well as issues of state sovereignty. 

The most acute conflicts have occurred in situations where the beneficiaries of dual citi-

zenship or special status have been compactly concentrated in neighbouring regions, giving rise 

to allegations of policies of territorial irredenta aimed at reconstructing the borders existing either 

in pre-World War I (as in the case of Hungary), or the interwar period (as in the case of Roma-

nia). In the remaining part of this paper, I focus on the interaction between the legislation on dual 

citizenship or special legal status for kin populations abroad adopted by these two countries.4 

                                                 
1 Brubaker, 'Citizenship Struggles', p. 270. 
2 See: Lagzi Gabor, 'Az allampolgarsag es a repatriacio kerdese Lengyelorszagban az 1990-es evekben' [Citizenship 
and the Issue of Repatriation in Poland in the 1990s], Regio: A Review of Minority and Ethnic Studies 11:3 (2000), 
pp. 62-80. See also: Krzysztof Jasiewicz, 'Citizenship in Post-Communist Poland: Civil Society or Das Volkl?’, in 
Liebich, Warner, and Dragovic (eds.), Citizenship East and West, pp. 79-100. 
3 Gabor, 'Az allampolgarsag', pp. 62-80. 
4 For the history of Romanian citizenship legislation, see: Constantin Iordachi, 'The Unyielding Boundaries of Citi-
zenship: The Emancipation of "Non-Citizens" in Romania, 1866-1918', European Review of History 8:2 (2001), pp. 
25-54; Constantin Iordachi, 'Citizenship and National Identity in Romania: A Historical Overview', Regio (2002), 
pp. 3-34. For the process of political reconciliation between Romania and Hungary, see: Constantin Iordachi, 'The 
Romanian-Hungarian Reconciliation Process, 1994-2001: From Conflict to Co-operation', PolSci: Romanian Journal 
of Political Science 1:3-A (2001), pp. 88-134. On the post-1989 revival of contrasting and ultimately overlapping 
definitions of citizenship in Romania, Hungary, and the Republic of Moldova, and the resulting diplomatic tensions 
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Dual Citizenship in Romania and Hungary 

Under the communist regime, citizenship legislations in both Romania and Hungary 

served as instruments of political repression and control. Communist authorities rigorously con-

trolled internal migration and monitored the movement of foreigners on their territory. The ideo-

logical nature of the communist citizenship legislation also reshaped the relationship between the 

respective states and their Diaspora. Both Romania and Hungary forbade their citizens to hold 

dual citizenship. In order to eliminate bilateral cases of dual citizenship generated by border 

changes after World War II and to resolve pending juridical controversies over property issues, 

in 1949 the two countries held an international citizenship convention. 

The democratisation of the political system initiated in 1989 has had a powerful impact 

on the citizenship legislation in the two countries, contributing to the redefinition of the criteria of 

ascribing citizenship. The Law on Romanian Citizenship of March 1991 has consecrated two ma-

jor innovations in the Romanian citizenship legislation. First, it allows Romanian citizens to hold 

dual citizenship. Second, it goes beyond the commonly accepted standard on repatriation, ena-

bling individuals re-acquiring Romanian citizenship to retain not only their first citizenship, but 

also that of their domicile abroad. 

The main beneficiaries of the Law are the inhabitants of the former Soviet Socialist Re-

public of Moldova, and those of the provinces of Northern Bukovina and Southern Bessarabia, in 

the Ukraine. Since, following the Soviet occupation (1940-1942, 1944-1991), the inhabitants of 

Bukovina and Bessarabia were stripped of their Romanian citizenship, the 1991 law enabled 

them to retrieve their lost citizenship rights. According to unofficial estimates, between 1991 and 

2000 alone, the Romanian government granted citizenship to 300,000 Moldovan citizens belong-

ing to various ethnic groups. Overall, in August 2003 approximately 40 per cent of Moldovan 

citizens held dual citizenship, being nationals of Romania, Bulgaria, Israel or Russia, in addition 

to the Republic of Moldova. 

In contrast to Romania, Hungary reacted very cautiously to proposals for granting dual 

citizenship to kin minorities living abroad. Similar to the 1991 Romanian citizenship law, the 

1993 Hungarian citizenship law grants rights to privileged naturalisation in Hungary to 'a non-

Hungarian citizen claiming to be a Hungarian national [...] at least one of whose relatives in as-

cendant line was a Hungarian citizen' (Section 4, article 3). Nevertheless, unlike in Romania, this 

right is contingent on several preconditions, such as domicile in Hungary for at least one year and 

proof of means of subsistence. Therefore, while there are several thousand people with dual 

                                                                                                                                                             
over issues of dual citizenship see: Constantin Iordachi, 'Dual Citizenship and Policies toward Kin Minorities in 
East-Central Europe: A Comparison between Hungary, Romania and the Republic of Moldova', in Zoltan Kantor et 
al. (eds.), The Hungarian Status Law: Nation Building and/or Minority Protection (Slavic Eurasian studies, no.4; 
Sapporo, 2004), pp. 239-269. 
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(Romanian and Hungarian) citizenship, this is possible only because those people are living in 

Hungarian territory. According to official figures, there have been around 10,000 citizenship re-

quests for naturalisation submitted annually, and a significant growth in the number of applica-

tions is currently expected. Among the applicants, on average about 55 per cent are from Roma-

nia, 21 per cent from Yugoslavia and 11 per cent from the Ukraine.1 

The prudent position adopted by Hungarian diplomacy in relation to dual citizenship was 

an acknowledgment of the overwhelming juridical and socio-political complications concerning 

the issue. Granting dual citizenship to Hungarians in Romania would intrinsically confer on them 

the full social and political rights to which Hungarian citizens are entitled by the laws of the 

country, including the right to settle in Hungary for an unlimited period of time, to acquire mov-

able or immovable properties, and to work and benefit from a standard level of education, medi-

cal assistance and social security. The impact of such prospective immigration into Hungary 

would have been major and unpredictable. 

Despite the cautious attitude of the Hungarian government, the idea of granting dual citi-

zenship to kin minorities living abroad gained prominence, generating intense public and politi-

cal debates. In this context, the adoption of the controversial Hungarian Status Law in June 2001 

can be regarded as an alternative to granting rights to dual citizenship to alien ethnic Hungarians. 

The Status Law has introduced several innovations to Hungary's national policy. First, its stipula-

tions apply to 'persons of Hungarian nationality who are not Hungarian citizens and reside in the 

Republic of Croatia, the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, Romania, the Republic of Slovenia, the 

Slovak Republic or the Ukraine', and 'have lost their Hungarian citizenship for reasons other than 

voluntary declaration of renunciation', as well as to the spouses of ethnic Hungarians abroad, and 

their 'children of minor age being raised in their common household even if these persons are not 

of Hungarian nationality'. The scope of the law combines an ethnic principle (persons of Hungar-

ian origin) with a statist principle (former Hungarian citizens who have involuntarily lost their 

citizenship), and also includes a territorial principle (which regards only ethnic Hungarians in the 

neighbouring countries, and not the Hungarian Diaspora all over the word). Another controver-

sial aspect is the introduction of an identity card with a photo of the applicant entitled the 'Hun-

garian Identification Document', which certifies that 'the applicant is of Hungarian nationality'. 

This I.D. functions as an official personal card, since it has to be periodically renewed, and can 

be withdrawn in case the bearer commits legal offences or changes his relation to the Hungarian 

state. In regard to the assistance given to ethnic Hungarians abroad, the recipient of the law re-

ceives 'certain preferences and certain kinds of assistance' that fall under the following main 
                                                 
1 Catalin Gherman,   'Hungary  Arouses  Again Ethnic  Fears Around', Newropeans Magazine,   12 November 2004  
<http://www.newropeans-magazine.org>,  accessed  27 February 2006. 
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headings: education and culture, science, social security and health provisions, travelling bene-

fits, and employment. 

As compared to the 1991 Romanian Citizenship Law, the Hungarian Status Law exhibits 

substantive differences in regard to the type of legal rights and privileges it grants. The highly 

permissive stipulations on restoration of the Romanian citizenship resulted in a massive re-

naturalisation in Romania of Moldavian citizens, conferring on them access to full citizenship 

rights. In contrast, although the 'Status Law' stemmed directly from debates over granting dual 

citizenship to ethnic Hungarians in Romania, it fell short of granting full social and political 

rights to ethnic Hungarians living in neighbouring countries. After heated political debates, Hun-

garian political leaders rejected the solution of dual citizenship, opting instead for a more sym-

bolic form of national membership. In addition, the economic entitlement toward ethnic Hun-

garians abroad are kept to a minimum, consisting only of seasonal working permits, limited 

travel reductions, and access to cultural and educational facilities. More substantive forms of so-

cial assistance—such as medical care—are granted only to temporary residents on a conditional 

basis. Except for these socio-economic entitlements, the law does not confer on ethnic Hungari-

ans any political entitlements to Hungarian citizenship, such as the right to vote in national or 

local elections, to own land, or to become eligible for jobs in the state apparatus of the country. In 

light of subsequent developments, the Status Law could nevertheless be regarded as a preparatory 

step toward granting ethnic Hungarians living abroad the rights to full citizenship. Following a 

civil initiative at grass-roots level undertaken by The World Federation of Hungarians (MVSZ), 

which collected around 200,000 signatures in support of dual citizenship, the question was to be 

addressed in a Hungarian national referendum that could take place according to the Hungarian 

constitutions. 

The proposal of the referendum divided the Hungarian political elites and public opinion, 

prompting a huge political debate that addressed both symbolic issues relating to the Hungarian 

national identity and national history and material issues pertaining to criteria of access to social 

and welfare entitlements in Hungary. While the opposition Party of Young Democrats (FIDESZ) 

and the Hungarian Democratic Forum (MDF) supported the idea of a referendum on dual citizen-

ship, the ruling Socialist Party (MSZP) opposed the initiative. Following the decision of the 

Constitutional Court to allow the referendum to take place, the ruling MSZP recom-

mended the electorate to abstain from participation. The implicitly hostile public campaign led by 

the MSZP emphasised utilitarian cost-benefit arguments, exploiting Hungarians' fears of un-

checked immigration of ethnic Hungarians to the 'mother-country' that would result in the col-

lapse of the Hungarian welfare state. Their message appealed to the Hungarian lower or middle 

social categories which were afraid of a dramatic increase in the job competition form ethnic 
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Hungarians living abroad and the resulting decline in their standard of living. In contrast, the op-

position engaged in a strong campaign for convincing the population to vote favourably, chan-

nelling the debates toward issues of historical justice and national solidarity with ethnic Hungari-

ans living abroad. To the Socialist Party's arguments that ethnic Hungarians would immigrate to 

Hungary in great numbers and claim social benefits (such as education, medical assistance and 

old-age pension), FIDESZ answered with the prediction that most ethnic Hungarians will actu-

ally immigrate to the economically more attractive Western European countries. Granting dual 

citizenship to ethnic Hungarian living abroad was thus presented as a way of sharing with them 

the benefits of Hungary's European Union membership; it was also a way of shifting the burden 

of their economic immigration from the 'mother country' to other, economically more advanced, 

Western European countries. 

Ultimately, the two parties put forward contrasting definitions of state citizenship. The 

Socialist Party emphasised that Hungarian citizenship should be open to all individuals who were 

born and/or live permanently in Hungary and fulfil their citizenship duties to the Hungarian state, 

such as taxation and military service, irrespective of their ethnic identity; it should nevertheless 

be restricted for those who do not have a territorial membership in the Hungarian state, regard-

less of their cultural identity. On its turn, FIDESZ regarded ethnic origin as a sufficient condition 

entitling kin minorities living abroad to state citizenship in Hungary. In its view, the institution 

of citizenship merely serves as a political institutionalisation of the national community of ethnic 

Hungarians, a perspective which implicitly calls into question the citizenship affiliation of non-

ethnic Hungarians living in Hungary, symbolically transforming them into 'non-national' or 'sec-

ond-hand' citizens. These ideological positions were informed by the divergent electoral policies 

of the two parties: while the ruling MSZP intended to consolidate its traditional influence over 

lower social strata of the society, FIDESZ's nationalist campaign was meant to mobilise middle 

class voters and Hungary-based kin minorities' interest groups. Moreover, provided that the ref-

erendum had been successful, granting citizenship rights to ethnic Hungarian living abroad 

would have potentially expanded FIDESZ's 'captive electorate' in the neighbouring countries 

which, given the strong polarisation of the electorate in Hungary proper, could have provided a 

critical margin assuring FIDESZ's long-term political domination. 

The referendum was important from the point of view of international law as well. If the 

proposal of granting dual citizenship to kin minorities abroad had been approved, Hungary would 

have effectively innovated international law in a significant respect: it would have open access to 

full citizenship rights to compact ethnic populations living in neighbouring countries. Moreover, 

since Hungary is a member of the European Union while ethnic Hungarians abroad live mostly 

in non-members states, a favourable vote would have created conditions for potentially granting 
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access to EU citizenship to large populations living outside the current EU borders, in countries 

such as Serbia, Romania, and the Ukraine. 

The referendum took place on 5 December 2004. Indicative of the political debates over 

the issue, the wording of the question was rather lengthy and awkward: 'Do you think parliament 

should pass a law allowing Hungarian citizenship with preferential naturalisation to be granted to 

those, at their request, who claim to have Hungarian nationality, do not live in Hungary and are 

not Hungarian citizens, and who prove their Hungarian nationality by means of a "Hungarian 

Identity Card" issued pursuant to Article 19 of Act LXII/2001 or in another way to be deter-

mined by the law which is to be passed?' 

Following the conflicting political signals from the part of the ruling party and the politi-

cal opposition, the result of the referendum was inconclusive. A slight majority of voters—51.55 

per cent of the total, representing 1,519,856 persons—opted for granting dual citizenship to eth-

nic Hungarians living abroad as compared to a share of 45.45 per cent who voted against, repre-

senting 1,428,358 persons. Despite this relative success, the electoral turnout was too low (only 

37.40 per cent of the total number of eligible voters), thus rendering the referendum invalid on 

the ground it did not reach the participation threshold demanded by the law. 

The results of the referendum generated a crisis of confidence in the relationship between 

Hungary and Hungarian communities abroad, testing the limits of Hungary's national policy. One 

established principle of the Hungarian national policy toward kin minorities abroad in the post-

communist period was that the Hungarian state always supported those demands officially en-

dorsed by representative institutions of the Hungarian population abroad. The referendum on 

dual citizenship was a significant departure from this principle: although Hungarian representa-

tives abroad, including the Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in Romania (RMDSZ), supported 

the granting of dual citizenship to ethnic Hungarians, the Hungarian government opposed it and 

succeeded in having it rejected by the Hungarian electorate. In order to express their gross dissat-

isfaction with the outcome of the vote, for several weeks after the referendum many local Hun-

garians communities abroad refused to display Hungarian national symbols. Much of their dis-

content was channelled against the Hungarian government, whose hostile attitude was considered 

responsible for the outcome of the vote. Official visits abroad by ruling Socialist politicians 

abroad in Hungarian-inhabited areas were often boycotted by the population at large. 

Facing criticism for its allegedly 'anti-national' position from it opponents as well as from 

the part of representatives of ethnic Hungarians abroad, the Socialist government has recently 

initiated several amendments of the Hungarian citizenship law in order to facilitate the naturali-

sation of alien ethnic Hungarians relocating to Hungary and to simplify and speed up the bureau-

cratic procedure, reducing the naturalisation stage from one year to six months. This program 
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was subject to criticism as well, from the part of the political opposition, which feared that the 

Socialist Party might grasp the opportunity to take the initiative on the national question, and 

from the part of the leadership of ethnic Hungarians in the neighbouring country, who criticised 

the attitude of the ruling party during the referendum. Bela Marko, the leader of the Democratic 

Alliance of Hungarians in Romania disputed the logic of the utilitarian cost-benefit arguments on 

immigration put forward by the government: 

Andrew Princz: Did ethnic Hungarians in Transylvania take the election results [the referen-

dum, note C.I] as a personal message? Bela Marko: Yes, there were those who looked at the re-

sults and the campaign as an offense towards them, that they claimed that we would 'cost Hungary 

money'. I didn't take it as an offense, but I do think that it was also based on faulty logic. The 

logic is not correct particularly because when Transylvanian intellectuals, with a university de-

gree, come to Hungary to work, I would say that the result is the opposite. It is the minds that are 

being taken away from us, since the ethnic Hungarian community in Transylvania invested in 

those people. To start to talk about how much a person is going to cost is a dangerous road, since 

we can also speak of the reverse. After all, if we train our experts, doctors and youth and they go 

to Hungary, the logic is quite different from our perspective.1 

Bela Marko thus voiced certain tensions over the socio-economic roles assigned to center 

and peripheral regions in the larger Hungarian 'national space' that were evident during the adop-

tion of the Statute Law, as well. While Hungarian politicians often view Hungarian communities 

as demographic and labor-force 'reservoirs' for the mother country's economic development, re-

gional leaders emphasised the need for regional economic investments that would assure devel-

opment of Hungarian local communities outside Hungary and would prevent their depopulation 

through emigration. 

Although temporarily rejected by the Hungarian electorate, the question of granting dual 

citizenship to ethnic Hungarians living abroad is likely to remain on the Hungarian political 

agenda for the foreseeable future. Although it saw its recommendations rejected in the national 

referendum, the Hungarian opposition pledged to revisit the issue of dual citizenship in case of 

an electoral victory in the forthcoming national elections scheduled in May 2006. 

Conclusions 

In this paper I have focused on the 'uses and abuses' of dual citizenship in Central and 

Eastern Europe. I have identified two main categories of policies of dual membership: citizenship 

legislation in former communist federal systems, where previous forms of multi-tier citizenship 

at federal and republican levels have been replaced by homogeneous and sharply defined citizen-
                                                 
1 Bela Marko, 'Confident in Another Land: Ethnic-Hungarians Gain Confidence in Romania Following a Perceived 
Snub by Hungary' interview by Andrew Princz, Diplomacy and Trade, February 2005 
<http://www.dteurope.com/2005_februar/ 04_straighttalk.html>, accessed 27 February 2006 
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ries; and citizenship legislation in post-communist nation-states, where the need for external mi-

nority protection has resulted in inclusive 'ethnic' or 'statist' citizenship policies. 

The analysis has not proceeded exclusively at the inter-state level, but rather takes into 

account multiple actors involved in policies of dual citizenship, placed on different levels of the 

political process. At the individual level, in a world dominated by gross regional economic and 

political divisions, getting a second passport serves as an 'exit option', offering means of social 

mobility and free travel, or access to material resources such as jobs, education, and social secu-

rity. For national minorities, dual citizenship serves as a way of preserving their ties to the 

mother country and of sharing in its material standard and cultural life. The same 'exit option' is 

valid for political elites of national minorities, who wish to become part of the political estab-

lishment of the mother country, or to ensure their personal well-being in cases of economic or 

political crisis. At the level of 'nationalising states', the denial of dual citizenship serves as a way 

of limiting, or even severing ties between ethnic minorities and their mother country. On the con-

trary, for 'external national homelands' dual citizenship is one of the most effective means of   

institutionalising their relationship with kin populations abroad. 

In discussing these multiple and heterogeneous policies of dual citizenship, I have singled 

out several motivations behind the proliferation of dual citizenship in Central and Eastern 

Europe. For 'mother-states', these interests are: the desire to institutionalise politically the cul-

tural ties with national minorities living abroad, to guarantee their liberty of travel, and to dis-

courage their mass immigration while selectively absorbing qualified working force from abroad. 

Function of these state interests, citizenship entitlements granted preferentially by external na-

tional homelands to individuals belonging to kin minorities living abroad vary considerably. 

They range from strong cultural support to preferential access to individual naturalisation, and 

from temporary usufruct of limited economic and social rights to the most inclusive form of exter-

nal minority protection: rights to dual citizenship for compact kin populations living abroad. 

The interaction between the citizenship and national policies of Romania and Hungary is 

illustrative for this wide range of avail a r. options. As the current article has showed, in its initial 

phase, Hungarian' political leaders were quite adamantly opposed to granting dim" citizenship to 

ethnic Hungarians living abroad, opting instead for more symbolic forms of national member-

ship. In contrast, the Romanian citizenship legislation was more permissive toward dual citizen-

ship Nevertheless, recent developments show a tendency of convergence among policies of dual 

citizenship toward kin minorities abroad in countries. 

Do policies of dual citizenship in Romania and Hungary reveal mo; general regional pat-

terns of nation- and state-building in Central and Eastern Europe? In view of the abundant aca-

demic literature focusing the 'qualitative' differences in the development of Western and Eastern 
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Europe, dichotomist perspectives on the historical evolution of the two halves of the continent 

continue to dominate scholarly perceptions. True available typologies of nationalism are very 

diverse and often divergent their definitions of 'East' and 'West', in their evaluation of the posi-

tion German nationalism and in the main features they attribute to 'civic' opposed   to   'ethnic'   

nationalism.   However,   they   all   converge in contrasting ‘Western’ nationalism to a unified 

‘Eastern’ national!" (specific to Central and Eastern Europe), the former being portrayed mainly 

in positive terms, with the latter portrayed in a more negative manner.1 Equating legal policies of 

citizenship and naturalisation 'fixed' and 'internally unified' traditions of nationhood, scholars 

work on the history of the Central and Eastern Europe have often reinforced the dichotomy be-

tween 'civic' and 'ethnic' nationalism.2 In line with established typologies of nationalism, they 

venture as far as to associate various types of citizenship with different European countries, his-

torical regions or 'time-zones'. 

One such framework is offered in Ernst Gellner's perspective on the four citizenship 

'time-zones' of Europe. Arguing for the necessity of a 'High-Culture' as a precondition of suc-

cessful nation-building, Gellner identifies four main distinct time-zones in the making of citizen-

ship and nation-states in Europe. The first, composed of regions along the Atlantic Sea coast in 

the early modern process of national building, was based mainly on 'forgetting' rather than re-

awakening ethnic identities. The second time zone, corresponding with the territories of the for-

mer Holy Roman   Empire,   was   characterised   by   the   existence   of   viable "High-Cultures',   

a  feature  that  favored  the  political  unification of Germany and Italy at the end of the nine-

teenth century. In contrast, in the third time-zone of East-Central Europe, both political units and 

dominant High Cultures were missing; instead, 'a patchwork of folk cultures and cultural diversi-

ties separating social strata' and 'adjoining territories' transformed the interwar national building 

                                                 
1 For such typologies, see mainly: Hans Kohn, The Idea of Nationalism: A Study t Origins and Background (New 
York, 1944); Hans Kohn, Prelude to Nation-States French and German Experience, 1789-1815 (Princeton, 1967); 
Istvan Bibo, 'The Dis of East European Small States', in Bibo, Democracy, Revolution, Self-Determina' Selected 
Writings, ed. Karoly Nagy, tr. Andras Boros-Kazai (New York, 1991), pp. 13 Peter F. Sugar, 'External and Domestic 
Roots of Eastern European Nationalism', in P^ Sugar and Ivo J. Lederer (eds.), Nationalism in Eastern Europe (Se-
attle, 1969), pp. 3> John Plamenatz, 'The Two Types of Nationalism', in Eugene Kamenka (ed.), National! The Na-
ture and Evolution of an Idea (London, 1976), pp. 22-36. 
2 Allegedly, the cleavage between Western civic nationalism and Eastern ethnic nationalism is exemplified by the 
fact that in Western legal terminology the terms 'citizenship' and 'nationality' are synonyms, while in Central and 
Eastern Europe the term nationality' refers to groups that in social science jargon are generally called 'ethnic ups'. 
Although taken to be a specific 'historical' feature of Eastern European 'ethnic' of nationalism, the differentiation 
'nationality' meaning 'ethnicity' and 'state citizenship' was only introduced in the legal and political language of the 
region in the t-World War II period. Until 1945, citizenship laws adopted in Central and Eastern Europe used 'na-
tionality' and 'citizenship' as interchangeable terms, following the example of the French legal system. It was only 
after the tragic experience of ethnic using during World War II that the term 'nationality' was used to denote 'ethnic-
ity', in r to acknowledge the legal existence and separate rights of various ethnic groups living in these country to-
gether with the dominant ethnic groups. The term 'nationality' was adopted by the Communist political language, 
mostly in the form of 'co-inhabiting finalities'. For a relevant example, see article 24 of the 1848 Constitution of Ro-
mania, *h guarantees co-inhabiting nationalities the right to use their maternal language in nation, administration 
and justice, in oral or in writing, and to be represented in all it sectors. 
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process into a more 'arduous' and 'brutal' process. Finally, the fourth time zone of Europe was 

contained within the imperial borderlands of Tsarist Russia/Soviet Union, which delayed consid-

erably the nation-building process of many people.1 

Gellner's   framework   has   the   merit   of  introducing   a   cultural element—the   'High   

Culture'—in  the   study  of patterns  of national development.   Building  on  the  distinction  

between Burgerschaft,  or' substantial     citizenship—in    the     'Marshallian'     sense     of    

social citizenship2—and Staatsangehorigkeit, or formal citizenship, Gellner's typology argues 

that there is a qualitative difference in the timing and the . historical specificity of citizenship in 

Central and Eastern Europe, as compared to Western Europe. If in the West 'substantial citizen-

ship' was used as a form of social integration, in the former regions it was the formal citizenship 

that prevailed. 

At first glance, post-1989 policies of dual citizenship fit well into Gellner's framework. 

They highlight the differences in patterns of nation and   state-building   between   East   and   

West,   the   contrast   between 'ethno-cultural' versus 'civic' understanding of nationhood, as well 

as the resulting differences in the degree of societal integration achieved in the ; two regions. At 

close scrutiny, however, presenting citizenship policies in East and West in terms of the dichot-

omy between 'ethnic' as opposed to 'civic' values would be an oversimplification that tends to es-

sentialise the difference in the historical development of Europe's historical regions. As recent 

empirical or theoretical research has pointed out, there are no 'pure' civic vs. 'ethnic' types of na-

tionalism, or 'cultural' vs. 'political' ones. These   categories   are   ideal-types   models   used   

for   methodological purposes; in the historical reality 'almost all nations appear formed of a 

promiscuous blend of civic and cultural elements'.3 Neither are there fixed 'codes of nationality' 

or traditional understanding of nationhoods based on static practices of ascribing citizenship or 

naturalisation. In fact,' citizenship is an essentially contested legal category, whose meaning is 

never stable but  is  continuously  recreated as  a function of wider-socio-political phenomena in 

society. 

The present case study points toward the fact that, in order to understand contemporary 

nationalism and state-building in all their diversity and complexity, we also need to focus on the 

development of citizenship in non-Western societies where the struggle for citizenship has tradi-

tionally involved issues of state-formation in a post-imperial and multi-ethnic context.4 The study 

                                                 
1 Ernst Gellner, Conditions of Liberty: Civil Society and Its Rivals (London, 1994), pp. 115-117. 
2 See: Т. Н. Marshall, Citizenship and Social Class (Cambridge, 1950). 
3 Brian С J. Singer, 'Cultural versus Contractual Nations: Rethinking Their Opposition', History and Theory 
35:3(1996), p. 316 
4 As part of the recent revival of interest in citizenship studies, a handful of scholars have taken into account various 
legal and administrative traditions in the making of citizenship, in an attempt to elaborate comparative global ty-
pologies of citizenship in Western as well as non-Western contexts. Such typologies of citizenship are elaborated by 
Bryan S. Turner, who differentiates among revolutionary citizenship, passive democracy, liberal pluralism and 
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also underscores the fact that citizenship legislations in Central and Eastern Europe has not been 

shaped exclusively by ideological commitments or traditional ethno-national understanding of 

nationhood. They have exhibited specific characteristics, modeled by the geo-political position 

and demographic characteristics of the given countries, their state policies and interests, and their 

overall features of social-political development. The proliferation of dual citizenship in Central 

and Eastern Europe is a relevant example in this respect, being a reaction to novel socio-political 

stimuli in the post-Cold War and post-Maastricht era. It represents an attempt to overcome the 

new economic cleavages and political divisions generated by the gradual and selective process of 

European Union's enlargement in these regions. 

[Iordachi, C. “Dual Citizenship in Post-Communist Central and Eastern Europe: Regional Inte-

gration and Inter-ethnic Tensions,” in Osamu, I. and U. Tomohiko. Reconstruction and Interac-

tion of Slavic Eurasia and Neighbouring Worlds (Sapporo: Slavic research Center, Hokkaido 

Univ., 2006): 105-139] 

 

Will Kymlicka and Wayne Norman  

Diverse Citizenship in the Wider Context of Ethnic-Conflict Management 

One natural place to look for answers to our questions about citizenship in diverse socie-

ties is in the ethnic-conflict literature. Although the potential tensions between 'minority rights 

and citizenship have not yet attracted adequate attention from political philosophers, this problem 

has been the focus of a very active debate among social scientists engaged in ethnic-conflict 

studies.1 These studies have been largely historical and descriptive in nature: looking at actual ways 

governments—both democratic and non-democratic —have tried to 'manage' ethnic conflicts, 

and attempting to give explanations for successes and failures. It may, therefore, be instructive to 

begin with a survey of the broad range of policy options open to states with inter-ethnic tensions, 

as viewed through the lens of ethnic-conflict theory. The following is adapted from John 

McGarry and Brendan O'Leary's 'taxonomy of the macro-political forms of ethnic conflict regu-

lation' (McGarry and O'Leary 1993:4-38): 

1. Methods for eliminating differences 

(a) genocide 

                                                                                                                                                             
plebiscitary authoritarianism; Michael Mann, who identifies five citizenship models for the institutionalisation of the 
class conflict, illustrated by different countries or historical regions: liberal (the United States, Great Britain and 
Switzerland), reformist (France, Spain, Italy and Scandinavia), authoritarian monarchist (Germany, Austria, Tsarist 
Russia and Japan), fascist (Nazi Germany) and authoritarian socialist (Soviet Russia); and Charles Tilly, who differ-
entiated among 'primordial' versus 'learned', and 'thick' versus 'thin' definitions of citizenship, See: Turner, 'Outline 
of a Theory of Citizenship', pp. 189-217; Mann, 'Ruling Class', pp. 339-354; Tilly, 'Citizenship, Identity and Social 
History', pp. 1-17 
1 See Horowitz (1985) for the locus classicus of these debates, as well as the journal Ethnic and Racial Studies, 
which was launched in 1978. 
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(b) forced mass-population transfers 

(c) partition and/or secession 

(d) assimilation. 

1. Methods for managing differences 

(a) hegemonic control      

(b)territorial autonomy (cantonization and/or federalization)  

(c)non-territorial autonomy (consociationalism or power-sharing) 

(d) multicultural integration.1 (McGarry and O'Leary 1993: 4)  

This typology provides a healthy reminder that there are many 'methods' of ethnic-

conflict resolution, widely used around the world, that fall outside the bounds of contemporary 

theorizing about minority rights and democratic citizenship. It goes without saying, for example, 

that the first two methods for eliminating differences—genocide and forced mass-population 

transfers (or 'ethnic cleansing')—are without defenders amongst contemporary Western political 

theorists. (It is worth recalling, however, that Western democracies have in the past used forced 

population transfers: for example, in dealing with indigenous peoples, in order to gain access to 

their lands and resources; and in brokered solutions following wars in the Balkans, Central 

Europe, the Indian subcontinent, and elsewhere.) 

The first system for managing (as opposed to eliminating) differences, namely, hege-

monic control, also has few defenders. With hegemonic control the ruling class does not attempt 

to eliminate or merge the identities of minority groups, but is merely content to make any 

'overtly violent ethnic contest for state power either "unthinkable" or "unworkable" on the part of 

the subordinated communities' (McGarry and O'Leary 1993:23). Hegemonic Control is possible 

even in formal conditions of democracy and equal citizenship. Citing the case of Northern Ire-

land, McGarry and O'Leary note that 'where there are two or more deeply established ethnic 

communities, and where the members of these communities do not agree on the basic institutions 

and policies the regime should pursue, or where the relevant ethnic communities are not inter-

nally fragmented on key policy preferences in ways which cross-cut each other, then "majority 

rule" can become an instrument of hegemonic control' (McGarry and O'Leary 1993: 25). Indeed, 

many ethnic-conflict theorists consider this to be the most commonly used method for achieving 

stability in multi-ethnic societies, democratic and non-democratic (Lustick 1979; McGarry and 

O'Leary 1993: 23). 

                                                 
1 For our own purposes of showing what we take to be a full range of policy options, we have modified McGarry 
and O'Leary's scheme by removing the word 'integration' from their category 1(d), and using it to form an additional 
category, 2(d). In effect, they would call many of the policies we include within this final category 'micropolitical 
forms of ethnic conflict regulation' (1993: 38 n. 2). We have also omitted one of their 'methods for managing differ-
ences', namely, 'arbitration (third-party intervention)', in part because this looks more like a process for arriving at 
one or more of the other sorts of concrete methods 
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These methods of regulating ethnic conflict fall outside the bounds of political theorizing, 

not, alas, because they are uncommon or unfeasible, but because amongst Western political theo-

rists no one disputes that these are unjust and illegitimate.  

The legitimacy of the remaining forms of ethnic-conflict regulation is however, a matter 

of considerable debate. For example, the third option for eliminating differences, secession, has 

been the subject of growing debate in recent years, and has been vigorously defended by several 

theorists with impeccable liberal credentials.1 However, even defenders of a right to secession 

rarely claim that it will eliminate ethnic conflict. It is generally recognized that secession merely 

relocates issues of ethnic conflict and minority rights tо the successor states, often with brutal 

consequences (see Horowitz 1997; Gorman 1998). With some 5,000 to 8,000 ethnocultural 

groups in the world and only around 200 states, simple arithmetic dictates that most states (at the 

moment over 90 per cent) are inevitably going to be shared by more than one ethnic group, and 

often by dozens. This means, in effect, that whatever the legitimacy of secession, it does not 

eliminate the need for the other methods for managing ethnic conflict. Even if secession is al-

lowed, the successor states will usually have to adopt some other technique for managing their 

ethnic differences (such as assimilation, federalism, or multiculturalism). 

There has also been a major dispute about the legitimacy of assimilation, 

he last method for eliminating difference. By “assimilation as a method 

or eliminating difference', McGarry and O'Leary have in mind «the idea of 

trying to eliminate difference within the state by seeking to integrate or 

assimilate the relevant ethnic communities into a new transcendent identity' 

«McGarry and O'Leary 1993: 17). This can be done more or less coercively: 

at the more Coercive end "the assimilationist state can ban associations and 

publications that seek to foster or reproduce a minority identity, or compel all 

citizens to stop using surnames that reflect a minority background; at the less 

coercive end the assimitationist state can respect the individual civil rights of 

citizens, but refuse to accord any recognition or support to minority languages and cultures, and 

insist that all public schools, government institutions, street signs, and public holidays reflect the 

dominant language and 

culture. In either case, the goal over time is to compel or pressure all citizens 

to see themselves as members of a single common national culture that 

merges all pre-existing ethnic differences.  

It is important to distinguish assimilation from what we might call 'multicultural integra-

tion'. Both involve fashioning a new transcendent identity—the identity of citizenship, or full, 

                                                 
1 See e.g. Beran (1984); Nielsen (1993); Wellman (1995); Gauthier (1994); Philpott (1995) 
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equal membership in the state. And both seek to integrate people from various ethnic back-

grounds into common social and political institutions. However, multicultural integration /does 

not have the intent or expectation of eliminating other cultural differences between subgroups in 

the state. Rather, it accepts that ethnocultural identities matter to citizens, will endure overtime, 

and must be recognized and accommodated within these common institutions. The hope is that 

citizens from different backgrounds can all recognize themselves, and feel at home, within such 

institutions.  

The relative merits of assimilation and multicultural integration are still a matter of some 

debate. To be sure, there is near-universal rejection of the more coercive forms of assimilation 

that have been pursued by unsavoury dictators and ruling classes throughout the modern era as 

they banned minority languages and religions and rewrote history in the attempt to assimilate 

minority groups into the larger nation. But assimilation has also been the preferred method of 

some of the most enlightened regimes in modern history. As McGarry and O'Leary note, it 'has 

been the official aspiration of civil rights leaders in me USA, the African National Congress in 

South Africa, unionist integrationists in Northern Ireland; and the democratic left in those Euro-

pean countries striving to cope with immigrant influxes' (1993: 17). Similarly, this option was 

surely the orthodoxy among political philosophers in the UK and the USA until the emergence 

of multiculturalist critics in the last decade. (In France, where republican traditions are well en-

trenched in political philosophy, it is probably still the default position.) 

But as we noted earlier, these days most political theorists, at least in the English-

speaking world, believe that some forms of recognition and accommodation of minority groups 

are justifiable in at least some circumstances. As a result, assimilation has gone out of favour 

amongst Western theorists.1 Hence, most political theorists working on these issues, including all 

the authors in this volume, focus on one or more of the last three methods for managing differ-

ences from the above taxonomy; namely, territorial autonomy (e.g. federalism), non-territorial 

power-sharing (e.g. consociationalism), or multicultural integration.  

This points to an important feature of the contemporary debate. Most democracies, his-

torically, have adopted strategies to manage ethnic conflict that we now view as morally inde-

fensible—from the forced movement of indigenous peoples to hegemonic control to assimilation. 

As these approaches have gradually been rejected as either unworkable or morally indefensible, 

people have been looking round for other models or paradigms of ethnic relations. And the three 

best-known alternatives—federalism, consociationalism, and multicultural integration—all involve 

significant elements of minority rights. 
                                                 
1 Of course, most theorists would agree that individuals should be free to assimilate, if they so choose. But few peo-
ple think that the government's goal should be to encourage everyone to make that choice, and fewer still think that 
the government should adopt policies that pressure individuals to do so. 
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Many scholars in the ethnic-conflict field advocate one or more of these three options as 

having proven success in managing ethnic conflict. And indeed it is important to note that sev-

eral democratic countries have decades, even centuries, of experience with these forms of man-

aging diversity. But it is not clear how much comfort defenders of minority rights can draw from 

the ethnic-conflict literature. 

For one thing, normative political philosophers are likely to have somewhat different cri-

teria for evaluating the success of these approaches. In the context of ethnic-conflict studies, the 

focus is on explaining how state governments can control ethnocultural conflicts and maintain 

political stability. The aim is to avoid violence and instability. Political philosophers, by contrast, 

are likely to care not only about the absence of violence, but also about the extent to which soci-

ety meets norms of justice, individual freedom, and deliberative democracy.1 A multi-ethnic so-

ciety could be relatively stable, and yet score very poorly in terms of the virtues and practices of 

democratic citizenship. Political philosophers will want to know if and when apparently 'success-

ful' forms of managing diversity involve the erosion of cherished values of democratic citizen-

ship; and this sort of information is not always available in the ethnic-conflict literature which is 

primarily concerned with descriptive, not normative, issues. 

Moreover, many of the minority claims being advanced today go beyond 

traditional forms of federalism, consociationalism, or multicultural integration. These forms of 

managing diversity are all undergoing transformations 

as a result of such factors as new migration flows, global communications, 

and the influence of human rights and post-colonial ideologies. Indeed, ethnic 

relations in most Western democracies are in a state of flux, as old assumptions and expectations 

are being questioned and challenged. Nineteenth-century policies aimed at hegemonic control or 

assimilation may be out of date, but so too are nineteenth-century forms of federalism or conso-

ciationalism. The demands of indigenous peoples, transnational migrants, African Americans, 

and other groups cannot easily be satisfied by these traditional mechanisms. 

Much of the debate in political theory concerns these new, and untested, claims for mi-

nority rights. Precisely because many demands are untested, and given that ethnic relations are in 

a general state of flux, they raise fears that cannot be placated by pointing to the historic success 

of more traditional forms of minority rights. It is not clear, for example, that traditional safe-

guards and limitations will apply to new forms of minority rights. This fear is exacerbated by the 

                                                 
1 This difference is partly reflected in the terminology used. In the context of ethnic-conflict studies, it is natural to 
refer to methods of managing differences, as if diversity is always regrettable problem threatening the stability or 
integrity of the state. Political philosophers are more likely to speak in terms of minority rights and of policies for 
respecting diversity and difference, and to treat it as an open question whether such policies pose a threat to com-
mon citizenship and the goals of justice and stability in the larger political community. This, of course, is the guid-
ing question of this volume. 
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widespread perception that these claims are grounded in a more absolutist, exclusive, and non-

negotiable conception of identity than earlier forms of minority claims. The underlying logic of 

modern identity claims, it is said, make compromise, tolerance, and deliberation particularly dif-

ficult to achieve. 

As a result, there is a concern that the sorts of minority rights being claimed today may 

put us on a particularly steep and slippery slope. If we accept one group's claims for a particular 

minority right, we will be pushed by the logic of their claim to grant them more and more rights; 

and then we will be compelled to grant the same rights to all other groups that might request 

them. And so we will be trapped in an endless spiral of ever-greater claims by an ever-greater 

number of groups. 

Whether this is an accurate perception of the logic of identity claims is, of course, contro-

versial (this is one of the central topics in Waldron's chapter: Chapter 6). But one can only as-

suage this fear by providing some alternative account of the moral basis and logic of minority 

rights claims. 

This suggests that there is still a key role for political philosophers to play to assessing the rela-

tionship between minority rights and citizenship. First, in so far as it is important to look at the 

impart of minority rights—not only on stability, but also on norms of democratic citizenship - 

then philosophical work needs to be done to clarify the, relevant normative standards of citizen-

ship. Secondly, in so far relatively new and untested, philosophical work is required to clarify the 

underlying logic of  these new claims, and to identify the extent to which they entail or engender 

an undesirable absolutist or non-negotiable conception of culture and identity. And thirdly, if 

there is some conflict between respecting the legitimate claims of minorities and promoting de-

sirable citizenship virtues and practices, what sorts of trade-offs between these values are appro-

priate and morally defensible. 

We take these concerns seriously, and our aim in this volume is to assess them as system-

atically as possible. However, we believe that this worry cannot be evaluated in the abstract, as if 

all forms of minority rights have the same impact on citizenship. Rather, as we have argued, 

these potential conflicts must be addressed through careful examination of specific contexts. We 

need to examine how specific forms of minority rights for specific groups affect specific prac-

tices and virtues of citizenship. 

For this reason, we have invited the authors in this volume to embed their 

theoretical and normative discussions of citizenship in diverse societies 

within specific policy debates. These policy contexts range widely, from 

religious schooling in Canada to indigenous land rights in Australia to federalism in post-

communist Russia. But they are all focused on a very similar 
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challenge: how to show respect for diversity in a pluralistic society without at the same time 

damaging or eroding the bonds and virtues of citizenship. By examining and comparing these 

debates in various contexts, we hope to learn whether there is a notion of citizenship for multi-

ethnic states that fairly accomodates ethnocultural differences, while still maintaining and pro-

moting the sorts of virtues, practices, institutions, and solidarity needed for a flourishing democ-

racy. 

We will not attempt to summarize the findings of the authors in this volume. Given the 

complexities of the issues, and the disparate policies being studied, their findings cannot be 

summarized in the form of simple generalization or conclusions. What we will do instead, in the 

remainder of our introduction, is to fill in the broader context within which these more specific 

debates occur.  The chapters in this volume analyse several important examples of the potential 

conflict between citizenship and diversity, but obviously there are many other such examples 

involving different sorts of groups, in different countries, making different sorts of minority 

rights claims. It will be helpful, therefore, to give at least a rough indication of the fuller range of 

issues that fall under the heading of citizenship and diversity. We will do this introducing a series 

of typologies and distinctions regarding types of minority groups (Section 5); types of minority 

rights claims (Section 6); and aspects of citizenship that might be threatened by minority rights 

(Section 7). These typologies will make clear that the examples discussed in this volume are in 

reality just a small fraction of the cases where citizenship and diversity can conflict. However, 

these typologies will also show, we hope, that while this volume is not a comprehensive exami-

nation of all such cases, it does provide a representative sample of the major debates about citizen-

ship and diversity. 

A Note on Different Kinds of Minority Groups 

In order to identify the underlying logic and social implications of minority rights claims, 

we need first to consider what sorts of groups exist within the state. Different kinds of groups 

face very different kinds of challenges finding their place within the larger state, and therefore 

demand different kinds of special accommodations. A persistent source of confusion in both 

academic and popular discussions of multiculturalism is to assume that all kinds of cultural mi-

norities are demanding the same kinds of rights for the same reasons. For example, many critics 

fail to notice that while national minority groups (like the Scottish) typically seek autonomy from 

the central government to govern their own affairs, immigrant groups tend to ask for measures 

that will make it easier for them to participate in the central institutions of the state. And even 

when different kinds of groups do demand similar kinds of minority rights (say, for example, rep-

resentation or recognition) they may be doing it for different purpose. For this reason, we cannot 
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discuss the-implications of different cultural rights for citizenship until we have a clearer idea of 

the variety of ethnocultural groups in modern states. 

There is no single definitive typology of forms of ethnocultural diversity. However, there 

are some significant ways of distinguishing kinds of groups that clarify our understanding of the 

political stakes in a great number of culturally diverse states. The following list provides a rough 

and preliminary typology of minority groups, focusing on the sorts of ethnocultural communities 

discussed by the authors of this volume: 

A. National minorities 

(a) stateless nations 

(b) indigenous peoples 

B. Immigrant minorities 

(c) with citizenship or rights to become citizens 

without rights to become citizens ('metics') 

(c) refugees 

C.      Religious groups 

(f) isolationist 

(g) non-isolationist 

D.       Sui generis groups 

(h) African Americans 

(i) Roma (gypsies) 

(j) Russians in former Soviet states, etc, etc. 

A. National minorities. Although the word 'nation' is often used to refer to states, we fol-

low all contemporary scholars of nationalism in using it to refer to a specific type of community 

or society that may or may not have its own state. For more than a century political philosophers 

and social scientists have debated the question 'What is a nation?', but we do not have to settle 

this debate here.1 It is often noted that for any list of the defining features of nationhood, there 

are indisputable examples of nations that do not meet all conditions. For example, nations typi-

cally have a common language that distinguishes them from their neighbours, though Germany 

and Austria are certainly distinct nations with the same language, and the Swiss share a common 

national identity despite speaking four different 'national' languages. Partly for this reason, many 

scholars follow Max Weber in thinking of nations as ‘communities of sentiment' (Weber 1948). In 

effect, communities qualify as nations when they think of themselves as nations. And as it turns 

out, these groups tend to be historical communities, more or less institutionally corn-occupying a 

given territory or homeland, and sharing a distinct language and mass culture. The important 

                                                 
1 See Renan (1939); Miller (1995); Norman (1999). 
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point for our purposes here is that not any of the standard answers to the question 'What is a na-

tion?', it becomes clear that there are many times more nations than there are states, and in fact 

relatively few states that do not contain more than one national community. National minorities 

are national communities that share a state with one or larger (or more dominant) nations.1 The 

authors in this volume discuss two different kinds of national minorities which we might call 

stateless nations and indigenous peoples. 

(a) Stateless nations, or nations without a state in which they are the majority—a state 

literally to call their own—exist in all parts of the world. They find themselves sharing states 

with other nations for a variety of reasons. They may have been conquered and annexed by a 

larger state empire in the past; ceded from one empire to another; or united with another kingdom 

through royal marriage. In a few cases, multination states have arisen from a more or less volun-

tary agreement between two or more national communities to form a mutually beneficial federa-

tion or union. However they were incorporated, national minorities have typically sought to 

maintain or enhance their political autonomy, either through outright secession or, more com-

monly, through some form of regional autonomy. And they typically mobilize along nationalist 

lines, using the language of 'nationhood' to 

describe and justify these demands for self-government. While the ideology 

of nationalism has typically seen full-fledged independence as the 'normal' or 

'natural' end-point, economic or demographic reasons make this unfeasible 

for many national minorities. Moreover, the historical ideal of a fully sovereign 

state is increasingly obsolete in today's world of transnational institutions and  

economies. Hence there is a growing interest in exploring other forms of self- 

government, such as federalism. In one way or another, the accommodation 

of stateless nations is the primary focus of Chapters 10, 11, 14, and 15, by Reaume, Coulombe, 

Smith, and Baubock. 1 

(b) Indigenous peoples also meet the criteria of minority nationhood and exist on all (the 

inhabited) continents. Typically their traditional lands were 

overrun by settlers and then forcibly, or through treaties, incorporated into 

states run by outsiders. While other minority nations dream of a status like 

nation-states—with similar economic, social, and cultural achievements— 

indigenous peoples usually seek something rather different: the ability to maintain certain tradi-

tional ways of life and beliefs while nevertheless participating on their own terms in the modern 

                                                 
1 In a few cases, such as apartheid-era South Africa and present-day Syria, minority communities have ruled over 
the majority. Most of what is said about minority nations or minority fights would apply equally to oppressed ma-
jorities in situations like these. 
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world. In addition to the autonomy needed to work out that sort of project, indigenous peoples 

also typically require of the larger society long-overdue expressions of respect and recognition to 

begin to make amends for indignities they suffered for decades or centuries as second-class citi-

zens (or even non-citizens and slaves). With examples drawn from Australia, New Zealand, 

North America, South Africa, and elsewhere, Chapters 12 and 13, by Levy and Borrows, explore 

issues about the best way to balance structures of self-government for indigenous peoples with 

their need to participate effectively in the institutions of the larger state,  

В. Immigrant minorities. A second source of ethnoculcural diversity is immigration, that 

is, the decision of individuals and families to leave their original homeland and emigrate to an-

other society, often leaving their friend and relatives behind. This decision is typically made for 

economic reasons, although sometimes also for political reasons: to move to a freer or more de-

mocratic country. It is essential to distinguish two categories of immigrants—those who have the 

right to become citizens and those who do not add refugees as a third category with special needs 

and motivations, even though in practice they will fall into one or the other of these categories in 

different states.  

(c) Immigrants with rights of citizenship. These are people who arrive under an immigra-

tion policy that gives them the right to become citizens after a relatively short period of time (say. 

three to five years) subject only to minimal conditions (e.g. learning the official language, and 

knowing something about the country history and political institutions). This has been the tradi-

tional policy governing immigration in the three major 'countries of immigration', namely, the 

United States, Canada, and Australia—and also, to varying degrees, in former colonial powers 

like Britain, France, and the Netherlands, allowed large numbers of former colonial subjects ac-

cess to citizenship. Most of the discussions of immigrant groups in this volume concern who 

have citizenship or access to citizenship, and who sometimes ask for special accommodations in 

their new countries for their religious, linguistic, or cultural differences. These issues are the pri-

mary focus of Chapters 6 and 7 by Waldron and Modood, and are discussed in different contexts 

in a number of other chapters. 

(d) Iimmigrants without rights of citizenship. Some migrants are never given the opportu-

nity to become citizens, either because they entered the country illegally (e.g. many North Afri-

cans in Italy), or because they entered as students or 'guest-workers' but have overstayed their 

initial visas (e.g. many Turks in Germany). When they entered the country, these people were 

not conceived of as future citizens, or even as long-term residents, and indeed in cases they 

would not have been allowed to enter in the first place if they had asked to be permanent resi-

dents and future citizens. However, despite the official rules, they have settled more or less per-

manently. In principle, and for some extent in practice, many face the threat of deportation if they 
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are detected by the authorities or if they are convicted of a crime. But they none the less form 

sizeable communities in certain countries, engage in some form of employment, legal or illegal, 

and may have married and formed families. Borrowing a term from ancient Greece, Michael 

Walzer calls these groups (metics)-that is long-term residents who are none the less excluded 

from the polls. (Walzer 1983). Metics raise different challenges from those of immigrant citi-

zens. They face enormous obstacles to integration—legal, political, economic, social, and psy-

chological—and so tend to exist at the margins of the larger society. Where such marginalized 

communities exist, the danger of the creation of a permanently disfranchised, alienated, and ra-

cially defined underclass. 

(e)Refugees. In many parts of the world, including Eastern Europe, Africa, and Central 

Asia, most of the migrants today are refugees, seeking asylum, rather that voluntary immigrants 

admitted under the immigration policy. This raises important questions about the aim of multi-

cultural integration. Since none of the chapters of this volume deals explicitly with the special 

problems of refugees, we will make a few observations here in the Introduction. 

Of course, Western democracies accept many refugees in addition to other immigrants.1 

But in the West it has been possible to treat refugees, for all 

intents and purposes, as if they were immigrants. Governments (and the 

general public) expect that refugees, like immigrants, will settle permanently 

and take out citizenship in their new country; and this expectation has been 

borne out in practice. One reason why this has been possible is that refugees 

in Western democracies tend to arrive in small numbers from distant lands, 

usually as individuals or families rather than in large groups. It is, therefore, 

easier for them to integrate, and more difficult for them to return to their 

country of origin. However, in Eastern Europe, Central Africa, Central Asia, 

and elsewhere, refugees often come in great numbers from short distances, 

which makes integration more difficult and the prospect of return more likely. Under these con-

ditions, it is not clear whether it is appropriate to expect or to encourage migrants to integrate, 

rather than simply providing safe asylum until things improve in their country of origin. 

In most cases, if refugees stay in their new country for many years, it will become their 

new home. They may cling to the hope of returning to their country of origin. But if they have 

stayed long enough to get a job and to start raising a family in their new country, they are very 

unlikely to leave. When they do decide to stay, most commentators now accept that the only vi-

able and just long-term solution is to allow and encourage their integration into the mainstream 

                                                 
1 Canada, for example, accepts a number of immigrants each year equivalent to about per cent of its total population, 
and about one-tenth of these are refugees. 
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society. This is the only way to avoid the injustices and conflicts associated with the marginaliza-

tion of metics. Adopting such a policy not only avoids the dangers of marginalization, but also 

allows a country to take maximal advantage of the skills and education of the refugees, so that 

they become a benefit to their new country, not a drain. As with other ethno-cultural minorities, it 

is an open question—the one debated throughout this volume—when the provision of various 

cultural rights will help or hinder integration of minorities into a common citizenship. 

C. Religious groups. There are many ways one could distinguish religious groups for the 

sake of clarifying questions about special rights. Given the discussions in this volume it makes 

sense to distinguish what we call isolationist and non-isolationist religious communities. 

(f) Isolationist religious groups. Whereas most immigrants wish to participate in the lar-

ger society, there are some small immigrant groups that voluntarily isolate themselves from the 

larger society and avoid participating in politics or civil society. This option of voluntary mar-

ginalization is only likely to be attractive to religious sects whose theology requires them to 

avoid most contact with the modern world—such as the Hutterites in Canada, the Amish in the 

United States, both of whom came to North America fro Europe to avoid persecution for their 

pacifist religious beliefs. The Hutterites and Amish are unconcerned about their marginalization 

within the larger society and polity, since they view its 'worldly' institutions as corrupt, and work 

to maintian the same traditional way of life they had in their original homeland. Indeed, they 

have demanded the right to take their children out of school before the legal age of 16 in order to 

protect them from such corrupting influence. 

Spinner-Halev calls the members of such groups 'partial citizens’ because they voluntar-

ily waive both the rights and responsibilities of democratic citizenship. They waive the right to 

vote and to hold office (as well as their right to welfare benefits), but by the same token they also 

evade their civic responsibility to help tackle the country's problems. Moreover, they are often 

organized internally in illiberal ways. For this reason, many people have thought that the state 

should intervene in such groups, at least to ensure that children are adequately informed about 

their opportunities in the outside world. However, in practice, most democratic states do tolerate 

these groups, as long as they do not harm people inside or outside the group, and so long as 

members are legally free to leave. 

(g) Non-isolationist religious groups. Isolationist religious groups are quite rare the West-

ern world. Much more common are religious communities whose faith differs from either the 

religion of the majority, or the secular beliefs of the larger society and state institutions. Members 

of these communities may share the same ethnocultural background or citizenship identity as the 

majority—as is typical of many fundamentalist Protestants and devout Catholics in North Amer-

ica (Chapters 2 and 3). Or their religion may actually be part of their ethnocultural heritage, as is 
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the case, say, of most Muslim communities in Western Europe. By and large, these groups are 

seeking not to remove themselves from mainstream society, but rather to shield themselves (or 

their children) from very specific aspects of mainstream culture that are at odds with their faith, 

and to exempt themselves from certain general rules that to discriminate against them. A classic 

example now is the case of Sikhs, who seek exemptions from certain military and police dress 

codes concerning appropriate head gear, not because they wish to withdraw from mainstream soci-

ety, but because they wish to participate in these central institutions like everyone else without 

having to compromise their beliefs for the sake of an arbitrary regulations. 

D. Sui generis groups. As any reference book on ethnic conflict makes clear, are a number 

of ethnocultural groups in the world that do not fit comfortably  within any of the categories we 

have just discussed. We listed Roma, who, unlike national majorities have homeland everywhere 

and nowhere; as well as Russian settlers in countries that seceded from the Soviet Union, and 

who, unlike typical immigrants, never voluntarily left what they saw as their homeland to begin a 

new life in another nation.1 The only sui generis group discussed at length in this volume, how-

ever, is African Americans (see in particular the chapters by Williams and Mansbridge). 

(h) African Americans.2 African Americans do not fit the voluntary immigrant pattern, not 

only because they were brought to America involuntarily as slaves, but also because they were 

prevented (rather than encouraged) from integrating into the institutions of the majority culture 

(e.g. through racial segregation laws against miscegenation, and the teaching of literacy). Nor do 

they fit the national minority pattern, since they do not have a traditional homeland in America 

in which they are a majority, or a common language that distinguishes them from the majority. 

They came from a variety of African cultures, with different languages, and no attempt was 

made to keep together those with a common ethnic background. On the contrary, people from 

the same culture (even from the same family) were typically split up once in America. Moreover, 

before emancipation they were legally prohibited from trying to re-create their own cultural 

structure (e.g. all forms of black association, except Christian churches, were illegal). The situa-

tion of African Americans, therefore, is virtually unique, although the use of 'race' to define sub-

ordinate groups is certainly more common. Given their distinctive situation, it is widely accepted 

that they will also have distinctive demands which cannot be captured by either the immigrant 

                                                 
1 For a good discussion of the distinctive circumstances of the Roma, see Gheorghe and Mirga (1997). For that of the 
Russians in the 'near abroad', see Laitin (1998). Both books discuss the on-going debate about whether the term 'na-
tional minority' is appropriate for these groups. 
2 This name, like others for the group in question, is problematic. The group being referred to is composed of the 
descendants of African slaves brought to America. Hence, it is not meant to include Caucasian immigrants from 
southern or northern Africa. Indeed, for many purposes, including ours here, it does not even make sense to include 
recent black immigrants from Africa in this category, since they fit the typical situation of immigrant groups 



 211

model of integration or the national minority model of self-government, although they may draw 

elements from both. 

6. Classifying Ways of Respecting Diversity 

As we have seen, different sorts of groups have different histories, needs,  aspirations, 

and identities; and these differences influence the sorts of claims that they tend to make on the 

state. Of course, at one level we can say that all of these groups are engaged in 'identity polities', 

'the politics of difference', or 'the politics of recognition'. However, if our aim is to see how mi-

nority rights claims affect the practice of democratic citizenship, we need a more fine-grained 

account that helps us to identify the underlying nature and logic of these claims.  

One useful scheme for classifying cultural rights is developed by Jacob Levy (1997). He 

distinguishes eight general ways that groups within liberal democracies seek respect for their 

cultural (or religious) distinctiveness. These claimed cultural rights include: (i) exemptions from 

laws that penalize |or burden cultural practices; (ii) assistance to do things the majority (or other-

wise privileged group) can do unassisted; (iii) self-government for national minorities and in-

digenous communities; (iv) external rules restricting non-members' liberty in order to protect 

members' culture; (v) internal rules for I members' conduct that are enforced by ostracism and 

excommunication; (vi) t incorporation and enforcement of traditional or religious legal codes 

within the dominant legal system; (vii) special representation of groups or their members within 

government institutions; and (viii) symbolic recognition of the worth, status, or existence of 

various groups within the larger state community. (For Levy's summary, see Levy 1997: 25. All 

of these ways off respecting diversity would fall within the final three methods for managing dif-

ferences in the taxonomy we adapted from McGarry and O'Leary in .Section 4, above.) 

We will briefly describe each of these kinds of cultural rights, citing cases and justifica-

tions from the essays in this volume. 

1. Exemptions from laws that penalize or burden cultural-practices. As Levy explains, 'Exemp-

tion rights are individually exercised negative liberties granted to members of a religious or cul-

tural group whose practices are such that a generally and ostensibly neutral law would be a dis-

tinctive burden on them' (1997:25). Such exemptions have a long history in Western democracies, 

with a standard example being special consideration for Jewish shopkeepers with respect to Sun-

day-closing laws. Although exemptions need not involve conflicts with religious beliefs and 

practices (e.g. conscientious objectors to compulsory military service in several West European 

states have been able to cite secular beliefs), most do. As such, these rights are typically justified 

with arguments highlighting freedom of conscience and religion, and the unfair burden placed on 

those whose religious obligations differ from the majority's. The most detailed discussions of ex-

emptions in this volume are in chapters by Callan and Spinner-Halev over the issue of whether 
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religious parents should be allowed to exempt their children from certain classes in public 

schools: either by allowing them to attend state schools part-time (Spinner-Halev's solution), or 

by allowing for public funding of religious schools, at least in the early years (Callan's solution). 

Assistance to do things the majority (or otherwise privileged group) can do unassisted. Assis-

tance rights are also a familiar feature on the landscape of most liberal democracies. Often justi-

fied on grounds of equality in the face of special disadvantages, they are routinely accorded to 

members of 'non-cultural' groups, such as the mentally or physically disabled, and cultural 

groups alike—most controversially in the form of affirmative-action policies. In this volume 

three very different sorts of assistance rights are defended on grounds of both equality and citi-

zenship. As we just noted, Callan makes a case for public funding of parochial primary schools, 

since he thinks that religious communities are discriminated against if public funding is available 

only for secular public schools. Although he acknowledges that this compromises the ideals of 

civic education within the framework of common schools, he explains at length why he thinks 

public support for some religious education would be a reasonable way of balancing the values 

of citizenship I and equality. Reaume considers one of the classic forms of assistance, I minority-

language rights. In particular, she explores the implications of I meaningful support and respect 

for official-language minority groups within one of the institutional pillars of citizenship rights 

in a free society: the courts of law. Borrows argues for the importance of expanding educational 

opportunities for Aboriginal people not merely because they face discrimination or historical 

disadvantages, but because such policies would make it easier for Aboriginals to enhance their 

sense of citizenship within the larger community. 

3. Self-government for national minorities and indigenous communities. Self-government 

rights are in many ways the ultimate minority rights, and can even include demands by groups to 

secede from the larger state in order to escape the status of being a minority altogether. AH of 

the cases examined in this volume, however, involve claims for self-government powers within a 

pluralistic state. In either case, self-government rights are argued for in a variety of ways, for ex-

ample: (a) with claims that a self-governing community, such as an indigenous group, was his-

torically self-governing and never relinquished its rights; (b) with claims that a minority com-

munity is systematically mistreated by the majority, or that its special needs and interests are 

misunderstood or ignored within the larger political community; (c) with the belief that, in gen-

eral, small, local governments are more democratic than distant central governments; and (d) 

with reference to the so-called nationalist principle, that the cultural and political communities 

ought to be 'congruent' (to recall the expression on the opening page of Gellner 1983). A com-

mon theme in the four chapters that discuss self-government at length is that territorial-based 

forms of autonomy, such as federalism and self-governing Aboriginal reserves, are insufficient 
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once we consider the competing demands of justice and common citizenship. Baubock empha-

sizes the need to combine federal autonomy with other non-territorial forms of cultural rights 

(such as minority-language rights) as well as a healthy respect for traditional individual rights. 

And looking at the recent history of the Russian federation, Smith considers the perils of allow-

ing radically asymmetrical federal arrangements that give some national minorities significantly 

more political autonomy than others. Both Levy and Borrows consider the challenges of finding 

appropriate forms of self-government for indigenous peoples, and the necessity of combining 

self-government with measures that will facilitate participation in the larger society. 

4. External rules restricting non-members' liberty in order to protect members' culture. It 

is uncontroversial for all but radical cosmopolitans that nation-states can act in certain ways to 

protect their culture by limiting the liberty of non-citizens, especially non-residents—for exam-

ple, by imposing restrictions on immigration or on foreign ownership of mass media. It is usually 

a matter of high controversy, however, when a cultural group within a democratic State demands 

the right to limit the liberty of fellow citizens who are not members of their group. In general 

these rights are justified in the name of protecting potentially fragile elements in minority cul-

tures; and the need to protect cultures is often justified with the idea that a healthy cultural con-

text as a necessary condition for individual autonomy and self-respect. Probably the most widely 

discussed example of such external rules concerns the infamous Quebec language laws which, 

among other things, have banned the use of languages other than French on commercial signs 

within Quebec, a province with more than 1 million non-francophone citizens.1 Pierre Cou-

lombe's chapter discusses this case within the broader context of linguistic politics and language 

rights throughout Canadian history. 

5. Internal rules for members' conduct that are enforced by ostracism and ex-

communication. As Levy explains, 

Many rules and norms governing a community's members are not elevated into law. 

"There are expectations about how a member will behave; one who does not behave that 

way is subject to the sanction of no longer being viewed as a member by other members. 

This sanction may take the form of shunning, excommunication, being disowned by one's 

family, being expelled from an association, and so on. (Levy 1997: 40) 

What is interesting about these rules is that they would usually be clearly unjust if im-

posed by the state. For example, a state may not exclude women from decision-making offices, 

yet the Catholic Church is allowed to, and Catholics who challenge this principle may be subject 

to informal or formal but non-coercive sanctions by the church. Most of the cases discussed in 

this volume are concerned with the state's response to the challenge of diversity, and hence is-

                                                 
1 This law has since been softened to allow the use of other languages as long as French is more prominent 
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sues regarding such internal rules are not directly addressed. However, it is increasingly recog-

nized that these internal sanctions, even if informal or non-coercive, can none the less have a 

very significant impact on the freedom and well-being of group members. It may therefore be 

necessary for the state to intervene to protect vulnerable members of groups from particularly 

oppressive internal rules. In Chapter 9 Saharso discusses a tragic case involving state attempts to 

protect Hindustani women in the Netherlands from internal cultural norms that undermined their 

ability to exercise their basic liberal rights. 

6. Incorporation and enforcement of traditional or religious legal codes within the 

dominant legal system. There is nothing inherently contradictory about having two or more sys-

tems of law operating within a single political jurisdiction: it happens in Canada and the United 

States—where the former French colonies 

of Quebec and Louisiana have retained civil law traditions alongside the common law of the lar-

ger state—as well as in the United Kingdom, Switzerland, 

and of course the European Union. It is usually argued, however, that in all 

of these cases the legal systems involved have similar origins and forms of 

legal reasoning. The same cannot always be said about two more radical forms 

of bi- or multilegalism: the incorporation of religiously based family law, and 

the incorporation of traditional indigenous legal traditions. Arguments for 

incorporation of minority legal systems are closely linked to arguments for 

self-government, especially in the case of indigenous territories. In religiously 

divided societies, like the Ottoman Empire or modern-day Israel and India, 

differentiating family law among religious communities can be justified as a 

form of consociational autonomy or multicultural toleration. These cases of 

incorporation of religious family law and indigenous law are explored at 

length, respectively, in Chapters 8 and 12, by Ayelet Shachar and Levy. Both 

Shachar and Levy argue in favour of the principle of this significant cultural 

right for ethnoreligious and indigenous groups. But they also warn of the 

dangers for the groups themselves or for some of their members (especially 

women) if traditional legal systems are incorporated within states' legal 

systems in the wrong way. 

7. Special representation of groups or their members within government institutions. 

This form of group right is as old as representative government itself, 

where it has always been entirely without controversy that territorial units are 

given representation in major government institutions, particularly within 

decision-making bodies. (Indeed, it pre-dated democratic government, when 
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the aristocracy and religious groups demanded rights to share the spoils of 

power with absolute monarchs.) It is rather more controversial when cultural 

or religious groups, or women, demand special or guaranteed representation 

in the same government bodies. Nevertheless, these claims to representation 

are unlikely to fade, for as we noted in Section 2, issues of 'voice' and 'public 

reasonableness' have become central to debates about democratic citizen 

ship, and these are inextricably tied to representation. These issues are the 

primary focus in the chapters by Williams and Mansbridge, which carefully 

weigh the benefits and costs (in terms of justice and citizenship) of various 

forms of special representation for historically disadvantaged groups. In his Chapter Modood 

suggests that some form of religious-corporate representation may actually be more conducive to 

social stability and intergroup harmony in a country like the United Kingdom than would a pol-

icy of resumed neutrality.1 

8. Symbolic recognition of the worth, status, or existence of various groups within the 

larger state community. This is a catch-all category for a wide variety of forms of group recogni-

tion within the institutions, symbols, and political culture of the larger state. At stake are such 

matters as 'the name of the polity, its flag, its coat of arms, its national anthem, its public holi-

days, the name by which a cultural group will be known, or the way a group's history is resented 

in schools and textbooks' (Levy 1997: 46). Even such apparently functional issues as the distri-

bution of federal powers may carry symbolic importance if a national minority controlling one of 

the provinces interprets an asymmetrical distribution of powers in its favour as recognition that it 

deserves special status as being more than 'just another province'.2 Furthermore, as several au-

thors in this volume emphasize, to say that a form of recognition is symbolic is not to say that it 

is somehow superfluous. Recognition may in fact be more important to a group than many of the 

other more substantive cultural rights discussed above. As Levy illustrates, 

from the minority culture's perspective, the absence of interpreters [i.e. an assistance 

right] at a particular government office might be viewed as an inconvenience, whereas the 

elevation of the majority tongue to the official status, or the denial of that status to the 

                                                 
1 Issues of representation are also present, implicitly, in Reaume's and Coulombe's discussion of the implications of 
a well functioning policy of official bilingualism (or multi-lingualism) in the institutions of state. In practice this 
provides opportunities for greater representation of members of the minority language group in, for example, the 
civil service and the courts; and in doing so, they argue, it improves the quality of public deliberations and makes 
government bodies seem less like alien forces of control for members of these groups. 
2 The symbolic value of asymmetrical federalism, which accords somewhat more autonomy to subunits controlled 
by a national minority, has loomed large in the demands of Quebecois and Catalan nationalists seeking constitu-
tional revisions in Canada and Spain (see Requejo 1996). A similar issue has arisen regarding federalism in Russia, 
where the so-called 'ethnic republics' associated with national minorities have greater powers than the 'regions' 
dominated by members of the Russian majority (see Smith 1996). 
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minority language, might be viewed as an open declaration that some are not wanted as 

members of the state. (Levy 1997: 47) 

Symbolic gestures granting or denying recognition can have profound and continuing ef-

fects within a political culture in ways that directly affect the well-being and self-respect of citi-

zens of minority cultures, as well as their enthusiasm to participate in the political life of the lar-

ger state. Both Reaume and Coulombe discuss the dynamic impact of according a minority lan-

guage full official status, and Modood does the same for the case of the recognition of immigrant 

communities, especially those with a different religion. 

 We should also remember that symbolic recognition is not simply a matter of members of 

the majority acknowledging the special status of minority groups with whom they share a state. 

It also requires members of the majority to rethink their own group's identity and relation to the 

state. So an Englishman would recognize not only that Britain now contains large numbers of 

citizens of Asian, African, and Caribbean descent (in addition to the Scots, Welsh, Northern Irish, 

and Manx); but also that this requires rethinking what it means to be British—probably in ways 

that would have been inconceivable for his grandparents fifty years earlier. He may have to dis-

tinguish more clearly than he had before between an ethnic English identity and a civic British 

identity, and to recognize that 'Britishness' must be defined in a way that is accessible to both the 

new immigrants and the historically settled peoples who share the British Isles. 

This is the other half of what is involved in the project of multicultural integration: where 

all individuals and groups strive towards a new 'transcendent identity', to recall the expression used 

by McGarry and O'Leary; an identity that for many will coexist with older ethnic or religious identi-

ties. These themes are explored most thoroughly here in the chapters by Modood and Waldron. A 

more specific example can be found in Williams's discussion of how the majority cannot simply 

impose its own conception of 'public reason', but must be sensitive to different culturally derived 

notions of reasonableness. 

7. Fears about Citizenship in the Face of Minority Rights 

Having compiled a list of minority groups and of minority rights claims, we can now re-

turn to our original question: how do minority rights affect democratic citizenship? This is not a 

simple question, since talk about citizenship, particularly in the English language, can refer to an 

astonishingly wide variety of ideas, concepts, and values. More to the point, talk about disinte-

gration, fragmentation, or weakening of citizenship can be expressing any number of quite dis-

tinct political worries; from concerns about restrictions on individual rights to fears about the se-

cession of a substantial part of the state. Just as we believe it is helpful to distinguish several dis-

tinct kinds of minority rights and different kinds of minority groups, it is surely necessary to start 

to disaggregate these many citizenship worries. 
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At the individual level talk of a person's citizenship can refer to three distinct ideas or 

phenomena: (a) her status as a legal citizen, defined largely by a panoply of civil, political, and 

social rights as well as a relatively small number of duties (e.g. to obey the law, pay taxes, per-

form military service); (b)her identity as a member of one or more political communities, an identity 

that is often contrasted with her other more particular identities based on class, race, ethnicity, 

religion, gender, profession, sexual preference, etc.; or (c) her activity or civic virtue, such as the 

four kinds of virtues listed by Galston in our discussion in Section 2, above. These three ideas are 

conceptually and empirically linked in a variety of ways. Obviously, the exact rights citizens 

have will partly define both their citizenship status and identity, as well as the range of political 

and social activities available to them. The form of citizenship identity they have will have an 

impact on their motivations to participate virtuously in civic and political activities; and so on. 

Similarly, if one of these aspects of citizenship is eroded, then the others may be affected as well. 

If it makes sense to think of citizenship in terms of these three categories—status, identity, 

and activity—then, as a first step, it should be useful to distinguish various worries about the 

erosion of citizenship in terms of the aspect or aspects of citizenship that are supposedly endan-

gered by various cultural rights. Before discussing a series of these 'citizenship worries', how-

ever, it is worth adding a fourth aspect of citizenship that is clearly in the minds of critics worried 

about multiculturalism and cultural rights. This is an ideal or goal of citizenship that applies, not 

at the individual level, but at the level of the political community as a whole: it is (d) the ideal of 

social cohesion, which may include concerns about social stability, political unity, and civil peace. 

All of the worries about the erosion or fragmentation of citizenship, then, can be traced to wor-

ries about the vulnerability of one or more of these four ideas: citizenship status, citizenship 

identity, citizenship activity, and citizenship cohesion. 

Worries about the Loss of Equal Citizenship Status 

Minority rights usually involve some form of differentiated citizenship status: they grant cer-

tain groups or their members rights of opportunities not available to other groups or citizens. But 

when does differentiated status become unequal status? Some people say ‘Always!', and claim 

that the very idea of 'differentiated citizenship' is an oxymoron. According to these commenta-

tors, citizenship by definition, a matter of treating people as individuals with equal rights under 

the law, and so the basic rights of citizenship cannot vary among citizens. This, it is sometimes 

said, is what distinguishes democratic 'citizenship from feudal and other pre-modern views that 

determined people's political status by their religious, ethnic, or class membership. Hence 'the or-

ganization of society on the basis of rights or claims that derive from group membership is 

sharply opposed to the concept of society based on -citizenship' (Porter 1987: 128). 
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As we argued earlier, however, we believe that this claim, that minority rights are inher-

ently in conflict with the very concept of citizenship, is untenable. (Virtually every modern de-

mocracy recognizes some form of group-differentiated citizenship, tone result of the new-found 

interest in minority rights has been an explosion of work uncovering the myriad forms of spe-

cial-status or asymmetrical rights or group-specific exemptions accorded to indigenous, ethnic, 

racial, or ethnoreligious groups in most Western democracies. Several essays in this volume bring 

to light yet more cases of such differentiated citizenship, and show how familiar and widespread 

such minority rights have been in Western democracies. As Bhikhu Parekh puts it, citizenship in 

fact 'is a much more differentiated and far less homogeneous concept than has been presupposed 

by political theorists' (Parekh 1990: 702).1 

So differentiated citizenship is not a contradiction in terms, nor even particularly un-

common. Our question is, when do differentiated rights involve some real disadvantage or stig-

matization (and not just difference) in citizenship status—e.g. some inequality in respect, or in 

life chances, or in influence over government policy? That is when does differentiated status start 

to create first- and second-class citizens? 

In so far as we are concerned with threats to equal citizenship status per se, it is important 

to distinguish the reality of inequality arid the oppression and stigmatization it fosters, on the one 

hand, from the perception of unequal status, on the other. Members of the majority often com-

plain that special rights for minorities reduce others to being second-class citizens. If this per-

ception is deep and widespread; it can erode the sense of common identity and solidarity. We 

will deal with these worries in the following subsections. At this point, however, our concern is 

not with feelings or perceptions, but with the actual impact of minority rights on equal citizen-

ship status. Do citizens (whether members of the majority community or of subgroups , within 

the minority community) have good reasons for  thinking that certain minority rights reduce 

them to second-class citizens? 

Some of the essays in this volume suggest that this may indeed be the case. In some cases, 

this threat arises for reasons internal to a particular policy of minority rights. Shachar explains, 

for example, how allowing religious communities to control some aspects of family law—such 

as rules for marriage and divorce—can have devastating implications for the rights of women in 

ways that are clearly incompatible with the norms of equal citizenship in a liberal democracy. 

Similar arguments, as Coulombe notes, were made against Quebec's language law, which at one 

stage banned the use of English on shopkeepers' windows. Anglophone-rights advocates claimed 

that this law amounted to a limit on the fundamental right of all citizens to free speech (although 

                                                 
1 The claim that citizenship by definition requires a common set of rights is, in effect, a variant of the claim that jus-
tice by definition requires 'colour-blind' institutions and policies, / and it suffers from the same flaws 
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the courts tended not to agree). These cases both suggest that minority claims to cultural recogni-

tion threaten equal citizenship status when the costs and benefits of minority protection are un-

fairly distributed—i.e. when subgroup within the minority (e.g. women), or when selected non-

members (e.g. Anglophones in Quebec), are asked to bear most or all of the costs of cultural re-

production, while others enjoy the benefits. 

In other cases, the threat to equal citizenship status may arise as an unintended conse-

quence of the minority right. For example, Mansbridge ponders the implications for democratic 

citizenship of having selective electoral districts to ensure the election of more African Ameri-

cans. Her worry is not that these are inherently unfair (far from it!), but rather that there evidence 

that this policy leads to a loss of influence for minority groups outside these districts, and hence 

may be reducing political equality for members of designated groups in the process of trying to 

enhance it.1 

These threats to equal citizenship should be of major concern. But there no reason to 

think that they are intrinsic to all minority rights claims. On the contrary, most defenders of mi-

nority rights insist that it is the denial of minority rights are needed to prevent the ongoing stig-

matization of ethnocultural minorities, and to remedy the disadvantages they suffer in the larger 

society. Substantial evidence for this claim can be found in several chapters in this volume. For 

example, the strengthening of official-language rights for French Canadians, along with a sub-

stantial degree of autonomy for the French-speaking province of Quebec, have surely played an 

important role in the transition for French Canadians from being an economically disadvantaged 

and politically under-represented group in the 50s, to being roughly in a position of social, eco-

nomic, and political equality with English-speaking Canadians today. Similarly, while certain 

forms of group representation may unintentionally erode a group's political equality, Williams 

and Mansbridge both argue that other forms of group representation are vital to genuine political 

equality. And, as Levy notes, in so far as the historic conquest of indigenous peoples and the 

stripping of their self-government rights were grounded in racist and imperialist ideologies, then 

restoring rights of self-government can be seen as affirming the equal standing and worth of in-

digenous peoples. In these and other ways, one can argue that, far from eroding equal citizenship 

status, 'the accommodation of differences is the essence of true equality'.2 

Worries about the Fragmentation or Weakening of Citizenship Identities 

                                                 
1 Mansbridge is also concerned about the apparent loosening of political accountability for representatives of these 
special districts. If she is right, this is a problem not of an erosion of equal citizenship status, but of civic or political 
virtue, a problem to which we shall turn presently. 
2 This phrase comes from the judgment of the Canadian Supreme Court in explaining its interpretation of the equal-
ity provisions of the Canadian constitution. See Andrews v. Law Society of British Columbia 1 SCR 143; [1986] 56 
DLR (4th) 1 
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Let us turn now to the effects of cultural rights on the second aspect of citizenship, the 

identity that citizens share as members of apolitical community. This identity will always coexist 

for every individual citizen with numerous other identities based, as we noted already, on class, 

occupation, region, race, ethnicity, religion, gender, sexual preference, generation, mother 

tongue, hobbies, and so on. And, furthermore, it will differ in relative importance for each indi-

vidual. Civic republicans would like to insist that the citizenship identity be each individual's pri-

mary and highest identity, and it is a major aim of the politics of civic republicanism to try to 

bring this about. But we know that this will never be true for many people. If forced to choose, 

some religious people would flee their country rather than give up practising their faith. And 

even many scholars we know would much rather take a job in a distant country, and live their 

whole lives there, than give up their profession for want of opportunities at home. Moreover, it is 

hard to think that there is anything politically sinful about people deciding to have these sorts of 

priorities with respect to their different identities, or that a modern state should be permitted to 

act in a heavy-handed way to make its citizens all fervently patriotic. 

None of this is to deny, however, the significance of common citizenship identities in a 

democratic state—particularly in states shared by groups that already have strong identities based 

on different religions or ethnicity. It may be unreasonable to expect people to cherish their citi-

zenship identity more than any of their other identities, but it is important for people to be moti-

vated to act as citizens first and foremost when debating and acting in the public realm, at least 

for a broad range of issues. It would be an obvious sign of ill health in a democracy if a politi-

cian could get away with publicly 'justifying' his actions in parliament by announcing that he 

knew a certain policy was bad for the country, but that he supported it because it would enrich 

his family. It would be hardly less worrying if political leaders could get away admitting that a 

policy they supported was bad for the country but in their own ethnic group's best interests.1 

One could question how tight the connection really is between having a strong citizenship 

identity and being motivated to act as a responsible citizen. For example, identifying themselves 

as 'an American' seems quite important to most Americans, at least as important as their other 

social identities. Yet this strong identification with a shared political identity has not translated 

into either high levels of solidarity for co-citizens, or high levels of political participation. By 

contrast, being 'Belgian' seems rather less important to most Belgians, who may emphasize in-

stead their supranational identity as ‘Europeans' or their substate identity as 'Flemish' or 'Wal-

loons'. Yet the fact that being Belgian is not of prime importance has not (yet) undermined 

Cither the generous Belgian welfare state or the relatively high levels of apolitical participation. 
                                                 
1 Of course it is perfectly acceptable to justify a policy that benefits one's own group (say, American Indians, or 
Spanish gypsies) on grounds of justice; say, because it helps rectify a historical injustice. This is because such a pol-
icy can and should appeal to every citizen's sense of justice and citizenship solidarity. 
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Citizenship identity and motivation to act as a citizen.may be Jess closely related than many 

people assume. 

Still, it is surely true that if ethnic, regional, or religious identities crowd out a' common 

citizenship identity, there will be difficulty maintaining a healthy democracy. And many critics 

worry that this sort of fragmentation' of identity is a likely consequence of multiculturalism. As 

Vertovec argues, in a passage quoted by Modood, multiculturalism can be interpreted as 'a pic-

ture of society as a "mosaic" of several bounded, nameable, individually homogeneous and un-

meltable minority uni-cultures which are pinned onto the backdrop of a similarly characterised 

majority uni-culture' (Vertovec 1995: 5). In such a society, where there is no common citizen-

ship identity bridging or transcending the various group identities, politics is likely to be reduced 

to a mere modus vivendi amongst groups that barely tolerate, let alone co-operate with each 

other. There is little hope for the sort of mutual understanding, deliberation, trust, and solidarity 

required by a flourishing democracy. 

How might minority rights make such a picture come true? For one thing, 

some of the most far-reaching cultural rights—especially those concerning 

self-government and the symbolic recognition of national minorities and in 

indigenous peoples—are directly concerned with legitimizing cultural identities 

that are distinct from, and potentially in competition with, common citizenship identities. More-

over, in the case of self-government and the extending of federal autonomy for minority groups, 

minority leaders are given institutions and legislative jurisdictions (e.g. control of education) 

with which they can progressively strengthen the minority cultural identity at the expense of the 

statewide citizenship identity. There is no question that the recognition of ' self-government for 

indigenous peoples and the adoption of what Philip Resnick calls 'multinational federalism' for 

stateless nations can have these sorts of effects (Resnick 1994). 

Of course, many kinds of minority groups, such as immigrant groups or African Ameri-

cans, rarely ask for the kinds of territorial autonomy and recognition that national minorities 

seek. But even here, the sorts of cultural rights claimed by 'non-national' minority groups can 

place strains on the bonds of a common citizenship identity. One fear is that certain sorts of poli-

cies that are intended to promote greater participation in society by a disadvantaged minority, 

such as affirmative-action programmes, will instead lead to a 'politicization of ethnicity'. Self-

appointed group leaders, it is argued, have an incentive to mobilize their group members to de-

mand or maintain special treatment, and the best way to do this may be to perpetuate the sense of 

vulnerability or persecution the group feels in order to strengthen the group identity again, at the 

expense of the larger citizenship identity. The fear then is that the group leaders will be successful 

in ‘freeing’ an essentialist identity that acts as a barrier to participation by members of the group 
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in a wider citizenship identity that is not based on their group's supposedly essential characteris-

tics.1   

These are legitimate concerns. But here again, there is no reason to assume that the crowd-

ing out of a common citizenship identity is intrinsic to minority rights. Whether minority rights 

will have this result depends on several factors. For example, Mansbridge recognizes that her pro-

posal to have representative bodies 'mirror' some aspects of the ethnic (and gender) composition 

of the society at large could be seen as presupposing or promoting an essentialist view of group 

identities. But she insists that this fear can be mitigated by stressing the non-essentialist, contin-

gent arguments for mirrored representation: on her view, group representation is desirable, not 

because certain fixed groups have an eternal right to representation, but rather because mirrored 

representation under certain conditions would produce a higher quality of democratic delibera-

tion (including deliberation about the contingent nature of group identities). Whether minority 

rights will generate essentialist and. exclusive identities will depend, she argues, at least in part on 

the sort of public justification that is given for them. 

Of course, even if the public justification for minority rights eschews essentialism, the 

unintended result may be to reinforce a picture of society as a 'mosaic of... bounded, nameable, 

individually homogeneous and unmeltable minority uni-cultures'. This is an empirical question, 

and so we need to ask: is there any empirical evidence that minority rights promote frozen essen-

tialist identity? One of the few cases where this has been systematically studied is in Britain, and 

the results are discussed in Modood's chapter. Few have studied and tracked the evolution of 

ethnic and religious identities in contemporary Britain more closely than Modood, and in his 

opinion the evidence simply belies the fear. Studies suggest the existence of much more fluid 

and internally complex identities among immigrant minority groups, in which a sense of pride in 

their ethnic heritage mingles with a developing sense of being British. Moreover, there is some 

evidence that the fluid and inclusive nature of these immigrant identities exists, not in spite of 

multicultural policies, but rather because of them. Precisely because they have secured public 

recognition and support for their ethnic identity, they have the confidence to interact with others 

in an open way; whereas those groups whose identities lack this sort of public recognition tend to 

be more defensive about their culture, and more fearful about the consequences of cultural inter-

                                                 
1 In order to justify affirmative measures to enhance the representation of African Americans in mainstream institu-
tions, for example, leaders may implicitly appeal to a conception of the 'authentic' black identity or 'essential' black 
experience, and emphasize how difficult it is for whites to understand (and to represent) these experiences. The un-
intentional and paradoxical result of this strategy, however, may be to encourage the idea that participating in main-
stream institutions involves 'acting white', and that it is a sell-out to compromise or adapt this authentic black iden-
tity in order to co-operate with others. 
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change.1 This shows, once again, that the impact of minority rights on identity cannot be de-

duced a priori, but requires actual empirical investigation. 

In any event/the concern that minority rights will crowd out a common citizenship iden-

tity presupposes that such a common identity already exists or would exist were it not for the 

presence of minority rights. But of course, in many contexts, this is not true. Many members of 

minority groups— whether they be new immigrants or conquered national minorities—do not 

identify with the state in with the state in which they live, and instead feel quite alienated from it. 

This is particularly true of groups that nave faced discrimination or prejudice, and who therefore 

feel unwanted. Granting such groups minority rights can hardly erode a sense of common citi-

zenship identity, since it does not yet exist. Indeed, minority rights may be the best way to en-

courage alienated groups to come to identify with the larger political community. As Coulombe, 

Reaume, Baubock, and Modood all discuss the refusal to grant recognition and autonomy to 

such minorities is likely to provoke even more resentment and hostility, alienating them further 

from their identity as citizens of the larger state. By contrast, minority rights may confirm for 

minorities that they are full members of the larger society whose contributions will be welcomed 

in all of these ways, then, minority rights have the potential to enhance, as well as to erode, a 

common citizenship identity.  

Fears about the Erosion of Civic Virtue and Participation 

There is obviously a close link between, on the one hand, worries about the weakening of 

citizenship identity and, on the other, fears that citizens will lose some of the virtues of democ-

ratic citizenship as well as the motivation or capacity to participate in wider public deliberations. 

Many possible relations between fragmented citizenship identities and poor civic virtue and 

practices come to mind. 

A classic example is the fear that allowing or funding schools for particular religions will 

destroy one of the most effective forums of citizenship education—the state school system, 

where children learn to play and work with children whose parents have different religions, ethnic 

backgrounds, and values. Both Callan and Spinner-Halev discuss at length this conflict between 

rights to religious education and the promotion of citizenship virtues necessary for deliberative 

democracy. 

One reason why this is a 'classic' case is that it combines several different possible threats 

to citizenship. First, religious schools are seen as potentially eroding children's motivation to act 

as citizens, by privileging a particularistic religious identity at the expense of a common civic iden-

tity. Secondly, even if religious schools actively encourage their students to affirm a larger civic 

identity, and hence their motivation for citizenship, they may potentially erode children's capac-

                                                 
1 For similar evidence in the Canadian case, see Kymlicka (1998a, ch. 1) 
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ity for good citizenship, since the curriculum of these schools may not teach the virtues of toler-

ance and public reasonableness. Thirdly, even if these schools promote both the motivation and 

capacity for citizenship, they can be seen as eliminating the opportunity to act as citizens: since 

all students share the same faith, there is no need or opportunity for students to step outside their 

role as religious believer and adopt instead their role as citizens. 

As Callan and Spinner-Halev both note, it is important not to exaggerate the scope of 

these dangers, or to presuppose that they are inherent in any system of publicly funded religious 

schools. But these concerns do help us to identify the sorts of criteria we can use for evaluating 

other minority rights: to what extent do minority rights erode either the motivation, capacity, or 

opportunity for people to act as democratic citizens? This questions arises, not only for schools, 

but also for many other public institutions, including the media, courts, electoral systems, and 

deliberative bodies. One can easily imagine forms of minority rights that undermine these three 

preconditions of citizenship—e.g. forms of minority rights that enable minority-group leaders to 

exercise authoritarian control over group members, and that ensure that members of the minority 

can interact with the larger society only though these leaders. This is a common fear about pro-

posals to incorporate religious law (discussed by Shachar), or about certain forms of indigenous 

self-government (discussed by Borrows). In such cases, members of the minority may lack not 

only the motivation to participate as citizens, but also access to shared political forums in which 

they can participate. 

What is interesting to note, however, is that concern for citizenship virtue and participa-

tion is often invoked by advocates of minority rights. They argue that special attention must be 

paid to the circumstances and needs of diverse groups if they are to feel like full members of the 

society, and to acquire the capacity and opportunity to participate in society. 

For example, citizens who do not feel part of a common community or political project 

will have a harder time trusting each other and making the occasional sacrifices and principled 

compromises that are part and parcel of democratic citizenship. Immigrant groups that feel 

alienated from the larger national identity are likely to be alienated from the political arena as 

well. Conversely, when the majority identity is not able to adapt in ways that enable immigrants or 

other cultural minorities to feel a sense of full membership in the society, then individuals from 

these groups are often stigmatized and treated in ways in which the majority does not treat its 

own members (think of the official harassment and intolerance of gays in many countries, the 

violent attacks on Turks in Germany, or the disproportionate 'attention' that the police in many 

predominantly white cities devote to black youths). 

There is a parallel here with concerns about the erosion of a citizenship identity. Just as 

we cannot assume that there is a pre-existing common citizenship identity that is threatened by 
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minority rights, so/we should not assume that the motivation, capacity, and opportunity to par-

ticipate as a virtuous citizen already exists/So far from eroding such pre-existing conditions, some 

minority rights may instead help create them. 

Fears about Weakening the Bonds of Social Cohesion and Political Unity 

In most of the cases we have discussed so far, concerns about threats to citizenship are, 

we believe, overstated. The impact on citizenship of minority rights, in most cases, is mixed and 

ambiguous, both enhancing and threatening aspects of democratic citizenship. Under these con-

ditions, it is clearly unhelpful to talk as if there is a zero-sum relationship between minority 

rights and citizenship; as if every gain in the direction of accommodating diversity comes at the 

expense of promoting citizenship. 

But there is one case where this sort of zero-sum approach may seem applicable—

namely, the case of territorially concentrated national minorities 

who may contemplate secession. If the cultural identity for most members of 

a minority group is stronger than their citizenship identity in the larger state 

—e.g. if they feel more Scottish than British or more Catalan than Spanish— 

then it may come to feel natural for them to have their own state, or at least  most of the 

autonomy of an independent state. And, as we noted earlier, the goal of minority nationalists is 

precisely to legitimize and strengthen this sense of separate nationhood. Providing rights of self-

government or extending federal autonomy gives minority leaders institutions and legislative ju-

risdictions with which they can progressively strengthen the minority cultural identity at the ex-

pense of the statewide citizenship identity. Can we not say, at least in this instance, that minority 

rights directly threaten citizenship cohesion? 

As we learn from the ethnic-conflict literature, the most common response to this threat, 

even in democratic countries, has been to deny national minorities the kinds of autonomy and 

recognition that would encourage the development of their own identities. However, as the au-

thors who discuss this problem here show, this is an incomplete picture of the mechanisms that 

lead to strengthening or weakening citizenship attachments among the citizens belonging to na-

tional minorities. For one thing, as Coulombe, Reaume, and Baubock all emphasize, refusal to 

grant recognition and autonomy to such groups is often likely to provoke even more resentment 

and hostility. from the members of the national minorities, alienating them further from their 

identity as citizens of the larger state. In addition, Coulombe highlights the way minority nation-

alist movements can be driven not only by minority-led regional governments exercising their 

powers of self-government, but also by heavy-handed attempts from the central government to 

promote a statewide identity that national minorities find threatening. Finally, both Baubock and 

Smith emphasize the importance of balancing the centripetal^ forces of recognition and auton-
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omy with other federally guaranteed individual rights and non-territorial group rights. Such a 

'cocktail' of rights would reduce opportunities for injustice and could reinforce the sense of citi-

zenship in the larger state for members of national minorities as they come to see both the central 

and regional governments as guarantors of their rights. 

In sum, whether we are concerned with citizenship status, identity, virtue, or cohesion, the 

relationship between minority rights and citizenship is more complicated than it might initially 

appear. We can see legitimate worries about the potential impact on citizenship, but also coun-

tervailing arguments showing that some minority rights can actually enhance citizenship. It is 

impossible, therefore, to make any sweeping generalizations for or against the impact of minor-

ity rights on citizenship. 

This is not, of course, an argument for ignoring or discounting the relevance of citizen-

ship when evaluating minority rights. It is important to determine not only whether particular 

proposals for minority rights are consistent with principles of justice, but also whether they 

would enhance or erode desirable qualities of democratic citizenship. The shift from justice-

based to citizenship-based arguments about minority rights is a useful and necessary broadening 

of the debate. Our argument is simply that this question must be examined empirically, in specific 

contexts, rather than prejudged on the basis of a priori speculation or anecdotal evidence. 

8. Conclusion 

Throughout this Introduction we have tried to give an overview of the range of cases 

where minority rights and citizenship interact, and of the sorts of potential (or perceived) threats 

that minority rights can pose for citizenship. Perhaps the key lesson we have learned is the sheer 

complexity of the issues. No one can rest content with the sort of rhetorical generalizations that 

characterized the 'culture wars' of the 1980s and early 1990s. Critics of minority rights can no 

longer claim that minority rights inherently conflict with citizenship ideals; defenders of minor-

ity rights can no longer claim that concerns about civility and civic identity are simply illegiti-

mate attempts to silence or dismiss troublesome minorities. 

What, then, is the way forward? In principle, one might be able to imagine a research pro-

ject that set itself the mammoth undertaking of examining how each sort of minority right 

claimed by each sort of group affected each aspect of citizenship in every given political culture. 

Needless to say, our aim Hi this volume is not to give such an encyclopaedic examination of 

these issues. We do hope, however, that the chapters in this volume provide a representative sam-

ple of the debates, drawing on a wide range of groups, rights, and citizenship ideals; not to men-

tion academic disciplines and intellectual traditions. They embody the sort of fine-grained analy-

sis that we believe is required in this area, where theory and practice learn from each other in 

turn. 
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[Kymlicka, W. and W. Norman. “ Diverse Citizenship in the Wider Context of Ethnic-Conflict 

Management,” in Kymlicka W. and W. Norman, ed. Citizenship in Diverse Societies (Oxford 

UP, 2000): 12-41] 

 

5. Конструирование европейской идентичности. Путь «назад в Европу» 

 

Philip Schlesinger 

Europeanness: A New critical Battlefield? 

The nation-state is a political configuration of modernity. But modernity is a curious con-

dition, for in some respects it is characterised by flux and impermanence, what Baudelaire in his 

classic formulation identified as 'the transitory, the fugitive, the contingent'.1 It is this aspect of 

modernity that has been emphasised in the recent vogue for 'postmodernity', whose proponents 

have been apt to think that the old collectivities may no longer confer identities that command 

special attention. 

So, for instance, David Harvey2 has argued that the present phase of capital accumulation 

results in a 'reterritorialisation' of social power which is part of the spatio-temporal disruption of 

an earlier social order. These globalising or universalising tendencies in contemporary capital-

ism, and the growth of post-Fordist 'flexible accumulation' have placed 'a strong emphasis upon 

the potential connection between place and social identity'. Socialist, working class, racial and 

other groups opposing the reshaping of the world by capitalism find it easier to organise in given 

places but not where it counts—over space (i.e. globally). Such 'regional resistances' are inade-

quate to the task of creating alternative structures, although by way of interpreting 'a partially 

illusory past it becomes possible to signify something of a local identity and perhaps to do it 

profitably' (through, for instance, the heritage business). This offers a very slender basis for the 

construction of collective identities and, on this analysis, the nation-state does not even figure as 

a relevant framework. 

Other theories of postmodernity have quite explicitly argued for the obsolescence of the 

nation-state and heralded this as opening up potential new spaces of tolerance for the 'stranger'.3 

Even on this analysis, however, the search for community goes on. The contemporary quest for 

shelter from the chill winds of ontological insecurity, of contingency, it has been argued, results 

in what Michel Maffesoli4 has called 'neo-tribalism'. Such tribes, we are told, are formed 'as con-

                                                 
1 Cf. Frisby, 1985 
2 David Harvey, The Condition ofPostmodernity (Blackwell: Oxford, 1989), 302-3. 
3 Cf. Zygmunt Bauman, 'Modernity and ambivalence', Theory, Culture and Society, 7/3 (1990), 239-60. 
4 Michel Maffesoli, he Temps des Tribus: le Declin de Individualisme (Meridiens Klinck-sinck: Paris, 1988). 
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cepts rather than integrated social bodies—by the multitude of individual acts of self-

identification. Such agencies as might from time to time emerge to hold the faithful together 

have limited executive power and little control over cooptation and banishment'.1 

Such a view leads to the temptation to see national identity as on all fours with other 

forms of group identity. It is precisely this that has lately been encapsulated in the slogan of 'neo-

tribalism'. In its most popular variants this, in some respects, acute perception of new forms of 

affiliation has degenerated into seeing all collectivities as choosable life-styles or sub-cultures. 

In a neo-tribal world, on this account, if we don't like the company, we can opt out. Noth-

ing like the cohesive tribes of old. While this might well account for many of the vagaries of eve-

ryday life in the advanced capitalist world, it does not give us much purchase upon what we are 

presently witnessing: namely 'the rebirth of history' in the former Soviet bloc and also in parts of 

the west (or perhaps, now, the centre)—the reunification of Germany being the most dramatic 

case in point. 

In fact, some forms of collective identity are much more potent (and potentially stable) 

than others as Alberto Melucci2 has argued. He observes that 'ethno-national mobilisation' under-

stood as 'the formation, maintenance and alteration through time of a self-reflexive identity' 

arises from the contradictory realities of 'post-industrial democracies' in which there are both 

pressures to integrate and a need for identity-building. Like Bauman, Melucci argues that the na-

tion-state system is exhausted, with decision-making moving to the global and local levels. 

However, Melucci sees ethnic identities as particularly powerful expressions of symbolic self-

assertion, although as by no means reducible to a single form: for instance, they may express the 

desire within a given community to be recognised as legitimately different; alternatively they 

may have a territorial basis and reflect a desire to control a particular space. The first case sug-

gests that of an ethnic community seeking rights within a wider social order. The latter comes 

closer to the ethnic basis of national identity, where autonomy or separatism might be on the or-

der of the day, depending upon circumstances. 

By contrast with the view that the multiplication of identities may offer scope for an end 

to xenophobia, Melucci rightly notes that such manifestations of diversity do carry inherent risks, 

as the pursuit of difference and the interests associated with this may become a source of con-

flict. The problem is then how the new rules of the game become established. That clearly de-

pends upon the extent to which the conditions of genuine democracy and a civic culture are 

met—whether within a given state or between states, that is, internationally. I would suggest that 

                                                 
1 Zygmunt Bauman, Modernity and Ambivalence (Polity Press: Cambridge, 1991), 249. 
 
2 Alberto Melucci, 'The voice of the roots: Ethno-national mobilizations in a global world', Innovation, 313 (1990), 
335.  
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the present salience of national identity in European politics confutes the view that the grand nar-

ratives are passe, and that there are no compelling tales of solidarity to tell. Both the emergent 

nation-states of the old East, and the supranationalising European Community are heavily de-

pendent upon convincing us that tales of solidarity within bounded communities are both plausi-

ble and desirable. 

Clearly, the old model of national sovereignty will not do, given the reality of global in-

terdependence. As William Wallace has pointed out, 'Inward and outward investment, multina-

tional production, migration, mass travel, mass communications, all erode the boundaries that 

19th century governments built between the national and the foreign'.1 Alain Bihr2 has similarly 

identified a crisis of the west European nation-state's capacity to manage its political-economic 

space that is due to the combined impact of economic inter-nationalisation and decentralist de-

mands from below. He argues that new 'systems of states' are emerging, with the EC as an alli-

ance of capitalisms whose rival blocs are centred on the USA and Japan. However, it is precisely 

the decline in the state's capacity to manage national politics and guarantee the internal social 

order that has given rise to the search for new identities, based on ethnic, regional, religious and 

extreme nationalist perspectives. Etienne Balibar, from a different theoretical perspective, has 

come to a similar conclusion. He argues that the state in Europe today is neither national nor su-

pranational and that the classic exercise of centralised power has disappeared: 'All the conditions 

are therefore present for a sense of identity panic to be produced and maintained. For individuals 

fear the state—particularly the most deprived and the most remote from power—but they fear 

still more its disappearance and decomposition'.3 

Such macro- and micro-structural changes articulate with, and modify, any given national 

identity. Although the current situation in Europe is extremely confusing it is, nevertheless, too 

early to write off the nation-state and its relation to questions of collective identity. Despite being 

squeezed by the global and the local (as many have justly pointed out) it still remains a crucial 

point of reference. For Europeans, for around two centuries, this political form has offered an 

overarching normative ideal of collective identification and its time is not yet past, as the emer-

gence of new nation-states in eastern and central Europe, and the internal strains in several west-

ern states amply testifies. 

In Europe, as is well known, the nation-state has come into existence over a lengthy time-

span and by quite distinct development paths. Following an established tradition of analysis, An-

                                                 
1 William Wallace, 'Foreign policy and national identity in the United Kingdom', International Affairs, 67/1 (1991), 
66-7. 
2 Alain Bihr, 'Malaise dans l'etat-nation', Le Monde Diplomatique, 455 (Feb. 1992), 7. 
 
3 Etienne Balibar, 'Es gibt keinen Staat in Europa: Racism and Politics in Europe today', New Left Review, 186 (Mar-
Apr. 1991), 17. 
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thony Smith has usefully distinguished between the Western model and the Eastern. The former, 

he characterises thus: 

Historic territory, legal-political community, legal-political equality of members, and com-

mon civic culture and ideology; these are the components of the standard, Western model of the na-

tion.1 

This is contrasted with: 

Genealogy and presumed descent ties, popular mobilisation, vernacular languages, customs 

and traditions: these are the elements of an alternative, ethnic conception of the nation, one that 

mirrored the different route of 'nation-formation' travelled by many countries in Eastern Europe and 

Asia and one that constituted a dynamic political challenge.2 

Looked at from this point of view, the European Community's construction has some-

thing of the character of the administrative-bureaucratic mode of state-formation rather than the 

quest by an ethnic group to create a state for itself. The political classes of a group of nation-

states (with varying degrees of popular support in different places) are in the process of trying to 

fashion an overarching political structure—in effect to create a state. Political union, a common 

economic space, a common defence identity ... all of these point to the key appurtenances of 

statehood. The pluri-ethnic character of the emergent political formation, and the mixed legacy 

of nation-states (differently sedimented in their respective national cultures), poses a singular 

problem of collective identity formation. What can this Europe mean"? What points of identifi-

cation can it come to offer to its peoples? 

Post-Maastricht, the euphemism 'ever closer union' may for some British politicians be a 

phrase more acceptable than 'federalism'. But however one finesses it, the ultima ratio of the cur-

rent integration process surely eventually points to a central source of political legitimacy in the 

EC, ultimately disposing of a monopoly of the means of violence. If integration continues, we 

are talking about the eventual emergence of a new regime and source of sovereign authority. 

This is part of our modern understanding of the prerequisites for statehood. And the rather falter-

ing steps taken towards a so-called European defence identity proclaim such a recognition, as 

does the oft-uttered trope that Europe should now acknowledge its superpower status in the 

world. And yet, the ultimate boundaries of the Euro-state remain undefined—the eventual acces-

sion of the EFTA countries and the closer association of other states in the former communist 

bloc will ensure that this remains unresolved for the foreseeable future. It is worth saying that 

there is no good reason to suppose that the EC's politico-economic development path (fundamen-

tally shaped by the realities of the Cold War) represents an ideal for the whole of Europe. Nor, as 

                                                 
1 Anthony D. Smith, National Identity (Penguin: Harmondsworth, 1991), 11. 
2 Ibid. 13. 
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Helen Wallace1 points out, should we assume that all parts of the continent require to be—or 

could be—integrated in precisely the same form given the very different needs and starting-

points that are to be found. So far as the question of collective identity is concerned, one question 

to be posed in relation to such future enlargement is whether we can plausibly conceive of talk-

ing of an eventual European nation-state? To be a 'European' is different from being a member of 

a 'European nation'. The latter, much more acutely than the former, raises an unavoidable cul-

tural question about what the common basis of Euro-identity might be. It is telling to note the 

vagueness with which this question is commonly addressed. As Helen Wallace has recently 

noted, it is hard to characterise 'Europeanness'. She suggests that there are some 'core values', 

such as democracy, the rule of law, the military will to defend pluralism, a sense of political 

community, practices of consensus-building.2 In similar vein, Pierre Hassner3 has written of the 

countries of the former communist bloc reclaiming their European identity which he describes as 

'adopting democratic and parliamentarian institutions, private property and the market, and ex-

pecting their standard of living to rise, in turn, to Western standards.' The list could be expanded 

or otherwise changed: without an adequate place for culture it does not add up to a convincing 

recipe for a collective identity. 

This is precisely Anthony Smith's point, when he argues that the conditions for either a 

European super-state or super-nation have not been met. If there is a basis for transcending the 

nation-state in Europe, he argues, it is located in what he defines as the patterns of European cul-

ture: 

the heritage of Roman law, Judeo-Christian ethics, Renaissance humanism and indi-

vidualism, Enlightenment rationalism and science, artistic classicism and romanticism, and above all, 

traditions of civil rights and democracy, which have emerged at various times and places in the conti-

nent—have created a common European cultural heritage and formed a unique culture area strad-

dling national boundaries and interrelating their different national cultures through common motifs 

and traditions.4 

It is to this 'cultural heritage that creates sentiments of affinity between the peoples of 

Europe', it is argued, that we should look for the basis of a 'cultural Pan-European nationalism' 

which can overarch but 'not abolish individual nations'. Precisely how such cultural traits might 

be articulated into an identity is not specified: one can only assume that long-standing practice in 

the diverse nations, and the elaboration of shared institutional frameworks will produce affinity. 

But Smith precludes too much social engineering as likely to be counter-productive. Moreover, 
                                                 
1 Helen Wallace, 'The Europe that came in from the cold', International Affairs, 67/4 (Oct. 1991), 661-4. 
2 Ibid. 654. 
3 Pierre Hassner, 'Europe beyond partition and unity: Disintegration or reconstitu-tion?', International Affairs, 66/3 
(July 1990), 469. 
4 Smith, op. cit. 174. 
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there are problems in producing such a list, since some of the items are highly disputable (for 

instance: What price the 'Judeo-Christian' hyphen, in the light of the Holocaust, and current anti-

semitism? And what about the feebleness of civic and democratic traditions in many countries?). 

Besides, the distribution of these various traits across the European space is highly variable. 

Much of this complex of identifiers is high cultural too, and reflects the aspirations and perspec-

tives of the intelligentsia. Even if we were to set these objections aside, current tendencies in 

Europe do not suggest that the potency of such a conception of European culture should be taken 

too seriously, in the short to medium term at least. In any case, Smith himself admits that Pan-

nationalism can produce ethnic and nationalist reactions. Good intentions offer no escape. 

To get the measure of the problem it is worth considering what is involved in talking 

about collective identities, that is, the means whereby collectivities construct and reconstruct a 

sense of themselves by reference to the signs provided by cultures. 

Briefly, my position is this. First, the making of identities is an active process that in-

volves inclusion and exclusion. To be 'us', we need those who are 'not-us'. Second, the imaginary 

process of creating traditions and of activating collective memories extends through time. The 

dark side of memory is amnesia; to shed light is also to throw shadows. Third, collective identi-

ties have a spatial referent, although this need not always conform to a model of territorial con-

centration and juridico-political integrity: you can belong to a religious diaspora or an ideocratic 

community (in Raymond Aran's phrase) such as the communist world and still identify with a 

given collectivity. In Europe, however, the primordial collective attachment does seem to be to a 

land or territory with defined boundaries. 

Currently, the supranationalist quest of the European Community is compelling us to re-

think the nature of the nation-state, a political, economic and cultural entity that is identity-

conferring. European statehood—whatever concessions are made to 'subsidiarity'—will finally 

change the scope of contemporary conceptions of citizenship: the rights and duties of citizens 

will be redefined and the scope of allegiances shifted. They will need to become actively multi-

fold. [...] 

In the EC, there is no predominant cultural nation that can become the core of the would-

be state's nation and hegemonise Euro-culture. It is difficult to conceive of engineering a collec-

tive identity—although this has been considered, particularly in respect of a mistaken view of 

what European television might produce. The production of an overarching collective identity 

can only seriously be conceived as the outcome of long-standing social and political practice. [. . 

. ] Collective belief in the virtue of a civic order, however, does not seem to be the most compel-

ling mobilising cry for Europe in the 1990s. 
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However, were such a conception—demos before ethnos —to have any chance of suc-

cess, it is clear that broader active identification with the political construction of the European 

community could only come about if the so-called 'democratic deficit' were to be eliminated. [. . . 

] Amongst other things, this will involve recognising the potential and actual internal diversity of 

the existing nation-states within any larger supranational configuration. 

The trick is a difficult one to turn as it involves the production of an overarching 'Euro-

pean' identity that can articulate with the official identities of existing nation-states and also with 

the emergent identities of regions. But it is not enough to define an identity from within, as it 

were; as I have suggested, it is also defined from without, interactively. [. . .] 

Euro-integrationism, then, is one quest for ultimate statehood, with what results one can 

only presently conjecture. The possibility of constructing a European identity within the Com-

munity is rather slim, if we take as the model of 5wpra-national identity the continuing powerful 

appeal of national identity as articulated by the official states of Community Europe. This model 

will not do, unless we suppose a substantial transfer of affect and identification to the suprana-

tional level. [. . .] 

But there is also another level of possible contradiction. Within the boundaries of the EC, 

as indicated, there are stirrings of regionalisms with a nationalist potentiality. [. . .] 

In one sense, then, processes of integration at the level of the EC could be said to be pro-

ducing disintegration at the level of the nation-state, by way of the variable impact of the uneven 

development of capitalism at the level of the region. It is not clear how these pressures, in turn, 

will transform the present character of the nation-state—which is, after all, the present building-

block of the EC. Whether these so-called neo-nationalisms turn into a separate quest for nation-

statehood, fuelled by a sense of politico-cultural difference, remains to be seen. There is cur-

rently a vested interest on the part of central state governments and regionalists alike in fudging 

the issue. But it is reasonable to ask whether a Europe of the Regions is not ultimately in contra-

diction with a Europe of the Nation-States. 

It is doubtless this perception, amongst others, that tips regionalists into being separatists. 

Nation-statehood, because of its institutional clout, offers two signal advantages within the pre-

sent dispensation: first, it transforms regional status (i.e. virtual invisibility) into international 

recognition; second, it offers a greater measure of protection both against the former nation-state 

to which the separatists belonged and also against what might come to be seen as undesired fea-

tures of Europeanisation. Statehood, under present rules, is a more effective vehicle for the ar-

ticulation of interests than regionality. It therefore remains attractive, and might become even 

more attractive as new states (sometimes very small in population) clamour to join the EC. [. . .] 
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Nobody yet knows whether the EC will eventually constitute an umbrella framework for 

all European states. In the current metaphor the new architecture is still at the planning stage, 

although certain components of the European House—such as the EC, the WEU, EFTA, the 

CSCE, the Council of Europe-are already waiting on site. How these, and other elements (such 

as the Atlantic bridge at the heart of NATO), will be fitted together—or, indeed, whether they 

can be—is far from clear. 

The debate about the 'deepening' or 'widening' of the EC is, of course, one about political 

economy and geopolitics. But in a generally unrecognised sense it is also one about culture. As 

the centre of the attraction of Europe, the EC represents the desirable future of 'Europeanism', 

however difficult that may be to define. Central to this representation, however, are the (social) 

market economy coupled with various forms of pluralistic democracy and civil society. What-

ever the institutional realities, these stand as tokens of a level of civilisation or culture that repre-

sents both an aspiration for those who do not have it, and as a normative criterion for the haves 

with which to judge the credentials of the would-be aspirants. What Ernest Gellner has called the 

'federal-cantonal' model of western European integration (if such it turns out to be) offers a po-

tential way out of the ethnic hostilities that presently beset much of the old Eastern bloc. [. . .] 

But how open is the door going to be to the nations of Central and Eastern Europe and 

the former Soviet empire? When there still Soviet Union, some proposed its exclusion on 

grounds of size, others on cultural grounds—namely that it was not European, but at best Eura-

sian. Which of the new republics will now pass the qualifying test and why? One must ask, be-

cause Central Europe's designation by Milan Kundera, almost a decade ago, as a kidnapped part 

of the West has its echoes in contemporary strategic thinking. With the collapse of communism, 

the formula has been recodified by asking where the writ of Roman Catholicism stops and where 

Orthodoxy begins. Thus religious resignation does the work of politico-cultural distinction. It 

does not seem farfetched to argue, as does Michel Foucher, that the knew geopolitical lines in 

Europe could broadly follow those of the Great Schism of 1054 between Rome and Constantin-

ople, with the Orthodox East coming second best to the recaptured Catholic West. [. . .] 

If this is broadly correct, it somewhat complicates the arguments that Europe's Christian 

heritage (alongside political and economic designations) offers a coherent basis for the construc-

tion of common sentiments. Looked at from the inside, confessional divisions within Christen-

dom remain, and these articulate with national questions in many cases. Looked at from the out-

side, however, whatever the considerable distortions involved, Christianity as a broad designa-

tion could be used to differentiate Europe from its neihbours. Now that the godless Other of 

communism no longer functions as an enemy there is something of a void. [. . .] 
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Islam has in some respects begun to fill the void brought about by the Soviet empire's 

collapse. It has been constructed both as an external threat in foreign policy terms and as an in-

ternal one by way of problematising the assimilability ofMuslims and by the demographic scare 

about migration from North and West Africa. The unacceptability of Turkey for EC membership 

because of its Muslim character periodically resurfaces in this connection. This links into the 

much broader issue of the position of Islamic minorities in Europe and obviously poses the ques-

tion of the relations between being Muslim and being European. [. ..] Turkey, it would seem, is 

seen ambivalendy. On the one hand, as a 'secular' Muslim state it offers a development path con-

trary to that of 'fundamentalism', and thus its regional influence in the Turkic-speaking world 

may be seen as benign. On the other hand, as indicated, it is not 'European' enough. It is instruc-

tive to note, in this connection, that one evident motive behind Turkey's recognition of Bosnia-

Herzegovina is that it has an officially designated Muslim population whose Europeannees can-

not readily be denied, given that Yugoslavia has been long considered to be a European state. 

That 'Muslim' is now as much an ethnic as a religious designation is besides the point. The Ot-

toman legacy may continue to haunt Europe as much as does Byzantium. Currently, despite the 

drive towards European unity in western Europe, counter-tendencies are only too much in evi-

dence elsewhere. [. . .] The rebirth of history in the shape of the ethno-national reawakening of 

the old East is, with the demise of Yugoslavia and the USSR, leading to new configurations be-

tween nations and states, but in ways that are not yet clear-cut. The unresolved boundary ques-

tions between other states that cut through national groups—Hungary and Romania, for in-

stance—or between component nationalities is an existing state—as in Czecho-Slovakia—raise 

many questions about the future of pacific conflict resolution in Europe. Especially so as nation-

alism, racism, and anti-semitism appear to be functioning as ideological replacements for official 

Marxism-Leninism in many of the post-communist states. [. . .] 

This raises once again the relation between the crisis of the state form and crises of na-

tional identity. Clearly, if the valorisation of the nation-state and assertive nationalism become 

more deeply entrenched in post-communist Europe, this will pose a fundamental obstacle to an 

EC-style development path for the old East, because an overarching cultural Europeanism, one 

that in certain respects supersedes the national level, will eventually be indispensable (although I 

suspect that it is actually impossible). [. . .] 

If we shift the focus again to the EC, fears of an incipient Fortress Europe appear to be 

borne out by current developments in terms of governmental concerns about the defence and po-

licing of the outer frontiers as the inner ones become less salient. The extreme and often violent 

racist reaction to migration currently so much in evidence in Belgium, France, Italy and Germany 

makes one pose some further questions about how we might arrive at a transcendant 'European-
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ism' that needs to embrace that vast diversity and complexity of this continent. For this is the sup-

posedly pacific heartland of the nascent Euro-state. And such developments do also force a con-

sideration of the links between forms of racism and nationalism when manifesting 'excess'. There 

is a case for saving, as does Balibar that such racism has deep roots in Europe, marked by the 

historical experiences both of colonialism abroad and of anti-semitism at home, and that the un-

derlying, socially borne, propensity to discriminate comes to the surface in forms determined by 

the given political conjuncture. [. . .] 

Current racism and anti-semitism in western Europe are to some extent the counterparts 

of the resurgent ethno-nationalism in the old East, and, as suggested earlier, may well reflect the 

crisis of the nation-state as a political instance. There is a justifiable fear that eastern nationalism 

may feed the nationalisms of the west and vice versa. 

Characteristically, much of this new wave of nationalistic racism on both sides of the old 

Iron Curtain takes refuge in an essentialist conception of the nation: if your race or culture or re-

ligion do not fit the parameters, then you cannot belong. This poses a special danger to the EC 

project, for how can this western neo-nationalism—with its strong Nazi overtones—be squared 

with the professed expansive conception of Europeanness? It marks a rejection of pluri-

culturalism and if this becomes a respectable political project— which it shows every sign of 

doing, paradigmatically in France, but also elsewhere—the prospects for building civic national 

identities will be seriously weakened. Ethnos threatens demos. Whatever the distinctive motiva-

tions and causes within each national context, the demand for pure identities within the major 

western nation-states would seem to manifest a desire for a simpler, more orderly, world, one 

that is purged of ambiguity—and therefore of the wrong kinds of people. Europe's current demo-

graphic panic, in which nervous eyes are cast to the Southern Mediterranean and towards the 

east of the German frontiers, is also part of this tendency. 

My own perspective on the tensions that presently beset the nation-state in Europe com-

pels me to note the paradoxical character of today's developments. On the one hand, the difficult 

search for a transcendent unity by the EC—one which must recognise component differences—

throws the nation-state into question from above, arguably contributing to crises of national 

identity. The political and economic developments in the integration process, however, are out of 

phase with the cultural: what European identity might be still remains an open question. On the 

other hand, the ethno-nationalist awakenings in the former communist bloc and current devel-

opments within Western Europe—whether neo-nationalist separatisms or racist nationalisms—

tend to reaffirm the principle of the nation-state as a locus of identity and of political control. 

Thus, Europe is simultaneously undergoing processes of centralisation and of fragmenta-

tion. These processes pass through the nation-state and are more and more throwing into relief 
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questions of collective identity. Culture is therefore going to be one of the key political battle-

fields in the 1990s. 

['Europeanness: A New Cultural Battlefield?', Innovation, 5/1 (1992), 12-18, 22.] 

 

David D. Laitin  

National Identities in the Emerging European State 

Globalization has facilitated both the breaking down of boundaries that once separated 

the populations of nation-states and the creation of new boundaries that challenge the national 

pretensions of nation-states. This contradictory dialectic is currently being played out in Europe, 

where the boundaries of nation-states are inexorably being eroded by the statelike incursions of 

the European Union (EU), and where the pretensions of nation-states are being challenged by 

regional movements claiming to represent unrepresented nations. To a considerable extent, there-

fore, globalization has facilitated the construction of both a vast European proto-state and nu-

merous local quasi-states. The relationship of today's nation-state minorities claiming autonomy 

for their quasi-states to an emerging European project remains obscure. This chapter attempts to 

clarify that relationship by historicizing the emerging European state, and suggesting that this 

new state form will encompass a nation that is much more a cultural configuration (one which 

promotes continental, national, and local cultures) than a standardized national culture. Here I 

will be looking only at one realm of culture: language. I shall show that there is emerging an in-

stitutionalized 'constellation' of languages that will be a unique European constellation, reflecting 

a unique European identity.1 The languages in the constellation will not all be unique to Europe, 

but the specific constellation of them will be the core of a layered European linguistic identity. 

The specification of Europe's new language constellation will be taken as a prototype of the 

combined forms of pan-European and subnational identities that are characteristic in our era of 

globalization. 

An implication or my argument, consistent with the leitmotif of this volume, is that the 

political relationship between cultural minorities living within the boundaries of historic states 

and the dominant cultural groups who identify with the putative national culture is in the process 

of change, in at least two ways. For one, a new institutional outcome becomes not only possible, 

but acceptable to minority nationalists (from what Kymlicka calls 'societal cultures'2) and state 

bureaucrats. This is an outcome where a culturally distinct region within a historic state gets 

some autonomy from its former political centre and recognition in an extra-state organization 

(here the EU) that is more or less equal to the recognition accorded to its state. Secondly, the 
                                                 
1 A. De Swaan, 'The Evolving European Language System: A Theory of Communication Potential and Language 
Competition', International Political Science Review, 14/3 (1993), 241- 55. 
2 W. Kymlicka, Multicultural Citizenship (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995) 



 238

leaders of nationalizing states who have looked askance at such notions as layered or multiple 

identities will face a strong counter-force in the form of an interest for layered national identi-

ties.1 These two points do not imply that cultural wars will become less conflictual or less vio-

lent; rather, the implication here is that the arenas of conflict and the imagined settlements of 

those conflicts are changing. In the conclusion I shall elaborate a bit on these themes. Future re-

search ought to develop them further. 

Contradictory Trends in Contemporary Europe 

Among the observers of European integration there has long been a divide between the 

tortoises and the hares.2 While some saw a European state emerging out of elite bureaucratic 

processes, others focused their attention on the slow processes in which ordinary people change 

their national identities. Sophisticated syntheses modelled the contradictory processes in a more 

dialectical form. Once a dialectical process is accepted, the force of nationalism becomes am-

biguous. On the one hand, nationalism breaks the wave towards a new Europe; on the other 

hand, the idea of Europe pushes (often those same people) towards new shores. 

On the power of nationalism, the analyst of European affairs can show how the national 

idea crushed the capitalist prudentialism of the Bundesbank that tried to slow down the process 

of German reunification; how it set Czech and Slovak intellectuals, formally united in anti-

communism, against each other; and how it unleashed independence movements in Slovenia, 

Georgia, Armenia, the Baltics, Uzbekistan, and elsewhere in a collapsing Soviet 'union'. Eric 

Hobsbawm's stunning exegesis, written just before the nationalist uprisings in the Soviet Union 

and eastern Europe, confidently asserts that the national quest us, by the late twentieth century, a 

spent historical force. Brilliant he was; but wrong. The national idea seems to be as powerful and 

as inexplicable today as it was to Lenin at the outbreak of the Great War in 1914.3 

However, the movement for a united Europe proceeds apace. Crucial elements of cultural 

distinction now give way to continental standards. Germans might well have to live with speed 

limits on their Autobahns; Spaniards feel pressured to work with only a single hour for lunch. 

And the role of national languages in west European education is becoming somewhat more re-

stricted. In a study of eight leading business schools in Europe by L'Expansion, reported by the 

New York Times, all relied on English as a medium of instruction, and in four of them English 

was the sole medium of instruction.4 The brouhaha in France over the issue of English as the 

                                                 
1 For a sensitive definition of what a 'nationalizing state' means in practice, see R. Brubaker, 'National Minorities, 
Nationalizing States, and External National Homelands in the New Europe', Daedalus, 124/2 (Spring 1995), 107-32. 
2 P. Katzenstein, 'Hare and Tortoise: The Race towards Integration', International Organization, 25/2 (1971), 290-5; 
E. Haas, The Uniting of Europe (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 1958); K. Deutsch et ah, Political 
Community and the North Atlantic Area (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1957); J. Ruggie, 'Collective Goods 
and Future International Collaboration', American Political Science Review, 66/ 3 (1972), 874-93. 
3 E. Hobsbawm, Nations and Nationalism since 1780 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990). 
4 New York Times, 29 May 1991 
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medium of scientific exchange in the journal of the Louis Pasteur institute seems arcane today. 

Even in the sensitive area of movies, French Cesars (equivalents of the US Oscars) in all catego-

ries save 'best film' can go to films produced in any language, as long as there is significant 

French involvement.1 National culture, nearly all elites in France now agree, must give way to 

the realities of globalization. Even in the stridently nationalizing states of the former Soviet Un-

ion and of the former Warsaw Pact, nationalist parties quickly lost appeal, and gave way to par-

ties that promised more secure futures in a global economic environment. 

Nationalism versus globalization—these counter-pressures are seen most starkly over is-

sues concerning language. The status of English in Western Europe, Russian in the former So-

viet Union, and English and French in the states that received independence since 1945, all raise 

sensitive political issues. On the one hand, globalization makes these languages tools for interna-

tional communication. People don't want to be left behind on the train of history, and will equip 

themselves with language repertoires that meet current needs. On the other hand, the pressures 

for national identity are most keenly felt in the domain of language. People want to keep their 

mother tongues alive, even if those languages are left behind in the world of technology and in-

terdependence. Will globalization in language outpace the national idea? If so, how is it that the 

national idea can mobilize people to risk their lives and property for independence, yet allow 

people to give up perhaps the most visible aspect of their national identity to the demands of 

globalization? Observers of nationalism are indeed both awed by its power and dumfounded by 

its weakness. These contradictory trends must be kept in mind when one assesses the future of 

the European project. Highlighting the overlapping language repertoires constituting a continen-

tal constellation, as I do in this chapter, gives due weight to both the power and weakness of na-

tionalism. 

Language, to be sure, is but one cultural component of national identities. Religion, fam-

ily structure, dress, the arts, the media, and sport form other components, helping to constitute an 

'imagined community' of people who have mostly never met.2 Yet, as Tocqueville observed, 'the 

tie of language is perhaps the strongest and most durable that can unite mankind'. He felt that 

religious diversity would strengthen America, yet linguistic sharing was the key to a common 

identity.3 Many theorists of the nation-state, from the nineteenth-century Romantics, through So-

viet communists exemplified by Stalin, to twentieth-century modernization theorists such as 

Deutsch and Gellner, focus primarily on language as the core cultural component of national 

                                                 
1 Ibid., 18 Jan., 1993. 
2 B. Anderson, Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism (London: Verso, 
1983). 
3 A. de Tocqueville, Democracy in America (New York: Schocken Books, 1961), 14 
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identities.1 The fact of great linguistic diversity in Europe has often been cited as the highest bar-

rier preventing the emergence of a genuine European nation.2 My argument here is that in twen-

tieth-century state-building a shared language constellation, rather than a particular language, is 

the marker of a successful national project. Europe, I shall show, is on that road towards a coher-

ent language constellation. 

Looking Backward: Language and Early State Construction 

Rationalization in general, and in language as well, has been a characteristic process in 

the construction of the modern state. Max Weber used the term 'rationalization' to refer to the 

process of efficient and orderly rule.3 The development of a professional civil service, with a 

well-specified division of labour, was for Weber the essence of rationalization in the modern 

state. The establishment of sharp territorial boundaries, the standardization of the calendar, and 

of weights and measures, and the issuance of a common currency are other important examples 

of state rationalization. 

Weber did not systematically explore language rationalization.4 Yet the use of state 

power, through administrative regulation and public education, to standardize language within 

the boundaries of the state is precisely what he had in mind with his concept of rationalization. 

Legal uniformity is easier to assure when court decisions are delivered and recorded in a com-

mon language. Tax can be collected more efficiently and monitored more effectively if mer-

chants all keep their books in the same language. State regulations can more efficiently be dis-

seminated if translations are not necessary for compliance to take place. And territorial bounda-

ries are easier to patrol if the population at the boundary speaks the language of its political cen-

tre, one that is distinct from the language of the population on the other-side of the boundary. 

Given these considerations, it is not surprising that rulers of states have sought to transform their 

multilingual societies into nation-states through policies that can be called 'language rationaliza-

tion'. 

Language rationalization policies usually entail the specification of a domain of language 

use (e.g. appeals court cases, or church sermons) and a requirement that the language chosen by 

the ruler be employed within that domain. When rulers have established power over a terri-

torially distinct speech community, they are easily able to induce some of its members to be-

                                                 
1 On the German Romantics, see W. Von Humboldt, Linguistic Variability and Intellectual Development (Philadel-
phia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1971), ch. 1; J. Stalin, Marxism and the National Question (New York: In-
ternational Publishers, 1942); E. Gellner, Nations and Nationalism (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1983), 
esp. ch. 6; K. Deutsch, Nationalism and Social Communication (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1953). 
2 For a typical discussion on the problem of language for European unity, see the chapters in G. Braga and E. Monti 
Civelli (eds.), Linguistic Problems and European Unity (Milan: Franco Angeli, 1982) 
3 M. Weber, Economy and Society (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1968), 71 (economic rationalization); 
1108 (educational rationalization); 655, 809-38 (legal rationalization) 
4 See the discussion of language, the nation, and the state in M. Weber, 'The Nation', in H. H. Gerth and С W. Mills 
(eds.), From Max Weber (New York: Oxford University Press, 1958), 177-9. 



 241

come bilingual, so as to translate documents from the language of the speech community to the 

language of the ruler. To the extent that political rule is stable, more and more members of the 

newly incorporated speech community will find it useful to learn the language of the ruling el-

ites. Language rationalization is successful when there are a sufficient number of bilinguals 

among linguistically distinct communities so that the business of rule can be transacted in a sin-

gle language. 

Language rationalization strategies were employed so successfully in France, Japan, and 

Spain that these countries began to be considered in the nineteenth century (not by all people, 

and certainly not by people who considered themselves part of minority language groups) as 

'natural' nations. The image of a rationalized nation-state was a powerful one, enough to impel 

political movements in Italy, Germany, Serbia, and Tamil Nadu seeking to construct new states 

based upon linguistic boundaries. 

To give a sense of the process of language rationalization, consider the case of Spain. 

Spain was a multilingual empire when the Catholic monarchs, Ferdinand and Isabella presided 

over the final reconquest of the peninsula from Muslim rule. Castilian, Catalan, Basque, and 

Galician were the major languages of Spain. The Habsburg kings, following the treaties of Fer-

dinand and Isabella, respected regional differences in language and in law. Spain's wealth from 

overseas conquest, however, attracted artists and writers from all over Europe, and Castilian be-

came a language of prestige throughout the peninsula. The literary florescence of the Golden 

Century (mid-sixteenth to mid-seventeenth century) induced well-to-do families throughout the 

kingdom to educate their children in Castilian. 

It was not until 1716 and the Decree of the Nueva Planta, under Spain's first Bourbon 

king, Philip V, that Castilian became Spain's language for official business. A series of decrees 

in 1768-71 required all primary and secondary education to be in Castilian, and in 1772 all 

commercial establishments were required to keep their accounts in Castilian. Despite these laws, 

multilingualism persisted in Spain, though virtually all citizens became fluent Castilian speakers 

and all educated Spaniards became literate in Castilian. Spain's status as a 'nation-state' was of-

ten questioned by Basque and Catalan nationalists; but the Spanish state through the regime of 

Francisco Franco (1936-75) relied exclusively on Spanish to conduct its business. 

The construction of the modern state, then, has long been considered synonymous with 

the construction of a 'nation-state', a political unit in which there would be greater cultural ho-

mogeneity within its boundaries than across them.1 To be sure, the historical record provides 

anomalies such as Switzerland, where societal multilingualism coincides with strong feelings of 
                                                 
1 The classic statement of this position is that of Deutsch in Nationalism and Social Communication. For a powerful 
empirical demonstration of this point, see S. Watkins, From Provinces into Nations (Princeton: Princeton University 
Press, 1991) 
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national solidarity. What is interesting about the Swiss case, however, is the rigidity of cantonal 

language rationalization that has brought greater levels of language homogenization within can-

tons than within most nation-states. Despite historical anomalies and the far-sighted analysis of 

the Austro-Marxists, who indeed saw the multilingual state as normal, the idea that real states 

have unique national languages became the conventional wisdom by the turn of the twentieth 

century for people as diverse as Lenin and Woodrow Wilson. 

Looking Forward: Language and the Post-Colonial State 

State construction for many countries that achieved independence from colonial rule in 

the twentieth century has not followed the pattern of early developers. To explain this differ-

ence, analysts of post-colonial state construction at first misread the historical evidence and 

equated the naturalization of language homogeneity in the modern European state with the sup-

posed naturalness of European boundaries. In this regard, colonial boundaries were considered 

deficient, or arbitrary. Tanzania's founding president, Julius Nyerere, once noted that Africa's 

boundaries are so absurd that political prudence required sanctifying them. His ironic observa-

tion implicitly assumed that boundaries in Europe were natural. 

Once the historical record is clarified, one might surmise that the post-colonial states may 

well remain linguistically heterogeneous for centuries (as did their European counterparts in 

similar stages of state construction), but that eventually unique national cultures (with a single 

official language) would be fashioned. This surmise is based on the assumption that statecon-

struction follows standard patterns no matter what the world historical time in which the process 

began.1 

State development, however, needs to be historicized. Consider India. India is a post-

colonial multilingual state that is not moving towards rationalization or linguistic uniformity. 

During its independence struggle the Congress Party leaders assumed that, upon achieving inde-

pendence, some form of Hindi should be India's official language. But the Indian Administrative 

Service and other bureaucratic agencies operated entirely in English, the language of colonial 

rule. Officials in these agencies had a strong interest in preserving English as the language of 

administration. Although the Indian constitution called for the imposition of Hindi as the All-

Union language fifteen years after independence, opposition from bureaucrats and from citizens 

in non-Hindi speaking areas indefinitely delayed the change. Consequently, there are now two 

All-Union languages, each of which can be used for official dealings within the Indian state. 

Meanwhile, during the 1950s, citizen pressures at the regional levels compelled the gov-

ernment to redraw federal boundaries consistent with language zones. Each state has an official 

                                                 
1 This position is consistent with Deutsch's theories in Nationalism and Social Communication. See C. Black, The 
Dynamics of Modernization (New York: Harper & Row, 1966). 
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language today, and the governments of most of them are zealously pursuing language ratio-

nalization policies within their states. By one official measure, as of 1980, only 2.7 per cent of 

the Indian population has as its primary language a language different from the official language 

of their state.1 The Indian constitution, however, assures all minorities the right to an education in 

their own language. 

India thus has a multilingual state in which citizens who wish to have a broad range of 

mobility opportunities must learn 3+1 languages. English and Hindi are necessary languages for 

communicating with the central state. It is necessary as well to speak the language of the state in 

which you live. This makes for a 3-language outcome. A citizen of Tamil Nadu must learn Eng-

lish, Hindi, and Tamil to be able to communicate successfully in a wide range of contexts within 

India. Those citizens who live in states where Hindi or English is the official language need learn 

only 3-1 or 2 languages. Citizens who are language minorities in some states (for example, 

Marathi speakers in Karnataka) must learn 3 +1 languages: Hindi, English, Marathi, and Kan-

nada (the state language of Karnataka). Thus there is a range from 2 to 4 (that is 3 + 1) languages 

that citizens must know. The resulting language constellation, unique to India, is in equilibrium 

in that no individuals or groups have an interest in subverting it. It is therefore probable that In-

dia will remain a multilingual state. 

What explains the inexorable move towards rationalization in early state-building ex-

periences and the stable 3 + 1 outcome in India? A first difference has to do with changes in the 

nature of the business of rule. By the twentieth century virtually all states were engaged in ac-

tivities in which the language used had noticeable effects on the general population. As states 

were in competition with one another for centuries, successful innovations in one state became 

a point of reference for others. Those states that provided compulsory education to the young, 

drafted 'citizens' into a national army, and employed large numbers of literates in a rationalized 

bureaucracy became very powerful, and were consequently attractive models for less promi-

nent states. For the initial cases of state consolidation, the expansion in functions occurred after 

state rationalization of language had been successfully completed. In France, for example, there 

was sufficient knowledge of French (although not widespread) in the mid-nineteenth century so 

that a teaching corps and an officer corps could run a school system and army in French.2 

With twentieth-century state-building, rulers have felt it necessary for their states to 

perform all evolutionarily acquired state functions. This phenomenon can be partly explained 

by the competitive model of state functions, and to the 'modular' (that is, easy to copy in out-

                                                 
1 J. E. Schwartzberg, 'Factors in the Linguistic Reorganization of Indian States', in P. Wallace (ed.), Region and Na-
tion in India (New Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1985). 
2 E. Weber, Peasants into Frenchmen: The Modernisation of Rural France, 1870-1914 (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford 
University Press, 1976). 
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line) aspect of nationalist ideology.1 The ideology of necessary state function comes out 

clearly in the words of the Kher Commission examining the question of a national language 

for India: 

Modern Governments [it reasoned] concern themselves so intimately and so extensively 

with all aspects of social and even individual existence that inevitably in a modern community 

the question of the linguistic medium becomes an important matter of concern to the country's 

governmental organization. In the conduct of legislative bodies, in the day-to-day dealings with 

citizens by administrative agencies, in the dispensation of justice, in the system of education, in in-

dustry, trade and commerce; practically in all fields in which it has to interest itself in modern 

times, the State encounters and has to tackle the problem of the linguistic medium.2 

In the 1950s no serious politician in India suggested that, as a new country, India 

should perform only those functions performed by European states in their early periods of ra-

tionalization. 

This historical change implies that rulers of the new states have needed to be far more 

sensitive to the linguistic repertoires of their citizens than were rulers that consolidated states in 

earlier centuries. Imposing a specific language as the sole language for rule on a population that 

does not speak it will more likely mobilize the population when the state is already providing 

public education and local health services than when it was not involved in such activities. The 

data from India show that people from non-Hindi-speaking zones are often quite willing to learn 

Hindi (to watch movies, and television docudramas of Hindu sagas), but become rebellious if the 

use of Hindi is enforced in schools, or is used (at the expense of local languages) in state hospi-

tals. Standard policies of language rationalization similar to the Nueva Planta in Spain cannot be 

legislated in India at low political cost. 

A second historical factor that distinguishes the Indian case from the European ones con-

cerns the effect of modern colonialism on political-bureaucratic relations. In the post-colonial 

state there is a conflict of linguistic interest between national politicians and senior bureaucrats, 

one in which the latter group has a strategic advantage. State-builders of early modern Europe 

had an administrative service loyal to them. Max Weber, in his classic study of bureaucracy, 

notes that modern states are distinctive in that they employ officials who earn a salary that is 

paid irrespective of their loyalty to the ruler. The burden of contemporary state-builders is that 

they were handed modern bureaucracies in order to accomplish tasks best performed by loyal 

knights and retainers. 

                                                 
1 Anderson, Imagined Communities, ch. 5. 
2 B. G. Kher, Report of the Official Language Commission (New Delhi: Government of India Press, 1956), 11 
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Civil servants in post-colonial states regularly deviated from Weberian bureaucratic 

norms.1 But while these bureaucrats quickly gave in to practices that are corrupt and therefore 

subverted the norms of a neutral civil service, they never abjured the perquisites of office (regu-

lar salary payments, health benefits) enjoyed by their European predecessors. An expensive and 

entrenched bureaucracy with high status presented a challenge to political leadership in the new 

states that earlier monarchs never had to face. 

This problem also applies to the issue of language rationalization. The party elites who 

fought for independence in India had different interests from the administrative elite that re-

mained on salary during the period of transition from colonialism to independence.2 The bureau-

crats had a vested interest in the perpetuation of the colonial language as the official language of 

state, while the politicians had a mixed interest. They wanted to give official status to indigenous 

languages, for this would draw them closer to the people. But they were also interested in getting 

compliance and support from the bureaucracy, which would be charged with carrying out their 

social and economic programmes. Because the politicians were willing to relinquish their goal of 

a unique national language in order to get compliance from the bureaucracy for the administra-

tion of an economic development programme, the language rationalization project was abon-

doned. 

The 3 + 1 language outcome in India was therefore the unintended outcome of an intense 

political process that involved Congress politicians, bureaucrats, state-level politicians, and the 

mobilized public. Central politicians were willing to live with English as the de facto language of 

central rule just so long as Hindi was sufficiently promoted (as a legal language of inter-state 

communication; as a required language for secondary-school graduation) as to assure its hegem-

ony among indigenous languages. Central bureaucrats were occasionally bothered by dealing 

with Hindi language requirements, but they were clear winners in assuring the dominance of 

English in their domain. State-level politicians were able to assure their autonomy by running 

their state business in state languages. Appointments to government positions within the states 

were thereby practically reserved for sons of the soil. Finally, citizens could hardly mobilize 

against the 3 + 1 outcome. Practically no citizen was denied the right to education in his/her 

mother tongue or mobility opportunities in having access to the state language, Hindi or English. 

To support the claim that the 3 + 1 outcome is stable, one might examine the 1977 elec-

tion of the Janata government, which was brought to power in the wake of Prime Minister Indira 

Gandhi's ill-fated state of emergency, in which civil liberties were suspended. In the post-
                                                 
1 R. Price, Society and Bureaucracy in Contemporary Ghana (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1975). 
2 Politicians and bureaucrats can well be the same people, or from the same family. Nehru, for example, had three 
close relatives in the Indian Civil Service. See D. Potter, India's Political Administration (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 
1986), 129. When this occurs, we can say the individual or family is cross-pressured, as the theory here is positing 
'roles' rather than individuals. 
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emergency government, 221 out of 299 elected representatives of Janata came from Hindi-

speaking areas. This represented a government clearly committed to a Hindi vision of India. 

Once in government, however, the Janata immediately stood behind Nehru's language conces-

sions, promising that Hindi would never be centrally imposed.1 In light of this experience, the 3 

+1 language policy appears now to be in equilibrium, in the sense that the costs for change, for 

any party, outweigh the benefits of the status quo.2 

Part of what is meant by a multiple-language equilibrium is an institutionalized set of 

norms governing which language is to be used for which social domains. Thus, the Indian multi-

lingual equilibrium does not mean that all languages can be used for all purposes. Rather, the 

domains for languages are functionally specific, and clear social norms give guidance on which 

language is proper for which type of interaction. Nor does the multilingual equilibrium imply 

that the languages are on a strict hierarchy, with English for 'high' functions and state languages 

for 'low', a situation closely related to the phenomenon known as 'diglossia'.3 Jobs and other op-

portunities are associated with fluency in Hindi and the state languages, so they will not be mar-

ginalized to live only in the world of nursing mothers. The languages are not of equal prestige, 

to be sure; but Hindi and the state languages continue to have considerable elan in a range of 

important social, political, and economic domains. The number of languages, then, and their 

functionally specific domains of use help constitute India's 3 + 1 equilibrium. 

The dynamic leading to a 3 +1 outcome can be portrayed in a simple model, one that ap-

plies to other post-colonial states.4 Consider a game in which the ruler of the central state can 

choose as official either the colonial language or the dominant indigenous lingua franca. Should 

the ruler choose the latter, the bureaucrats (who got their jobs based on facility in the colonial 

language) get to choose whether to accept the new language regime or to subvert it (by continu-

ing to operate in the language of colonial rule). Once the bureaucrats choose, regional leaders 

(representing distinct language groups) can decide whether to promote the local vernaculars in a 

serious way, or to promote them as merely a symbol of local identity. 

If nationalist fervour pushes the ruling political elites to choose a national language as 

the official one for state business, the bureaucrats will reject this solution, and defy the centre. 

With a de facto situation of a divided centre, regional elites are not under great pressure to con-

form, and have some leeway in promoting local vernaculars for education, and for jobs in the 

                                                 
1 K. L. Gandhi, The Problem of Official Language in India (New Delhi: Arya Book Depot, 1984), ch. 3. 
2 Game theorists would be reluctant to call the outcome described as an equilibrium. Through backward induction, 
they could point out, the Congress leaders should have known they would have lost to the bureaucrats, and sought to 
rationalize English rather than Hindi. The reason that all parties are satisfied lies in the phenomenon of 'sour grapes'. 
See J. Elster, Sour Grapes (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983). Indian politicians now glorify the 3+1 
outcome as if it were their original goal, and consistent with India's historical diversity. 
3 C. Ferguson, 'Diglossia', Word, 15 (1959), 325-40. 
4 Strategy in India', Policy Sciences, 23/24 (1989), 428-30. 
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local administration, which would give their groups (as opposed to migrant communities) virtual 

monopoly control over a set of state resources. In reaction to this cacophony, the centre can pun-

ish neither the bureaucrats (whom they need for basic administration) nor the local leaders (who 

could defy the centre through an alliance with the central bureaucrats). All the centre can do is 

make an alliance with minorities in the states, assuring them that their languages won't be ig-

nored in the school systems where they are minorities. This model demonstrates the logic of the 

3 + 1 outcome in India, and it has implications elsewhere in the post-colonial world. 

Indeed, many other post-colonial countries, including Nigeria, Congo (Kinshasa), Kenya, 

and the Philippines, may follow India's track, with a colonial and an indigenous language sharing 

central stage in the business of rule. In others, such as Algeria and Zimbabwe, the colonial lan-

guage will remain as a lingua franca, but not at the expense of the continued official reliance on 

indigenous languages, at least on the regional level. To be sure, some post-colonial states, such 

as Indonesia, Cambodia, Malaysia, Tanzania, and Somalia (despite the civil war), are on the road 

towards rationalization. But given the changed international environment of state-building in the 

twentieth century, the “normal” path seems to be towards some form of institutionalized multi-

lingualism. 

Multiple Identities and the New European State, or, the Emergence of a 2+1 

Standard Language Repertoire 

'Europe', to the extent that it is consolidating as a state form, will more likely follow 

twentieth-century patterns than patterns consistent with sixteenth- to eighteenth-century state-

building. To expect otherwise would be to de-historicize state-building processes. To be sure, the 

analogy with India is not perfect. Europe does not have a popularly based national movement 

supporting a nation-building strategy. Nor can Europe's states be usefully compared with India's, 

as the latter states did not experience centuries of sovereign rule. Yet there are some striking 

trends on the road towards European integration, quite similar to those in Indian state-building, 

with similar implications for language repertoires. 

The initial trend worth noting is the true Europeanization of English as the lingua franca 

of the new European state. The second trend is the tenacity of the state languages in the educa-

tional systems of the present member states. The final trend is the successful incursion of re-

gional languages into regional educational systems and bureaucracies. These trends have paral-

lels to what has taken place in India, and they provide a basis for predicting the language reper-

toires of future European citizens. This constellation appears to be a 2 +1 formula where the 

state language and English are universal elements of individual repertoires. People who live in 

linguistically distinct regions will command a third (2 + 1) language. English speakers in Eng-

land need be fluent in only one (2-1). Thus a unique language constellation will emerge. 
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English as Europe's Lingua Franca 

Almost any accounting procedure will show that English has come to dominate French 

and German, and indeed all languages of Europe, as the language of international communica-

tion. Eurobarometer surveys show that 51 per cent of European Community (EC) citizens report 

knowing English, dominating French (42 per cent) and German (33 per cent).1 In a quantitative 

study of the European language 'constellation', De Swaan distinguishes between the pay-offs for 

learning a language that would enable direct communication (that is, with native speakers of that 

language) and indirect communication (that is, with people who speak it as an auxiliary lan-

guage). The power of English, he found, is in the latter category. His conclusion is that, in the 

constellation after United Kingdom's entry into the EC: 

English now was the most attractive single language for outsiders, and what is more, the 

speakers of all other languages in the constellation preferred English as an additional language over 

any other. Since any speaker could therefore expect all other language learners in the constellation 

to prefer English, they had every incentive also to choose English. Only the English had an incen-

tive to learn German or French as their first foreign language, but they might refrain from learning 

any languages at all, confidently waiting until the rest of the constellation had joined them.2 

With the collapse of the Berlin wall, and the possible inclusion of many east Europeans 

into the EC language constellation, the number of native German speakers is greater than those 

of English. However, since so many of these new entrants into the constellation speak English as 

a second language, English remains in first place. In a study supported by the European Com-

mission, it was found that 83 per cent of secondary-school pupils in the EU were learning Eng-

lish as a foreign language, compared with 32 per cent learning French and just 16 per cent Ger-

man.3 Even in a country such as Estonia, which had a German ruling class for nearly a millen-

nium and continued business interchanges, independence from Soviet control has induced a cas-

cade towards English as the language of international communication. In a 1993 survey of 1,454 

Estonian respondents to the question of which language is most important for foreign business 

contacts 90 per cent said English, and only 7.9 per cent said German.4 Even on the German side 

of the European periphery, then, English has become the dominant second language. Perhaps 

more important, the new relative prominence of German in eastern Europe seriously weakens 

French's role in the wider European constellation. 

                                                 
1 Commission of the European Communities, Euroharometer, no. 28 (Dec. 1987), 78 
2 De Swaan, 'The Evolving European Language System', 248-9. Although de Swaan does not address this issue, 
clearly the economic, military, political, and cultural dominance of the United States—and not the mere entry of the 
United Kingdom into the EC—explains the power of English as the continental lingua franca. 
3 The Economist, 14 Jan. 1995, 45. 
4 These data are from a survey run by Jerry Hough and David Laitin, under a National Science Foundation Grant 
SES9212568, 'Nationality and Politics: The Dismemberment of the Soviet Union'. Data from that project are depos-
ited in the Inter-University Consortium for Political and Social Research Archive, University of Michigan. 
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Perhaps the best indicator of the tide towards English is the fact that people throughout 

Europe (and the world) are willing to pay privately for its acquisition. English as a Foreign Lan-

guage is a global industry, and the UK earns about 6 billion pounds annually on language ex-

ports. Meanwhile, according to Coulmas, Germany spends about 450 million Deutschmarks to 

promote German culture overseas, with some significant part for language, and France expends 

as much as 1.5 per cent of its gross national product on the defence of French.1 People are will-

ing to pay high personal costs to learn English; they have to be bribed to learn French or Ger-

man. The microeconomic handwriting is on the wall. 

French, to be sure, still plays an important role in EC affairs. It was the sole official lan-

guage of the Coal and Steel Community, the precursor of the EC. In Brussels, Strasbourg, and 

Luxembourg, three core Eurocratic centres, French is a dominant language. And French remains 

the principal language of a significant percentage of Eurocrats to this day. There is no doubt that 

French political and bureaucratic pressure can stem the tide of English for a considerable time; 

but the failure of French to prosper on its own terms in the current constellation of languages 

cannot be denied. 

Germany is a more interesting case, in that its currency is unbeatable while its language 

is marginal. Despite the high relative number of native German speakers in the EC, German has 

an official role in only eight countries in the world (as opposed to sixty-three for English), and 

because of the issue of guilt in Second World War, German plays no role in the United Nations. 

Even in Germany, scientists publish more original research results in English than in German 

(Springer-Verlag, a leading scientific publisher, has 80 per cent of its list in English).2 Germany 

would, more so than France, be able to challenge English's hegemonic language role; but it has 

much less of an incentive to do so, inasmuch as most elite Germans already operate in English in 

international forums. 

Because the issue of language is so sensitive, the Commission has tried to avoid even 

recognizing the trends. In 1988 it urged in a policy statement that 'Member States should be en-

couraged to ensure that all official Community languages are on offer within their educational 

system, even if there is an increasing trend towards certain languages.'3 It has even been sug-

gested that perhaps some 'antitrust' legislation should be enacted against English.4 In 1996 the 

unveiling of the future Euro-currency had no recognizable words in any known language. But 

the logic of the market is clear: English has become the virtual lingua franca of the EC. For po-

                                                 
1 F. Coulmas (ed.), A Language Policy for the European Community: Prospects and Quandaries (Berlin: Mouton de 
Gruyter, 1991), 24-5. 
2 U. Ammon, 'The Status of German and Other Languages in the European Community', in Coulmas (ed.), A Lan-
guage Policy 
3 Coulmas (ed.), A Language Policy, 13. 
4 Ibid. 26-7 
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litical reasons, however, this social fact has not been officially acknowledged. State languages 

maintain their functions. 

Whatever the trends towards a lingua franca, there is no evidence of any trend away from 

the state languages within state boundaries.1 In all EC countries children learn their national lan-

guages first, and go to school where these languages remain the principal media of instruction. 

Newspapers, television, leisure-time reading, advertising, and official local and state services all 

continue to operate in the state  languages on any of the avenues of daily life. 

In fact, the EC, comprised of member 'states', has been assiduous in protecting state lan-

guages. A well-funded programme called Lingua promotes state languages in other countries, so 

that a French parent working in, say, Italy, will be able to get a French-medium education for her 

children.2 More politically, the Commission has not questioned the member states' prerogative in 

subsidizing publications in the state languages. Such activities would normally be seen as an un-

fair trade practice, but if a language (as opposed to a wine) is to be protected, the EC has been 

reluctant to intervene.3 To be sure, the European Court of Justice declared against a Netherlandic 

law that prohibited Dutch-language advertisements on foreign channels. This was a strange law 

anyway, and it was meant to protect Dutch products, not the Dutch language. But the EC has 

permitted governments to require a certain percentage of broadcasts within a country to be in a 

specified language, and this restraint of trade is overlooked due to the sensitive matter that is at 

stake.4 Whatever the rise of English, then, the state languages have a firm social footing in the 

realities of everyday life in Europe, and in the corridors of state power. There may well be a 'hol-

lowing-out' of the nation-state, as some post-Fordist commentators have argued, but it is not 

happening in the realm of language.5 

New Institutional Support for Regional Languages 

The rise of one language (English) hasn't even meant the fall of regional languages. In 

fact, the European language constellation in the past generation has been more favourable to re-

gional languages (minority languages within established states) than have the states themselves. 

In 1981 the Arfe Resolution was adopted in the European Parliament, which called for a charter 

for regional languages. As a result, a European Bureau for Lesser Used Languages was estab-

                                                 
1 See M. Simons, 'A Reborn Provencal Heralds Revival of Regional Tongues', New York Times, national edn., 3 
May 1993. In her entertaining report, she correctly points to the energetically administered programmes within the 
regions of France compelling students to learn 'their' language. But when she writes that 'the [central] government 
has concluded that France's regional languages enrich the national heritage rather than pose a threat to the country's 
identity', she under-emphasizes the continuing state interest in the promotion of French 
2 B. De Witte, 'The Impact of European Community Rules on Linguistic Policies of the Member States', in Coulmas 
(ed.), A Language Policy, 174-5. 
3 Ibid. 173. 
4 Ibid. 167 
5 B. Jessop, 'Post-Fordism and the State', in A. Ash (ed.), Post-Fordism: A Reader (London: Blackwell, 1994). 
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lished in Dublin. By 1983 policies protecting language minorities became a recurrent item in the 

European budget.1 

Regional language groups, politically dead for centuries, have become mobilized and 

mobilizable. In Italy significant Albanian, Catalan, Provencal, Friulian, German, Slovene, Occi-

tan, and Sardinian minority language groups have been identified, with the German and Slovene 

communities already politically mobilized.2 In France German, Occitan, Breton, Catalan, Flem-

ish, and Corsican all have over 100,000 speakers. In Germany there is a large and growing Pol-

ish-speaking community. In the United Kingdom Irish, Scottish, Gaelic, and Welsh are the prin-

cipal regional languages. Their official recognition is dubious. But the referendums in 1997 

paved the way for a Scottish Parliament and a Welsh Assembly, with an assumption that home 

rule would lead to greater official support for regional languages. In Belgium, with two official 

languages, there is also a moderately sized German language community, which, since the Ac-

cords of Saint-Michel of 1992, has an elected German Assembly.3 The Belgian regions have 

their own delegated official with the official Belgian permanent representative to the EU. Den-

mark, too, has a significant German-speaking community. And Holland's Frisian-speaking com-

munity already has political support from the EC, to the chagrin of Dutch authorities.4 The rec-

ognition of these language communities by the EC, like the korenizatsiia policies of the early 

Soviet state, gives a legitimacy and a political agenda for mobilized elites from these groups to 

press new language demands further on the European political stage. The semi-official recogni-

tion of Catalan as a Community language is the first elevation of a regional language into a 

Community-wide function.5 While it is true that state languages get stronger and more regular 

subsidies than the regional languages,6 and while it is also true that member states have the right 

to define which languages spoken within their borders are official minority languages,7 the foot-

ing and resources of these regional languages have been strengthened by EC intervention. 

Indeed the constraints against the development of the regional languages in most of 

Europe seem high. Simons reports on the revival movement in southern France. Despite the mis-

sionary zeal in which these languages are promoted, she also notes the habits and practices of 
                                                 
1 Coulmas (ed.), A Language Policy, 14-16. 
2 E. Zuanelli, 'Italian in the European Community: An Educational Perspective on the National Language and New 
Language Minorities', in Coulmas (ed.), A Language Policy, 293. 
3 Du Granrut, Europe, le temps des regions (Paris: LGDJ, 1994), 59. 
4 Some data for this paragraph are from the Commission of the European Communities, Linguistic Minorities in 
Countries Belonging to the European Community (Luxembourg: Office for Official Publications of the European 
Communities, 1986). The data do not cover Spain, Portugal, and Greece. 
5 See the resolution of the European Parliament, 'On Languages in the Community and the Situation of Catalan', A3-
0169/90. The Catalans hardly got what they asked for in this resolution, but the call for inter alia 'the publication in 
Catalan of the Community's treaties and basic texts' was considered by Catalans as a foot in the door 
6 H. Koch, 'Legal Aspects of a Language policy for the European Communities: Language Risks, Equal Opportuni-
ties, and Legislating a Language', in Coulmas (ed.), A Language Policy, 174-5. 
7 A. Tabouret-Keller, 'Factors of Constraints and Freedom in Setting a Language Policy for the European Commu-
nity: A Sociolinguistic Approach', in Coulmas (ed.), A Language Policy 



 252

using French that go back for generations, and also the minimal resources available to the reviv-

alists. The effort appears quixotic.1 One therefore gets the impression that regional languages 

may be more of a luxury consumption item for the few than a serious revival movement that will 

coercively demand language competence in the regional language for all who live within the re-

gional boundaries. Local educational authorities might require a year or two of study of the re-

gional language in primary schools. Urban professionals living outside the region may enroll 

their children in summer courses, or give a contribution to the local language activists, or even 

take a course themselves to reconnect with their roots. However, these symbolic acts can have 

longer-term consequences. Once funded, language activists, allied with politicians and busi-

nessmen seeking higher levels of autonomy from the central state, can set a coercive language 

regime far beyond the expectations of those who began to support it as a leisure activity. 

'Europe' as the Ideological Foundation for 2 + 1 Repertoires 

In this section I shall suggest an ideological mechanism, coming from outside the core of 

the EC, that is pushing towards the institutionalization of the 2 +1 language equilibrium. First I 

will look at the use of the concept of Europe in Catalanist ideology; I will then look at the mean-

ing of 'Europe' in Estonia, one of the states that is seeking to join the EC. 

The Role of Europe' in Catalan Discourse 

The concept of Europe will play an important role as a mechanism institutionalizing 

these trends inducing individuals to adopt stable multicultural identities. This point can be illus-

trated by examining 1980s rhetoric in Catalonia. Catalonia has for millennia been a cos-

mopolitan centre for trade and culture; yet for the past century it has also been the centre of a 

language and cultural revival movement that is apparently provincial. Catalonia's split image was 

ambiguously represented during the 1992 Olympic Games, where Barcelona's internationalist 

art, cuisine, and intellectual currents were juxtaposed to its political programme of proclaiming 

Catalonia as a country separate from Spain. 

In a content analysis of the Catalan language press in 1984-5, Laitin and Rodriguez 

found that in editorial discourse the two leading Barcelona newspapers used the word 'Europe' 

the most, and this was followed by 'Catalonia'.2 These two powerful images reinforced each 

other in the overarching ideological theme that was evident in both the newspaper of the left and 

that of the centre right. 

                                                 
1 Simons, ‘A Reborn Provencal’. 
2 D. Laitin and G. Rodriguez, 'Language, Ideology and the Press in Catalonia', American Anthropologist, 94/1 
(1992), 9-30. See M. Folch-Serra and J. Nogue-Font, Ch. 8 in this volume, for the suggestion that the regional 
newspapers in Catalan, published in Barcelona, do not reflect popular discourse, but rather a top-down discourse 
from government to people. Further research is needed to see whether the local press that they highlight provides a 
different view of Europe than did Laitin and Rodriguez's content analysis of Avui and Diari 
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This discourse strategy serves an array of ideological purposes. First, Catalan nationalists 

do not wish to be accused of provincialism in their self-distancing from Madrid. They are often 

accused of this when they appeal to local language and regional customs. To be part of Europe is 

bigger, more international, than being part of Spain. During the civil war (1936-9) many Cata-

lans found freedom and had an encounter with 'modernity' or with a 'progressive world' by trav-

elling back and forth between Catalonia and France; it was Franco, Catalanists claim, who was 

the provincial, who never travelled outside Spain in his four decades of rule. To counter the 

French epithet that Africa begins at the Pyrenees, which was reinforced by Franc in his claim 

that 'Spain is different', Catalans have sought to promote themselves as more international, more 

cosmopolitan, than 'Spaniards'. Catalans, then, identify with Europe because they see themselves 

as more European than Spanish, and they have often talked about post-Franco democratization 

as part of a vocacio europea ('European commitment'), that will allow the Generalitat (the Cata-

lan administration) to 'make explicit what is the reality [of the Spanish state] which the Constitu-

tion imposes'. The reality of Spain as a compound of autonomies will be fulfilled, Avui (the cen-

tre-right Catalan language paper) argues, due to the 'European and progressive commitment 

which characterizes the Catalan people'.1 Therefore, those who have framed Catalan discourse 

connect themselves to a wider political entity that is democratic and modern, in large part to 

prove that they themselves, in their promotion of a regional language, are not narrow, autocratic, 

or provincial. 

The second ideological purpose that Europe serves in Catalanist ideology is analogic. 

Europe is a political category that is growing in authority yet is not a 'state'. Catalans want their 

government, which is also not a 'state', to grow in authority as well. These Catalanist claims for 

political recognition, by stating an explicit relationship between Catalonia and the supranational 

entity l'Europa ampliada ('expanded Europe'), are expressed by Avui when its editors write: 

President Pujol [of the Catalan autonomous government] had clearly enunciated the philoso-

phy which underlies his government's project. It is a philosophy that attempts to make the Europe of 

the States compatible with the Europe of the regions—or of the nations. This is because it is only re-

alistic to recognize that at this time it is easier to build the Europe of the 12 than the Europe of the 

110. At this point, the Generalitat should deepen its understanding of the president's political phi-

losophy in order to make it more consistent, and even more important, to enrich it with specific 

propositions that could help to upgrade the role of the regions. 

Europe, for Avui, is therefore a model of non-state authority in the modern world that has 

relevance for Catalonia's claims.2 

                                                 
1 Avui, 14 June 1985 
2 Avui, 6 June 1985 
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Thirdly, Europe is relevant within a Catalan nationalist discourse because to conceive of 

Europe as a compound of regions i nacions sense Estat ('regions and nations without a state'), or 

to write about Europe as constituted by autonomias (autonomous communities) and pobles 

(peoples), as the Catalan language newspapers do, implies that all states are multinational. This 

is why the editorial refers to Spain as I'Estat espanyol. Avui here positions itself as an outsider to 

that state and uses this language to emphasize that states are far more internally 

must all confront the realitat plural ('pluralist reality') within their boundaries. We can 

see this argument in the following discussion: 

[The construction of the EC's] Council of Regions... was ... a first important step in the pur-

suit of new bonds among the diverse peoples of the European Community. . . a Europe which is 

much more diverse than the Europe of the 12 and which represents in a much more correct manner 

the various peculiarities of the European peoples. The re-creation and the institutionalization of the 

Europe of the regions is not at all easy. The internal organizations of each one of the member states 

are sufficiently different and they don't have tight relations. On the other hand, that which we can 

call the historical inertia of the States weighs like a gravestone on the construction of this new way of 

understanding what Europe is all about.1 

In a democratic European Community, the Catalanist argument goes, the peoples of 

Europe (the Catalans, the Flemish, the Alsatians, the Corsicans, the Bavarians, the Scots) will 

not be deterred by the vagaries of ancient history. They will have an equal claim to represen-

tation in Europe as do the states. 

Diari (the left-leaning Catalan language journal that Laitin and Rodriguez analysed) re-

fers to Europe in a tone similar to that of Avui. For the editors of Diari, Catalanist claims for re-

gional autonomy are reinforced by the idea of a Europe that overcomes sociopolitical configura-

tions along the lines of statehood. Diari relies upon expressions such as 'Europa sense fronteres' 

('Europe without borders'), 'Comunitat Europea' ('European Community'), 'Europa unida' ('united 

Europe'), or 'Comunitat Economica Europea' ('European Economic Community') to reify a no-

tion of an already existing European entity. In an editorial called 'L'Europa del 92: Un punt de 

partida' ('Europe of 1992: A Point of Departure'), Diari only once refers to Europe in terms of 

states, but in a vague manner: TEuropa dels Sis' ('the Europe of the Six'). For the remainder of 

the editorial we read about nationalities, but not about states. Consider this fragment: 'In dislodg-

ing the economic issue, the Greeks on the one hand, and the Spaniards and French on the other, 

will have the task in the next 18 months of carrying out the Germans' policy [when their repre-

sentative was the EC president] and to close the social and political dossiers which are necessary 
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for the Act of Union.'1 Lexically, Diari writes as if it is the pobles of Europe rather than their 

states who are engaged in the key negotiations. This is because Diari uses pluralized nouns to 

refer to the social agents—els grecs, els espanyols, and els francesos rather than their 'nation-

state' terms—for example, Greece, Spain, France. Diari thus, like Avui, legitimizes European 

nations at the expense of its states. In Catalanist political discourse, then, it is the mythical ho-

mogeneous nation-state that is defunct—the rise of a multinational Europe and a non-state Cata-

lonia will simultaneously erode the legitimacy of contemporary state boundaries. 

The model of European state-building from a Catalanist perspective is not one that would 

erase cultural difference; rather it is one in which putative state-builders would be politically 

compelled to acknowledge and promote national-cultural difference. While the rhetorical use of 

'Europe' has helped serve Catalan political interests, an important consequence of this rhetorical 

practice is to normalize the idea of 'one region, many identities' in a way that the ideal of 'one 

language, one state' pervaded European political discourse throughout the nineteenth century. 

'One region, many identities' as an ideology is consistent with strategies to promote Cata-

lan (as the regional language), Spanish (as the state language), and English (as the European 

language) as the standard repertoire for well-educated Catalans in the next century. Linz's data 

on the multiple identities of Catalans, who feel both Spanish and Catalan at the same time, lend 

support to this trend towards stable multilingualism.2 To my great surprise, however, while par-

ticipating in a conference of a Catalan scientific organization in Girona in April 1994,1 met a 

few graduate students who were in effect monolingual in Catalan. If these incidents are a signal 

of a broader trend towards a kind of regional tribalism, the thesis in this chapter will be under-

mined. The incentives, nonetheless, remain for Catalans to develop full facility in three lan-

guages. 

The Role of 'Europe' in Post-Soviet Nationalism 

With the collapse of the Soviet bloc, Europe is in the process of expansion, and the ideo-

logical mechanism described in the section above could well be strengthened with the expansion 

of the Community. In Estonia (and in other multinational post-Soviet states) the discourse of 

'Europe' has parallel implications for language repertoires as did the discourse of 'Europe' in 

Catalonia. 

But first a bit of background. Since the Russian conquest of today's Estonia in 1710 a 

slow but significant immigration (first officials, then merchants, and finally nobles who received 

manors as grants from the tsar) of Russians began to take place. After the completion of the St 

Petersburg to Tallinn railway in 1870, a more significant wave of workers, seeking work in the 
                                                 
1 Avui, 30 June 1988 
2 J. J. Linz and A. Stepan, 'Political Identities and Electoral Sequences: Spain, the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia', 
Daedalus, 121 (1992), 128 
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newly-built factories, settled in Estonian towns.1 After the Second World War a massive wave 

of immigration (and the forced displacement of the Estonian population) 'Russianized' the north-

eastern region of Estonia. In the border city of Narva, for example, by the 1989 census nearly 95 

per cent of the population identified itself as Russian-speaking. Although there were many 

Ukrainians, Belarusians, and Jews in this wave, today's rhetoric classifies them all as part of a 

'Russian-speaking population'.2 

The Estonian independence movement in the wake of the Soviet collapse could not ig-

nore the monolingual Russian-speaking population. Although many Estonian leaders worked to 

induce the Russian speakers to migrate back to their 'homeland', most of these people considered 

Estonia to be that homeland, and had no intention (nor any place) to 'return'. The diverse Esto-

nian political factions eventually accepted the reality of the Russian presence but agreed among 

themselves that fluency in Estonian would become a sine qua non for Estonian citizenship. Rus-

sian speakers would need to pass an examination in the Estonian language (a language that is 

not of the Indo-European family, and quite difficult for Slavic speakers to learn) to become citi-

zens, or to work in a whole range of white-collar jobs. 

While this reads like a standard battle over cultural hegemony within a single state, 

'Europe' plays a key role in its development. The Estonian Parliament was considering a 'law on 

foreigners' (read 'Russians') in the summer of 1993, which stipulated the documents that non-

citizens would need to procure in order to maintain their rights as working residents of Estonia. 

Leaders of the Russian-speaking population were outraged (more by the language of the law's 

title than its contents), and appealed to international standards of human rights to block its pas-

sage. Sergei Sovetnikov, a former parliamentarian, wrote an open letter to President Lennart 

Meri in which he pointed out that Estonia's recent entry into the Council of Europe was pre-

missed on the acceptance of international standards of rights. The proposed law, he wrote, 

'means that no sooner have we entered into the European home, than we are taking our first step 

to leave it'.3 The law was passed by Parliament, but the constitution required the president to 

sign it. In an unprecedented step he asked for and received advice from a committee of jurists 

from the Council of Europe, which recommended certain changes to better assure the rights of 

non-citizens. Meri outraged his prime minister by refusing to sign the law, and went on state 

television to justify his unusual step. 'Estonia is constructing a European precedent,' he said, 'and 

                                                 
1 A. Loit, 'Nation-Building in the Baltic Countries, 1850-1918', in J. G. Beramendi, R. Maiz, and X. M. Nunez 
(eds.), Nationalism in Europe: Past and Present (Santiago de Compostela: University of Santiago de Compostela, 
1994). 
2 D. Laitin, Identity in Formation: The Russian-Speaking Populations in the Near Abroad (Ithaca, NY: Cornell Uni-
versity Press, 1998) 
3 Narvskaia Gazeta, 29 May 1993 
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this will give impulse to European integration. Estonia is answering to Europe; and Europe will 

answer to Estonia.'1 

In terms of language, I have already mentioned the strong incentives for Estonians to 

learn English, replacing Russian as their language of international communication. Most Estoni-

ans see only Estonian and English as absolutely necessary to establish themselves as Estonians 

and Europeans. Although many speak Finnish, Swedish, German, and Russian (which will de-

crease significantly within a generation) the 2-language repertoire (Estonian and English) will be 

the standard minimum for Estonians. 'Europe' for the Russian-speaking population also means 

learning English, and many of them feel desperately behind the Estonians in this quest. But be-

ing part of Europe requires them (as they see Russia falling into a chaos that they identify as 

non-European) to learn the state language of Estonia. Middle-class professionals therefore spend 

their evenings and free time at state language centres learning Estonian in order to qualify for 

their jobs and citizenship. They complain in no uncertain terms to the state authorities not of the 

near impossibility of their burden, but of the insufficiency of Estonian instruction for their chil-

dren. To be sure, learning English and Estonian is not at all seen as a substitute for Russian. The 

Russian-speaking leaders have demanded and the Estonian state is committed to provide schools 

where the medium of instruction will remain Russian. Maybe not in this generation, but by the 

next, the Russian-speaking population of Estonia will have a standard 3-language repertoire 

(Russian, Estonian, and English), which will signal their nationality, their citizenship in Estonia, 

and their simultaneous membership in 'Europe'. 

'Europe' is important to the Estonians and Russian Estonians, just as it is to Catalans. It 

cleans nationalism of its ugly connotations, and sets up a model of human rights in which mi-

norities (and minority languages) receive protection from higher authorities. It is a potential coa-

lition of minorities and small nationalities, all locked into standard multicultural (and multilin-

gual) identities, that seeks to build a European reality. Even supposing that post-Soviet states 

successfully nationalize—with a single official language, that of the titular nationality—there is 

reason to believe that their entry into Europe (something for which there is already a strong so-

cietal consensus) will give added support to the 2 + 1 European language constellation. 

The Political Calculus of the 2+1 Outcome 

There  is,  then,  a  rhetorical-ideological  basis  for  a  multilingual European state. Is 

there a comparable political basis? Many Euro-ideologues have speculated on a multicultural 

theme in order to gain support for the European idea. Lepsius writes of a 'nationalities state* to 
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elide the problem of what the European 'nation' would look like.1 Du Granrut seeks to paint a 

'Utopian' picture of a twenty-first-century state (a Europe of the Regions) in which people will 

remain closely aligned with their historical regions, and be protected in this by membership in 

Europe.2 But such Euro-visions, as Michael Keating argues, are incautious. 'The nation-state', he 

reminds us, 'never monopolized political action in Europe in the past; and in the present it re-

mains a powerful actor.' Furthermore, he and Sylvia Pintarits point out that to count on the Euro-

pean Commission to undermine state power is a fantasy, as 'the commission needs the states, and 

is more interested in policy effectiveness and efficient delivery than in broad issues of political 

restructuring'.3 

It is beyond the scope of this chapter to analyse the political (as opposed to the ideologi-

cal) mechanisms that might foster the 2 + 1 language equilibrium described above. But a few 

observations are in order to suggest the political conditions that could fulfil this ideological vi-

sion. It should be noted at the outset that a prediction of a multilingual language equilibrium 

does not require a Utopian vision of the EC. Many of the features that I have presented—like the 

consolidation of English as the lingua franca—are robust equilibria already occurring. And for 

the prediction to be borne out, there is no requirement for a weakened nation-state. Yet for the 

trends outlined here to occur requires a political jump-start for the regions.4 Is there any evidence 

for this? The answer here can only be a weak affirmative, and is based upon the political inter-

ests of the Commission. 

The major impetus for an EC language policy, from the point of view of the Commission, 

is budgetary. With each new official language, the cost of translation increases significantly, as 

translators are needed for every dyadic language communication. Already about 14 per cent of 

the Commission's 11,000 staff work in translation and interpretation services, and this constitutes 

40 per cent of the administrative budget. The annual cost of language issues is approaching 1 bil-

lion ecus per year.5 

The principal administrative justification for these costs is that since each EC law auto-

matically becomes a law for the member states, all regulations must be in all state languages. But 

this is hardly a convincing explanation, inasmuch as most of the reports and memoranda pro-

duced by the community are not laws, yet are translated. Furthermore, sophisticated work on 

                                                 
1 Cited in R. Wildenmann, Staatswerdung Europas? Optionen fur eine Europdische Union (Baden-Baden: Nomos, 
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guages, having to do with trends in intra-European trade. F. Grin, 'European Economic Integration and the Fate of 
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5 Coulmas (ed.), A Language Policy, 22-6 
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'language risk insurance' would permit the use of lingua franca contracts and regulations in 

which signatories would be protected if they broke the law due to language failure.1 Insurance 

for misunderstanding would be far cheaper than the titanic load of translation. The opposition to 

a single official language is political, rather than legal or technical.2 

Rationalization of administration in English is only the tip of the iceberg for the Com-

mission in regard to the regions. Already the EC is facing a nightmare in its regional policies 

given that there is no consistent territorial definition of a region, and they come in all sizes and 

shapes. The Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics (NUTS) system is complicated be-

yond belief, making the administration of regional policy quite difficult.3 The political process 

that works to rationalize the collection of regional statistical data could easily spill over into a 

rationalization of criteria for recognition of regional languages, for those regions that have dis-

tinct languages. 

Rationalizing NUTS is no trivial matter, as regional policy is beginning to dominate 

Commission attention. The Preamble of the Maastricht Treaty assures that 'decisions are taken at 

greatest proximity to the people'. This statement helped the Commission, along with a coalition 

of regionalists, to foster the Committee of the Regions. It is really made up of a patchwork of 

representatives, from German Lander, regional autonomies of Belgium, Italy, and Spain, the 

French regions, and English counties, and then mayors of small communities, of big cities, and 

presidents of French departments. Yet in 1996 it attained a status equal to the EU's Economic 

and Social Committee, which is institutionally weak, but much greater than the previous situa-

tion of the Consultative Council. Very propitious for this alliance is that it has been propelled by 

the actions of the German Lander, seeking to halt the EC from intervening in their competencies. 

In conjunction with this, the structural funds distributed by the EU in its regional policy have 

grown from 64 billion ecu in 1989-93 to 141 billion ecu for 1994-9, and now is a third of the EU 

budget. These funds since 1988 have been disbursed according to Commission-set criteria rather 

than member state agreements, and the technical criteria involve funding projects based upon 

'Community initiatives', which has worked to the advantage of regional applicants, especially the 

Lander. The national governments have not pushed this trend; rather the force is with the Euro-

pean Commission with its regionalist allies.4 To the extent that the Lander push for greater 

power for the Committee of the Regions (for purposes of their autonomy, and to procure devel-
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opment funds), they may be perfectly happy to support the linguistic demands of their allies on 

the committee as part of a wider bargain. This would be far more powerful than if only the re-

gions with linguistic programmes fought for themselves.1 

If regions are strengthened through the new structural funds being funneled through the 

Committee of the Regions, their leaders will have the resources to make greater economic, po-

litical, and cultural demands on their states and on the EC. And it is those regions with potential 

language demands that will be able to exert the most influence. In a recent analysis of 125 re-

gions of Europe it was reported that fifty-one of them had distinct languages. Of those fifty-one, 

twenty had an effective regional party recognizing its interests in the national parliament, while 

only one of the seventy-four regions without a distinct language had such a party.2 Although re-

gions with a distinct language are a minority of all subsidized regions, that minority will have a 

stronger organizational presence in European politics to influence policy. Thus the linguistically 

distinct regions can give political support to the EC rationalizers, and for a coalition that would 

find a 2 + 1 language outcome quite satisfactory, without antagonizing basic state interests. 

This political dynamic leading to a stable European language constellation is somewhat 

distinct from the model portrayed for post-colonial states. In Europe English has become the de 

facto lingua franca (as Hindi had become in at least north India). As Eurocrats seeking effi-

ciency seek to ride this trend—promoting English at all opportunities—they face subversion es-

pecially from the bureaucrats of the national states that constitute Europe. Eurocrats must agree 

to protect state bureaucracies and languages in order to survive. In this situation of the division 

of linguistic authority, the regional leaders who have new resources coming through European 

institutions have a historic opportunity. By promoting local vernaculars, they get the unexpected 

support of the Eurocrats, who see in a 2 +1 language outcome one that allows for a single Euro-

pean language for inter-state and all-Union business. This outcome would have the same equi-

librium qualities as does the 3 +1 outcome in India. 

Conclusion 

It would be historically inaccurate to argue that, because there is little cultural rationaliza-

tion going on in Europe, there isn't any evidence of a new European state. This view neglects that 

states constructed in the twentieth century have different cultural configurations from those that 

were constructed in the sixteenth to eighteenth centuries. The argument of this chapter is that 

there is a process of state-building in Europe going on today, except that it looks more like In-

dia's experience since 1947 than France's since 1516. 
                                                 
1 Another unexpected outcome of EC support for regions is the incentive for states to create regions where they did 
not exist before. In Ireland this has already occurred. See M. Keating, 'The Invention of Regions', 388 
2 J. D. Fearon and P. van Houten, 'The Politicization of Cultural and Economic Difference: A Return to the Theory 
of Regional Autonomy Movements', Paper presented to the Annual Meeting of the American Political Science As-
sociation, Boston, 3-6 Sept. 1998, 22 
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This thesis has several implications. First, the future European citizen will have multiple 

languages and multiple cultural identities. She or he will be European (probably expressed 

through gutless English), a citizen of a core European state (the official members of the EC), 

and possibly as well, a member of a protected minority (or regional) language community. 

Some citizens will need to learn only one language (English speakers in England); most will 

require two (German, French, Dutch speakers in Germany, France, the Netherlands). Many oth-

ers will be fluent in three, such as Catalans living in Spain (English, Spanish, and Catalan), Fri-

sians living in the Netherlands (Frisian, Dutch, and English), and Slovenians living in Italy 

(Slovene, Italian, and English). Individual multilingualism within an institutionalized constella-

tion of language repertoires and multiple identities will become normal, as it has in India. Thus 

linguistic diversity within Europe is not a sign of state failure; rather it is a sign that Europe is 

emerging as a twentieth-century state. 

Another implication of the new institutional outcome for the centre and periphery at the 

state level is that with the European proto-state involved in the politics of autonomy, relations 

between the state and region will be less zero-sum, and more fluid. And so, with Catalonia and 

Spain having representation in Brussels, and with both the Catalan and Spanish languages (albeit 

at different levels) having official status, Catalonian autonomy politics is no longer solely di-

rected at getting ever higher levels of autonomy from Spain. At least part of its effort is in get-

ting more or less equal representation in Brussels as does Spain. Not only does this change the 

institutional locus of autonomy politics, but it offers a new equilibrium—one in which Catalonia 

accepts its position as an autonomous community within Spain as long as Spain accepts Catalo-

nia's status as an institutionalized member of the European proto-state. Should Estonia become a 

member of the EC, one would expect the Russian speakers of Estonia to seek the kind of repre-

sentation achieved by the Catalans in Brussels. Their political focus, divided between Tallinn 

and Brussels, would make the cultural conflicts within Estonia more fluid, with a wider range of 

potential solutions. 

A third implication is that many Europeans will resent political pressures to declare their 

national identities in the way that Stalin compelled Soviet citizens to do on their internal pass-

ports. This does not mean that there will not be—as we all have gruesomely observed in post-

Yugoslav Bosnia, Croatia, and Serbia—political entrepreneurs seeking to establish their own 

power by drawing sharp cultural boundaries around the groups they hope to represent. In fact, I 

have argued that these cultural strategies remain a major potential cause of ethnic violence.1 

Rather, it means that the new institutional configuration described in this chapter will help to 
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create a powerful counter-force to such entrepreneurs, with an interest in making the world safe 

for multiple and layered national identities. 

How generalizable are these conclusions that new institutional outcomes for centre-

periphery conflicts are becoming available in the context of more global political institutions, 

and that there is a new interest in the protection of multiple and layered national identities? To a 

considerable extent, the EU is unique in the world today. Nowhere else in the world is there a 

proto-state made up of sovereign political units. In this sense, the lessons of this chapter are not 

robust across the world's regions, despite the trans-regional forces of globalization. However, I 

think it useful to think of globalization not as pressing for an alternative to the nation-state, but 

rather as opening up a new arena in which national and identity politics will be contested. The 

new multilingual equilibria and the considerably empowered interest in layered identities, both 

afforded by globalization, are worthy of sustained political analysis. 

[Laitin, D. “National Identities in the Emerging European State,” in Keating, M. and J. McGarry. 

Minority Nationalism and the Changing International Order (Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press, 2004): 

84-113] 

 

Seyla Benhabib  

Citizens, Residents, and Aliens in a Changing World: Political Membership in the 

Global Era 

Our contemporary condition is marked by the emergence of new forms of iden-

tity/difference politics around the globe. As globalization proceeds at a dizzying rate, as a mate-

rial global civilization encompasses the earth from Hong Kong to Lima, from Pretoria to Hel-

sinki, worldwide integration in economics, technology, communication, armament, and tourism 

is accompanied by the collective and cultural disintegration of older political entities, in particu-

lar of the nation-state (Benhabib 1997a). India and Turkey, which are among the oldest democ-

racies of the Third World, are in the throes of struggles that call into question the very project of 

a secular, representative democracy. Need one mention in this context ethnic wars, cleansings, 

and massacres in the former Yugoslavia, the Russian destruction of Chechnya, the simmering 

nationality conflicts between Azerbaijan and Armenia, Macedonia and Greece, the rise of mili-

tant Islamic fundamentalism, and the continuing tribal massacres in the central African states of 

Rwanda, Uganda, and the Congo? Displaying a social dynamic that we have hardly begun to un-

derstand, global integration is proceeding alongside sociocultural disintegration and the resur-

gence of ethnic, nationalist, religious, and linguistic separatisms (Ignatieff 1994, Barber 1995, 

Friedman 1995, Mendes and Soares 1996). 
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With globalization and fragmentation proceeding apace, human rights Western Europe 

against the background of these larger theoretical concerns. Current developments in citizenship 

and incorporation practices within the member states of the European Union in particular are the 

primary focus. There are a number of compelling historical as well as philosophical reasons for 

choosing European citizenship and incorporation practices as the focal point for these concerns. 

Insofar as they are liberal democracies, member states of the European Union cannot 

form a "fortress Europe." No liberal democracy can close its borders to refugees and asylum 

seekers, immigrants and foreign workers. The porousness of borders is a necessary, though not 

sufficient, condition of liberal democracies. By the same token, no sovereign liberal democracy 

can lose its right to define immigration and incorporation policies. 

I will distinguish conditions of entry into a country (e.g., the permission to visit, work, 

study, and buy property) from conditions of temporary residency, and both in turn from permanent 

residency and civil incorporation, the final stage of which is naturalization and political member-

ship. These are different stages of political incorporation, very often collapsed into one another 

in theoretical discussions, but analytically distinguishable. At each of these stages, the rights and 

claims of foreigners, residents, and aliens will be regulated by sovereign polities, but these regu-

lations can be subject to scrutiny, debate, and contestation, as well as protest by those to whom 

they apply, their advocates, and national and international human-rights groups. No step of this 

process can be shielded from scrutiny by interested parties. Democratic sovereignty in immigra-

tion and incorporation policy is not an unlimited right. The right to self-assertion of a particular 

people must be examined and evaluated in the light of the commitment of this very same people 

to universal human rights. Developments of citizenship and immigration practices within con-

temporary Europe reflect some of the deepest perplexities faced by all nation-states in the era of 

globalization. 

Dilemmas of Citizenship in the European Union 

Since 1989 and the fall of authoritarian communism, the worldwide trend toward material 

global integration and ethnic and cultural fragmentation has coincided with another set of ep-

ochal developments on the Continent: the end of the cold war, the unification of Germany, and 

the transformation of the European Union from a monetary and financial organization—a cus-

toms union—into a political entity with a European Parliament, a European Council of Ministers, 

a European Court of Justice, and, since January 2002, a European currency—the euro, adopted Ь 

twelve out of the fifteen states. But what is Europe? (Benhabib 1997b). For some, Europe is not 

a continent, a mere geographical designator, but an ideal, the birthplace of Western philosophy 

and the Enlightenment, of democratic revolutions and human rights. For others, Europe is a fig 

leaf behind which big finance capital and in particular the German Bundesbank hide in order to 
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dismantle the social-welfare states of the Union. These sentiments were particularly strong in the 

mid-1990s, after the Maastricht Treaty (1993) and the requirement that national governments cut 

their annual budget deficits to 3 percent. Member states forced their own populations to accept 

fiscal stability over full employment, and to place the shared confidence that international finan-

cial markets show in their national economies above the quality of life of these countries. Europe 

ceased to be an ideal,- for some it became an illusion. Tony Judt gives voice to the Euro-

pessimist position with the following words: "we shall wake up one day to find out that far from 

solving the problems of our continent, the myth of 'Europe' has become an impediment to our 

recognizing them. We shall discover that it has become little more than the politically correct 

way to paper over local difficulties, as though the mere invocation of the promise of Europe 

could substitute for solving problems and crises that really affect the place" (Judt 1996, 140). 

Whether as ideal or as illusion, "Europe" is moving toward an ever-closer union since the 

new millennium, but it is also being invoked to define a new set of boundaries. During the time 

of the cold war, the terms east and west came to designate a geopolitical division of regimes. 

Whereas once the term east, or the Orient, would have been reserved for that border which sepa-

rated Europe from the Ottoman Empire, after 1945 and the division of Germany, the line separat-

ing "east" from "west" ran through the heart of Europe, that is, the city of Berlin. The communist 

regimes of Europe became, oddly enough, part of the Orient,- "Eastern Europe" designated dif-

ferences in types of political regime by making communism appear as part of "them," the East, 

as opposed to "us," "the free West." This conversion of geopolitics into physical geography was 

a political subterfuge through which one rendered the unfamiliar familiar. The term Eastern 

Europe, which conveniently hid the fact that Prague is to the west of Vienna, rendered commu-

nism—the unfamiliar—familiar, by marking it as "oriental," or as "eastern." The revolutions of 

1989 showed how illusory it was to mark political, cultural, and historical differences through 

purportedly neutral geographical designators. 

Contemporary Europe is facing the danger that its moral and political boundaries will be 

redefined via geographical borders. Geography once again will be used to cover the tracks of 

complex processes of political and moral inclusion and exclusion. Where are Europe's borders 

after 1989? How can these borders be justified as boundaries? Europe, whether as an ideal or an 

illusion—whom does it include and whom does it exclude? After the cold war, who are 

Europe's "others"? 

According to statistics provided by the Council of Europe, between 1950 and 1992-93 

the foreign population in the countries of Western Europe grew as follows: whereas foreigners 

made up 1.1 percent of the population in Germany in 1950, in 1992-93 this number rose to 8.6 

percent. During the same period, the foreign population of France increased from 4.2 percent to 
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6.6 percent,- of Belgium from 4.1 percent to 9.1 percent (in 1994, the foreign population of Bel-

gium stood at 10.7 percent),- of Holland from 1.0 percent to 5.1 percent, and of Luxembourg 

from 9.8 percent to 29.1 percent (in 1994 this figure stood at 34 percent for Luxembourg). On 

the whole, the foreign population of Europe increased from 1.3 percent in 1950 to 4.9 percent in 

1992-93.1 

The year 1993 marks a turning point in immigration trends in European countries. After 

the increase in immigration flows during the 1980s and the beginning of the 1990s, a reduction 

in the number of immigrant entries occurred. The decline in the number of asylum claims dur-

ing this period was offset by the predominance of flows linked to family reunion and the impor-

tance of highly skilled workers (SOPEMI Publications 1998, 15). 

Despite leveling off at 8.5 percent of the total population in 1993, the foreign population 

of Germany rose to 8.9 percent between 1996 and 1999. According to Rainer Muenz, "in 1999 

Germany had 82 million 

inhabitants: 74.7 were German citizens—including those holding dual 

citizenship»—and 7.3 million residents did not have German citizenship.; 

The share of the foreign nationals was therefore just below 9 percent 

of the total population" (Muenz 2001, 1). During the same period, the 

Netherlands' foreign population declined from 5.1 percent in 1993 to 

4.4 percent in 1996, France has remained steady at about 6.3 percent and 

Belgium at about 9.1 percent. The foreign population in Denmark in- 

creased from 3.6 percent in 1993 to 4.7 percent in 1996. As of 1998, 

the percentage of the foreign-born population in Denmark remains 

at about 5. Among the European Union countries, only Austria, Ger 

many, and Luxembourg have foreign populations higher than the 2.5 to 

6 percent range that is characteristic of Ireland, the United Kingdom, 

Denmark, Sweden, and the Netherlands (as well as Norway, which is not an EU member). In 

Luxembourg, the foreign population increased from 131.8 percent in 1993 to 34.1 percent in 

1996,- during this same period, Austria's foreign population went from 8.6 percent to 9.0 in 

1996 (SOPEMI Publications 1998, 224). 

                                                 
1 Cited by Rainer Muenz, "Migrants, Aliens, Citizens: European Migration and Its Consequences," conference pa-
per presented for the European Forum, 1995-96 Citizenship Project, European University Institute, Florence (April 
1996), 14. Recent publications do not indicate great variations in these figures. The 1999 figures for the percentage 
of foreigners in Germany was 8.9 percent, and their number roughly 7.3 million. After the passage of the new "asy-
lum laws" in Germany, first on June 26, 1992, and then on July 27, 1993, Germany is controlling its borders and the 
number of foreigners allowed into the country much more effectively,- however, since 1996, and largely as a result 
of the civil wars among the member states of the former Yugoslav federation, inflows of asylum seekers into Ger-
many increased in numbers to 100,440 in 1996,- this figure is much lower than the 438,200 who applied for asylum in 
1992, but still higher than the 57,400 asylum seekers in 1987. 
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These figures are not broken down according to different geographical regions and coun-

tries of origin. Foreigners from former East European countries are included in these figures along 

with guest workers from Turkey and .refugees from the former Yugoslav countries.1 A more 

precise breakdown shows that ethnic Turks and ethnic Kurds are the largest group of foreigners, 

not only in Germany, but in Western Europe in general. In 1993, they numbered 2.7 million. Of 

that number, 2.1 million live in Germany and, as of 1999, made up 2.8 percent of the popula-

tion.2 The second-largest group of foreigners are members of former Yugoslav states, many of 

whom enjoy, either full or temporary refugee status: 1.8 million Croats, Serbs, Bosnian Muslims, 

and Albanians. As of 1998, for example, there were 719,500 former Yugoslavs resident in Ger-

many (Serbs, Montenegrins, and Kosovo Albanians), 283,000 Croatians, and 190,100 citizens of 

Bosnia-Herzegovina (SOPEMI Publications 2000, 339). By the year 2000, the number of Bos-

nians living in Germany, including war refugees living under temporary protection, increased to 

281,000 (Muenz 2001, 8). 

Among the EU countries most affected by the breakup wars of the former Yugoslavia, 

and the resulting inflow of migrants, refugees, and asylum seekers, are the Netherlands, where, 

as of 1998, citizens of the former Yugoslavia numbered 47,500, Sweden, where the correspond-

ing figure is 70,900, and Italy, in which 40,800 former citizens of Yugoslavia, as well as J 1,500 

Albanians, have settled. Since 1996, Sweden has also given refuge to about 48,000 Bosnia-

Herzegovinians. 

This picture is complicated by the increasing migration of EU residents from one coun-

try to another. Already in 1993, Italians working outside their home country numbered 1.5 mil-

lion, they are followed by the Portuguese, of whom about 900,000 work and live outside Portu-

                                                 
1 Next to foreign workers, asylum applicants, and refugees, the third significant category of "outsiders" in Germany is 
the "ethnic Germans." They are not native-born Germans but ethnic Germans who, since the thirteenth century, set-
tled in various Central European, Baltic, and formerly Soviet territories. After World War II, millions from this 
group, referred to as the "Vertriebtne" (expellees) and "Aussiedler" (out-settlers), were expelled from the Soviet Union 
and other Central and East European countries. A 1953 statute defines the Aussiedler as "Volklugcbbrigc," belonging 
to the people, and article 116 (1) of the Basic Law of Germany allows them the right to resettle in Germany. Since 
the early 1980s, some 1,900,000 expellees from Poland, Romania, and the former Soviet Union have entered Ger-
many. See Kanstroom 1993, 165-67). As of 2001, 3.2 million Aussieiler lived in Germany and made up 3.9 percent 
of the population (see Muenz 2001, I). For an overview of the changing composition of immigrant groups in various 
European countries, see Messina 1996. 
2 The persecution of the Kurdish population in the northern and southeastern regions of Turkey in particular, and 
the continuing conflict between the Kurdish Communist Party and the Turkish government, have given rise to a 
new group of asylum seekers—ethnic Kurds who are officially Turkish citizens but persecuted by a country friendly 
to Germany and seeking membership in the European Union. In 1995, twenty-five thousand Turkish citizens are 
reported to have sought asylum in Germany,- they were preceded by thirty-three thousand citizens from states of 
the 
former Yugoslavia. The capture in 1999 of the fugitive leader of the Kurdish Communist Party, Abdullah Ocalan, led 
to confrontations in all major European cities among Kurdish sympathizers and local and international government 
authorities. In Berlin, confrontations occurred when Kurdish guerrillas attacked Turkish businesses and community 
centers. These disturbances and the civil war-like conditions created in major German cities were important factors 
in the rejection by large parts of the German public of the new "dual citizenship" legislation proposed 5 by the Social 
Democratic-Green coalition 
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gal, Spaniards, who are members of the EU, and Algerians, who are not, each number around 

600,000. As of the 1990 census, France counted 614,200 Algerian-born individuals among its 

population, and 572,200 Moroccans. 

After the fall of communism in East and Central Europe, a slow but increasing tide of 

immigration from the former East bloc countries to the EU also began. In 1998, 66,300 Poles 

entered Germany, about 10,400 France, and about 14,000 the Netherlands. In 1998, there were 

20,500 members of the Russian Federation resident in Finland, Greece is host to about 5,000 

Russians, 3,000 Bulgarians, and 2,700 Albanians. 

Against the juridical and political background of European unification, these develop-

ments are bringing a two-tiered status of foreignness throughout Europe. Different rights and 

privileges are accorded to different categories of foreigners within the fifteen member states. 

The Maastricht Treaty makes provisions for a "Union citizenship."1 Nationals of all coun-

tries who are members of the European Union are also citizens of the European Community. 

What does being a citizen of the Union mean? What privileges and responsibilities, what rights 

and duties does this entitle one to? Is citizenship of the Union merely a status category, just as 

being a member of the Roman Empire was? Does membership in the Union amount to more than 

possessing a passport that allows one to pass through the right doors at border crossings?2 

Clearly, Union membership is intended to be much more than that. It is intended to des-

ignate not just a passive status, but an active civic identity. Members of the Union states can set-

tle anywhere in the Union, take up jobs in their chosen countries, and vote, as well as stand for 

office, in local elections and in elections for the European Parliament. As the process of Euro-

pean monetary and economic integration progresses, debates are occurring over whether Union 

citizenship should also entail a package of social rights and benefits, such as unemployment 

compensation, health care and old-age pensions, that members of EU states could enjoy wher-

ever they go.3 

                                                 
1 See article 8 of C, Part II: "1. Citizenship of the Union is hereby established. Every Person holding the Nationality 
of a Member State shall be a citizen of the Union." Facsimile reproduction on file with the author. 
2 The institution of citizenship among individuals who do not have a common language, a common public sphere, 
and effective channels of participation is giving rise to a number of important and compelling contemporary debates 
in political ? theory and jurisprudence. Some see European citizenship as a fig leaf to cover the ' considerable di-
vestment of the democratic powers of sovereign peoples to an anonymous "Eurocracy" sitting in Brussels and Ge-
neva,- others warn of the growing ' "democracy deficit" in the Union. Citizenship without participation looms on the 
horizon, they argue (see Preuss 1995,- Balibar 1996,- Lehning 1996,- Lehning and s Weale 1997). See also "Citizen-
ship and Immigration" 1998 
3 See Pintasilgo 1995-96. Other members of this Committee of the Wise are Eduardo Garcia de Enterria, Hartmut 
Kaelble, Louka Katseli, Frederic Pascal, Bengt Wester- i berg, and Shirley Williams. Jytte Klausen (1995) pleads for 
a strong differentiation \ of citizenship rights from redistributive policies. Although the trend in the European Union 
context is toward the integration of such rights and redistributive benefits through Union-wide "social rights" for 
third-country nationals, the curtailment of social rights and benefits, which they have hitherto enjoyed, looms in the 
offing. Klausen sees an inevitable trade-off between the continuance of protective welfare communities, globaliza-
tion, and the development of less exclusionary absorption and immigration politics (266). The danger in the current 
context, ; though, is that the political voicelessness of third-country nationals in the EU will make it all the more 
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The obverse side of membership in the Union is a sharper delineation of the conditions of 

those who are not members. The agreements of Schengen and Dublin intended to uniformize 

practices of granting asylum and refugee status throughout member states (Neuman 1993).1 Re-

ferred to as "legal harmonization," these agreements have made the granting of refugee and asy-

lum status in the Union increasingly difficult. A person who seeks refugee or asylum status in 

one member country is not permitted to apply in another country of the Union until the first ap-

plication is resolved. Although it is left unsaid, the presumption is that once an application has 

been denied in one member country, it is unlikely to succeed in another. The decision of the 

European Council of Ministers to erect a Union-wide office to deal with refugee and asylum is-

sues, while creating legal and bureaucratic homogenization and standardization, by the same to-

ken intends to make Europe's borders less and less porous by disallowing individuals in need of 

multiple venues of aid and rescue. 

As Union citizenship progresses, in each member country discrepancies are arising be-

tween those who are foreigners and third-country nationals, and those who are foreign nationals 

but EU members. A two-tiered status of foreignness is thus developing: on the one hand, there 

are third-country national foreign residents of European countries, some of horn have been born 

and raised in these countries and who know no Other homeland, on the other hand, there are 

those who may be near-total strangers to the language, customs, and history of their host country 

but who enjoy special status and privilege in virtue of being nationals of a state that is an EU 

member (Klusmeyer 1993). Members of the fifteen EU countries who are residents in countries 

different from those of their nationality can vote and can run for and hold office in municipality 

elections and in elections for the European Parliament. These rights are as a rule not granted to 

third-country nationals, though, as I shall argue later, some EU countries (e.g., Denmark, Swe-

den, Finland, and Holland) permit foreigners who have fulfilled certain residency requirements 

to vote in local, and even in some cases regional, elections. 

Partially in response to the growing pressures created by this situation, Germany on May 

7, 1999, reformed its 1913 citizenship law. The German parliament agreed by a two-thirds ma-

jority to supplement the principle of jus sanguinis by jus soli in the acquisition of German citi-

                                                                                                                                                             
likely that their social rights will be curtailed without, however, a corresponding liberalization trade-off in naturali-
zation and immigration policies. See also de Swaan 1997. For a helpful overview of the current state of policy and 
jurisprudential reasoning in the Union, see Shaw 1997. 
1 See Neuman 1993. The Dublin convention and the second Schengen agreement were signed in June 1990. Schen-
gen included initially Belgium, the Netherlands, Luxembourg, France, and Germany. Italy joined the group in De-
cember 1990, Portugal and Spain in June 1991, Sweden, Finland, and Austria subsequently. Both agreements con-
tain rales for determining a "responsible state" that agrees to process an applicant for asylum from a non-EU country. 
The Schengen agreement attempt to abolish border controls along the common frontiers of the parties and to com-
pensate for the relaxation of borders by more vigilant migration and law-enforcement policies at airports. A Schengen 
Information System was also established that creates an electronic database to facilitate control of criminals and ter-
rorists (see ibid., 506-7, Kanastroom 1993, 198ff). 
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zenship (see Benhabib 1999b). From January 1, 2000, on, children born to foreign parents who 

have resided in the country for eight years acquire German citizenship without forfeiting other 

passports they hold. When they reach the age of twenty-three, they must decide for one passport 

or another. In addition to the jus soli regulation, the new law expedites the acquisition of Ger-

man citizenship by foreigners by reducing the transition period from residency to citizenship 

from fifteen to eight years. The decision of the German parliament is, of course, to be applauded, 

but its significance can only be understood in a larger conceptual and institutional context. 

Since the Treaty of Amsterdam signed on May 1, 1997, there has been growing aware-

ness as well as desire among EU member countries to harmonize the citizenship and naturaliza-

tion laws of member countries, and to reduce discrepancies between the juridical and political 

status of EU citizens and third-country nationals. According to the Treaty of Amsterdam, natu-

ralization, immigration, refugee, and asylum policies within the EU are placed in the Third Tier. 

The First Tier refers to EU-wide laws and regulations, the Second Tier concerns common secu-

rity and cooperation measures, particularly those pertaining to fighting criminality and drug 

trafficking, the Third Tier is defined as "intergovernmental law" and is subject to discretionary 

agreement and cooperation as well as the conventions of international public law. In these ar-

eas, a unanimous decision procedure will hold till the year 2004 (see de Jong 2000, 21-25). In 

other words, although EU member countries retain sovereign discretion over their immigration 

and asylum policies, "the Treaty of Amsterdam firmly embeds immigration and asylum policies 

within an EC framework" (ibid., 25). 

The resolutions of the European Council, reached in Tampere, Finland, October 15-16, 

1999, reiterate the commitment to European integration based on respect for human rights, de-

mocratic institutions, and the rule of law. The Council emphasizes, however, that these princi-

ples cannot be seen as the exclusive preserve of the Union's own citizens. "It would be in con-

tradiction with Europe's traditions to deny such freedoms to those whose circumstances led them 

justifiably to seek access to our territory. This in turn requires the Union to develop common 

policies on asylum and immigration, while taking into account the need for a consistent control 

of external borders to stop illegal immigration and to combat those who organize it and commit 

related international crimes" (cited in van Krieken 2000, 305). 

Despite these wishes and guidelines for a coherent immigration and asylum policy at 

the intergovernmental level of EU institutions, legal and institutional conditions for immi-

grants and persons granted asylum vary widely among member countries. There is no clarity 

among the public or among politicians as to how these issues are related to the foundations and 

well-being of liberal democracies, potentially, immigration and asylum issues remain nondif-

fused time bombs in the hands of demagogues and right-wing politicians, ready to explode on 
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short notice. Not only politically, but theoretically as well, the incorporation and acceptance of 

immigrants, resident aliens, and foreigners into liberal democracies touch on fundamental 

normative and philosophical problems concerning the modern nation-state system. 

Dilemmas of citizenship in contemporary Europe thus have implications for debates 

around citizenship in contemporary political philosophy. In discussions throughout the 1980s 

and 1990s, and particularly under the influence of the "liberal-communitarian" debate, the con-

cept and practice of citizenship were analyzed largely from a normative perspective (Galston 

1991, Macedo 1990, Kymlicka and Norman 1995). Usually, one aspect—the privileges of politi-

cal membership—was in the foreground.1 This normative discussion, largely about the duties of 

democratic citizenship and participatory democratic theory, was carried out in a sociological 

vacuum. Political philosophers paid little attention to citizenship as a sociological category and 

as a social practice that inserts people into a complex network of privileges and duties, entitle-

ments and obligations. Political philosophy and the political sociology of citizenship went their 

separate ways. But privileges of political membership are only one aspect of citizenship. Collec-

tive identity and the entitlement to social rights and benefits are others. We need to disaggregate 

the theory and practice of citizenship into these various dimensions and broaden our focus to in-

clude conditions of citizenship in sociologically complex, decentered, welfare-state democracies. 

Through the unprecedented movement of peoples and goods, capital and information, microbes 

and communication across borders, individuals no longer enter their societies at birth and exit 

them at death, as John Rawls counterfactually assumed (see Rawls 1993, 41,and Klegerl995). 

To underscore how constitutive the movement of peoples back and forth across borders 

has become in the contemporary world, Rainer Baubock has observed: 

On the one hand, immigrants who settle in a destination country for good may still keep the 

citizenship of the sending society and travel there regularly so that the sending country 

rightly regards them as having retained strong ties to their origins. . . . Temporary mi-

grants, on the other hand, often find it difficult to return and to reintegrate. Some migrants 

become permanent residents in destination countries without being accepted as immigrants 

and without regarding themselves as such, - others develop patterns of frequent movement 

between different countries in none of which they establish themselves permanently. . . . 

Contemporary migration research should go beyond these narrow national views and con-

ceive of migration as a genuinely transnational phenomenon, not only at the moment of bor-

der crossings but also with regard to the resulting social affiliations. International migration 

transnationalizes both sending and receiving societies by extending relevant forms of mem-
                                                 
1 A few notable exceptions to this widespread neglect of citizenship issues have been Barbalet 1988; Shklar 1991, 
Schuck and Smith 1985. Undoubtedly, conditions of globalization the world over are leading to a renewal of interest 
in citizenship in political theory as well (see Spinner 1994). 
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bership beyond the boundaries of territories and of citizenship. (Baubock 1998, 26, see also 

Cohen 1999).1 

Citizenship as Social Practice 

Sociologically, the practice and institution of "citizenship" can be broken down into three 

components: collective identity, privileges of political membership, and social rights and bene-

fits. 

COLLECTIVE  IDENTITY  

Citizenship implies being a member of a political entity that has been formed historically, 

that has certain linguistic, cultural, ethnic, and religious commonalties, and that can be distin-

guished from other such entities. 

The precise form of such an entity, whether it is a multinational empire or a national re-

public, a commonwealth or a federation, varies historically. Viewed analytically, though, the 

concepts of "citizenship" (in the sense of being a member of a political community) and "nation-

ality" (in the sense of being a member of a particular linguistic, ethnic, religious, and cultural 

group) are to be distinguished from each other. Political communities are not composed of na-

tionally and ethnically homogeneous groups. Historically, this was just as little the case in the 

multinational and multiethnic: Hapsburg and Ottoman empires as it is the case today in the 

United States, Canada, Australia, or New Zealand. 

PRIVILEGES OF  POLITICAL MEMBERSHIP  

The oldest meaning of citizenship is that of the privileges and burdens of= self-

governance. For the ancient Greeks, the politos is the member of the polis, the one who can be 

called to military service as well as jury duty, which must pay taxes and serve in the Ecclesia in 

his capacity as member of his Demei at least one month of the year. The link between the city 

and their citizen is retained in the etymology of civitas and citoyenne, on the one' hand, and 

Buergher and Burgh on the other. 

Citizenship confers upon its holders the right of political participation,' the right to hold 

certain offices and perform certain tasks, and the right; to deliberate and decide upon certain 

questions. Aristotle writes in the Politics. "The state is a compound made of citizens, - and this 

                                                 
1 Although this essay focuses on Europe in general, and Germany in particular, with the introduction of NAFTA 
similar developments are taking place in the North American continent. So far, the fact that the United States and 
Canada define themselves as "countries of immigration" has created a situation that is normatively different from 
that of most European Union countries, which do not consider themselves immigrant societies. The passage of 
Proposition 187 in California, the ensuing battle against the curtailment of social benefits to nonlegal resident aliens, 
the shameful treatment of Haitian refugees, as well as administrative irregularities at the Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service concerning adequate background checkups of prospective citizens, and so on, are all events pointing to 
the growing salience of these issues for the United States. Normatively, the theory and practice of acceptance into 
the political commonwealth through incorporation into civil society are most clearly practiced in Canada and the 
United States. The practices of immigration and naturalization in these countries present a clear alternative to the 
models prevailing on the European Continent 
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compels us to consider who should properly be called a citizen and what a citizen really is. The 

nature of citizenship, like that of the state, is a question which is often disputed: there is no gen-

eral agreement on a single definition: the man who is a citizen in a democracy is often not one in 

an oligarchy (Aristotle 1941, 1274b—75a). In making the identity of the citizen dependent on 

the type of political regime, Aristotle is emphasizing the contingent nature of this concept. It is 

not nature but the city and its conventions, the nomoi, that create the citizen. Yet precisely in Ar-

istotle's work we see how this insight into the socially constituted aspect of citizenship goes hand 

in hand with an exclusionary vision of the psychosexual attributes of citizenship. Even if it is re-

gime types that determine who a citizen is, in Aristotle's view, only some are "by nature fit" to 

exercise the virtues: citizenship, others are not. Slaves, women, and non-Greeks are not only ex-

cluded from the statutory privileges of citizenship, but their exclusion I viewed as rational inso-

far as these individuals do not possess the virtues mind, body, and character essential to citizen-

ship. This tension between the social constitution of the citizen and the psychosexual "nature," 

said to be essential to citizenship, accompanies struggles over the meaning of citizenship down 

to the present day. Struggles over whether women should have the vote, whether nonwhite and 

colonial peoples are capable of self-rule, or whether a gay person can hold certain kinds of public 

office are illustrations of the tension between the social and the naturalistic dimensions of citi-

zenship.  

SOCIAL RIGHTS AND BENEFITS  

The view that citizenship can be understood as a status that grants one a certain bundle of 

entitlements, benefits as well as obligations, derives from T H. Marshall (1950). Marshall's cata-

log of civil, political, and social rights is based on the cumulative logic of struggles for the ex-

pansion of democracy in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. "Civil rights" «rise with 

the birth of the absolutist state and, in their earliest and most basic form, entail the rights to the 

protection of life, liberty, and property,-the right to freedom of conscience, and certain associa-

tional rights, such is those of contract and marriage. 

"Political rights" in the narrow sense refer to the rights of self-determination, to hold and 

to run for office, to enjoy freedom of speech and opinion, and to establish political and nonpoli-

tical associations, including a free press and free institutions of science and culture. 

"Social rights" are last in Marshall's catalog because they have been achieved historically 

through the struggles of the workers', women's, and their social movements of the last two centu-

ries. Social rights involve the right to form trade unions as well as other professional and trade 

associations, health-care rights, unemployment compensation, old-age pensions, child care, 

housing and educational subsidies, and so on. These social tights vary widely from one country 

to another and depend thoroughly n the social class compromises prevalent in any given welfare-
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state democracy. There we to try to apply Marshall's catalog to the condition of foreigners in the 

European Union, we would note an interesting reversal. In all European countries, foreigners 

who are third-country nationals possess all protection of their civil rights under the law as well as 

enjoying most social rights. Non-citizens of EU states enjoy the same protection in the yes of the 

law as citizens, their earnings and property are equally protected, and they enjoy freedom of con-

science and religion. 

Under the provisions of the social-welfare democracies of European states, most foreign 

residents are entitled to health-care benefits, unemployment compensation, old-age pensions, 

child care, some housing and educational subsidies, as well as certain social-welfare benefits, 

such as minimum income compensation. These social benefits are not conferred automatically. 

They depend on the length of residence in the host country, the residency status of the individual 

involved—whether permanent: or temporary—and, most commonly, the particular kind of wage 

or service contract. Despite variations among member states, in most EU countries foreigners 

benefit from some of these social rights, while the enjoyment of political membership is either 

blocked off or made extremely difficult. 

In Limits of Citizenship: Migrants and Postnational Membership in Europe Yasemin Soy-

sal introduces the concept of an "incorporation regime; (Soysal 1994). She thereby suggests that 

every host country possesses certain legal, economic, and policy regulations according to which 

the stat of being a foreigner in that country is defined. Often, however, the collective status and 

identity of such groups will simply be considered the со sequence of cultural traditions and his-

torical developments that the groups presumably have brought with them from their countries of 

origin. The interaction between the home and the host cultures and traditions thereby ignored. 

For example: the incorporation policy of the former Bundesrepublic was to integrate 

guest workers into the juridical system not in virtue their membership in a particular ethnic 

group, but rather, in the first place through their status as individual persons and, in the second 

place, workers and employees. Claims to civil and social rights would accrue to them as indi-

viduals and as workers. It is this status identity that entitled the individual to a particular set of 

rights and benefits. 

In the Netherlands, by contrast, the regime of incorporation proceeded quite differently. 

The National Advisory Council of Ethnic Minorities, which was founded by the Dutch govern-

ment in 1982, designates Turks, Moroccans, Tunisians, Surinamese, populations of the Antilles 

and Molucca Islands, as well as Greeks, Spanish, Portuguese, and Gypsies, "official minorities" 

(van Amersfoort 1982). When an ethnic group attains the status of official minority, then the 

claims of such a group to housing education, employment, and other forms of social and cultural 

support also acknowledged. Such official minority groups then acquire the rights to establish and 
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carry out education in their own languages and to for religious and cultural organizations and 

associations. 

This sociological analysis of citizenship and incorporation regimes suggests a methodo-

logical perspective that allows us to conceptualize collective identity of foreigners as resulting 

from the complex interaction between various factors: those social and cultural attributes of im-

migrant groups that originate in their home country, and the juridical, political, social, as well as 

cultural norms and practices of the host country. This, then, suggests the questions: Why are cer-

tain rights granted to foreigners and others withheld? Why are certain identity-marking charac-

teristics privileged in certain contexts and not in others? Note the difference between Germany 

and Holland in their practices of defining the collective and individual status of foreigners. What 

is the relationship between the sin-ling out of certain criteria as being constitutive of the foreign-

ers' identity, and the history and self-understanding of a particular country? The treatment of the 

"others" reveals who we are, because in Julia Kristeva's words, 'Nous sommes etrangers a nous-

memes" (We are strangers to ourselves) Kristeva 1991). 

Political Participation Rights in Europe Today 

The highest privilege of citizenship is the possession of political rights— rights to vote 

and to run for and hold office—in the narrow sense. It is also through the entitlement to and ex-

ercise of these rights that one's status as "citizen," as a member of the body politic, will be estab-

lished. The lines hat divide members from strangers, citizens from foreigners, the "we" am the 

"they," are drawn most sharply around these privileges. Modem Western political thought has 

usually proceeded from the methodological fiction of a closed society. 

Political theory on these issues lags far behind actual developments. "one of the follow-

ing host countries of the European Union grant foreign-i the right of participation in national 

elections: Denmark, the Netherlands, Sweden, Belgium, France, Austria, Germany, and Eng-

land.1 Yet in Denmark, as well as Sweden, foreigners can participate in local and region-

elections and be candidates for them. In Norway, Finland, and Holland these rights are granted at 

the local but not regional levels. In Switzerland, lich is not a member of the European Union, the 

cantons of Neuchatel and Jura grant foreigners these rights as well. Similar attempts in Berlin, 

Hamburg, and Schleswig-Holstein to grant local election rights to those foreigners who have re-

sided in Germany for more than five years had been declared "unconstitutional" by the German 

Constitutional Court (Weiler 1995), but this ruling was reversed in 1997 by the German Supreme 

Court Bundesverfassungsgericht) for EU citizens resident in Germany, in compliance with the 

                                                 
1 The United Kingdom does permit national voting rights to those who hold Commonwealth citizenship (citizens of 
Canada, Australia, New Zealand, the West Indies, etc.). On the complexities of British nationality and naturalization 
laws, see Hansen 2002. 
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terms of the Maastricht Treaty (Bundesverfassungsgericht 1997). What, though, is the link be-

tween the status of active citizenship, and "national membership"? 

The acquisition of citizenship rights proceeds in most countries of the' world in line with 

three principles: of territory, origin, or naturalization. The principle of territoriality, known as jus 

soli, means that a political community has sovereign claims over a territory: persons who live in 

this territory are considered either as falling under the dominion or authority of this sovereign or 

are themselves viewed as being part of the sovereign, The first case corresponds to predemoc-

ratic understandings of sovereignty, and, as was the case with the absolutist regimes of Europe, 

defines citizen as subjects. Historically, the Ottoman Empire as well as the Hapsburg monarchy 

and the German Kaiser regime followed this pattern. These old regimes always granted certain 

protected groups special citizenship rights and privileges, as was the case, for example, for the 

Rekhsjuden the Jews of the Empire—during the period of the Hapsburg Double Monarchy. 

The territorial principle of citizenship can also have a democratic variant. The principles 

of citizenship, introduced by the American and the French Revolutions, follow this variant. Ac-

cording to the democratic understanding of the Jus soli, each child who is born on the territory of 

democratic sovereign is potentially a member of this sovereign and then fore has claims to citi-

zenship (Brubaker 1992, 45). 

The second principle according to which citizenship is granted is the of ethnic origin or 

belonging, jus sanguinis. If one considers France and the United States as prime examples of 

countries in which citizenship is bas on the jus soli, the acquisition of German citizenship, until 

recently,' seen as a paradigmatic example of jus sanguinis.1 The principle of jus sanguinis means 

that citizenship is attained in virtue of belonging to a people ethnic group. How is 'belonging" to 

a people or ethnic group to be established? Biological lineage is the simplest and clearest crite-
                                                 
1 In "Access to Citizenship: A Comparison of Twenty-Five Nationality Laws," Patrick Weil argues that "starting with 
different legal traditions and different historical pat terns of immigration, emigration and minorities, convergence 
occurs, they converge through different paths and political agendas because, in the context of stabilization of bor-
ders and incorporation of democratic values, many of these countries faced problems of immigration. The jus soli 
states became slightly more restrictive and the Jus sanguinis ones moved towards Jus soli" (Weil 2000, 3-4). Weil is 
expressing the same hopes and reaching the same conclusions as the authors of the Asylum Acquis Handbook (van 
Krieken 2000), all of whom similarly urge EU-wide convergence and harmonization. I personally see a bumpier 
road ahead and anticipate that there will be backlashes, coming both from the left and the right against an ail-too 
speedy liberal harmonization of citizenship and asylum regulations. Particularly with the expansion of the EU to 
twenty-one countries in 2003 (when the Czech Republic, Cyprus, Poland, Hungary, Slovenia, and Estonia become 
members) and to twenty-seven in 2007 (with the inclusion of Romania, Bulgaria, Lithuania, Latvia, the Slovak Re-
public, and Malta), different historical and constitutional traditions regarding the treatment of minorities and for-
eigners will have to mix and mingle with one another in a very short span of time. Consider, for example, the num-
ber of issues that will arise concerning the Roma and Sinti and other Gypsy populations of Europe, whose migratory 
patterns of movement cut across Spain, the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Romania. The EU will be faced with the 
citizenship claims of one of Europe's oldest deterritorialized peoples, and thus will have to reconsider the strong 
linkage between nationality and citizenship that still forms the normative basis of citizenship of the Union—only 
citizens of member EU states can be citizens of the EU, and others cannot. The fact that EU expansion plans do not 
yet include Turkey and the former republics of Yugoslavia, and the fact that populations drawn from these countries 
still form the largest group of third-country nationals in the European Union, only suggests that EU expansion will 
exacerbate existing discrepancies rather than ameliorate them. 
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rion for defining this. The German citizenship law of July 23, 1913—das Reichs- и Staatsburg-

erschaftgesetz—which formed the basis of Germany's citizenship law until January 1, 2000, 

stated that citizenship was inherited (Klusmeyer 1993). This law was formulated with the spe-

cific political purpose of making it impossible for the large numbers of Jews and Poles then re-

siding the Kaiserreich to acquire German citizenship (Wertheimer 1987). Only century earlier, 

however, the Prussian Edict of Emancipation of 1812  granted Jews in Prussia the status of citi-

zenship without taking into count criteria of ethnic belonging (Huber 1961). During the Reich-

stag, the German Social Democrats, much like the present coalition government, sought to rein-

troduce jus soli into German citizenship legislation. 

The third practice through which citizenship is granted is "naturalization" or "nationaliza-

tion." For countries such as the United States, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand, which view 

themselves as immigration countries, this procedure is as important as the acquisition of citizen-

ship rights through birthright or descent. Increasingly, European Union countries as well that had 

not hitherto viewed themselves as immigration societies are recognizing the significance of natu-

ralization procedures and reexamining: their old practices. 

Naturalization usually involves fulfilling certain years of residency in the country whose 

citizenship is sought, some proof of language competence, in some cases, as with the United 

States, for example, a demonstration of "civic knowledge", evidence of gainful employment and 

proof that one will not be a "financial burden on the system", and some certification of good 

character or conduct, usually satisfied either through police records or through letters of affidavit 

by citizens who know the person. Most countries grant naturalization requests on the basis of 

family bonds— spouse, child, parents, siblings. 

It is important to emphasize that naturalization procedures as well as decisions have 

rarely been subject to strict scrutiny by the courts and in terms of human-rights violations. This 

institutional aspect of citizenship has usually been shrouded in mists of bureaucratic logic, or has 

been subject to the vacillating will of democratic majorities. Such practices are currently coming 

under increased scrutiny within the context of the European Union as well. 

Citizenship and Political Theory 

I have examined dilemmas of citizenship in contemporary Europe from the standpoint of 

normative political philosophy and suggested why these political developments should lead to a 

rethinking of normative categories to bring them more into contact with the new sociological and 

institutional realities of citizenship in the contemporary world. 

A central thesis of my argument is that theories of citizenship have often relied on obso-

lete and misleading assumptions. The first is the fiction of a "closed society." Political philoso-

phers have often assumed a "closed society" with nonporous borders, as in Rawls's crystal-clear 
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formulation. “... we have assumed that a democratic society, like any political society, is to be 

viewed as a complete and closed social system. It is complete in that it is self-sufficient and has a 

place for all the main purposes of human life. It is also closed, in that entry into it is only by birth 

and exit from it is only by death. . . . For the moment we leave aside entirely relations with other 

societies and postpone all questions of justice between peoples until a conception of justice for a 

well-ordered society is on hand. Thus, we are not seen as joining society at the age of reason, as 

we might join an association, but as being born into a society where we will lead a complete life" 

(Rawls 1993,41). 

In the light of global developments in industry, finance, communication, tourism, and 

armament, it is implausible today to proceed from the Rawlsian assumption, even if this is the 

counterfactual one that "a democratic society can be viewed as a complete and a closed social 

system." A theory of political justice must necessarily include a theory of international justice.1 

Not only the current level of development of a global civil society, but more significantly, the 

fact that in democratic societies the right of exit remains a fundamental right of the citizen, 

makes this fiction obsolete. 

Furthermore, to be a foreigner does not mean to be beyond the reach of the law. It means 

to have a specific kind of legal and political identity that includes certain rights and obligations 

while precluding others. Many European host countries are softening those legal restrictions that 

have previously made it impossible for foreigners to participate in elections and running for of-

fice. The restrictions that have barred foreigners from political membership rest, in the final 

analysis, on assumptions of who the citizens themselves are and what the virtues of citizenship 

consist of. In this respect, neither the principle of jus sanguinis nor that of jus soli is consistent 

and plausible enough to justify the theory and practice of democratic citizenship. There is a hia-

tus between the self-understanding of democracies v and the acquisition of citizenship. Whereas 

democracy is a form of life" that rests on active consent and participation, citizenship is distrib-

uted according to passive criteria of belonging, such as birth on a given piece of» land, and so-

cialization in that country, or ethnic belonging to a people. 

A second assumption that has been greatly misleading in these debates is that of "state-

centeredness." In insisting that consent was expressed through participation in the numerous ac-

tivities of civil society, Locke war right (see Locke [1690] 1980). Our contemporary societies are 

even more complex, fragmented, and contradictory social structures than those in; Locke's time. 

In such societies, human conduct and interactions assume many and diverse forms. We are just 

as fully members of a family, of a neighborhood, of a religious community, or of a social move-
                                                 
1 Several of Rawls's students, aware of the magnitude of this gap, have expanded the premises of political liberalism 
into the field of international justice (see O'Neil 1986,- Pogge 1992, 42). Rawls began to address some of these issues 
in Rawls 1999 
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ment as we are members of a state. Although the modern nation-state remains a possible struc-

tural expression of democratic self-determination, the complexity of our social lives integrates us 

into associations that lie above and below the level of the nation-state. These associations medi-

ate the manner in which we relate to the state. If we stop viewing the state as the privileged apex 

of collective identity, but instead, along with Rawls, "as a union of  unions," then citizenship 

should also be understood as a form of collective identity mediated in and through the institu-

tions of civil society.1 In the " European context, this means that foreigners' claims to citizenship 

in a political entity should not be established through self-regarding nationalist considerations, 

but because these individuals show themselves to be capable of membership in civil society 

through the exercise of certain tasks: and the fulfillment of certain conditions. Civil citizenship 

should lead to political citizenship (Janoski 1998). 

What are some reasonable conditions through the fulfillment of which transitions from 

one status of alienage to another can be carried out?2 Length and nature of residency in a particu-

lar country are undoubtedly top among such criteria. Minimal knowledge of the language of the 

host country, as well as a certain "civil knowledge" about the laws and governmental forms of 

that country, are others. Criteria such as these can be formulated and applied reasonably. 

Currently, there are three competing models of political incorporation of immigrants into 

the European Union: the German, the Dutch, and the French models. The German model favors 

nationalization through naturalization and the extension of rights to third-country nationals as a 

result of their decision to forfeit the citizenship of their countries of origin. After the liberaliza-

                                                 
1 Craig Calhoun has pointed out that, in the modern nation-state, citizenship status is an unmediated relationship 
between the state and the individual, in that citizenship is not normatively dependent on membership in some secon-
dary mediating body. This is, of course, legally and constitutionally true, in that citizenship is an individual right and 
not a privilege of a corporate body, such as a guild, for example, as it was in the Middle Ages. However, I am stress-
ing that the relationship of the individual to the state is sociologically, de facto even if not de jure, mediated by civil 
society and its institutions. In fact, through the recognition of family unification as a basic human right, international 
law also acknowledges this mediated relationship to membership in the state. Furthermore, almost all liberal democ-
racies respect the principle that the economic, scientific, artistic, technological, and medical needs of civil society 
offer sufficient conditions for the entry as well as the granting of permission to work to many foreigners. In this re-
spect too, the nation-state accepts the mediation of civil society institutions on the road leading to political member-
ship. I am pleading here for a clearer recognition of this mediation process between civil society—including the fam-
ily and the market—and the state 
2 From the standpoint of political philosophy, we are entering the domain of administrative detail, which might be 
better left to legislators and bureaucrats. As Hegel is reported to have quipped about Fichte's political theory, he did 
not have to be concerned about passports! Yet today the passport has become the symbolic document that represents 
all the perplexities and inequities of current citizenship regimes and practices. It is no less worthy of philosophical 
reflection than the postcard. Also, criteria of naturalization for immigrants, such as length of residency and language 
requirements, can impact diverse sectors of the foreign population of a specific country very differently. These issues 
of differential impact can, in turn, enable or hinder the acquisition of citizenship rights by different groups. For exam-
ple, a language proficiency proof of some sort seems an eminently reasonable requirement on the part of a host 
country in granting residency permits and citizenship to foreigners. On the other hand, this requirement will most 
likely disadvantage women and the elderly, who usually, though not in all cases, enter the host country under family 
unification clauses and who do not participate in the civil society and economy or the public sphere of the host coun-
try, or do so to a very limited extent. Under these circumstances, language proficiency requirements that are not ac-
companied by subsidized language instruction can be discriminatory against women and the elderly members of the 
foreign population 
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tion of German citizenship from jus sanguinis (blood right) to jus soli (territorial right), all chil-

dren born to foreign parents, one of whom had been a legal resident of Germany for eight years, 

automatically obtain German citizenship. At age twenty-three they must forfeit either German 

citizenship or that of their country of origin. Dual citizenship is not permitted and remains a 

highly volatile political issue. Apart from some attempts on the part of the Green party to bring 

local and regional voting rights for foreign residents to the political table, the current political 

focus of the German left and liberals is on the newly passed immigration bill, which now legally 

recognizes and permits entry into Germany for the purposes of immigration. In addition, Ger-

many has lowered to eight years the required residency duration for the naturalization of young 

immigrants between the ages of sixteen and twenty-three. For adult foreigners, the residency re-

quirement prior to access to citizenship remains fifteen years, as compared with the usual five to 

eight years for most other countries, including the United States. 

The Dutch model is unique in that the city of Amsterdam grants city citizenship to its 

foreign residents after five years and permits them to take part in citywide elections and to form 

political parties. The government of Amsterdam has gone farthest in dissociating the expectation 

of a homogeneous cultural identity from the exercise of political citizenship rights. The granting 

of political rights to third-country national residents of the city of Amsterdam does not alter the 

status of these individuals within the European Union. They would still not be able to freely 

move to France from the Netherlands, for example, and assume residency and employment there. 

However, the fact that their interests and voices are represented at the municipal level means that 

they will be effective participants in the national dialogue concerning their juridical status. 

The French model, like the German one, accepts an equalization of the rights of third-

country nationals only after they are naturalized. The French model is more liberal than the 

German one in that the granting of jus soli citizenship to immigrant children is no longer made 

dependent on the residency status of their parents, rather, their access to French citizenship is 

automatic once they have resided in France during their formative high-school years. For several 

years, the ruling Socialist government in France, unhappy with the automatism with which 

French citizenship could be acquired, requested of immigrant youth a formal demonstration of 

the will to be a French citizen after their eighteenth year. Many young people who had neither 

the information nor the resources to take advantage of this legislation fell through the cracks. 

The current practice substitutes socialization via the French school system for a demonstration of 

the will to republican citizenship. Children born in France of two foreign-born parents are French 

if they live in France and have done so throughout their adolescence. Immigrant children born on 

French soil become French citizens at thirteen through the request of their parents, at sixteen 
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through their own request, and automatically at eighteen. Dual citizenship is granted in some 

cases only and is not generally encouraged. 

These developments point in contradictory directions: although throughout the European 

Union a dissociation of cultural identity from the exercise of political citizenship can be ob-

served for EU citizens, for third-country resident nationals these ties are reinforced between 

identities and institutions, between national membership and democratic citizenship rights. Nev-

ertheless, a trend toward the liberalization of citizenship rights is visible throughout the Euro-

pean Union. With the exception of Austria, Luxembourg, and Greece, most EU countries permit 

citizen-hip by naturalization,- and, after the reform of Germany's jus sanguinis citizenship law in 

January 1999, most EU countries practice a form of more Or less liberalized jus soli. The city of 

Amsterdam is an exception to this trend toward "participation through nationalization" in that it 

makes not the will to nationalize but the will to live and participate in a city the basis for the ac-

quisition of democratic participation rights. 

The discrepancy that exists in the political participation rights of EU Citizens and third-

country nationals across the European Union and within each member country is one aspect of 

the two-tiered status of membership that is currently developing. Equally significant are the re-

strictions on the mobility and employment opportunities of third-country nationals with legal 

residency status. Given the totally unclear status of European citizenship as distinct from na-

tional membership, an EU-wide residency status still appears inconceivable. 

Immigration and Emigration: Are They Symmetrical? 

Returning to the central philosophical problem concerning the principles of liberal-

democratic membership, are there any justifiable conditions under which a liberal-democratic 

polity can close its borders to outsiders seeking admission? My short answer is, "No, there are 

none." There are some justifiable restrictions on the quality and quantity of new immigration that 

nation-states can allow, but never a situation where borders would be completely closed. Fur-

thermore, many of these plausibly justifiable restrictions, such as limiting the entry of individuals 

and groups who can be identified as posing a military, security, or immunological threat to a 

country, themselves often permit serious contestation. Think of how the claim that certain indi-

viduals pose a "national security threat" can and has been misused throughout history to prevent 

political dissidents from entering countries and has led to the creation of categories of "un-

wanted" aliens.1 The virtues of liberal democracies do not consist in their capacity to close their 

                                                 
1 In view of the terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon on September 11, 2001, and the le-
gitimate security concerns of the United States and other countries around the world, this claim may appear extreme. 
In a liberal democracy, liberty can be curtailed for the sake of assuring greater liberty. Security concerns may be le-
gitimate grounds for policing borders more effectively, instituting stiffer tests of scrutiny for those who seek entry, 
and the like. However, since September 11 we are also faced with some unprecedented legal developments in the 
United States that threaten to undermine the civil liberties of innocent people. The USA Patriot Act, which was 
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borders but in their capacity to hear the claims of those who, for whatever reason, knock at their 

doors. Hearing these claims does not mean automatically granting them or recognizing them, but 

it does mean that the moral claim of the one who is seeking admission imposes a reciprocal duty 

to examine each case on its merits. 

In other words, there is a fundamental human right to exit as well as to seek admission 

into a political community, a right that is grounded in the recognition of the individual as an 

autonomous person entitled to the exercise of other rights. The fundamental right to human lib-

erty entails the right to entry and exit. This fundamental right creates a set of reciprocal obliga-

tions and duties whereby states should not prevent the exit of those who want to leave, nor com-

pletely block off those who want to enter. Any restrictions to be placed on the right of entry and 

exit must be made compatible with, as well as being limited by, this fundamental human right. 

This right of entry and exit is a moral claim and not a legal right, which would be de-

fended by an established authority with legal, coercive powers.1 This right articulates a moral 

claim in that the recognition of the fundamental human liberty to express allegiance to the politi-

cal order; knowingly and willingly entails the right to exit when such allegiance is not forthcom-

ing. Citizens are not prisoners of their respective states: Only a polity that violates other funda-

mental human liberties would also limit the freedom of its citizens to exit. 

In one of the few contemporary discussions of these issues, Michael Walzer argues that 

"The fact that individuals can rightly leave their own: country, however, doesn't generate a right 

to enter another (any other). Immigration and emigration are morally asymmetrical" (Walzer 

                                                                                                                                                             
passed by Congress on October 25, 2001, proceeds, as Ronald Dworkin has pointed out, from a "breathtakingly 
vague and broad definition of terrorism and of aiding terrorism" (Dworkin 2002, 44) and relaxes rules that protect 
people suspected of crime from unfair investigation and prosecution. There are close to six hundred detainees in 
U.S. prisons of Middle Eastern origin who have been denied counsel and even visiting rights with their families. In 
numerous cases, their crime seems to be no more than an infraction of immigration laws such as overstaying their 
visas. Furthermore, the status of the captured al Qaeda and Taliban soldiers, who have been quartered in Guantinamo 
Bay, Cuba, remains unclear from the standpoint of international law. Because Guantinamo Bay is a military base 
and not part of the territorial United States, it is constitutionally a no-man's-land. It serves as an extraterritorial and 
extralegal space in which the "unwanted business" of various administrations, such as the locking up of Haitian refu-
gees under the Clinton administration, can be carried out. Furthermore, faced with the outcry of world public opinion 
and particularly of European allies, the treatment of the captured prisoners was subject to increased scrutiny. Without 
clarifying the extralegal status of Guantinamo Bay, the attorney general and President Bush introduced a distinction 
between 'legal combatants," that is, prisoners of war who would fall under the protection of the Geneva Convention, 
and "illegal combatants," whose rights would not be so protected. As a precedent, President Bush appealed to the 
distinction introduced during the Vietnam War era between South Vietnamese army members and civilians, who 
were considered prisoners of war, and members of the National Liberation Front, who were not. Yet the juridical 
tenability of these distinctions in light of customary international law as well as the Geneva Convention remains a 
matter of contention 
1 This distinction was brought to my attention by Jurgen Habermas. However, although no authority exists for coerc-
ing nation-states to accept refugees and asylum seekers, citizens' groups of the concerned countries may themselves 
litigate against their own government and agencies on the grounds that these may have violated fundamental human 
rights, the constitution, or administrative procedures in their treatment of foreigners. In such cases, concerned citi-
zens act as the advocates of the foreigner against their own governmental authority. Of course, this legal right to 
"sue" one's own state authorities is not equivalent to a coercive right against them, but, as recent battles over the 
treatment of refugees, asylum seekers, and immigrants the world over show, there is a "communicative power" that 
derives from such actions and that may attain coercive influence 
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1983, 40). This is wrong: the asymmetry of these rights cannot be maintained, for two reasons. 

The first is a pragmatic consideration, which is also morally relevant. In a world where the sur-

face of the earth is already divided into; nation-states, or at least into political units that exercise 

sovereignty over: their territory, the right to exit effectively means that one lands on someone 

else's territory, at every stretch of the passage, one would be crossing' into the sovereign territory 

of some other political entity. Therefore, to; acknowledge a right to exit means to acknowledge a 

right to entry. This; right to entry must be distinguished from the claim to membership, but at this 

stage only the right to entry is under consideration. 

The second reason this asymmetry breaks down is that the fundamental right to exit is 

only meaningful if one can reverse moral perspectives and recognize that, for some, to be able to 

go means, for others, that strangers will come, but also that we are all potentially strangers in 

other lands. If we want to argue that we have a right to leave, then we are also saying that others 

have to recognize us potentially as strangers who may want to enter their country. But if we want 

this claim recognized for ourselves, then we also must recognize it for others. Only the mutual 

recognition of the reciprocal obligations generated by this right gives it meaning; as a moral 

claim. There is a fundamental human right to exit only if there is also a fundamental human right 

to entry—to admittance, but not necessarily to membership. 

What is the distinction between admittance and membership?1 All organized political 

communities have the right to control criteria of membership and procedures of inclusion and 

exclusion in their polities. Criteria hat must be fulfilled, qualifications that must be met, and pro-

cedures that must be followed are usually stipulated by all liberal democracies in granting access 

to membership and eventually citizenship. Admittance does hot create an automatic entitlement 

to membership, but it does entail the moral right to know how and why one can or cannot be a 

member, whether one will or will not be granted refugee status or permanent residency. A liberal 

democratic polity must treat the other, the foreigner and the stranger, in accordance with interna-

tionally recognized norms of human respect and dignity, and this means according to transparent 

regulations for which identifiable governmental authorities can be held accountable. Further-

more, nonmembers and their advocates must have the right to litigate and contest decisions con-

cerning immigration, asylum, and refugee status (cf. Walzer 1983, 60). The prerogative of de-

mocratic sovereigns to define criteria of political inclusion is not an unconditional light, but 

should be subject to legal as well as moral scrutiny. Democratic «sovereignty and human-rights 

considerations must mutually limit and Control each other. 

                                                 
1 I want to thank Glyn Morgan for bringing this distinction to my attention in his comments at the "Dilemmas of 
European Citizenship" conference at Harvard University, October 1997. 
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Liberal democracies are always under a burden of proof when policing heir borders, 

therefore, to prove that their methods do not violate fundamental human rights. A democratic 

state may wish to examine marriage certificates among citizens and non-citizens for their verac-

ity, but a democratic state that subjects women to gynecological exams in order to test whether 

or not marriage was consummated, as Margaret Thatcher's England did, is violating fundamental 

human rights of equal treatment and aspect of bodily integrity. 

Democratic states anxious to maintain certain standards of living among their population 

are free to regulate their labor markets and punish employers employing illegal aliens without 

proper documentation, at low wages and unjust conditions, or they may choose to recruit only 

those workers from certain foreign countries who possess certain skills. But a democratic state 

that brings in such individuals must also specify under what conditions they may or may not con-

tinue to stay in the country, whether they can change their status once within the country, and 

what kinds of rights and benefits they are entitled to in virtue of having been anted admission. A 

liberal democracy cannot push entire categories of peoples away, as Germany attempted to do in 

the early 1990s with the argument that immigrants and asylum seekers negatively affected the 

domestic standard of living. Besides the dubious causal economic connections established in 

such assertions, there is the more fundamental problem of the violation of human rights, whether 

of asylum seekers under internationally recognized conventions or of foreign residents seeking 

political membership. Economic self-interest grounds can never alone serve as moral trumps in 

immigration and asylum policies, and liberal democracies must seek to balance their economic 

well-being—if, in fact, external immigration is affecting domestic markets as adversely as some 

argue— with commitment to, and respect for, fundamental human rights.1 

Sovereignty, Human Rights, and the Nation-State 

In his 1923 work The Crisis of Parliamentary Democracy, Carl Schmitt wrote: "Every ac-

tual democracy rests on the principle that not only are equals 

equal but unequals will not be treated equally. Democracy requires, there 

fore, first homogeneity and second—if the need arises—elimination or 

eradication of heterogeneity. . . . Equality is only interesting and valuable 
                                                 
1 Since the adoption of Proposition 187 in California through a referendum in 1994 (denying all state services, in-
cluding medical care, to illegal immigrants), a number of measures have been enacted that outstrip even Proposition 
187 in their severity. Although a federal district court judge in Los Angeles struck down Proposition 187 in 1996 (the 
case is under appeal), as part of the state's welfare-reform agenda, Congress enacted a bill that denied certain welfare 
benefits, including food stamps and financial support for the aged and the disabled, to all immigrants, whether legal 
or illegal. The law passed on August 22, 1996, was unusual in that it applied even to those admitted before that 
date,- a year later, a law that restored certain benefits to the infirm and the aged who had been admitted prior to Au-
gust 22, 1996, was passed, and in June 1998 food stamps were restored to children, the elderly, and the disabled law-
fully admitted to the United States before that date. Owen Fiss (1998, 5), in a provocative piece, argues that these 
amendments raise, "with special urgency and clarity, the question whether enactments imposing social disabilities 
on immigrants can be squared with the Constitution, particularly the provision that guarantees to all persons—not all 
citizens, but all persons—equal protection of the laws." See also the responses to his article that follow. 
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politically so long as it has substance, and for that reason the possibility» 

and the risk of inequality . . . [that] every adult person, simply as a person, 

should eo ipso be politically equal to every other person, this is a liberal, 

not a democratic idea" (Schmitt [1923] 1985, 9-11). Schmitt drives a 

wedge between liberal and democratic conceptions of equality. Although 

he understands liberalism to advocate universal moral equality, he views 

democracy as only stipulating the equality of all as members of a sovereign people. This argu-

ment neglects the specificity of modern, as opposed 

to ancient, projects of democracy.  

For the moderns, the moral equality of individuals qua human beings and their equality as 

citizens are imbricated in each other. The modern social contract of the nation-state bases its le-

gitimacy on the principle that the consociates of the nation are entitled to equal treatment as 

right-bearing persons precisely because they are also human beings, citizenship, rights rest on 

this more fundamental moral equality that individuals enjoy as persons. "The Rights of Man" and 

'The Rights of the Citizen" are coeval for the moderns. 

To be sure, there are conflicts and tensions in these formulations: every national social 

contract circumscribes the circle of its citizens, thus creating distinctions among those who are 

signatories of the social contract and those to whom the contract applies but who have no stand-

ing as signatories. Modern liberal democracies, established in the wake of the American and 

French Revolutions, proclaim at one and the same time that the consociates of the sovereign 

body are to treat one another as rights-bearing individuals in virtue of their humanity. Yet these 

very proclamations, articulated in the name of universal truths of nature, reason, or God, also de-

fine and delimit boundaries, creating exclusions within the sovereign people as well as without. 

There are "mere auxiliaries to the Republic" within—as Kant called women, children, and prop-

erty less servants within (Kant [1797] 1996, 92)—and foreigners and strangers without. This ten-

sion does not arise, as Carl Schmitt assumes, because liberalism and democracy contradict each 

other. Rather, there is a constitutive dilemma j in the attempt of modern nation-states to justify 

their legitimacy through recourse to universalist moral principles of human rights, which then get 

particularistically circumscribed. The tension between the universalistic scope of the principles 

that legitimize the social contract of the modern nation and the claim of this nation to define it-

self as a closed community plays itself out in the history of the reforms and revolutions of the 

past two centuries. 

When Hannah Arendt wrote that "the right to have rights" was a fundamental claim, as 

well as an insoluble political problem, she did not mean that aliens, foreigners, and residents did 

not possess any rights (Arendt [1951] 1979, 226). In certain circumstances (e.g., Jews in Ger-
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many, Greek and Armenian nationals in the period of the founding of the republic of Turkey, or 

German refugees in Vichy France, to select but a few cases), entire groups of peoples were "de-

naturalized," or "denationalized," and lost the protection of a sovereign legal body. For Arendt, 

neither the theoretical nor the institutional solutions to this problem were at hand. Theoretically, 

she needed to explore further the tension between national sovereignty and human-rights claims, 

institutionally, several arrangements have emerged since the end of World War II that express 

the learning process of nations in dealing with the horrors of the past century the limiting and 

testing of parliamentarian majorities through constitutional courts, particularly in the domain of 

human-rights issues,- the 1951 Convention relating to the Status of Refugees,- the creation of the 

UN High Commissioner on Refugees (UNHCR), the institution of the World Court, and, more 

recently, of an International Criminal Court through the treaty of Rome (Robinson 1999). Al-

though procedures of constitutional review, which are becoming more prevalent in European po-

litical practice through the development of the European Court of Justice, can help protect the 

fundamental human and civil rights of ethnic, religious, linguistic, sexual, and other minorities, 

the UN conventions remain nonenforceable humanitarian guidelines. To this day, the authority 

of the World Court of Justice in the Hague is contested. Even the International Court of Justice 

will deal first and foremost with "crimes against humanity." There are still no global: courts of 

justice with the jurisdiction to punish sovereign states for the way they treat refugees, foreigners, 

and aliens, nor is there a global law» enforcement agency that would carry out such injunctions. 

In this domain, voluntarily self-incurred obligations on the part of nation-states through the sign-

ing of treaties remain the norm. 

Yet the treatment of aliens, foreigners, and others is a crucial test for the moral con-

science and political reflexivity of liberal democracies,* Defining the identity of the sovereign 

nation is itself a process of fluid, open, and contentious public debate: the lines separating "we" 

and "you," "us" and "them," more often than not rest on unexamined prejudices,: ancient battles, 

historical injustices, and sheer administrative fiat. The beginnings of every modern nation-state 

carry the traces of some violence and injustice. So far, Carl Schmitt is right. Nonetheless, mod-

ern liberal; democracies are self-limiting collectivities that at one and the same time constitute the 

nation as sovereign and proclaim that the sovereignty of the nation derives its legitimacy from its 

adherence to fundamental human rights principles. "We, the people" is an inherently fraught 

formula, containing in its very articulation the dilemmas of universal respect for human rights 

and particularistic sovereignty claims (Ackerman 1991). The rights of foreigners and aliens, 

whether they be refugees or guest workers, asylum seekers or adventurers, indicate that thresh-

old, that boundary, at the site of which the identity of "we, the people" is defined and renegoti-

ated, bounded and unraveled, circumscribed, or rendered fluid. 
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II.  Модуль 2. 

6. Европейская национальная политика и стратегии ее развития. Проблемы имми-

грации. 

 

Thomas F. Pettigrew 

Reactions Toward the New Minorities of Western Europe 

INTRODUCTION  

The world is experiencing two major intergroup trends - massive migration and increased 

group conflict. An estimated 80 million migrants, almost 2% of the world's population, live per-

manently or for long periods of time outside their countries of origin (Castles 1993, p. 18). And 

headlines of intergroup strife fill our newspapers.  

These trends are especially evident in Western Europe (Solomos & Wrench 1993, 

Thraenhardt 1992a). Somalis in London's East End (Griffiths 1997) and Cypriot entrepreneurs in 

the city's garment industry (Panayiotopoulos 1996), Russian Jews in Berlin (Doomernik 1997), 

Peruvian house servants in Barcelona (Escriva 1997), Senegalese street vendors in Italian cities 

(Campani 1993) - every western European city reveals the arrival of immigrants over recent dec-

ades. And every western European nation has seen harsh, often violent, reactions to these new 

minorities.  

An extensive research literature has developed on these groups. This chapter outlines this 

work with an eye toward enlarging the sociological understanding of intergroup processes. Such 

a comparison is important for American sociology. The discipline has focused on black-white 

relations in the United States. This situation is atypical of the world's intergroup situations on 

many dimensions. African Americans endured two centuries of slavery and another of legal seg-

regation. They still face intense racial barriers. They remain the most residentially segregated 

and have the lowest intermarriage rates with whites of any American minority (Pettigrew 1988). 

Nonetheless, African Americans "belong" in the United States (Landes 1955). Not even racists 

question their citizenship. Moreover, they share a language, religion, and a national culture with 

other Americans. Indeed, they are major contributors to the most distinctive elements of Ameri-

can culture.  
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In short, the position of African Americans is vastly different from that of Europe's new 

minorities. Yet it is the American black-white situation upon which much of sociology's study of 

intergroup dynamics rests. Hence, current scholarship on the unfolding scene of majority-

minority relations in western Europe offers a welcome opportunity to broaden our perspective. 

Though only a ninth of the chapter's citations are from non-English literatures, works in English 

by leading European scholars help to compensate.  

THE NEW MINORITIES  

A Rich Variety of Groups and Contexts  

The variety of new minorities within contrasting national contexts enhances the compara-

tive value of intergroup phenomena in western Europe. The new Europeans come from Africa, 

Asia, the Caribbean, the Middle East, and South America. And they typically have cultural 

backgrounds sharply different from those of their host nations. Seven million, for instance, are 

Muslims (Peach & Glebe 1995).  

This is not an entirely novel experience for the continent. There were mass movements of 

people after World War I and following the Russian Revolution (Kulischer 1948). And western 

Europe has long had indigenous minorities - such as the Frisians of the Netherlands and Ger-

many, the Bretons and Corsicans of France, the Scots and Welsh of Great Britain, and the 

Basques and Catalans of Spain (Foster 1980). But the new minorities offer a more culturally di-

verse intergroup situation than the traditionally emigrating continent has experienced.  

FOUR DECADES OF IMMIGRATION  

Driven by both economic opportunities and the decline of European empires, colonial 

minorities began arriving during the 1950s. Before independence of their native lands, French 

colonials were French citizens and began coming in growing numbers to France for greater op-

portunities. In Great Britain, London transport and other employers recruited West Indians for 

low-wage jobs. While only 2,000 immigrated from the islands in 1952, 26,441 came in 1956. By 

late 1959, Britain's West Indian population numbered 126,000 (Rich 1990, pp. 181, 188).  

An especially troubled group were the South Moluccans. Prized soldiers of the Dutch 

East Indian Army, they had fought to maintain Dutch colonization. When Indonesia won inde-

pendence in 1948, many of these soldiers and their families migrated to the Netherlands. But, 

upon arrival, the Dutch decommissioned them. Stripped of their specialty, many Moluccans be-

came unemployed and remain today dependent on welfare. Their dream of returning to a sover-

eign South Molucca heightens their plight. Their island is now firmly in Indonesia's grip, and 

their dream has retarded their adjustment to Dutch society.  

The 1960s saw the arrival of contract workers who were not colonials. Many of these 

misnamed "guest workers" were Europeans. Spanish and Portuguese came to France; Italians to 
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France, Germany, and Belgium; Yugoslavs and Greeks to Germany; and Turks to the Nether-

lands and Germany. North Africans came soon after to France and the low countries. There were 

economic and other push factors as well as economic pull factors. Portuguese men, for example, 

avoided induction into their nation's colonial armies fighting to maintain African colonies.  

Rapid industrial expansion in Western Europe in the 1960s fueled the worker recruitment. 

West Germany, undergoing its "economic miracle," desperately needed more workers. It made 

recruitment treaties with Italy (1955), Spain (1960), Turkey (1961-1964), Morocco (1963), Por-

tugal (1964), Greece (1965), Tunisia (1965), Yugoslavia (1968), and even South Korea (1968) 

(Thraenhardt 1992b, p. 25). Almost 35,000 North Africans entered France each year during this 

decade (Creamcan 1996, p. 51). Indeed, most western European countries took part in such re-

cruitment efforts in this period.  

The boom years ended with rising oil prices in the 1970s and consequent unemployment. 

Labor recruitment abruptly stopped, and governments developed schemes to encourage the 

"guest workers" to leave. Yet their numbers fell only slightly. By the 1980s, the new minorities 

were again growing in size from three sources: family reunion, the high birth and low death rates 

of their young populations, and increasing numbers of refugees. By 1995, resident foreign popu-

lations ranged from 3.6% in the United Kingdom to 18.9% in Switzerland. More than half of 

these foreigners are from non-European Union countries (Waldrauch & Hofinger 1997, p. 274).  

DIFFERENT STATUSES  

Today the new minorities hold an array of statuses. We distinguish seven types. (For a 

detailed scheme, see Husbands 1991a.)  

1. The most favored are the national migrants - those considered citizens who are seen as 

returning "home." The special case of the "Saxons" from Romania illustrates the extremes this 

social construction can assume. Though separated by eight centuries from Germany, these Aus-

siedler "return" with full citizenship automatically granted them (McArthur 1976, Verdery 1985, 

Wilpert 1993).  

2. Citizens of European Union (EU) countries living in other EU countries also are a fa-

vored class. Though "foreigners," they have full rights under EU agreements. Of 13 million for-

eign residents in western Europe in 1993, six million were western Europeans (Muenz 1996, p. 

211). Hence, they often constitute a large segment of a nation's foreign residents - such as the 

Portuguese in France and Italians in Belgium (Martiniello 1992a, 1993; Vranken & Martiniello 

1992). Today, however, only rural Portuguese are still migrating in large numbers. Many EU 

migrants return to their native lands. Among those who remain, many are second- and third-

generation residents.  
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3. Ex-colonial peoples form a large contingent. These groups usually arrived familiar 

with the host country's culture and language. They include Indians, Pakistanis, and West Indians 

in the United Kingdom, North Africans and Southeast Asians in France, Eritreans and Somalis in 

Italy, and Surinamers in the Netherlands. Distinctions are often made among these groups. In 

Britain, "new commonwealth peoples" is the euphemism for ex-colonials of color (Miles & Phi-

zacklea 1984, Miles & Cleary 1992, p. 131).  

4. Recruited workers from such noncolonial countries as Turkey form a fourth group. 

Germany patterned the "guest worker" (Gastarbeiter) system after the Swiss treatment of Italian 

workers. The intention was for the recruits to rotate before planting family roots. But the Swiss 

plan involved mostly service workers. Skilled work required training, and companies were un-

willing to rotate their "guests" and lose their human capital investment. Soon families joined the 

workers, and migratory chains formed. The guests had come to stay (Thraenhardt 1992b).  

5. Refugees and asylum seekers are an increasingly large cluster among the new minori-

ties. About 15 million people throughout the world claim this status, though most go from one 

third-world country to another. While only 5% are in western Europe (Santel 1992, p. 107), their 

arrivals in EU countries rose rapidly during the 1980s - from 65,000 in 1983 to 289,000 in 1989 

(Castles 1993, p. 18). It reached a peak in 1992 with 700,000 applications but, with tightened 

regulations, declined to 300,000 in 1994 (Koser 1996, p. 153).  

6. Accepted illegal immigrants are those who, while not legal, are known to authorities 

and tolerated as long as they are economically useful. Polish construction workers in Germany 

and African harvest workers in Italy are two examples. These groups are vulnerable to the whims 

of officials and the economy, and they receive no social welfare benefits. In contrast, such pros-

perous illegals as the English in Portugal do not register so as to avoid taxes (Miles 1993).  

7. Rejected illegal immigrants are the true illegals. Since there is no perceived economic 

need for them, authorities often deport them. Organized criminal groups from eastern Europe and 

Russia are often in this group. Many generalize justifiable opposition to such groups into opposi-

tion to all immigrants.  

The fuzzy boundaries of these types overlap. Asylum seekers are a highly diverse group 

and constitute an especially slippery social construction (Castles 1993, p. 19, Joly 1996, Koser 

1996, Santel 1992). The 1951 Geneva Convention of the United Nations defined a "political 

refugee" narrowly: persons with a "well-founded fear" of persecution in their native lands be-

cause of their race, religion, nationality, or political opinions. This definition excludes victims of 

generalized oppression, civil wars, or natural disasters as well as economic refugees. With rapid 

population and slow economic growth in much of the world, more asylum seekers try to escape 

poverty - not persecution as the United Nations defines it.  
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In the 1990s, the European Parliament enunciated its "safe country of origin principle." 

Designed to harmonize EU policies toward asylum seekers, the Parliament returned to the nar-

row UN definition to exclude many "unfounded applications" (European Parliament 1997). The 

policy has had a chilling effect. In the Netherlands, for instance, the number of asylum seekers 

declined from 53,000 in 1994 to about 21,000 in 1996 (Muus 1996/7).  

Belongingness and Citizenship  

The new minorities often find citizenship to be a major barrier. Without the New World's 

immigration traditions, Europeans lack a "melting pot" metaphor and a sense that immigration is 

"normal." Nationality often carries biological connotations - 'British stock," as Margaret 

Thatcher phrased it (Thraenhardt 1992b, p. 16). Thus, many view the new minorities as not be-

longing - even the growing numbers of the second- and third-generation who have lived only in 

the host nation.  

This sense of not belonging interacts with citizenship. Here the nations vary widely 

(Thraenhardt 1992b). Sweden and the Netherlands are "the most welcoming for immigrants" 

(Waldrauch & Hofinger 1997, p. 278). They boast the highest rates of naturalization relative to 

their populations, and they allow voting in local elections for immigrants before citizenship 

(Hammar 1993). Although becoming more selective (Alund & Schierup 1993), Sweden provides 

courses in its language and culture, and naturalization for immigrants after five years.  

Britain and France, though increasingly restrictive, have allowed extensive naturalization 

for ex-colonial peoples. And most of the second generation born in the United Kingdom or 

France receive citizenship. Three nations without former colonial subjects - Germany, Austria, 

and Switzerland - are by far the most restrictive (Waldrauch & Hofinger 1997). Turks provide a 

revealing example. By the mid-1990s, less than 5% of resident Turks had gained citizenship in 

Germany compared to more than a fifth in the Netherlands. In 1995, the Netherlands granted the 

largest number of naturalizations in its history - 71,000, twice that of 1992 (Muus 1996/7).  

A Time of Threat and Change  

Western Europe has experienced dramatic economic changes during the final decades of 

this century. The oil shocks of the 1970s reminded Europeans of the vulnerability of their 

economies. As in the United States, European governments began to give deficit reduction and 

global competitiveness priority over social and distributive justice (Stasiulis 1997). "Downsiz-

ing" the work force took hold, and unemployment mounted. Guest-worker programs ended, but 

the foreigners did not leave. Indeed, more immigrants arrived as families reunited, and the entry 

of refugees increased. Thus, the urban concentrations of the new minorities expanded. As unem-

ployment intensified from the economic restructuring in the 1980s, it became easy to blame the 

foreigners.  
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These economic phenomena took place in a context of equally sweeping political altera-

tions. The power of nation-states began to erode as European unity advanced, while regional 

claims for autonomy grew. The Communist regimes in the East imploded, the Berlin Wall fell, 

Yugoslavia broke up into contending ethnic enclaves, and German unification came suddenly. 

Societal disequilibria swept central and eastern Europe.  

Many worried that a "flood" of eastern Europeans would "pour" in. Germany introduced 

a new Gastarbeiter policy in 1990 involving eastern European governments (Rudolph 1996). 

Germany now has about a million East European nationals within its borders, most of whom are 

Polish or from the former Yugoslavia (Carter et al 1993, p. 492). Overlooked in the public debate 

is that every western European nation's natural increase (births over deaths) has declined since 

1960 while its economy has expanded - making immigration essential for continued prosperity 

(Munz 1996, Thraenhardt 1996).  

Nevertheless, such events create threat. They set the scene for scapegoating the culturally 

different "others" in their midst. Quillian (1995) shows that group threat is important. Defined as 

the interaction of high non-EU minority percentage and low gross national product, it accounts 

for 70% of the variance in anti-immigrant attitude means across the 12 EU nations (also see 

Fuchs et al 1993).  

MAJORITY PREJUDICE AGAINST THE NEW MINORITIES  

We can assess attitudes toward the new minorities with a rich data source. In 1988, the 

Eurobarometer Survey 30 asked seven probability samples a range of prejudice measures about a 

variety of minorities (Reif & Melich 1991). In West Germany, the survey asked 985 majority 

respondents about Turks. In France, it asked 455 about North Africans and 475 about southeast-

ern Asians. In the Netherlands, it asked 462 about Surinamers and 476 about Turks. And in Great 

Britain, it asked 471 about West Indians and 482 about Pakistanis and Indians (Pettigrew et al 

1998, Zick 1997).  

Blatant and Subtle Prejudice  

Two key measures distinguish between blatant and subtle types of prejudice (Pettigrew & 

Meertens 1995). Blatant prejudice is the traditional form; it is hot, close, and direct. The ten 

items that tap it involve open rejection of minorities based on presumed biological differences. 

Subtle prejudice is the modern form; it is cool, distant, and indirect. The ten items that measure it 

are not readily recognized as indicators of prejudice. They tap the perceived threat of the minor-

ity to traditional values, the exaggeration of cultural differences with the minority, and the ab-

sence of positive feelings toward them. American researchers have studied similar distinctions 

(Pettigrew 1989, Sears 1988). And, as various writers had proposed (Barker 1982, Bergmann & 

Erb 1986, Essed 1990), it proved equally useful in Europe.  
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Figure 1 shows the blatant and subtle scale means for the seven samples. Four major find-

ings emerge. 1. The subtle means are consistently higher than those of the blatant scale, because 

the subtle items are covert and more socially acceptable (Pettigrew & Meertens 1995, 1996). 2. 

The means for blatant prejudice are conspicuously higher for German attitudes toward Turks and 

French attitudes toward North Africans. This result suggests that norms against the open expres-

sion of prejudice are weakest in these two instances. The means for subtle prejudice, however, 

reveal less variability. 3. Target differences exist in two nations less French prejudice against 

Asians than North Africans, and less Dutch prejudice against Surinamers than Turks. Note these 

preferences place greater weight on cultural than racial similarities. 4. Observe, too, the distinc-

tive data of the Dutch. They are significantly lower on blatant prejudice, but not on subtle preju-

dice. The contrast is striking when we compare similar target groups. The Dutch blatant mean for 

Turks is significantly lower than that of the Germans for Turks. And the Dutch blatant mean for 

Surinamers is significantly lower than that of the British for West Indians. Yet the Dutch subtle 

means are higher than these comparisons. In normative terms, this unique pattern outlines the 

famed "tolerance" of the Netherlands. There exists a stem Dutch norm against blatant prejudice. 

But subtle prejudice slips in under the norm, unrecognized as prejudice (Pettigrew & Meertens 

1996).  

Across the seven samples, the blatant and subtle prejudice scales correlate between +.48 

and +.70. The two measures share the same correlates in all samples (Meertens & Pettigrew 

1997). Both the blatantly and subtly prejudiced are less educated and older. They report less in-

terest in politics but more pride in their nationality. They less often think of themselves as 

"Europeans" (Pettigrew 1998). They are more politically conservative; but subtle prejudice is 

not, as some claim, simply a reflection of conservatism (Meertens & Pettigrew 1997). The preju-

diced also are more likely to have only ingroup friends (Pettigrew 1997). Finally, they reveal a 

strong sense of group, but not individual, relative deprivation. Thus, the prejudiced sense a group 

threat to "people like themselves" from minorities, but not a sense of personal threat. These cor-

relates replicate findings of American research. Since these extensive data involve seven inde-

pendent samples, four nations, and six target minorities, this replication is of theoretical signifi-

cance.  

Attitudes Toward Immigration  

Do the blatant and subtle prejudice measures predict attitudes toward the salient issue of 

immigration? Consider the differences among three types of respondents. Equalitarians are those 

who score below the central point (not the mean) of both the blatant and subtle scales. Bigots 

score above the central points of both scales. The subtles are the most interesting; they score low 

on blatant but high on subtle prejudice. They reject crude expressions of prejudice. Still, they 
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view the new minorities as "a people apart" who violate traditional values and for whom they 

feel little sympathy or admiration. (A fourth logical type, those high on blatant but low on subtle 

prejudice, occurs in less than 3% of the sample.)  

Figures 2 and 3 show the results for all 3800 majority respondents, and these results rep-

licate in all seven samples. In Figure 2, most Bigots wish to restrict immigrants' rights further. 

Most Equalitarians favor extending immigrants' rights. By contrast, many Subtles simply wish to 

leave the issue as it is. When asked if government should make citizenship easier for immigrants, 

the three types line up as expected. While most Equalitarians think naturalization procedures 

should be easier, most Subtles and Bigots disagree.  

The surveys also included a scale of immigration positions that allowed multiple re-

sponses. "... The government should... (1) send all Asians, even those born in France, back to 

their own country. (2) Send only those Asians who were not born in France back.... (3) Send 

only those Asians back who are not contributing to the economic livelihood of France. (4) Send 

only those Asians who have committed severe criminal offenses back... (5) Send only those 

Asians who have no immigration documents back... (6) The government should not send back to 

their own country any of the Asians now living in France."  

In Figure 3, differences between the types also appear on this measure. Many Bigots want 

to send all immigrants home. Equalitarians often favor not sending back any immigrants. Subtles 

typically support sending immigrants home only when there is an ostensibly nonprejudicial rea-

son for doing so - if they have committed crimes or do not have their documents. These differ-

ences among the types are statistically significant in all samples.  

Are Attitudes Toward Foreigners Becoming More Negative?  

Unfortunately, the Eurobarometer surveys have not repeated the extensive 1988 measures 

of prejudice. They have, however, repeatedly asked several relevant questions (Melich 1995). 

Figure 4 shows the rising percentage of Europeans who believe there are "too many" non-EU 

foreigners in their country. For each national sample shown and the 12 EU nations (EU 12) com-

bined, the sharpest increase occurs between 1988 and 1991. (Preunification 1988 data for East 

Germany were not attainable.) Clear majorities in Belgium, West Germany, France, and Italy 

agreed during the early 1990s that the number of foreigners is excessive. There was, however, 

less of this feeling by 1994, especially in Germany and Italy. The decline in Germany may well 

reflect changes in the constitution that made it difficult for asylum seekers to gain entry.  

Figure 5 tells a similar story. Abrupt increases in the numbers of those who wish to re-

strict the rights of non-EU nationals again occur between 1988 and 1991. Yet not all indicators 

show this effect. The percentage of respondents who find the presence of non-EU nationals "dis-

turbing" does not rise much over these years. Hence, western European opinion toward foreign-
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ers did harden during the years when the issue took center stage and political leaders defined 

immigration as a serious problem. Yet the increases in negative attitudes are not so large as to 

explain the rise in political and violent actions against immigrants.  

DISCRIMINATION AGAINST THE NEW MINORITIES  

Direct and Indirect Discrimination  

Discrimination against the new minorities is pervasive throughout western Europe (Cas-

tles 1984, MacEwen 1995, World Council of Churches Migration Secretariat 1980). But, save 

for the United Kingdom and the Netherlands, the problem has received far less attention than 

that of violence.  

Both direct and indirect discrimination are involved (Pettigrew & Taylor 1991). Direct 

discrimination, like blatant prejudice, is straightforward. It occurs at points where inequality is 

generated, often intentionally. Indirect discrimination, like subtle prejudice, is less obvious. It 

involves the perpetuation or magnification of the original injury. It occurs when the inequitable 

results of direct discrimination are used as a basis for later decisions ("past-in-present discrimi-

nation") or decisions in related institutions ("side-effect discrimination"; Feagin & Feagin 1986). 

Indirect discrimination, a result of systemic patterns, is largely unrecognized in Europe.  

Investigators have repeatedly uncovered direct discrimination in England (Amin et al 

1988, Daniel 1968, Gordon & Klug 1984, Smith 1976). Controlled tests reveal the full litany of 

discriminatory forms involving employment, public accommodations, housing, the courts, insur-

ance, banks, even car rentals. One study sent identical letters for 103 advertised, nonmanual jobs 

from native white, West Indian, and Asian applicants. The letters contained multiple cues of eth-

nicity. Firms refused the white an interview only six times when they granted one to a minority 

candidate. But on 49 occasions, they called the white for an interview and refused to interview 

the minority candidates (Hubbuck & Carter 1980).  

In Germany, a reporter dyed his moustache black, dressed in guest-worker style, and tried 

to get a drink in bars and cafes throughout Frankfurt. Repeatedly, he was refused service and 

thrown out (Castles 1984, p. 191). Better-controlled field studies by social scientists reveal dif-

ferential, face-to-face treatment of the new minorities in Britain, Germany, and the Netherlands 

(Den Uyl et al 1986, Klink & Wagner 1998, Sissons 1981). Their results closely resemble those 

of similar field studies of discriminatory acts in the United States (Crosby et al 1980).  

Employment discrimination poses the most serious problem. In every western European 

nation, foreigners have far higher unemployment rates than do natives. In 1990 in the Nether-

lands, Moroccans and Turks had unemployment rates above 40%, and the Surinamese 27% 

compared with the native Dutch rate of 13% (Pettigrew & Meertens 1996). During the 1974-
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1977 recession, West German manufacturing reduced its labor force by 765,000 - 42% of whom 

were foreign workers (Castles 1984, p. 148).  

There are many reasons in addition to discrimination for this situation. The "last-in, first-

out" principle selectively affects the younger foreign workers. Being typically less skilled, they 

are more affected by job upgrading. Foreigners also are more likely to be in older, declining in-

dustries in such areas as the Ruhr Valley. Indeed, planners put Gastarbeiter into these industries 

for cheaper labor precisely because of their decline. Some emphasize these factors to deny any 

role for discrimination. Yet these factors offer insufficient explanations for the greater unem-

ployment of foreigners. Veenman & Roelandt (1990) tested how much education, age, sex, re-

gion, and employment level account for the large group discrepancies in Dutch unemployment 

rates. They found that these factors explained only a small portion of the differential rates.  

Indirect discrimination operates when the inability to obtain citizenship restricts the op-

portunities of non-EU minorities in most institutions. It restricts their ability to get suitable hous-

ing, employment, and schooling for children. A visa is required for travel to other EU countries. 

In short, the lives of noncitizens are severely circumscribed (Wilpert 1993).  

Castles (1984) contends that the guest-worker system was itself a state-controlled system 

of institutional discrimination. It established the newcomers as a problematic and stigmatized 

outgroup, suitable for low-status jobs but not for citizenship. For initial victims of such direct 

discrimination, indirect discrimination in all areas of life was inevitable.  

Wilpert goes further. She asserts that Germany's institutions are based on "a dominant 

ideology which distributes rights according to ethnic origins..." (Wilpert 1993, p. 70). The re-

vealing comparison is between the almost two million Aussiedler and the Gastarbeiter. Officials 

regard the former as kin often on the thinnest of evidence, though since 1996 a language test 

must be taken. Aussiedler readily become citizens and receive favorable government treatment. 

Yet even third-generation Turks, who are at least as culturally "German" as the Aussiedler, are 

largely denied citizenship and given unfavorable treatment.  

Anti-Discrimination Remediation  

Basic rights in Germany are guaranteed only to citizens. So, the disadvantages of nonciti-

zenship include limited means to combat discrimination (Layton-Henry & Wilpert 1994). Exten-

sive German legislation combats anti-Semitism and Nazi ideology, but these laws have proved 

difficult to apply to noncitizens.  

The German constitution explicitly forbids discrimination on the basis of origin, race, 

language, beliefs, or religion - but not citizenship. Indeed, the Federal Constitutional Court 

(Bundesverfassungsgericht) has ruled that differential treatment based on citizenship is constitu-

tional if there is a reasonable basis for it, and if it is not wholly arbitrary. In practice, this has 
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meant a court has upheld charging foreign bar owners higher taxes than German bar owners. 

And restaurants can refuse service to Turks and others on the grounds that their entry might lead 

to intergroup disturbances. According to the German legal specialist Dan Leskien, Germany 

needs anti-discrimination legislation with broad enforcement powers and an effective monitoring 

system (Layton-Henry & Wilpert 1994, pp. 19-22).  

Few means of combating discrimination are available in France either. Commentators of-

ten view discrimination as "natural," as something universally triggered when a "threshold of 

tolerance" (seuil de tolerance) is surpassed (MacMaster 1991). Without supporting evidence, this 

rationalization supports quotas and dispersal policies that limit minority access to suitable hous-

ing.  

The Netherlands, United Kingdom, and Sweden have enacted anti-discrimination legisla-

ture that specifically applies to the new minorities. Not coincidentally, these countries make citi-

zenship much easier to obtain than Germany. Yet this legislation has been largely ineffective for 

two interrelated reasons. First, European legal systems do not allow class action suits - a forceful 

North American weapon to combat discrimination. Second, European efforts rely heavily on in-

dividual complaints rather than systemic remediation. Britain's 1976 Act gave the Commission 

for Racial Equality power to cast a broad net, but individual complaints remain the chief tool 

(MacEwen 1993, 1995).  

It is a sociological truism that individual efforts are unlikely to alter such systemic phe-

nomena as discrimination. Mayhew (1968) showed how individual suits and complaints are 

largely nonstrategic. Minorities bring few charges against the worst discriminators, because they 

avoid applying to them. Complaints about job promotion are common, but they are made against 

employers who hire minorities. Thus, effective anti-discrimination laws must provide broad 

powers to an enforcement agency to initiate strategic, institutionwide actions that uproot the 

structural foundations of discrimination.  

POLITICAL RESPONSES  

The Rise of Far-Right Anti-Immigration Parties  

By the 1980s, the new Europeans elicited an increasingly hostile reaction from sectors of 

the native populations that felt especially threatened. Throughout western Europe, extreme right-

wing groups seized on the threat as their central issue. In each election for the European Parlia-

ment, the average vote for these anti-immigration parties has risen - 3.4% in 1979, 4.9% in 1984 

to 5.1% in 1989. By 1994, with an average of 11.1% unemployment in the European Union, the 

far-right parties garnered 6.9% of the vote and 25 seats (3 from Belgium, 11 each from France 

and Italy). Indeed, a close relationship is found across countries between the extreme right's 

share of the European Parliament votes and unemployment (Baimbridge et al 1994, 1995).  
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It is a mistake to view the new European right as simply Nazi revivals. To be sure, they 

share the classic authoritarian personality orientation - calls for a strong leader and law and or-

der, beliefs in conspiracy theories, and an exclusionary view of citizenship. But, as Kitschelt 

(1995) makes clear, times have changed and so has the radical right. He distinguishes four types 

of far right. Two have only tiny constituencies - traditional fascists and "welfare chauvinists." 

Two other types, however, have attracted strong followings - the new radical right and "populist 

anti-statists." Unlike the first two varieties, these right-wing movements heartily endorse free 

market capitalism. They are political, not economic, populists. And the anti-statists gain ground 

in Italy and Austria, where patronage is based on the traditional party system. Yet one central 

theme runs through all four types - nativism and stem opposition to immigration.  

AUSTRIA  

Begun after World War II under a former member of the Nazi SS, Austria's Freedom 

Party (FPO) met with only modest success until Joerg Haider became its leader in 1986. A mul-

timillionaire with a populist flair, Haider fashioned the FPO into the strongest far-right party in 

western Europe and a major party of Austria. He gained international notoriety when, as gover-

nor of Carinthia province, he praised Nazi labor practices as a good way to reduce the welfare 

rolls (Feen 1996, Wise 1995). Not surprisingly, Haider and his party vigorously oppose immigra-

tion, bilingual education, and immigrants' rights.  

In 1994, Haider's Freedom Party won 42 of 183 parliamentary seats with more than 22% 

of the vote. In 1996, the party won 29 seats in Vienna's city council with the anti-immigration 

slogan, "Vienna must not become like Chicago" (Shanker 1996). Despite Haider's ambiguous 

remarks about Nazis, he claims the party is leaving its Nazi roots. Indeed, the FPO has strong 

free market and anti-statist positions (Betz 1994, Kitschelt 1995, Parkinson 1989). It offers a 

classic case of Kitschelt's (1995) anti-statist type. Nonetheless, violent groups in Austria, such as 

the one that desecrated a new Jewish cemetery in November 1992, use Nazi symbols and pro-

claim support for Haider and his party (Husbands 1993, p. 113).  

BELGIUM  

Until 1979, the Volksunie was the only nationalist party of Flanders. Then dissidents 

formed the Vlaams Blok (VB) - a prime example of Kitschelt's "new radical right" type. This 

party stands for a separate Flanders that would someday join the Netherlands, and it opposes 

non-European residents. It would set up a fund for their repatriation, expel them after three 

months of unemployment, prohibit family reunion, and levy a tax on their employers. With this 

program, the VB has increased its vote in every general election since 1981. Centered in Ant-

werp, it now attracts about one eighth of Belgium's Flemish voters (Govaert 1995).  

FRANCE  
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The best known of Europe's far-right parties is Jean-Marie Le Pen's Front National (FN) - 

another example of "the new radical right." Formed in 1972, the FN suffered repeated electoral 

reverses until the 1980s. It gained respectability in 1983 when conservatives joined them in a 

second ballot in the small city of Dreux. From 1984 to the present, the party has consistently at-

tracted between 9% and 16% of the vote in a variety of national elections (Singer 1991; Hus-

bands 1991b, Table 3). In 1995, for example, Le Pen received more than four million votes for 

president - more than 15% of the total.  

The FN is a nationalist and populist party that has carved out a stable slot in French poli-

tics (Birenbaum 1992, Fysh & Wolfreys 1992, Husbands 1991a, Marcus 1995, Mayer & Per-

rineau 1992, Shields 1989, Tezenas du Montcel 1995). It is especially strong in cities of the 

Southeast and Northeast - areas hit hardest by industrial decline and "the exhaustion of the work-

ing-class movement" (Wieviorka 1993, p. 64). Yet it also has secured a modest hold throughout 

the country.  

It has a broad policy program, but its key position is anti-immigration. Its leader, Le Pen, 

expresses blatant bigotry against a range of immigrants and minorities - from Jews to the Harkis 

who fought with the French against Algerian independence. "Two million unemployed" he as-

serts, "that's two million immigrants too many" (Gunn 1989, p. 23). Increasingly, the French un-

derstand Le Pen's position. National surveys show 53% in 1996, compared with 43% in 1990, 

"understand the Le Pen vote" considering "the behavior of certain immigrants" (Commission Na-

tionale Consultative des Droits de l'Homme 1997, p. 371).  

Given its broad base, the FN's voters do not differ from the general French electorate as 

much as some writers suggest (Husbands 1991 b). There are, however, consistent findings in the 

many studies of the phenomenon. Like supporters of other radical right parties, FN voters are 

typically males (women are more attracted to European Green parties; Betz 1994, p. 143). And 

they are particularly numerous among small businessmen and craftsmen as well as white ex-

colonials. Since 1984, the FN has attracted an increasing percentage of manual workers. Yet 

most of their gains are at the expense of other right-wing parties, not the declining French Com-

munists, as some claim. And those French who live in communities with more than 10% foreign 

populations are less prejudiced and more accepting of immigrants than are other French (Com-

mission Nationale Consultative des Droits de l'Homme 1997, p. 388). There also is a vigorous 

anti-FN countermovement (Mayer 1995), fueled by students (Husbands 1991b).  

GERMANY  

Le Pen's success inspired the German right. In the 1986 Bavarian state elections, the 

Christian Social Union (CSU) began a furious campaign against third-world refugees. Their elec-

toral success put the issue on center stage.  
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This event also saw a new far-right party split from the CSU. With anti-immigration its 

chief issue, the Republikaners under their leader, Franz Schoenhuber - a former SS member - 

offered a populist-nationalist alternative similar to that of the Front National. While centered in 

Bavaria, the Republikaners enjoyed success in elections elsewhere from 1989 to 1993. In 1989, 

they won 90,000 votes and 11 parliament seats in West Berlin. And they garnered more than two 

million votes and six seats in a European Parliament election. They also did well in state elec-

tions in Baden Wuerttemberg in 1992 and Hessen in 1993. However, the Kohl government's par-

tial adoption of their program blunted their appeal (Atkinson 1993, Thraenhardt 1992b, Wilpert 

1993). By the 1994 European Parliament election, their strength had dissipated.  

GREAT BRITAIN  

From the 1950s till the late 1960s, a policy consensus on immigration existed between the 

Labor and Conservative parties. It depoliticized race, allowed limited nonwhite immigration, but 

did little to improve the status of immigrants (Messina 1989, Rich 1990). The crowning 

achievement of this era - the 1968 Race Relations Act - lacked the necessary enforcement pow-

ers to be effective. North American specialists (including the writer) had warned the act's drafters 

of the need for structural teeth, but their advice was ignored.  

Ending this cozy arrangement, Enoch Powell began an anti-minority campaign in 1968 

(Schoen 1977). A maverick Conservative member of Parliament, Powell predicted "rivers of 

blood" if nonwhites continued to come to Britain. He opposed anti-discrimination legislation and 

called for immigration restrictions and nonwhite repatriation. His message struck a popular chord 

in British opinion. So popular, in fact, it broke the consensus and molded the Conservatives into 

an anti-immigration party. "Almost single-handedly," writes Messina (1989, p. 105), "Powell 

prepared the intellectual groundwork for the emergence of Margaret Thatcher as Conservative 

party leader in 1975."  

In 1967, England's National Front mobilized far-right opposition to the new minorities. It 

had minor success, especially in the 1977 elections of the Greater London Council. Yet, as in 

Germany, the government assumed much of the Front's position. Thatcher won election in 1979, 

aided by her anti-immigration stand. She slashed the budget of the Commission for Racial Equal-

ity and pushed through revisions of the immigration rules designed to end primary nonwhite en-

try.  

THE NETHERLANDS  

Unlike Britain, the major Dutch parties have maintained an enlightened consensus 

throughout this period. The focus of this consensus, however, has shifted. In the 1980s, it em-

phasized the collective integration of minorities. Now it stresses the integration of minority indi-

viduals into the labor market (Fermin 1997). Still, a misnamed Centrum Party formed in 1980 to 



 300

exploit the immigration issue. Two years later, it secured one seat in the lower house of parlia-

ment (Tweede Kamer). In 1986, the party split into two - the Centrum Party 86 and the Centrum 

Democrats. Only the latter has secured seats in the Tweede Kamer - one in 1989, three in 1994. 

Some members sit on municipal councils (van Donselaar 1993). Yet, with only modest strength 

in a few urban pockets, the Dutch far-right has failed to crack the dominant consensus on the 

new minorities.  

SWITZERLAND  

Economic insecurity is a facilitating factor in far-right opposition to immigration. Yet 

prosperous Switzerland shows that it is not a necessary factor. An extremist alliance, National 

Action Against the Swamping of the People and Homeland, came forward with a radical initia-

tive in 1970. It proposed to cut the foreign population almost in half, and the initiative won the 

support of 46% of Swiss voters. The alliance later split into two small parties, both with parlia-

mentary representation. They have kept immigration controversial, and gained power in Geneva 

as vigilants (Thraenhardt 1992b, pp. 42-44).  

SOUTHERN EUROPE  

For Greece, Italy, Portugal, and Spain, large-scale immigration is a new phenomenon. 

Long accustomed to emigration, these nations have been slow to adjust to their new situation. 

Italy has attracted the most immigrants, many of them illegals. Under EU pressure, Italy belat-

edly began to formulate immigration policies in 1986 (Campani 1993, Martiniello 1992b). Its 

mishandling of Albanian refugees in 1991, however, revealed how Italy remains unprepared to 

be an immigrant receiving country (Vasta 1993).  

Figures 4 and 5 record the pointed rise in Italian concern over immigration after 1988. 

This suggests that a sudden increase in foreigners, rather than the actual proportion of foreigners, 

is key to predicting change in European attitudes toward immigration. In Italy, both national and 

regional political parties have exploited the public's changing attitudes. At the national level, a 

neofascist party (Movimento Sociale Italiano) and the Partito Repubblicano Italiano have taken 

anti-immigration positions. And so have regional secessionist parties, especially the Leagues of 

Tuscany and Lombardy (Martiniello 1992b, Vasta 1993). Indeed, a blatantly racist platform 

helped the Lega Lombarda gain success in the local elections of May 1990. More recently, the 

Lega Nord and the Alleanza Nazionale have added to anti-immigration agitation.  

The Thraenhardt Thesis  

Thraenhardt (1995) contends that these political phenomena are similar across France, 

Germany, and the United Kingdom. While far-right efforts have gained only minimal power di-

rectly, they have shifted the entire political spectrum to the right on immigration. Left-wing and 

center politicians have equivocated, sometimes even collaborated. Conservative politicians have 
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exploited the situation for two reasons. First and foremost, they see an opportunity to obscure 

economic issues and seize a share of the left's labor vote. And, second, they fear the loss of sup-

porters to the far right. Thraenhardt (l992b, p. 49) credits racist appeals as vital to conservative 

victories in all three nations.  

Conservative governments have made repeated concessions to anti-minority sentiments. 

They have "played an important role in promoting xenophobia and putting it on the public 

agenda" (Thraenhardt 1995, p. 337). Former Prime Ministers Thatcher and Major in the United 

Kingdom, Chancellor Kohl in Germany, and President Chirac in France have all espoused re-

strictions on immigration and citizenship that partly meet the far right's demands. Note these 

similarities across the three nations emerged despite sharp differences in their immigrant popula-

tions. Note also the policy inconsistency: Conservative parties actively pursued immigration to 

provide cheap labor for industry; now they stigmatize and scapegoat the foreigners who they ear-

lier had invited.  

The Thraenhardt thesis applies beyond Europe. Recall 1968 in the United States when 

Alabama Governor George Wallace helped to create a climate that moved President Nixon to the 

right on civil rights. The Republican Party has played "the race card" ever since, and converted 

the white South into its major base of support (Carmines & Stimson 1989, Kinder & Sanders 

1996). Similarly in Australia, the rise of a far-right, populist politician, Pauline Hanson, has 

pushed Prime Minister John Howard's Liberal Government further to the right on racial and im-

migration issues.  

VIOLENCE AGAINST THE NEW MINORITIES  

Increasing Anti-Immigrant Violence  

Playing "the race card" heightens intergroup tensions and risks violence. Indeed, Europe's 

political shift to the right accompanied a rise in anti-minority violence (Bjorgo & Witte 1993, 

Koopmans 1995, Witte 1995). In 1990, violent attacks against African street vendors in Flor-

ence, Italy, and the desecration of Jewish graves in Carpentras, France, made headlines.  

The most publicized attacks occurred in Germany (Atkinson 1993, Heitmeyer 1993). In 

September 1991, a mob attacked and besieged a residence of asylum seekers in Hoyerswerda. 

Soon imitative acts of brutality erupted, the worst being riots and murders in Rostock, Moelln, 

Solingen, and Magdeburg. Passive onlookers and ineffective police characterized these horren-

dous events. Initially, Asian and African refugees were the primary targets. Later, Turks also be-

came victims (Wagner & Zick 1997). Moreover, the intensity of the political debates on the con-

stitutional rights of asylum seekers closely paralleled these acts of extreme-right violence 

(Gerhard 1992, Koopmans 1995, p. 27, Zick & Wagner 1993).  
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Germany was not alone. Britain (Gordon 1993), France (Lloyd 1993), the Netherlands 

(van Donselaar 1993), Scandinavia (Bjorgo 1993, Loow 1993), and the rest of Europe have all 

experienced patterned, anti-minority violence. Differences in record keeping and definitions of 

violence preclude precise cross-national comparisons (Koopmans 1995, Witte 1995). Nonethe-

less, sharp differences in racist violence exist. Per million inhabitants over the 1988-1993 period, 

England and Wales have had as many or even more racist acts as Germany. France, Norway, and 

Denmark have far lower rates. Switzerland has a high rate of deaths due to racist and extreme-

right violence (Koopmans 1995, pp. 9-14), Save for Switzerland, however, the lethality of this 

European violence has not rivaled that of sectarian violence in Northern Ireland or of the Ku 

Klux Klan in the late nineteenth century in the southern United States.  

The far-right does not commit all the racist violence. Some youthful perpetrators evince 

little or no right-wing ideology (Willems 1995). Their violence often involves the affect-arousing 

context of sports (Holland 1995). And not all right-wing targets are minorities. Still, in Germany 

and the Netherlands in the early 1990s, low-status minorities were the targets of roughly three 

fourths of far-right violence (Buijs & van Donselaar 1994, pp. 69-70). Significantly, other immi-

grants - from the EU, Japan, or North America - were rarely victims (Witte 1995, p. 494).  

The Koopmans Thesis  

Using social movement theory, Koopmans (1995) offers a two-part explanation for the 

sharp differences in racist violence among European nations. Following from Thraenhardt's the-

sis, he first emphasizes the significance of political elites who legitimize the far-right's view of 

foreigners as unbearable burdens. Thus, respected leaders convert the new minorities into prob-

lems. Such legitimization, Koopmans (1995, p. 34) argues, furthers far-right mobilization "... 

with high mass media resonance and favorable chances of substantive success."  

This mobilization, however, need not invoke violence. It also can activate far-right politi-

cal parties, as shown by the Vlaams Blok and Front National. Hence, Koopmans' second point 

highlights the importance of such parties. He shows that countries with influential racist parties, 

such as France, Denmark, and Norway, have experienced relatively low levels of racist violence. 

By contrast, countries with weak racist parties, such as Germany and the United Kingdom, have 

had high levels. Even the Netherlands and Sweden, with low levels of general violence and 

without strong racist parties, have endured mid-levels of such racist attacks.  

This second part of Koopmans' thesis is problematic. Aggregate data from only a few na-

tions provide the quantitative support. And Europe's experience between the world wars contra-

dicts the argument. Fascist parties and political violence developed together during those turbu-

lent years. Two divergent theories of human aggression are at issue. Koopmans is following 

Freud's (1930) steam-boiler model of a finite amount of aggression. If it can be channeled into 
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political action, then right-wing aggression against minorities should decline. Allport's (1954) 

feedback model of aggression predicts precisely the opposite. Have the far-right mobilize anti-

immigrant feelings, and aggression will increase and spill over into more violence against the 

new minorities.  

Americans can readily apply the first part of Koopmans' thesis. The regressive 1980s and 

1990s have seen the erosion in the United States of the sense of inevitability of continued racial 

progress. Repeated attacks by leading public officials on civil rights, affirmative action, and im-

migration have produced an intergroup climate comparable to that shaped by Thatcher, Kohl, 

and Chirac in Europe (Kinder & Sanders 1996). And violence against minorities, especially on 

college campuses, appears to have risen over these years (US Commission on Civil Rights 

1990). Koopman's emphasis on the role of political leaders in violence is also consistent with 

recent time-series analyses by Green and his colleagues (Green et al 1997) of ethnic hate crimes 

in New York City. They find little relationship between these crimes and such macroeconomic 

conditions as unemployment rates.  

CONCLUSIONS  

This chapter emphasizes the negative reactions to western Europe's new minorities. There 

also is a positive side to the picture. Native populations are slowly adjusting to the new cultures. 

Parisians have developed a taste for hummus, Berliners for kabab; the Indonesian rijsttafel is a 

basic of Dutch cuisine.  

More importantly, western Europe now boasts anti-racist movements. When the wave of 

atrocities against foreigners swept Germany in 1992, hundreds of thousands of Germans pro-

tested. With torchlight vigils and candlelight demonstrations, they countered "hatred and vio-

lence" in Berlin, Hamburg, Munich, and other cities and towns. When the French government 

tried to discontinue the naturalization of French-born children of foreign parents, students pro-

tested with the slogan, "Don't touch my buddy."  

Still, increased prejudice, direct and indirect discrimination, political opposition, and ex-

tensive violence are major European reactions to the new minorities. These responses represent 

serious social problems worthy of study for practical, policy reasons. In addition, attention to 

these problems broadens our understanding of intergroup conflict in industrial societies.  

The research to date reveals remarkable agreement across societies. Despite sharp differ-

ences in national histories, political systems, and minorities, this new work reveals considerable 

consistency across the nations of western Europe. It also largely replicates and extends, rather 

than rebuts, the North American literature.  

This chapter has noted many such convergencies. Blatant and subtle prejudice measures 

scale in nearly identical ways across four nations and diverse minority targets. The scales also 
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share the same correlates across the seven samples, and these correlates replicate North Ameri-

can research. Both types of prejudice also predict attitudes toward immigration in all samples. 

And throughout the EU, attitudes toward immigrants hardened during the tense 1989-1992 pe-

riod.  

Moreover, a host of established social psychological processes, such as intergroup contact 

and group relative deprivation, operate in comparable ways in Europe. They typically act as 

proximal causes of prejudice, serving as mediators for the distal effects of cultural and structural 

factors (Pettigrew et al 1998).  

The comparabilities extend to discrimination. Examples of both direct and indirect forms 

abound throughout western Europe. And efforts to combat discrimination have been weak across 

the continent. In those countries that resist granting citizenship to their new minorities, effica-

cious remediation of discrimination is extremely difficult. In those countries that have legislated 

against discrimination, the reliance upon individual complaints limits their effectiveness - again 

comparable to the North American experience.  

Western European nations have seen the rise of far-right political opposition to immigra-

tion and the new minorities. While none of these parties has risen to power, this right-wing surge 

has succeeded in moving the entire political spectrum to the right on the issue. The process 

closely resembles that of the Wallace movement in the United States and the current Hanson 

movement in Australia.  

Finally, similar patterns of racist violence have swept Western Europe. While there is 

variability across nations in the number of reported incidents, the timing of this violence is simi-

lar. In particular, the elite framing of the immigration discourse, especially defining the new mi-

norities as unbearable burdens, relates closely to the violence patterns.  

The new European research supports and broadens earlier North American research in in-

tergroup relations. It also extends our understanding in important ways. The chapter has de-

scribed two of these extensions: the Thraenhardt thesis on the political exploitation of xenopho-

bia and the Koopmans thesis on the mobilization of racist violence.  

[Pettigrew, Thomas F. “Reactions Toward the New Minorities of Western Europe,” Annual Re-

view of Sociology 24:1, 1998] 
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The collapse of communism in Central and Eastern European states and the ensuing end of 

the Cold War have not resulted in the international peace and stability that was hoped for. Instead 

the international community witnessed the rise of an increasing number of regional conflicts that 

more often than not resulted from ethnic tensions, as exemplified by the tragedy in the former Yugo-

slavia. 

In the post-Cold War period, ethnic tensions have resulted in major disturbances in inter-

national relations. Although in Europe these problems have arisen especially in and between the 

former socialist states, acute problems concerning national minorities also may be observed in other 

parts of the world. This has resulted in a great number of international efforts that aim to contain the 

potential crises involving minority issues. These efforts include both the creation of new norms for 

the protection of national minorities and the establishment of new preventive diplomacy instru-

ments. Let us mention a few examples of both categories. 

Major progress has been achieved in the area of international standards for the protection of 

national minorities since 1990. The OSCE Copenhagen Document (1990) and the UN Declaration on 

Minority Rights (1992) are the most significant examples. The Council of Europe undertook great ef-

forts to create legally binding instruments in this area, culminating in the Framework Convention on 

Minority Rights that has been opened for signature in January 1995 and has entered into force in the 

beginning of 1998. Although this Convention aims at legalising politically binding OSCE commit-

ments, in fact it remains below the OSCE level. The Stability Pact of the European Union, signed in 

March 1995, also must be acknowledged in this category. 

Regarding the development of new conflict prevention instruments, progress has been 

achieved mainly within the Organisation for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE). This is re-

flected, inter alia, in the establishment of the post of the High Commissioner on National Minorities 

(HCNM). Designed as a conflict prevention instrument, this OSCE post, which has been functioning 

since January 1993, aims to achieve a de-escalation of tensions involving minority issues. The 

OSCE missions of long duration in various trouble spots deserve mention as well.1 

Developments have occurred not only on the multilateral level but also on the bilateral level. 

The significant progress made at the bilateral level is reflected in the conclusion of several bilateral 

agreements that are typically called agreements 'on co-operation, friendship and good neighbourliness.' 

Although these agreements are primarily in force between former socialist states, including the states 

that formed part of the former Soviet Union, such agreements have also been concluded between 

these states and some Western countries (in particular Germany). Although these bilateral agree-
                                                 
1 Such missions have been established in countries like Estonia, Latvia, Macedonia, Moldova, Georgia, Ukraine, Tajikistan, 
Croatia, Albania and Belarus. The OSCE mission in Bosnia-Herzegovina played a dominant role in the post-Dayton peace-
building process in this war-torn state. The OSCE Assistance Group in Grozny, Chechnya, played a major role in achieving 
a peaceful solution to the bloody conflict in this Caucasian region. OSCE missions in Kosovo, Vojvodina and Sandjak in 
the former Yugoslavia were withdrawn in summer 1993 under the pressure of the Belgrade regime. 
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ments (most of which are in legally binding form) cover bilateral co-operation between the states con-

cerned in general, in many cases they contain provisions which address the position of the national mi-

norities in the respective countries. The common aim of these agreements is to contribute to further 

stability in the region concerned. The clauses on the position of the national minorities in the countries 

concerned were frequently the result of difficult negotiations, due to an often highly sensitive nature 

of the issue. These provisions constitute an important development in the area of minority protection. 

Although major differences exist between the treaties and declarations, they bear witness of a signifi-

cant progressive development, especially as compared to existing norms of international law. 

The minority clauses of these treaties have rarely been the subject of scholarly research. The 

great practical and scientific value of such research is undisputed. The present book aims to fill the 

gap to some extent. 

This introduction describes the international normative and procedural framework of mi-

nority rights protection in broad lines in order to situate the bilateral agreements in a broader in-

ternational context. 

 

2. UNITED NATIONS 

Although minorities and minority rights are not specifically mentioned in the UN Charter, the 

UN has devoted attention to this element of security and human rights as well, both in the field of 

standard-setting and in that of protection. 

Before the specific standards on minority protection are discussed, it must be highlighted that 

under the general and specific human rights treaties, persons belonging to minorities are equally en-

titled to the protection of human rights, including the fundamental principle of non-discrimination, 

which ensures the enjoyment of the human rights and fundamental freedoms for all without dis-

tinction as to race, sex, language or religion. The principle of nondiscrimination is an essential 

element of minority protection. However, it is not sufficient to protect the identity of non-dominant 

groups within a society. First, as an international norm it does not prohibit discrimination between a 

state's own citizens and aliens, which means that those persons belonging to a minority who are not 

eligible for citizenship are not guaranteed equal treatment in all respects. Second, and more impor-

tantly, minority protection requires affirmative action to an extent that may not be covered by a non-

discrimination provision.1 

                                                 
1 See, however, the Human Rights Committee's General Comment 18 (37) on non-discrimination and equality, UN Doc. 
HRI/GEN/1, 4 September 1992, p. 25 at p. 27, which states that 'in a State where the general conditions of a certain part 
of the population prevent or impair their general enjoyment of human rights, the State should take specific action to cor-
rect those conditions.' 
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Consequently, further steps were necessary to create more explicit standards for minority pro-

tection. An important step, be it a rather modest one, was the inclusion of a specific provision in the 

International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. Article 27 of the Covenant reads as follows: 

In those States in which ethnic, religious or linguistic minorities exist, persons belonging to such minori-

ties shall not be denied the right, in community with the other members of their group, to enjoy their own cul-

ture, to profess and practise their own religion, or to use their own language. 

This provision, which was adopted by the UN General Assembly as part of the Covenant in 

1966 and entered into force in 1976, is still the main treaty provision on minority rights at the uni-

versal level. Although it has been formulated in negative terms ('shall not be denied'), it recognises 

the existence of a 'right' and aims at guaranteeing that this right shall not be denied. The phrase 

'«those States in which (...) minorities exist is rather unfortunate, however, because 'it almost in-

vites States to declare that they have no minorities on their territory, and some have responded to the 

"invitation".'1 Other shortcomings lie in the fact that Article 27 does not contain a definition of 'mi-

nority,' nor does it indicate how membership of a certain minority is to be determined.2 Finally, 

the right recognised in Article 27 is a right of persons belonging to minorities, and not a right of the 

minorities as such, although it is stated that those persons enjoy this right 'in community with the 

other members of their group.' 

In 1994, the Human Rights Committee adopted its General Comment 23 (50) concerning Ar-

ticle 27.3 Two elements of this General Comment are especially noteworthy. First, the committee 

opined that minority rights are not confined to citizens of the State concerned, and second, it stated that 

the enjoyment of minority rights may require affirmative action 'to ensure the effective participation 

of members of minority communities in decisions which affect them.' 

Another major step forward in UN standard-setting was the General Assembly's unani-

mous adoption of the UN Declaration on the Rights of Persons Belonging to National or Ethnic, Reli-

gious and Linguistic Minorities in December 1992. Although it has the form of a legally non-

binding recommendation, the Declaration is generally considered an importarrt point of reference in 

the field of global minority rights protection. In line with Article 27 of the International Covenant 

on Civil and Political Rights, the Declaration stipulates rights for persons belonging to minorities, 

thereby opting for an individual rights approach rather than a group rights approach. 

                                                 
1 Patrick Thornberry, 'The UN Declaration on the Rights of Persons Belonging to National or Ethnic, Religious and Lin-
guistic Minorities: Background, Analysis, Observations, and an Update,' in: Alan Phillips and Allan Rosas (eds.), Univer-
sal Minority Rights (Turku/Abo and London 1995, 2nd ed.), pp. 13-76 at p. 21. 
2 For an example of such an determination on the basis of Article 27, see the reference by Thornberry, ibidem, at p. 
23, to the view of the Human Rights Committee in Lovelace v. Canada, in which it was stated that 'Persons who are 
born and brought up on a reserve, who have kept ties with their community and wish to maintain these ties must nor-
mally be considered as belonging to that minority.' 
3 UN Doc. A/49/40,26 April 1994, pp. 107-110. 
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In contrast to Article 27, the Declaration is formulated in positive terms: 'Persons belong-

ing to minorities have the right (...).' It lays down a number of specific minority rights concerning, 

e.g., the use of the minority language, education, religion, participation in cultural, religious, social, 

economic and public life and in decision-making on the national and regional level, establishment 

of minority associations, and contacts with 'kin', in neighbouring States. The Declaration also 

contains a number of elements that limit the scope of rights contained therein. Several clauses are 

carefully worded, using for instance 'should' instead of 'shall.' More importantly, Article 8, para-

graph 4, of the Declaration states, 'Nothing in this Declaration may be construed as permitting any 

activity contrary to the purposes and principles of the United Nations, including sovereign equality, 

territorial integrity and political independenee of States.' This clause clearly limits the scope of the 

right of self-determination within the framework of the Declaration! Fullym line with the interna-

tional practice that aims at making a clear-cut distinction between the rights of minorities and the 

principle of self-determination, the Declaration does not mention self-determination at all.1 

3. ORGANISATION FOR SECURITY AND CO-OPERATION IN EUROPE 

Compared to the achievements of other international organisations, the standard-setting on 

minority protection within the framework of the OSCE/CSCE2 is unparalleled both in a quantitative 

and in a qualitative sense. 

The issue of the protection of national minorities has been on the OSCE's agenda from its 

inception. Due to both Western and socialist countries' reservations, however, the issue has re-

mained a rather low priority for a long time. Only after the collapse of communism in Central and 

Eastern European countries could substantive progress be achieved. The achievements of the OSCE 

process relate both to the creation of substantive norms and to the monitoring of relevant OSCE un-

dertakings. 

A unique feature of OSCE commitments is their strictly political character. Although OSCE 

standards sometimes reflect existing international legal normTancT principles, OSCE documents are 

only of a politically binding nature. Of course, this does not mean that OSCE states have full discre-

tion in implementing their OSCE commitments. There is a general understanding among OSCE 

states that they are bound by all OSCE agreements. Although the binding force is of a political 

nature and, consequently, a state's violation of OSCE commitments has no direct legal implications 

that does not take away from the fact that the state is nevertheless in violation of OSCE commit-

ments. As a matter of fact, participating states' violations of the politically binding OSCE commit-

ments generally have been considered as serious offences which are not accepted by other participat-
                                                 
1 For a more detailed discussion of the Declaration, see Thornberry, supra note 3, at pp. 25-62. 
2 As a result of a decision taken at the Budapest Summit in December 1994, as of the 1st of January 1995 the name of 
the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe was changed into Organisation for Security and Co-operation in 
Europe. Hereafter the latter name is referred to in its abbreviated form OSCE, also in relation to the period before 1995, 
except in quotations. 
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ing states. The intense debates at OSCE review meetings and in bilateral relations are clear testimony 

of this attitude.1 In spite of the political character of OSCE commitments, these norms and principles 

are also of great significance in legal terms. OSCE agreements not only often codify progressive de-

velopment of existing legal norms, but they may also lead to thA-gjsatien-ef-Jifiw law in other fora. In 

the area of minority protection reference may be made to the Framework Convention on the Protec-

tion of National Minorities of the Council of Europe and to several recently concluded bilateral trea-

ties, in particular between former socialist states, on co-operation and good-neighbourly relations. In 

both these categories of international instruments (which will be discussed later), one finds refer-

ences to, and in several instances literal incorporation of, OSCE clauses, which are thus given a 

legally binding character. 

Although provisions and standards concerning national minorities may be found in a great 

number of OSCE documents, the major achievement have been laid down in the Copenhagen 

Document of the Conference on the Human Dimension of the CSCE of June 1990 and to a lesser 

extent in the Report of the Geneva Meeting of Experts on National Minorities of July 1991.2 The Co-

penhagen Document is undoubtedly the most far-reaching international instrument in qualitative 

terms. It contains provisions that relate to all important aspects of the international protection of the 

rights of national minorities: education issues, the use of minority languages, cross-border contacts, 

political representation and participation in public affairs. And even though the OSCE states carefully 

worded the various clauses to keep their commitments within clear limits, the Copenhagen Docu-

ment contains detailed norms. 

The clauses concerning specific rights are preceded by an introductory provision that ex-

plains that participating states must 'recognise that the questions relating to national minorities can 

only be satisfactorily resolved in a democratic political framework based on the rule of law, with a 

functioning independent judiciary.'3 Although, like all other international minority rights documents, 

the Copenhagen Document does not contain a definition of national minority, the provision that '[t]o 

belong to a national minority is a matter of a person's individual choice and no disadvantage may 

arise from the exercise of such choice' (paragraph 32) represents a major step forward. Also of sig-

nificance is the recognition of 'the particular problems of Roma (gypsies)' (paragraph 40). 

                                                 
1 For a discussion on the binding force and the legal nature' of OSCE commitments and documents, see Arie Bloed 
(ed.), The Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe; Analysis and Basic Documents, 1972-1993 (Dordrecht-
Boston-London 1993), pp. 22-25. 
2 The texts of all OSCE/CSCE documents which have been adopted until July 1993 may be found in: Bloed, supra note 
8. The OSCE documents, adopted between July 1993 and December 1995, may be found in: A. Bloed (ed.), The Or-
ganisation for Security and Co-operation in Europe; Basic Documents, 1993-1995 (Dordrecht-Boston-London 1997). The 
texts of the most important documents are also published in the quarterly Helsinki Monitor, the English-language journal of 
the Netherlands Helsinki Committee and of the International Helsinki Federation for Human Rights. 
3 Paragraph 30 of the Copenhagen Document 
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Another important agreement reached by the OSCE concerns the international character of 

minority questions. The Geneva Report states: 'Issues concerning national minorities, as well as 

compliance with international obligations and commitments concerning the rights of persons belong-

ing to them, are matters of legitimate international concern and consequently do not constitute exclu-

sively in internal affair of the resepective State.'1 Based on this agreement, which has been repeatedly 

cited in subsequent OSCE documents, any question concerning national minorities may be raised by 

OSCE states in their mutual relations without risk of an accusation of inadmissible interference in 

internal affairs. 

The protection of national minorities is closely linked to the issue of territorial 

integrity of states. The Copenhagen Document states that no new commitments ‘may be interpreted as 

implying any right to engage in any activity or perform any 

action in contravention of the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United 

Nations, other obligations under international law or the provisions of the Final 

Act, including the principle of territorial integrity of States’.2 A similar clause may be found in in all 

other international instruments dealing with minority rights. 

Although the Copenhagen Document contains impressive achievements in the area of the in-

ternational protection of national minorities, many problems remain unsolved. One major shortcom-

ing is its failure to recognise that the rights of national minorities are also of a collective nature. So 

far, the individual approach is predominant in the OSCE process. This is reflected in the standard for-

mula 'rights of persons belonging to national minorities,' although periodically deviations may be 

detected.3 

It must also be observed that many clauses relating to minority rights are carefully formu-

lated ('endeavour,' 'wherever possible and necessary,' etc.) to include a variety of loopholes and 

escape clauses.4 This is exemplified by the Copenhagen Document clause dealing with the highly 

sensitive issue of local or autonomous administrations. It contains the meticulously worded agree-

ment that the OSCE states 'note the efforts' undertaken to protect the identity of minorities 'by estab-

lishing, as one of the possible means to achieve these aims, appropriate local or autonomous admini-

                                                 
1 Chapter 11, 3rd paragraph of the Geneva Report 1991  
2 Paragraph 37 of the Copenhagen Document 
3 Such deviation may be found, for instance, in paragraph 32 of the Copenhagen Document which states that persons be-
longing to national minorities 'can exercise and enjoy their rights individually as well as in community with other mem-
bers of their group' (emphasis added; AB/PvD). In other clauses the OSCE states pledge to protect and promote the ethnic, 
cultural, linguistic and religious identity of national minorities on their territory which also implies a collective approach 
(see e.g. paragraphs 33 and 35 of the Copenhagen Document). 
4 A good discussion of the various aspects of the OSCE provisions on national minorities is offered in: Jan Helgesen, 
'Protecting Minorities in the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE) Process,' in: A. Rosas and J. Hel-
gesen, The Strength of Diversity; Human Rights and Pluralist Democracy (Dordrecht-Boston-London 1992), pp. 159-186 
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strations corresponding to the specific historical and territorial circumstances of such minorities and 

in accordance with the policies of the State concerned.'1 

Nevertheless, the OSCE achievements, including those in the field of the monitoring proce-

dures and mechanisms, remain impressive. Particularly noteworthy is the OSCE's development of 

an elaborate system of monitoring mechanisms during the post-Cold War period. Some of these 

mechanisms are exclusively devoted to the human dimension of the OSCE, while others have a 

more general scope. An OSCE mechanism that has—or rather, could have—an important bearing on 

the protection of national minorities is the Human Dimension Mechanism (HDM). This mechanism 

consists partly of a number of strictly intergovernmental procedures and partly of a complicated sys-

tem of missions of independent experts or rapporteurs. It has functioned in an elementary form for the 

first few years after its inception in January 1989 (known as the Vienna Mechanism) and devel-

oped into a more elaborate version in the spring of 1992 (known as the Moscow Mechanism).2 

OSCE/HDM missions have been established to investigate human rights situations in Estonia, 

Moldova and the former Yugoslavia (Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina).3 All of these cases in-

volved minority issues.4 Furthermore, the HDM may be used as an important OSCE instrument for 

rendering expertise to countries in transition. If an OSCE country is confronted with particular 

problems, for instance, in the field of transforming their legislation or drafting new legislation con-

cerning national minorities, it may invite the assistance of an expert mission under the HDM. The 

above-mentioned Estonian and Moldovan cases serve as examples of how this process is put into 

action. 

An innovative OSCE instrument that relates to national minorities is the post of High Com-

missioner on National Minorities (HCNM). After lengthy negotiations to determine the precise 

scope of the mandate, the Helsinki Summit of July 1992 officially established this high-ranking 

OSCE post.5 Creating the HCNM post was the OSCE's main response to a growing threat of inter-

national disturbances spurred by ethnic problems that arose in dramatic form after the collapse of 

communism in Central and Eastern Europe. In particular, the Yugoslav drama urged the interna-

tional community to take measures to prevent similar future tragedies. The establishment of the 

HCNM post reflects the conviction that better/" results may be achieved by activities aimed at pre-

                                                 
1 Paragraph 35 of the Copenhagen Document 
2 The first part of the HDM, also known as the 'Vienna Mechanism,' was elaborated and adopted by the Vienna Follow-
up Meeting of the CSCE (1986-1989). The part on missions of independent experts or rapporteurs, also known as 'Mos-
cow Mechanism,' was introduced in the Document of the Moscow Meeting of the Conference on the Human Dimension of 
the CSCE (October 1991). 
3 For a thorough-going discussion of the OSCE monitoring mechanisms and their effectiveness, see Arie Bloed, 'Moni-
toring the CSCE Human Dimension: In Search of its Effectiveness,' in: A. Bloed, L. Leicht, M. Nowak and A. Rosas 
(eds.), Monitoring Human Rights in Europe; Comparing International Procedures and Mechanisms (Dordrecht-Boston-
London 1993), pp. 45-91 
4 The texts of the reports, submitted by these missions, have been published in: Bloed, supra note 8. 
5 Paragraph II of the 'Decisions1 of the Helsinki 1992 Document 'The Challenges of Change. 
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venting conflicts that involve' national minorities, than by more burdensome activities aimed at 

solving actual conflicts. The mandate of the High Commissioner is designed to be a conflict pre-

vention instrument. 

The first High Commissioner, the former Netherlands Foreign Minister, Mr. Max van der 

Stoel, took office in the beginning of January 1993 and established his headquarters in The Hague 

(Netherlands). His mandate reads as follows: 

The High Commissioner will provide "early warning" and, as appropriate, "early action" 

at the earliest possible stage in regard to tensions involving national minority issues which 

have not yet developed beyond an early warning stage, but, in the judgement of the High 

Commissioner, have the potential to develop into a conflict within the CSCE area, affecting 

peace, stability or relations between participating States, requiring the attention of and action 

by the Council [of Foreign Ministers] or the CSO [Committee of Senior Officials].1 

The mandate is rather vague. Crucial concepts, such as 'early warning,' 'tensions,' 'poten-

tial to develop into a conflict' and 'affecting peace, stability or relations' have not been defined. 

This vagueness may give rise to confusing debates on formal powers, but it also allows for great 

flexibility in the functioning of the High Commissioner. Although the mandate is vague, it is 

clear that the High Commissioner plays a central role during the phase of tensions, i.e., the phase 

preceding actual violent conflict.2 

The regulation of the HCNM's activities defined in the Helsinki 1992 Document leaves a 

great number of open questions. The mandate is clearly a compromise, resulting from a few 

months of negotiations between 52 states; thus, not all provisions are clearly formulated.3 More-

over, it must be taken into account that, in 1992, the High Commissioner was a completely new 

element in the (so far) strictly intergovernmental OSCE process. 

It would go too far to discuss all the issues relating to the functioning of the HCNM, but a 

few may be mentioned here. One issue concerns the timing of the High Commissioner's in-

volvement. In principle, the High Commissioner should be involved in an early stage. However, 

there is the dilemma that the High Commissioner's involvement may lead to an actual escalation 

of a conflict because the positions of the parties may become intransigent. Each case requires an 

evaluation of the case-specific circumstances. 

Another issue concerns the co-ordination of the HCNM's activities with those of other 

OSCE bodies. In addition to the above-mentioned missions, other OSCE organs deal with minor-

                                                 
1 Paragraph II.3 of the 'Decisions' of the Helsinki 1992 Document 'The Challenges of Change.' 
2 See also: R.W. Zaagman, 'The CSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities: An Analysis of the Mandate and 
the Institutional Context,' in: A. Bloed (ed.), The Challenges of Change; The Helsinki Summit of the CSCE and its After-
math (Dordrecht-Boston-London 1994), pp. 113— 175 at pp. 129-131. 
3 See also R. Zaagman and H. Zaal, 'The CSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities: Prehistory and Negotiations,' 
in: Bloed, op. cit. {supra note 21), pp. 95-111. 
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ity issues (like the long-term OSCE missions in Estonia, Latvia, Macedonia, and Ukraine), and a 

proper co-ordination is crucial. In the course of 1993 and 1994, the co-ordination of various 

OSCE mission mandates contributed greatly to a smoother co-operation between OSCE bodies. 

Finally, there is the question of how the HCNM should operate in a problematic situation. 

Should he or she be directly involved in formulating solutions to minority issues—which seems 

unlikely in view of the deep historical roots of many minority problems—or should he or she be 

confined to promoting dialogue and co-operation? In the latter case, the HCNM is a motor who 

stimulates a process of co-operation, rather than a direct mediator. Practice indicates that the 

HCNM recurrently opts for the latter process-oriented approach.1 

Although the HCNM's mandate is vague, it has not been fundamentally changed since it 

was adopted by the Helsinki Summit in 1992. In the Budapest document Towards a Genuine 

Partnership in a New Era, which was adopted by the Summit in December 1994, great apprecia-

tion was expressed for the High Commissioner's activities. Although it was decided that the 

HCNM's resources would be enhanced and that the OSCE states 'will increase their efforts to 

implement his/her recommendations,' the mandate itself was not amended.2 Also at the Lisbon 

Summit of December 1996, the OSCE participating states left the mandate of the HCNM unal-

tered. This results from the fact that, so far, the High Commissioner has been able to work quite 

well within the limits of the mandate. A lack of resources has proven to be a more serious prob-

lem than the vagueness of the High Commissioner's mandate. 

The High Commissioner has been involved in numerous cases: Estonia and Latvia con-

cerning the large Russian minorities; Slovakia and Hungary concerning the Hungarian and Slo-

vak minorities respectively; Romania concerning the Hungarian minority; Croatia concerning the 

peaceful reintegration of the last Serbian stronghold Eastern-Slavonia; Macedonia concerning 

the Albanian minority; Albania concerning the Greek minority; Ukraine, concerning the Russian 

population in the Crimea; Kyrgyzstan and Kazakhstan concerning the Russian 

minorities; and Moldova concerning the Gagauz and Russian minorities.25 At the request of 

the Committee of Senior Officials (CSO), the High Commissioner also presented a report on the 

Roma problem within the OSCE area, which resulted in an OSCE Human Dimension Seminar de-

voted to the Roma issue in September 1994.26 |n January 1997, the High Commissioner was ap-

pointed as the Personal Representative of the Chairman-in-Office (the Danish Foreign Minister) 

for Kosovo. 

                                                 
1 An interesting survey of a number of problems in the functioning of the High Commissioner—which resulted from a 
simulation, organised by the Conflict Management Group (Harvard, Cambridge)—may be found in: Early Warning and 
Preventive Action in the CSCE; Defining the Role of the High Commissioner on National Minorities; A Report of the 
CSCE Devising Session, October 19,1992 (Cambridge 1993). 
2 See chapter I, paragraph 21 and chapter VIII, paragraph 7 of the Budapest Decisions 
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After on-site visits the High Commissioner usually presents his comments and recommenda-

tions to the government concerned. Government officials are then allowed to present their comments 

on the HCNM's findings, which are thereafter presented to the Permanent Council.1 The High 

Commissioner's recommendations and the state's comments are made public after the political 

OSCE bodies discuss them. The High Commissioner has usually succeeded in finding political sup-

port from the OSCE community. 

4. COUNCIL OF EUROPE 

After achievements of the OSCE's in 1990, as specifically reflected in the detailed clauses 

on minority protection in the Copenhagen Document, the Council of Europe tried to give legal form 

to these achievements. Fortunately, initial competition has been replaced by more fruitful co-

operation, with both parties willing to acknowledge each other's strengths, as displayed in the 

Council of Europe's desire to 'translate' political OSCE commitments to legally binding form. 

The Council of Europe's efforts have not developed very smoothly in this area. The original 

attempt to adopt an additional protocol to the European Convention for the Protection of Human 

Rights and Fundamental Freedoms and/or a separate convention on minority rights at the Vienna 

Summit of the Council of Europe in October 1993 failed due to the many outstanding problems that 

could not be solved in time. Substantive results were only achieved at the end of 1994 after con-

siderable mitigation of the ambitions: the new additional protocol dealt solely with cultural issues, 

while the separate minority rights treaty took the shape of a 'framework convention' that was opened 

for signature in the beginning of 1995 and which entered into force on 1 February 1998. Although 

the Framework Convention on Minority Rights officially aims at a 'legalisation' of political OSCE 

norms, this has been realised only to a certain extent. Not all OSCE commitments in this area have 

been included and the aspects that the convention covers are not always a strict 'translation' of OSCE 

norms.2 On the other hand, the Framework Convention is more detailed in a number of cases, for in-

stance relating to the use of topographical or personal names. 

Another achievement of the Council of Europe is the European Charter for Regional and Mi-

nority Languages. Although it has not yet entered into force, its standards have a certain influence 

on state policy. 

Although one is inclined to think of competition between international organisations in 

negative terms, it is not necessarily a bad thing. If competition speeds up positive developments in the 

areas of standard-setting or supervision of implementation of international norms, it may be wel-

comed. Naturally, one needs to be aware of the danger that different institutions may adopt con-

                                                 
1 In January 1995, the Permanent Council (PC) succeeded the Permanent Committee. It meets at least once a week at am-
bassadorial level 
2 See Anders Ronquist, 'The Council of Europe Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities,' 
Helsinki Monitor, 1995, No. 1, pp. 38-44 
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flicting standards. This scenario would have detrimental effects in the field of the protection of 

national minorities. It is most likely, though, that the Council of Europe and the OSCE will play 

complementary roles, thereby leading to a more effective international regime for the protection of 

national minorities. 

Co-ordination and co-operation between international organisations is not only required in the 

area of standard-setting, but also in the area of supervising the implementation of agreed-upon norms. 

Much remains to be accomplished in the relations between the OSCE and the Council of Europe. The 

OSCE has developed a sophisticated supervisory machinery of a strictly political nature,1 whereas the 

Council of Europe's strength has always been in the area of (quasi-)judicial supervision, for exam-

ple, in the form of the machinery established by the European Convention on Human Rights. Re-

cently, however, the Council of Europe has further developed its political supervisory instruments, 

thus making coordination with corresponding OSCE activities all the more urgent. 

Good co-ordination and effective use of the two systems' complementary aspects are par-

ticularly important when both systems are applicable. This is the case when Council of Europe 

Member States wish to raise a human rights problem in another Member State. In these scenarios the 

state concerned must decide whether to use the procedure under the European Convention on Human 

Rights or rather the Human Dimension Mechanism of the OSCE. Typically, Council of Europe 

Member States are not prepared to use the OSCE mechanisms.2 The official explanation is that the 

legal procedure under the European Convention is 'stronger' than the 'weak' OSCE mechanisms 

which are merely of a political nature. This reasoning is incorrect because the two procedures are 

not overlapping, but complementary. Moreover, it has the character of circular reasoning because the 

Council of Europe states do not use the 'stronger' European Convention procedure in their mutual 

relations either. As a result the existence of one system is used as an alibi for not using the other one, 

the final outcome being that neither is applied. 

5. BILATERAL TREATIES AND AGREEMENTS 

In addition to the creation of international minority rights standards in the framework of in-

ternational organisations, such standards are contained in bilateral treaties concerning national minori-

ties. There has been an intensive one-way interaction between the two levels in that multilateral stan-

dards drafted within international organisations have strongly influenced the drafting of standards in 

bilateral minority treaties. Both historically and currently, bilateral minority treaties commonly 

contain express references or use phrases that are evidently borrowed from OSCE standards. 

                                                 
1 On 5 December 1994 the first legally binding OSCE document has entered into force: the “Convention on Con-
ciliation and Arbitration within the CSCE.” Convention provides for the establishment of an international tribunal. It is 
doubtful, however, whether OSCE states will be ready to make use of this new instrument for the peaceful settlement of 
disputes 
2 The only exception occurred in the spring of 1992, when Austria used the OSCE Human Dimension Mechanism to 
raise the issue of the Kurds in Turkey.  
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Except in cases where a bilateral treaty provides for a level of protection that is higher than in 

the OSCE standard or any other multilateral standards, the bilateral 

treaty's reference to multilateral standards is to be preferred over a separate, 

detailed formulation of each specific right, even if the formulation is comparable or identical to the 

multilateral standard. If no direct reference is contained in a bilateral treaty, there is a danger that the 

provision will be interpreted within its own context, which may result in diverging interpretations. 

Additionally, the inclusion of detailed provisions that do not thoroughly cover all multilateral 

standards may lead to the a contrario argument that the excluded elements or provisions do not 

apply. To guard against this possibility, the treaty must include a general clause statinglhat nothing 

in the treaty shall be construed as limiting or derogating from any minority rights standards ensured 

under any other treaty or agreement to which the States are parties. 

In addition to a co-ordination of standard-setting, co-ordinating the supervision of the imple-

mentation of the standards is of utmost importance. Based on a comparative analysis of categories 

of bilateral minority treaties, conclusions and recommendations regarding their usefulness in provid-

ing protection to minorities and in reducing or preventing tension between kin states and home states 

also raise the issue of co-ordination. 

On the whole bilateral treaties constitute a useful and sometimes even essential addition to the 

international regime for the protection of persons belonging to national minorities. The conclusion 

of these treaties often reflects a remarkable relaxation of tensions between treaty parties, and their im-

plementation can further stimulate a climate of good-neighbourliness and co-operation. The bilateral 

treaty between Hungary and Romania (autumn 1996) provides a good example of how politically sig-

nificant some of these treaties are. That is why a closer examination of minority clauses in various 

bilateral treaties is of great theoretical and practical importance. 

[Bloed, A. and P. van Dijk. “Bilateral Treaties: A New Landmark in Minority Protection,” in 

Bloed, A. and P. van Dijk, ed. Protection of Minority Rights Through Bilateral Treaties: The 

Case of Central and Eastern Europe (The Hague: Kluwer Law International, 1999): 1-15] 

 

7. Европейские стандарты и приспособление к ним 

Judith G. Kelley 

Ethnic Politics in Europe: The Power of Norms and Incentives 

ALTHOUGH SEVERAL INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS participated actively in Eastern 

Europe's ethnic politics over the last decade, research on their role has focused on a single insti-

tution and the particular strategy it applied. The OSCE has been praised for easing ethnic ten-

sions, but studies have not focused on its concrete policy effects or they have ignored the role of 



 317

the EU (Michalchuk 1999; Kemp 2001; Ratner 2000). Studies of EU conditionality similarly 

have disregarded the vast diplomatic efforts of the CE and the OSCE or they have focused on 

broad democratic trends rather than particular policies (Grabbe 2001; Fierke and Wiener 1999; 

Grabbe and Hughes 1998,41 ff; Amato and Batt 1998; De Witte 2000). This book has sorted out 

the institutional effects for the first time by using extensive new data to compare how the OSCE, 

the CE, and the EU influenced the governments of Latvia, Estonia, Slovakia, and Romania to 

pass certain ethnic minority legislation during the 1990s. 

The flurry of European institutions' activities motivated the analytical division of external 

engagements into the use of normative pressure and the use of incentives. Drawing on theory 

from both rationalist and con-structivist approaches, I developed hypotheses about the mecha-

nisms and conditions of institutional influence. In the context of the recent histories and the do-

mestic political battles within each government, I tracked all the legislation and events related to 

ethnic minorities from 1990 to 1999, performed quantitative analysis, and examined the relation-

ships between variables through case studies. Finally, I also explored alternative hypotheses 

about the role of time, timing, and homelands. 

I found that—despite prevalent pessimism about the ability of international actors to 

mitigate ethnic issues—international institutions can influence policy in states with sizable ethnic 

minority groups. Contrary to the ambiguity about the effects of aid conditionality and sanctions, 

membership conditionality has been a surprisingly effective way for international institution to 

shape minority-related policy, even in the face of considerable domestic opposition. Indeed, to 

change policy in most instances the institutions must link membership with the country's behav-

ior. Despite the widespread use of purely diplomatic approaches relying on persuasion and social 

influence, such efforts alone rarely change policies. Further, the domestic context plays a large 

role not only directly but also indirectly by influencing the usefulness of international efforts. 

Domestic opposition, however, debilitates normative pressure more than it debilitates condition-

ality- Specifically, authoritarian leadership or strong nationalist opposition in parliament de-

creases and sometimes even blocks institutional success. Similarly, having ethnic minorities in 

government improves success. Indeed, these domestic factors are key in explaining ethnic policy. 

But neither of these factors predicts the outcomes well: international institutional efforts still 

matter. Finally—and importantly for the policy implications of the study—not only does the 

chosen mechanism determine the efficiency of international efforts, but the international institu-

tions' credibility and the nature of their admission process does so as well. 

Three key tasks remain. First, to discuss the findings in greater depth and try to disentan-

gle the effects of normative pressure and conditionality. Second, to extend the analysis to rele-

vant theory. Third, to draw some policy lessons and to discuss several questions raised by the 



 318

findings, for example, durability, applicability, and implementation. I conclude by suggesting 

further research. 

EXPLAINING THE INFLUENCE OF EUROPEAN INSTITUTIONS ON ETHNIC POLITICS 

The Role of International Institutions 

International institutions were active and effective participants in the domestic policy 

process. In numerous cases institutions influenced domestic governments to bring about the insti-

tutions' desired policy outcomes. Further, governments tried to or actually did tighten laws when 

institutions were not involved. This happened even in the late 1990s, when these countries were 

considered more democratic and tolerant. ЛИ four countries passed various types of legislation 

that were unfavorable to ethnic minorities. Thus, the Latvian election laws used language re-

quirements to bar many people from running for office in both national and local elections. At 

times local representation was completely lost because the vast majority of the population in cer-

tain areas failed to meet citizenship or residency requirement that would have allowed them to 

vote. Another example were efforts in Latvia and Estonia to pass stricter language laws—efforts 

that really took hold between 1997 and 1999. The quantitative data also confirmed that positive 

changes to policy occurred more often with institutional involvement than without, and this find-

ing maintained a high statistical significance even when controlling for the influence of domestic 

opposition. Indeed, without external intervention governments only rarely resolved an issue fa-

vorably for minorities, and when they did, there were other apparent explanations. Thus, the evi-

dence confirmed that institutional engagement was effective. 

TABLE 9.1 

Predicted probabilities for a compatible outcome 

 Institutions not involved 

(percent) 

Normative pressure only   

(percent) 

Conditionality and nor-

mative pressure (percent) 

Strong domestic op-

position 

0 3 57 

Moderate domestic 

opposition 

3 23 93* 

Weak domestic oppo-

sition 

24 74* 99 

For calculations, see table 3.7.1 

* These calculations are based on fewer than five observations and should be interpreted with extra 

caution. 

                                                 
1 See Kelley, J. G. Ethnic Politics in Europe: The Power of Norms and Incentives. Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton 
Univ. Press, 2004 
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The Type of the Institutional Involvement 

Clear differences marked the effectiveness of the two institutional strategies. The combi-

nation of incentives and normative pressure was much more effective than the use of normative 

pressure alone, even though several of the conditions that scholars hypothesize as favorable for 

the effectiveness of such softer socialization efforts were present.1 Ordered logit analysis did 

identify normative pressure as a significant explanatory variable. Further investigation, however, 

suggested that normative pressure alone was decreasingly effective as the domestic and institu-

tional policy preferences diverged. Table 9.1 suggests that when institutions relied solely on 

normative pressure and when domestic opposition to the institutional policy preferences was 

strong, the improvement in the probability of a compatible outcome was minimal. Membership 

conditionality on the other hand had a consistently large effect above both the absence of in-

volvement and the use of normative pressure alone. 

The qualitative case studies provide several examples of normative pressure's failure to 

improve policy. On a general note, in the case studies policy makers clearly did not take advice 

seriously or were not concerned with displeasing the institutions that offered the advice.2 Some 

of the reply letters that the HCNM received from states reflect this view. For example, once after 

the HCNM had admonished Slovakia about a draft election law, Slovakia's foreign minister re-

plied, "I have the honour to inform you that this draft law has already been adopted in the Na-

tional Council of the Slovak Republic. It can also be said that through this law the Slovak Repub 

lie safeguards the right of 'the national minorities to govern the affairs they are concerned with.' 

"3 

Normative pressure alone also suffered from implementation flaws, such as poor timing 

and lack of coordination among institutions. Even when institutions executed normative pressure 

well, however, it often went unheeded. Thus, the OSCE did not persuade the Estonian president 

to veto the introduction of language requirements for local and national candidates. Similarly, 

pressure from the HCNM, which included detailed recommendations and extensive meetings, 

also failed in the end to shape the education law in Latvia, where the point of contention was the 

language of instruction. Although many of his recommendations made it into intermediary 

drafts, illustrating that they were given some consideration, the final draft omitted most of the 

recommendations despite the detailed efforts. Similarly, in 1994 the OSCE and the EU called in 

vain for Estonia to issue permanent residency permits immediately to those who were residents 
                                                 
1 See Kelley, J. G. Ethnic Politics in Europe. Chapter 2 for more discussion of these conditions 
2 Indeed, some interviewees for this study described how politicians would be very polite during meetings with the 
HCNM, only to quickly mock his suggestions after he had departed 
3 Letter to the HCNM from die Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Slovak Republic Zdenka Kramplova, Bratislava, 
13 July 1998 



 320

before July 1990 and to pass legally binding provisions to ensure the rights of temporary resi-

dents. Most notably, both Latvia and Estonia for many years ignored continuous pressure by the 

OSCE to allow stateless children to acquire citizenship, although it was a point of criticism 

raised from the early 1990s. Thus, in these cases, diplomatic pressure alone produced no results. 

The general pattern was that normative pressure had little to no effect on policies, or that the op-

portunity to use such pressure was wasted because it was not executed well. 

Nevertheless, in a few cases, normative pressure did seem to have some effect. While the 

data in table 9.1 is only descriptive because it is based on an additive logit model, the figures 

suggest that an interactive effect may exist: normative pressure alone appears increasingly effec-

tive the weaker the nationalist influence. Indeed, successful use of normative pressure alone 

tended to occur in the context of moderate or weak domestic opposition, such as the passage of 

the laws on names and places passed by the interim Moravcik government in 1994 in Slovakia. 

This government was eager to please the West and relied indirectly on the support of ethnic mi-

norities. On the other hand, some of the cases in which normative pressure alone failed also sug-

gest other obstacles apart from the fact that no incentives were used: institutions often did not 

support one another, they became involved in cases at late stages of policy formation, and they 

were sometimes perceived as biased, as in the Baltic States, where the opposition in particular 

tended to portray the HCNM as pro-Russian. 

Importantly, however, although institutions rarely changed policy with normative pres-

sure, they often had other related goals at which they were indeed quite successful. Such addi-

tional goals have included calming of ethnic tensions, monitoring of the implementation of the 

naturalization process, and facilitating language learning and communication. 

Institutions increased their influence significantly if they linked membership incentives to 

policy behavior. First, the ordered logit analysis showed that the combined use of membership 

incentives and normative pressure was an extremely significant explanatory factor. Indeed, com-

pared to the cases in which institutions were not involved at all, the predicted score of a com-

patible outcome rose between 57 to 90 percent across the different levels of domestic opposition 

when institutions used membership incentives (see table 9.1). While these figures should be in-

terpreted with care, they do strongly suggest that the use of incentives is a vast improvement 

over the use of normative pressure alone. 

The qualitative analysis raised confidence in the quantitative results by providing sound 

illustrations of how the added effect of the membership incentives produced more favorable out-

comes. Thus, for example, in 1994 in Latvia during the Birkavs government, the OSCE and CE 

experts were able to push through the changes in the citizenship law only because this behavior 

had been tied to admission to the CE. Prime Minister Birkavs perhaps most pointedly stated that 
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the cause of the revision of the law was European pressure and membership in European institu-

tions. When Latvian President Ulmanis returned the law to parliament, Birkavs said, "We shall 

not allow the Latvian people to perish because of the citizenship law. We shall not allow this law 

to bar our way to Europe, the only place where Latvia can survive."1 Likewise, the OSCE and 

the CE had little success in improving the citizenship laws in Latvia and Estonia in 1995, 1996, 

and 1997, when they could not equate compliance with specific payoffs. Not until the EU threw 

its weight behind their various recommendations did change occur. 

Similarly, the ambitions to join the EU drove both Slovakia and Romania to sign treaties 

with Hungary despite strong domestic opposition. Romanian President Iliescu underscored that 

the desire to join the EU and NATO "was indeed the most important aspect, motivating the co-

operation on the treaty."2 Likewise, Slovakian Prime Minister Meciar said, "We are aware, as 

one of the [EU] associated countries, that the Stability Pact, through its course and actual results, 

will speed up our bona-fide participation in the European Union."3 Although the implementation 

of the agreements was problematic, the conclusion of the agreements was nevertheless an impor-

tant achievement for the European institutions. Also, membership incentives shaped policy in 

both Slovakia and Romania after the changes of governments there in the late 1990s. Although 

Slovakia's government actually included ethnic minority representation, the opposition to the 

minority language law was still formidable, and institutional conditionality played a key role in 

facilitating a compromise. The EU membership incentive not only propelled the non-Hungarian 

coalition partners to pass the law,4 but also softened the ethnic Hungarian position. Lajos 

Meszaros, spokesman for the Hungarian Coalition Party, said frankly, "[W]e are prepared for a 

compromise because the law is one of the basic conditions for Slovakia beginning talks on the 

admission to the European Union."5 Summing up the logic of policy makers facing pressure 

from admission requirements, Toomas lives, Estonian foreign minister commented, "In dealing 

with laws that are the norm of the organization you want to join, your choice is to abide by them 

or decide not to join. If you don't want to join, fine, do it your way. But you can't say, 'We'll take 

the EU subsidies, but we won't meet them on standards.' "6 

Sorting Out the Effects of Socialization and Conditionality 

                                                 
1 "Working group formed to submit amendments to citizenship bill," BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, June 30, 
1994. 
2 "Iliescu Says NATO, EU Main Reason for Treaty With Hungary," Budapest MTV Television Network (Hungarian), 
1700 GMT22 Sept. 96, FBIS-EEU-96-185. 
3 "Premier Meciar speaks at the Stability Pact conference in Paris," BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, March 21, 
1995. 
4 "MP appeals to ethnic Hungarians to back minority language law," BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, June 10, 
1999 
5 "Dispute over minority language law continues—press," CTKNational News Wire, June 9, 1999 
6 "What the amendments mean for Latvia," Baltic Times, May 16, 2002 
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The key remaining challenge is to sort out the relative impact of normative pressure vis-

a-vis conditionality when these efforts arc used simultaneously. Naturally, conditionality alone is 

not sufficient, given that even some cases of conditionality failed—particularly during Meciar's 

Slovakia, such as Meciar's refusal to allow issue bilingual language certificates, his insistence on 

changing the election laws, and his failure to pass a minority language law. But in the cases in 

which the institutions were effective, would they have failed if socialization-based efforts had 

been absent? That is, is normative pressure necessary when the institutions use membership con-

ditionality? This is a complex question, since institutions never applied conditionality without 

also relying on softer efforts. 

First, variation in the level of normative pressure may make it possible to say whether so-

cialization-based efforts condition the effect of membership conditionality. However, in all but 

one of the nineteen conditionality cases, the OSCE and the CE were active participants and com-

paring their levels of engagement is difficult. This brings up another important point, which is 

that the relationship between the OSCE, the CE, and the EU often became intertwined because 

the EU relied on the OSCE and the EU for evaluation and information. Thus the very character 

of the normative pressure changed once behavior was linked to admission in an organization: 

even the normative actors indirectly gained instrumental leverage through their relationship with 

the admitting organization. 

Countcrfactual analysis is a more effective way to assess how pivotal normative pressure 

was. Does systematic examination of each case suggest that the socialization efforts created links 

in the process of change that would not otherwise have been made? This does not seem to be the 

case. Although the normative pressure framed the problems, facilitated dialogue, and helped 

formulate solutions, the conditionality appeared to be such a strong motivating factor that it is 

plausible that the results would have come about eventually even if these supportive actions had 

been absent. Three examples follow. 

Would the case of stateless children in Estonia have turned out differently without OSCE 

involvement? Probably yes. Would the EU have been able to change the policy without the 

OSCE? Probably yes. The OSCE clearly was highly active, yet the legislative movement toward 

a compromise occurred in a pattern consistent with the EU actions regarding membership: before 

EU meetings, drafting of EU reports, and interaction with EU officials. It is quite possible that 

the EU would not have framed the issues the way it did without the OSCE involvement, or—

more generally— that the softer actors influenced the content of norms that the more instru-

mental actors apply. Given the strong EU membership ambitions and the open EU support for 

the OSCE, however, the high level of OSCE involvement itself does not necessarily mean that 

the OSCE efforts were necessary. They were no doubt helpful. For example, as the Estonia citi-
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zenship issue was drawing to a close in 1998, OSCE staff visited Talinn urging specific swing 

policymakers to change their position. The reasoning of the OSCE staff may have been instru-

mental rather than moral, or more likely with the swing voters: a mixture.1 Their efforts, regard-

less, helped build the necessary coalition to pass the amendments. Thus, that one-on-one en-

gagement was beneficial in this case both in framing the issues and in building coalitions. Judg-

ing from the timing of events, however, the EU conditionality, not the OSCE efforts, was the 

motivating factor. 

In the case of Slovakia's rejection of the penal code, the OSCE was again highly active 

and may indeed have flagged the attention of the EU on the matter. While the OSCE and EU 

were mutually supportive, the fact that the rejection happened as the EU was preparing the 

Agenda 2000 report and after the EU officially linked the law to admission suggests that the rela-

tive causal impact of conditionality was larger than that of normative pressure. Indeed, parlia-

ment rejected the law because a few members of the governing coalition finally defected from 

the party line on the third attempt to pass the law. Several factors make it unlikely, however, that 

these politicians had changed their beliefs drastically since the two earlier votes: only a few 

months had passed since those votes and there were little to no socialization efforts during that 

time. Further, the law had been slightly softened since the two previous attempts; this should 

have made the law more acceptable to any swing voters, not less. Thus, it makes most sense to 

interpret the rejection of the law as a response to the EU pressure in the light of the upcoming 

evaluation for admission. 

Counterfactual analysis is more challenging in Latvia's 1994 change to the citizenship 

law, because the membership incentive came from the CE, which is also a heavily norm-based 

institution. Thus, one cannot simply separate the actors and ask if the CE would have succeeded 

without the OSCE. Both the CE and the OSCE clearly helped define a solution to the problem of 

naturalization at the time. The question, however, is whether the willingness to compromise re-

sulted solely from the CE's conditionality or whether it indeed depended also on the CE norm-

based efforts. Understanding this requires a more in-depth examination of the CE efforts them-

selves. While the CE had made seven visits between 1991 and 1993, it made only two in 1994 

before the passage of the citizenship law, first in January, but then not again until August 1994, 

just a few days before approval of the final draft. The CE did not issue formal documents on 

Latvia during the spring of 1994. The absence of visits in the spring of 1994 suggests that the 

main activity of the CE was not intensive persuasion efforts. Recall, too, that the Latvian Parlia-

ment actually passed an unsatisfactory version of the law in June 1994 and then reversed itself 

only two months later. During these two months, however, the relationship with the CE seemed 

                                                 
1 Author's interview, John Packer, Assistant to the HCNM, October 1998 
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very much to be one of negotiation, not about what was "right" but about what was sufficient to 

gain CE approval. As the opinion on membership stated later, adoption of the law had been a 

"major pre-condition for accession."1 Thus counterfactual analysis suggests that while normative 

pressure by the CE and the OSCE were integral to the outcomes in many ways, conditionality 

was the motivating factor. The leverage this conditionality provided did not depend on the con-

current efforts to shape the solutions. 

The last way to get at the question of the relative causal power of membership condition-

ality vis-a-vis normative pressure is to examine what rhetoric accompanied the policy changes. If 

the normative pressure was important, one might expect some rhetoric about the moral impera-

tive of the changes rather than just comments linking the changes to EU membership. Indeed, 

politicians may prefer to present the policy positions as their own to avoid being seen as puppets. 

Of course, this effect could be distorted by the fact that policy makers might prefer to blame the 

international institutions for unpopular moves, even if they actually agreed with them. Given 

these contradictory expectations, it might be fair to predict a mix of public rhetoric on the causes 

for the changes. The comments by policy makers, however, rarely ever reflected any moral sup-

port for the policies at all. Indeed, when Slovak Prime Minister Mikulas Dzurinda drew fire for 

making concessions to Hungarians on a minority language law, he almost excused himself from 

his action: "I am not responsible for the fact that someone has suggested that the law on the us-

age of ethnic minority languages in public administration be drafted. I repeat, it was not me who 

made sure this law was embodied in the constitution and it was not me who concluded the basic 

treaty with Hungary in France."2 This was hardly a ringing endorsement. In contrast, returning 

from a working meeting in Brussels, EU chief negotiator Jan Figel said that if Slovakia did not 

adopt a law on ethnic languages a "big question mark" would hover over EU membership negoti-

ations. The conditionality, not the norms, was in the forefront here. This book has provided nu-

merous similar examples where policy makers frankly explain their actions as moves to gain EU 

or CE admission. 

While these inquiries do not prove that conditionality would have worked in isolation, 

they do suggest that conditionality did most of the heavy lifting. Nevertheless, it may be that the 

efforts to persuade, while rarely effective alone, help explain why political conditionality appears 

to be more effective than economic conditionality, which often fails to both engage the actors 

and provide what the scholars term "ownership" of the reforms (Killick 1996). The case studies 

illustrate how the international institutions cooperated. For example, the EU relied heavily on the 

HCNM to explain key concepts, soften the attitudes of key policy makers, and suggest solutions. 
                                                 
1 Council of Europe, Opinion No. 183 (1995) on the application by Latvia for membership of the Council of Europe 
2 "Premier vows to restore economic stability, rules out autonomy for ethnic Hungarians," BBC Summary of World 
Broadcasts, March 9, 1999 
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Indeed, the EU very much wanted the HCNM to play this role, especially since EU member 

states, wary of implications for themselves, preferred not suggest too detailed a solution. The EU 

also relied on CE and OSCE standards and recommendations as benchmarks for performance 

and as reference points for the validity of EU entry requirements. Different institutional repre-

sentatives met or invoked one another's standards or rewards several times. Thus, the case stud-

ies show a dense cooperation that suggests normative pressure played an integral part, even when 

conditionality fueled the policy engine. 

How Domestic Factors Matter 

Domestic opposition was consistently a statistically significant factor in explaining policy 

outcomes. The case of prefects in Slovakia is a good illustration of how domestic factors operate 

in the absence of international involvement. In this case, a nationalist government removed eth-

nic Hungarian political authorities in areas with extremely high Hungarian populations. After a 

more accommodating government came into power, however, Hungarians managed to regain 

these seats of authority even without direct international help. 

But the study suggests some interesting subtleties about the interaction between domestic 

opposition and institutional involvement. The basic interactive hypothesis was supported in that 

institutional involvement in general did decrease in effectiveness with an increase in nationalist 

influence. The effect of domestic opposition, however, may not be the same for the two institu-

tional strategies. Thus, domestic opposition seemed to have a greater debilitating effect on the 

use of normative pressure than on the use of incentives. Most noticeable, incentives seemed able 

to affect policy despite the degree of nationalism. Table 9.1 showed that even when the domestic 

opposition was strong, the probability that membership conditionality was likely to be associated 

with a compatible outcome was 57 percent. Even when applying a good deal of caution to the 

statistical findings, this is remarkably high, considering that the institutions had no threat of force 

at their disposal. It is even more noteworthy when compared with the 3 percent probability of a 

compatible outcome in cases in which institutions used normative pressure alone. Thus, while 

domestic opposition clearly did decrease the effectiveness of institutional involvement as hy-

pothesized, the international institutions could to a surprisingly great extent use membership in-

centives to override strong domestic constraints. 

The qualitative analysis supported the statistical analysis on domestic opposition. When 

the institutions did not get involved, nationalist politicians and parties could easily be traced as 

active factors in exacerbating the outcomes. When the institutions were involved, however, the 

case studies illustrated how institutional efforts sometimes spurred solutions despite strong do-

mestic opposition. The most startling examples were when, in several instances, a parliament 

actually went so far as to pass legislation contrary to the institutions' recommendations only to 
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have the president veto it, after which the parliament followed the institutions' recommendations 

in a final revision. This happened, for example, when the president vetoed a harsh law on the 

citizenship in Latvia in 1994, and also when the Estonian parliament eventually revised a harsh 

law on residency in 1993 after a presidential veto. Similarly, in 1996 in Slovakia the president 

repeatedly blocked a harsh penalty law, and in 1999 the Latvian president returned a strict lan-

guage law. Finally, the opposition to Latvia's 1998 citizenship law amendments was so strong 

that the nationalists called a referendum and ran a strongly negative campaign that just barely 

failed in undoing the accomplishments of the parliament.1 Yet in all these cases of strong domes-

tic opposition, the institutions linked membership to behavior and eventually managed to bring 

about their desired outcomes. 

The interactive effect of domestic opposition and institutional involvement was particu-

larly well illustrated by the quasi-experimental designs provided by the changes of governments. 

Thus, in several cases international institutions were clearly unsuccessful at getting governments 

to change their policies until a change of government. This was the case, for example, after the 

elections in Slovakia and Romania, with governments more eager to comply with European in-

stitutional norms. Before these changes, Slovakia's and Romania's governments mostly shrugged 

at institutional pressure on several issues. Pressure on Romania to pass a law on minorities and 

to allow the use of bilingual road signs was largely ineffective. And Slovak Prime Minister Me-

ciar's government proceeded with local administrative reform and passed a strict language law 

despite institutional pressure. After the elections, however, ethnic minorities in these countries 

gained the protective legislation they had been coveting on language and other issues. 

Authoritarian headers and Minority Parties in Government 

While it is a key explanatory factor, the influence of domestic opposition alone does not 

fully explain the failure and success pattern of the incentives. One factor that can add more un-

derstanding is the presence or absence of a strong authoritarian leader. The study found that 71 

percent of cases with authoritarian leadership had incompatible outcomes, compared to only 53 

percent of cases with no authoritarian leadership. Case studies further illustrated how authoritar-

ian leaders blocked the effect of institutions. Thus, for example, Slovak President Meciar resisted 

institutional efforts to reinstall bilingual school certificates, pass a law on minority languages, 

and amend the election law. He was clearly guided by the political benefit he achieved from the 

issue outweighing any potential personal benefit from the institutions. In true authoritarian style, 

he was not concerned with the benefit to the country; his desire for power took priority when this 

conflicted with EU demands (Henderson 1999b, 233). As the EU continued to criticize Slovakia 

                                                 
1 "Roughly 53 percent of the voters supported maintaining the amendments in the form passed by the parliament. 
Latvian voters approve citizenship reforms, back centre-right," Deutsche Presse-Agentur, October 4, 1998 
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and Meciar, he became the political black sheep among the EU candidate states, making it even 

harder for him to make concessions, even if he wanted to. As one foreign ministry official ob-

served, "Things got worse after the domestic political situation with the kidnapping of the presi-

dent's son and the failed NATO referendum…After these events, there was sort of no way back 

for Meciar. He had crossed a line politically."1 

There are also cases, however, in which incentives worked, even with leaders such as 

Meciar. In the case of Slovakia's treaty with Hungary, for example, a barrage of international ac-

tors urged the singing of the treaty via letters, personal contacts, and so on. Although Meciar was 

generally prone to shrug off international critics, the social influence and incentives worked in 

this case because at this stage he still saw it in his own personal interest to improve his image 

with the West and his legitimacy as a statesman. This is why the role of authoritarian leadership 

is not clear cut. The key to getting political conditionality to work in the presence of strong au-

thoritarian leadership is to aim the rewards at the interests of this leadership. 

Similarly, the presence or absence of minority representation in the government coalition 

is naturally an important factor. Thus, although the number of actual cases is quite small in this 

study, 75 percent of cases with minorities in government had compatible outcomes contrary to 

only 21 percent of cases with no minority representation. The case studies showed how it was 

frequently possible to attribute a good outcome to the bargaining power of minorities in a coali-

tion government. For example, when the education law in Romania eventually passed in a ver-

sion that satisfied the minorities in 1999, this was primarily because of the bargaining power of 

the minorities within the government. The situation was similar when Romania finally passed a 

law on the status of the civil service in 1999, allowing Hungarians to communicate with officials 

in Hungarian. In 1998 ethnic Hungarians in the Slovak government also helped push for the rein-

statement of bilingual school certificates and the passage of a minority language law. 

On the surface, an explanation relying on the presence of minorities in government 

downplays the role of international institutions. First, note, however, that minorities were rarely 

part of the government coalition, and were never part of the government in Estonia or Latvia. 

Thus, this factor cannot explain the general pattern of outcomes. Second, that the reason the 

Slovak and Romanian governments included minorities in the first place was partly because of 

expectations and earlier influence on the opposition parties.2 Thus, the international community 

had an indirect effect even in these cases. Finally, as discussed in the cases and under alternative 

explanations, domestic ethnic groups (as well as their homelands) also influenced the outcomes 

                                                 
1 Author's interview, Miroslav Wlachovsky, February 7, 2000 
2 Author's interviews, members of the government coalition, February 2000; author's interview, Peter Hunzik, Foun-
der of the Hungarian Civil Liberal Party, February 9, 2000; Pridham 1999; Vachudova forthcoming 
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by using international institutions as forums for articulating their grievances and demanding 

greater respect for their rights. 

Finally, the case studies show that the ethnic minority representation in government is no 

guarantee for such policies. In Slovakia and Romania, the minorities did not get what they 

wanted on language and education issues, and they themselves stressed that the influence of the 

international community was key to the cooperation achieved. 

In summary, it would be an omission to discount either the ability of authoritarian leaders 

to block a positive response to institutional membership incentives or the bargaining power of 

minorities in government. Minorities only participated in governments in eight of sixty-four 

cases in this study. Likewise, an authoritarian leader was present in only seventeen. Thus, natu-

rally, the explanatory power of these variables is limited. Indeed, perhaps due to the smaller size 

of the data set, regression analysis finds that the factors are not statistically significant. Noticea-

bly, however, even when controlling for authoritarian leaders or ethnic minorities in govern-

ment, the size and significance of the other explanatory variables—normative pressure only, in-

centives and pressure, and domestic opposition—remain consistent. This suggests that the find-

ings about these variables are robust. 

Confidence in Admission 

The case studies suggest that other factors influence the effectiveness of conditionality. 

The ideal circumstance for the use of conditionality is when countries believe they have a fair 

chance of admission but cannot take it for granted. Both overconfidence and too great pessimism 

about admission prospects decrease the effectiveness of membership incentives. Thus, for exam-

ple, when states consider themselves geopolitically significant or if institutions or individual 

member states frequently support their admission for other reasons, issue linkage is less effec-

tive. Subsequently, outcomes are less favorable for minorities. Similarly, when states struggle 

economically and institutions or member states rarely support their admission or specifically ex-

press concerns about their admission for other reasons, issue linkage is less effective. Slovakia 

and Romania best displayed these tendencies. 

In the case of Slovakia, the government often took CE and EU admission for granted. 

Meciar believed that the EU would admit Slovakia without these concessions. He argued pub-

licly that Slovakia was too important for the EU to shun, and he repeatedly reassured the citi-

zenry that the West "has no other option than to embrace Slovakia."1 He believed that Slovakia's 

geographic location alone was a ticket to the EU. At a rally in October 1995, Meciar said that 

there was no need to worry about the admission of Slovakia to the EU "because they need us, for 

                                                 
1 East European Constitutional Review 6(4) (Fall 1997), "Constitution Watch, a country-by-country update on consti-
tutional politics in Eastern Europe and the ex-USSR: Slovakia." 
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we are a country with an exceptionally good geopolitical situation" (Wlachovsky 1997, 46). As a 

result, Slovakia questioned some of the EU "threats" of withholding admission. While the high 

degree of domestic opposition naturally was a key source of some of the conditionality failures 

in Slovakia, this overconfidence further decreased the effectiveness of the membership condi-

tionality. 

In Romania, on the other hand, the economic situation dimmed hopes of admission. On 

July 18, 1995, after a Paris meeting of the Romanian, German, and French foreign ministers, 

France and Germany issued a joint statement supporting Romania's drive to join the EU. They 

stressed, however, that it was not possible to set a timetable for Romania's EU membership, add-

ing that intensified economic reform, privatization, and the development of a market economy 

were key conditions.1 Thus, in essence the West was saying that Romania would not join the EU 

in the near future because its economy was too poor.2 This greatly diminished the power of the 

incentive for Romania. Indeed, this resulted in a sort of preemptive blow to the use of member-

ship incentives as a tool because it made the EU more hesitant to even use conditionality in Ro-

mania. 

In Latvia and Estonia, however, politicians believed in their EU admission prospects but 

also understood that they were competing with other candidates and could not take admission for 

granted. Thus, the EU membership conditionality was credible and effective, and indeed never 

failed to produce at least some improvement. 

Structuring Incentives 

The case studies made it particularly clear that issue linkage is more effective when insti-

tutions use a gradual admission process. Thus, the greater the use of a series of steps in the ad-

mission process and the greater the use of pronouncements, declarations, demarches, and other 

communicationclearly linking action and admission progress, the easier it was for institutions to 

encourage reform. If an institution relied extensively on reports, meetings, and other tools to 

evaluate a state's status in the admission process, this increased the ability of the institution to 

reward or punish, and thus to encourage reform. Efforts to meet the institutional requirements 

increased as such events neared. Frequently, a parliament would schedule important decisions 

just before key institutional events. The case of stateless children in Estonia is a particularly 

good illustration of the usefulness of the EU's gradual accession process. The issue received a 

marked increase in attention after the EU entered the debate and connected the issue to member-

ship and linked the timing of policy changes to EU summits and upcoming important decisions. 

Indeed, the government's decision to discuss the amendments came just a few days before the 

                                                 
1 FRE/RL Newsline, July 19, 1995 
2 "A possible light at the end of the tunnel," Transition, September 20, 1996 
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EU summit that would decide which countries would be invited to open negotiations with the 

EU. This type of dynamic was also evident in the case of the language law in Latvia. The Lat-

vian parliament finally approved an amended version of the controversial language law on De-

cember 9,1999, just as the EU was meeting in Helsinki to decide candidates' status on the admis-

sion process. Thus, several cases demonstrated the effect of the EU gradual admission process 

while other cases displayed the inverse effect: how the CE lost leverage because it lacked such 

gradual steps. For example, although Friedrich Konig, a CE parliamentary assembly rapporteur, 

had told Radio Bucharest after a 1993 visit that Romania needed to pass a law on national mi-

norities, the CE invited Romania to join based on the government's promise to pass such a law 

later. Subsequently, the law never passed. Similarly, in Slovakia, the Meciar government com-

pletely reneged on commitments to pass legislation on the use of ethnic personal and place 

names, and indeed withdrew legislation on the table after Slovakia joined the CE. The changes 

did finally pass, but only because of a change in government. Illustrating that this was not just an 

institutional difference between the EU and the CE, the CE did effectively use more preadmis-

sion monitoring in Latvia, which introduced a series of meetings and stages of approval neces-

sary before admission. The modification of the citizenship law was directly linked to the CE's 

aggressive involvement via extensive monitoring and negotiations before admission. 

EXTENDING THE ANALYSIS: THEORY, POLICY LESSONS, AND REMAINING QUESTIONS 

This study has addressed the debate about when and why states comply with international 

laws and norms as well as the more recent debate about the domestic effect of international insti-

tutions. Evaluating the findings on both persuasion and conditionality, it has contributed to the 

more general debate between the rational choice and constructivist approaches to international 

institutions and has advanced it beyond "either/or" by actually including both approaches and 

submitting them to unified testing. As such, this study has been unique in its treatment of actors 

as both norm-guided and cost-benefit-calculating individuals. By including both approaches in a 

common framework, the study has been able to give a more complete account of the relevant 

events and relationships. 

As argued in Chapter 1, the use of normative pressure in the form of persuasion or social 

influence is a subcase of socialization. Thus, by examining several specific instances of interna-

tional institutions' effort to use normative pressure to change state behavior, the study provided 

new empirical data about socialization. While the study did not address the traditional debate 

about whether socialization efforts work via a constructivist or rationalist mechanism, the case 

studies provided evidence of the behavioral effects (or lack thereof), and cast new light on the 

conditions for when socialization efforts can change policy. Specifically, the study probed 

whether socialization efforts can work in the absence of further incentives and, if so, what do-
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mestic political conditions makes this possible. The study found that in most cases socialization 

efforts by themselves only worked when the domestic opposition was weak and the beliefs and 

calculations of the key actors did not require major adjustment. For cases of stronger domestic 

opposition, however, the findings suggested that the addition of incentives was necessary. This 

finding aligns with the work of some scholars who have suggested that socialization primarily 

works only in tandem with material incentives (Ikenberry and Kupchan 1990; Sikkink 1993; 

Klotz 1996).1 Thus, the study deepens our understanding of conditions for when socialization 

can change behavior. 

The study also contributes to the body of research on positive incentives and specifically 

on political conditionality (Davis 2000; Bernauer 1999, 157). While research has often focused 

on negative incentives such as trade sanctions, deterrence, military intervention, and so on, the 

relatively high success rate for membership conditionality outlined here suggests that positive 

incentives promote policy change by facilitating constructive dialogue, greater interaction, and 

greater understanding (Cortright 1997, 11; Long 1996). Case studies reveal how states commu-

nicate extensively with international institutions about domestic legislation. Besides engaging in 

extensive meetings and correspondence, legislatures at times even send drafts for comments to 

the international institutions or directly solicit their input by inviting them to participate in the 

formulation of policy. This was the case, for example, with the participation in 1990 of the CE in 

the formulation of the Romanian Constitution and also with Latvia's implementation policy on 

the language law.2 Thus, contrary to the more skeptical research on economic conditionality by 

the World Bank and the IMF (Killick 1996; Gilbert, Hopkins, Powell, and Roy 1997, 509n; Nel-

son 1996; Collier 1997; Killick with Ramani and Marr 1998), this study argues that the use of 

political conditionality by European institutions has been quite successful—even though the re-

quirements intruded into the core socio-political attributes of these states. Most importantly, 

while domestic opposition does impede the effect of positive incentives, when membership con-

ditionality is very attractive—as in the European case—politicians are willing to compromise on 

even quite controversial issues. This suggests that institutions can apply conditionality to require 

"peace reforms" that will decrease conflict (Boyce and Pastor 1998; Reinicke 1996; World Bank 

1997, 5, 19; Boyce 1996). 

                                                 
1 Ikenberry and Kupchan (1990) conclude diat normative persuasion is insufficient to drive the socialization process, 
which works only in junction with the provision of material incentives. Similarly, in her work on the influence of the 
human rights network on Argentina and Mexico's policy Sikkink (1993) argues mat "in the realm of human rights, it 
is die combination of moral pressure and material pressure that leads to change." Klotz (1996) also makes a similar 
argument about the use of norms and sanctions in South Africa 
2 This case is not part of this study, but nevertheless illustrates the type of engagement. Activities of the CE, 1990 
Report, Strasbourg: CE Press, 1991, 31-32 



 332

Further, the study has some particularly interesting implications about the benefit of an 

incremental membership admission process. The findings suggest that a series of gradual admis-

sion steps provides opportunities to build trust and confidence, and ultimately increase the effec-

tiveness of the conditionality. 

Finally, the study contributes to the study of ethnic minority politics, both by expanding 

the empirical case studies but more importantly by integrating the often-neglected factor of the 

international community to the study of domestic ethnic minority policies (Brubaker 1995). The 

study also has added to more general international relations research by examining in detail how 

and when institutions have been able to influence the domestic politics of candidate states and 

new member states. 

Policy Lessons 

John Harsanyi, recipient of the 1994 Nobel Prize in Economics, noted in 1962 that "one 

of the main purposes for which social scientists use the concept of A's power over В is for the 

description of the policy possibilities open to A" (Harsanyi 1962). The primary policy implica-

tion of this study comes from the evidence that links institutional membership incentives to be-

havior as an effective tool for intervention in domestic political situations. Also, not only is 

membership conditionality effective in the case of ethnic politics, but it can be employed pre-

emptively (Hurlburt 1997, 226). Thus, the study is an argument for the international community 

to consider more carefully how it can use the incentive of membership in international institu-

tions to achieve its goals. Indeed, institutions may also be able to retain leverage after admission 

if institutions can create additional credible incentives for member states. 

Notably, even though many domestic situations appear difficult and it may be tempting to 

ignore them, the appeal of membership can overcome even quite strong domestic opposition. 

Conversely, to minimize their failure to influence domestic policy, institutions should limit the 

use of normative pressure alone to "easier cases"—that is, where the policy gap is small, where 

nationalists have only a weak influence, or where ethnic minorities already are part of a govern-

ment coalition. 

To maximize their influence, member states and international institutions should keep 

several things in mind. First, directly linking policy and incentives is important, but this does not 

mean that normative pressure can be abandoned. Indeed, in this study the European institutions 

always used conditionality in addition to normative pressure not as a substitute for it. Thus, insti-

tutions continued efforts to persuade even after they linked membership to policy change, and 

the case studies suggest a dynamic relationship between these two approaches. While member-

ship conditionality drives policy changes, normative efforts often guide them. Thus, combining 

the two methods seems not only effective, but also wise. 
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Second, the message must be clear and preferably formal. The institutions cannot expect 

states to produce favorable policy outcomes just because they are candidates for membership in 

international institutions. Institutions need to specifically formulate requirements. An institution's 

silence often results in poor outcomes, even if membership is being discussed at the same time. 

Tacit assumptions and ambiguity beget evasion rather than results. 

Third, coordination and cooperation between institutions is crucial, and their messages 

must align. If one institution declares a policy satisfactory, a country can use this as a shield 

against the criticism of other institutions. This happened in some cases in which the OSCE and 

the Council of Europe sent contradictory signals. 

Fourth, the more the merrier: as many institutions as possible should criticize worrisome 

policies. If one institution, the OSCE, for example, is alone in its criticism, the silence of the oth-

ers diminishes the authority of the recommendation. This happened in several cases in which, for 

example, the EU did not participate in criticism. States can easily interpret the lack of full institu-

tional involvement, while it may have other causes, as a tacit lack of agreement with the prof-

fered recommendations. 

Fifth, timing matters. Forwarding advice early in the policy process is best. In the early 

1990s for example, owing to the timing of the establishment of his office, the HCNM sometimes 

criticized policies quite late in the process. This was seldom effective. Nevertheless, institutions 

should not give up just because a law has already been passed. The case studies showed several 

instances of a president returned a law to parliament for successful revision. 

Sixth, institutions should be consistent. If an institution forwards a criticism, the failure to 

follow-up decreases the credibility of the institutions. To its detriment, the CE often raised con-

cerns in the early 1990s only toabandon the issues later. This not only decreases the effectiveness 

of the specific recommendation, but also of future ones. 

Seventh, and related to the above, membership conditionality works best when the recipi-

ent must make the changes before membership. When institutions use a post-admission strategy, 

states often fail to keep their promises. This happened repeatedly in connection with commit-

ments states made when joining the CE. Thus, institutions should consider carefully what they 

are actually achieving by admitting states based purely on promises of changed behavior. 

Eighth, if institutions have monitoring privileges in a candidate state or even in a member 

state, as do the CE and the OSCE, criticism should be transparent, formal, and preferably con-

nected to some consequence. Indeed, it may be ideal for institutions if they can actually suspend 

membership or the admission process or otherwise withdraw membership or association benefits. 

This point was apparent in the EU's use of annual reports, which always received great attention 

from candidate countries eager for favorable assessment. Since implementation tends to lag be-
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hind policy, institutions should continue to monitor and take appropriate measures if the imple-

mentation is not consistent with the adopted policy. Thus, for example, it took several steps of 

revisions of the citizenship legislation in the Baltic States before the international institutions 

were satisfied with both the policy and the implementation. Indeed, challenges remain. 

Ninth, institutions should pay attention to the structure of their admission process. An ex-

tended process with multiple concrete steps maximizes the opportunities for influence because it 

builds confidence while retaining future incentives. Thus, the EU's extended process provides 

many more opportunities for influence than does either the CE's process or the OSCE's easy 

process. While the size of their carrots differed, even the Council of Europe showed variation in 

its ability to influence policy depending on how it approached the admission process. 

Remaining Questions: Durability, Sui Generis, Paper Compliance, and Future Research 

Since this study concludes that membership conditionality is a highly effective strategy, 

the question of the durability of the policy changes naturally emerges. The conformance may just 

disappear with the incentive. Particularly in the case of membership incentives, should we not 

expect to see changes reversed after admission? In connection with EU conditionality, that may 

be a particular concern, as the entry requirements related to ethnic minorities were never general-

ized and are not components of the EU body of law Actually, both constructivists and rationalists 

have to answer the question of durability. Rationalists can ask constructivists whether the policy 

changes will not just disappear if the persons whose belief change drove the policy fall out of 

power.1 Thus, the question about durability is general (Fearon and Wendt, 2002). 

The answer depends on factors driving the initial change in behavior. If changes in belief 

drove the policies, the durability should be ensured if the socialized actors stay in power, or if the 

actors replacing the socialized actors have similar normative beliefs (Vachudova, 2001; Pridham 

1999, 1236-38). If payoffs calculations drove behavior change, then the durability of the behav-

ior should be assured if an incentive structure stays in place. This may happen even after admis-

sion if membership benefits or membership itself may be suspended or sanctioned, and if the 

country has a high reliance on those benefits with few or no alternative providers of this benefit. 

In either case, however, the policy changes may endure even if these conditions are not met. This 

may be the case if the behavior has become routinized in the country (Feason and Wendt 2002, 

62) or if the policy is logistically difficult to reverse because, for example, it may take larger ma-

jorities to reverse a policy than it did to adopt it. Such "status quo bias" is particularly prevalent 

in systems with multiple veto points (Tsebelis 1995). There may also be audience costs of re-

versing policies for politicians who have publicly committed to the policy (Fearon 1994). 

                                                 
1 On durability of learning, see Levy 1994, 289 
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Testing the durability of the policy changes and the factors that influence it would be a 

good topic for further research. Indeed, some research suggests that the current members of the 

EU continue to respond to various "adaptational pressures" from the Union (Cowles, Caporaso, 

and Risse 2001). The Copenhagen Criteria on the "respect for minorities," however, is not part of 

the aquis communitaire, and thus the truth shall not be fully known, of course, until some years 

after these countries join the EU in May 2004. 

Sui Generis 

While history may repeat itself, this seldom means that we can expect much actual re-

semblance over time. Thus, asking how well these findings transfer to other institutions, non-

European regions, and other uses of conditional-ity is entirely appropriate. First, the EU is 

clearly unique. But there have been similar uses of conditionality in NATO and in WTO en-

trance negotiations. The Organization of American States and Mersocur (Southern Common 

Market) have also had human-rights related requirements. The Organization of Economic Coop-

eration and Development (OECD), which has used political criteria in its development assistance 

committee, is also debating more overt membership criteria for the swelling applicantpool. Thus, 

"clubs" will continue to play a large part in global cooperation. Lessons about inclusion and ex-

clusion may apply to them. As the United States promotes a free trade area in the Middle East 

and in general, and as free trade areas arise in other regions, the natural impulse will be for inclu-

sion. This study implies that the point of leverage is greatest before entry. Thus, while the crea-

tion of other attractive organizations depends on the inclusion of key states, their establishment 

may also build potential for promoters of political liberalization to use a more gradual admission 

to encourage democratic reforms. Thus, a careful balance exists between inclusion to build an 

organization, and exclusion to exert leverage. In sum, the lessons of normative pressure and 

membership conditionality promise to have increasing relevance as nations reshape global coop-

eration. 

Second is the question of whether these findings are limited to the European arena. Even 

if this is the case, this would not make the study meaningless because Europe continues have 

great implications for the rest of the world. Also, the insights apply to broader European regions 

as such candidates as Turkey and the Balkan States queue for membership. To date, however, the 

use of political conditionality in other regions is scant. Like the IMF and World Bank "good 

governance" requirements, which in some cases includes respect for human rights and political 

freedoms, most uses of political conditionality in other regions are related to economic assis-

tance, as for example the human rights clauses in the EU aid program. This complicates parallels 

to political conditionality in connection with organizational membership. Regional organizations 
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are changing rapidly, however, and comparative work on their design and efficacy is emerging.1 

Further, while current regional comparisons are weak, the findings may extend to other geo-

graphical regions in the future. 

Finally, the theoretical implications about membership conditionality may extend to other 

incentive use. The model of in-depth engagement and clear conditionality may align well with 

evaluations of aid conditionality, that suggest an increased need for "ownership," which, though 

different from normative pressure, is not unrelated in that it points to the need for engagement 

and dialogue. 

Paper Compliance 

All studies of compliance have to confront potential discrepancy between policy and im-

plementation. Indeed, this study did consider implementation in several cases. Thus, cases such 

as Baltic citizenship policy as well as the treaties with Hungary specifically discuss implementa-

tion failures. Not all ethnic minority problems are results of implementation failures per se vis-a-

vis the European institutions. In some cases they were simply casualties of institutions selective 

engagement. The most obvious example here is the treatment of the Roma, which at least until 

recently, was low or even ignored on the institutional agenda (Vermeersch 2002). Generally, 

however, implementation of the policies on ethnic minorities is lagging, which can be either 

good or bad for ethnic minorities, depending on the character of the legislation. In an education 

policy in which the parliament may vote to enforce the state language as the only language of 

instruction, slow implementation benefits minorities. Likewise, in a language policy in which the 

state language may be required to hold certain positions, it benefits the ethnic minority if the 

state does not have the capacity to enforce that policy. On the other hand, lagging implementa-

tion on the right to travel documents will harm minorities who depend on such documentation. 

Thus, the implementation lag goes both ways and does not bias the analysis systematically. Even 

if one takes the study at face value, for policy impact only, such changes are still significant steps 

in the right direction. The future of the countries within the EU makes adherence to these poli-

cies more likely. 

Future Research 

Future research should first focus on disentangling the effects of normative pressure and 

conditionality further. This may occur in two ways. First, future scholars can try to isolate the 

causal pathways of construedvist and rationalist change, as indeed several scholars are trying to 

do. Second, from a policy perspective it would be useful to isolate the effects of conditionality 

and softer diplomatic tools. This study has only done so only partly, as discussed, because 
                                                 
1"Crafting Cooperation: The Design and Effect of Regional Institutions in Comparative Perspective," confer-
ence, Harvard University, October 3-6, 2002 
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whereas normative pressure sometimes occurred alone, conditionality always occurred together 

with normative pressure. The case studies addressed this weakness to some extent by teasing out 

the chain of events and permitting for counterfactual analysis. Ironically, case study may be the 

only available method to isolate effects. That is, finding a topic in which the data would allow 

for statistical isolation of the conditionality effect from the effect of normative pressure is 

unlikely. It would be useful, however, if future research could find cases of conditionality ap-

plied in the absence of more persuasive efforts. One potential comparison of the two levels of 

engagement would be of specific human rights clauses that various national or institutional do-

nors attach to aid. Such data exist in the framework of "good governance" studies, but a specific 

examination of stated policy goals and careful process tracing, as in the case of this study, would 

be needed. If there are cases in which donor engagement is not very extensive, then such cases 

may provide evidence of the independent effect of conditionality. Indeed, governments on the 

receiving end of aid with human rights clauses have repeatedly criticized donor of interference in 

sovereignty and paternalism, suggesting that there is perhaps more "ordering" than "communi-

cating." A study of political conditionality in Zambia specifically stresses the need for more hu-

man rights education and training—apparently a criticism of too-blunt conditionality lacking en-

gagement.1 

The other viable strand of future research is to study the interactive effects between do-

mestic factors and international engagement. Here, research may benefit from extension to other 

issues such as the death penalty, for example, or even to economic or environmental areas,2 

where the domestic factors would tend to vary greatly from those in this study. Such studies may 

cast further light on the relative importance of broad domestic opposition versus narrow extrem-

ist opposition, and on the role of authoritarian leadership and organized domestic interests. 

A FINAL WORD 

The process of admitting new states to international organizations presents a unique op-

portunity: in an environment in which international actors often find it difficult to implement 

global policy priorities on the domestic policy level, linking membership to behavior is a power-

ful tool. While domestic opposition to institutional goals naturally hampers their influence, inter-

national institutions can nevertheless be extremely effective—even when the domestic opposi-

tion is strong or the prevailing leadership is uncooperative. Thus, as regional institutions outside 

Europe may imitate elements of the EU in the nature (Keohane 2002), they may take member-

ship requirements seriously and incorporate gradual levers into the admission process. Impor-

                                                 
1 Cephas K. Lumina, "Political Conditionality and It's Implications for Human Rights," 
http://www.ossrea.net/announcements/cephas.pdf 
2 Indeed, Botcheva-Andonova (2000) has studied environmental issues, and Shevel (2000) has studied refugee is-
sues in a similar light 
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tantly, however, norm-based efforts always accompanied membership conditionality, often guid-

ing the substance of the requirements. Thus, while international institutions wishing to duplicate 

the European model should not rely solely on persuasion, social influence, and other forms of 

normative pressure, they risk weakening their impact if they neglect these approaches. 

[Kelley, J. G. Ethnic Politics in Europe: The Power of Norms and Incentives (Princeton, New 

Jersey: Princeton Univ. Press, 2004): Ch. 9, pp. 174-195] 

 

Matthew D. Marden 

Return to Europe? The Czech Republic and the EU's influence on its treatment of 

Roma 

I. INTRODUCTION: THE ISSUE OF THE TREATMENT OF ROMA  

East Central European countries have experienced great economic, political, and social 

change since the collapse of their Communist governments in the late 1980s and early 1990s.1 

Every country in the region has established a free market economic system and a democratic 

form of government in the past fifteen years.2 Six countries in the region have become member 

states of NATO in the past five years.3 On May 1, 2004, the Czech Republic, Poland, Slovakia, 

and Hungary became members of the European Union (EU).4 In spite of these accomplishments, 

one blemish exists on the record of every East Central European country in the region in the 

post-Communist era: the treatment of the region's Roma.5 The status of the region's Roma has 

remained poor at the governmental and societal level despite the transition to democratic govern-

ance, with its attendant emphasis on equal treatment. Despite pressure from both the EU and 

human rights organizations to improve conditions for Roma in East Central Europe, some ques-

                                                 
1 This Note will use the term East Central Europe to describe the geographic area including the Czech Republic, 
Poland, Slovakia, Hungary, Romania, Bulgaria, and the successor states to Yugoslavia. No academic consensus ex-
ists on how to refer to this region, but I believe that the term East Central Europe manages to convey both the geo-
graphic location of these countries and their commonality of experience at some level in the post-Cold War era 
2 See Westward, Look, the Land is Bright--Central Europe; Is Central Europe Ready for the Big Leagues?, 
ECONOMIST, Oct. 26, 2002 
3 The Czech Republic, Poland, and Hungary became members of NATO in March 1999 and Slovakia, Romania, and 
Bulgaria recently became member states. NATO in the 21st Century, available at 
http://www.nato.int/structur/countries.htm (last visited Aug. 27, 2004). 
4 The Czech Republic, Poland, Hungary, and Slovakia became member states of the EU in 2004. The European Un-
ion at a glance, at http://europa.eu.int/abc/ index_en.htm (last visited Aug. 27, 2004). At this time, Bulgaria and 
Romania are still negotiating their entry into the EU. Id 
5 While Roma have traditionally been referred to as Gypsies, Zoltan Barany states that "[s]ome Gypsies prefer to be 
referred to "Roma" (which means "men" in the Romani language), the singular of which is "Rom", and the adjective 
is "Romani." ZOLTAN BARANY, THE EAST EUROPEAN GYPSIES: REGIME CHANGE, MARGINALITY, 
AND ETHNOPOLITICS 1 (2002). The term Gypsy, while perhaps more common, also tends to carry negative con-
notations with its usage. This Note, therefore, will use Roma, as it appears to be the less pejorative of the terms and 
seems to be the more commonly used term in academic literature 
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tion remains whether the status of Roma in the region has actually improved during this period 

of time.1  

The treatment of Roma in the Czech Republic in the past fifteen years can be described 

as especially disappointing; yet it is nonetheless typical for East Central Europe. The Czech Re-

public, like other countries in the region, has received much criticism for the treatment of its 

Romani population. Some have even argued that the level of Romani integration in the Czech 

Republic is the lowest of any East Central European country.2 Meanwhile, it is especially disap-

pointing because, as the EU has noted, "[t]he Czech Republic presents the characteristics of a 

democracy, with stable institutions guaranteeing the rule of law, human rights, and respect for 

and protection of minorities."3 The poor standard of living for most of the country's Romani 

population emerged as one of the most contentious issues during the Czech Republic's EU acces-

sion negotiations.4 The EU called for the Czech Republic to "step[] up" its efforts to improve the 

status of Roma.5  

On May 1, 2004, the Czech Republic became an EU member state.6 The EU might be the 

institution most capable of improving the situation for Roma in the Czech Republic because it 

has a well-integrated human rights regime and makes policy at a supra-national level. The acces-

sion of the Czech Republic to the EU presents an important opportunity to examine what influ-

ence the EU has had on Czech policy toward Roma and the potential future influence of the EU 

and affiliated legal institutions following Czech accession. This Note will assume that the EU 

has the means of effecting change in the status of Roma in the Czech Republic. Thus, this Note 

will try to answer two broad questions. First, through an analysis of various problems that have 

faced Roma in the Czech Republic, it will attempt to discern the influence that the EU has had on 

the status of Roma in the Czech Republic during the accession process. Second, this Note will 

analyze the institutional framework of the EU, including its human rights regime and affiliated 

                                                 
1 Will Guy, Romani Identity and Post-Communist Policy, in BETWEEN PAST AND FUTURE: THE ROMA OF 
CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPE 3 (Will Guy ed., 2001). 
2 BARANY, supra note 5, at 187 (writing that "in my view, the level of Romani integration is highest in Poland fol-
lowed by Macedonia, Hungary, Bulgaria, Romania, Slovakia, and, finally, the Czech Republic.") 
3 Agenda 2000--Commission Opinion on the Czech Republic's Application for Membership in the European Union, 
DOC/97/17 at 15 (1997) [hereinafter Agenda 2000]; see also ROBIN H.E. SHEPHERD, CZECHOSLOVAKIA: 
THE VELVET REVOLUTION AND BEYOND 6 (2000). Shepherd argues that the Czech Republic "faces serious 
problems but it is a secure democracy where the rule of law is respected and the rights of an individual are enshrined 
in a constitution inspired by liberal values." Id. The Czech Republic's well-deserved reputation as the country that 
produced leading dissidents such as Vaclav Havel, who then became Czech President, likely increased international 
expectations with regard to how Roma would be treated in post-communist Czechoslovakia and then the Czech Re-
public. Id. at 39-40. Moreover, expectations for the Czech Republic were certainly greater than for most other coun-
tries in the region. Many Europeans could remember that prior to World War II, Czechoslovakia had the only func-
tioning democratic government in Central Europe and had several large ethnic groups which coexisted relatively 
well. See JAROSLAV KREJCI & PAVEL MACHONIN, CZECHOSLOVAKIA 1918-1992 12-18 (1996). 
4 Carol L. Kline, EU Inconsistencies Regarding Human Rights Treatment: Can the EU Require Czech Action as a 
Criterion for Accession?, 23 B.C. INT'L & COMP. L. REV. 35, 45-48 (1999) 
5 See Agenda 2000, supra note 8, at 20 
6 When frontiers come down, ECONOMIST, Nov. 22, 2003, at 12 
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human rights institutions, and demonstrate how the EU could use this framework to improve the 

status of Roma in the Czech Republic.  

To accomplish these goals, Part I of the Note will provide a brief history of Roma in 

Europe. Part II will examine specific problems that Roma in the Czech Republic have faced 

since 1989, and it will attempt to describe the influence that the EU has had in shaping Czech 

policy toward Roma. Part III will describe pertinent EU human rights institutions and EU-

affiliated human rights institutions to which the Czech Republic belongs or will belong. Part IV 

will analyze a recent case brought by a Romani family against the Czech government at the 

European Court of Human Rights as a means of examining how EU institutions might provide 

Czech Roma a new forum in which to air grievances about their treatment. Part V will analyze 

how the European human rights regime might improve the status of Roma in the Czech Republic 

in light of the case above. Finally, Part VI will offer suggestions for what should be done at the 

EU level to improve the treatment of Roma in the Czech Republic.  

II. ROMA IN EUROPE: A HISTORY OF DISTRUST AND PERSECUTION  

A brief history of Roma in Europe is essential to understand why Roma, perhaps more 

than any other ethnic group, have faced incessant discrimination and persecution throughout 

Europe for as long as they have resided there. This history provides a context in which to analyze 

the current economic and social problems of Roma in the Czech Republic. Moreover, the histori-

cal treatment of Roma by EU member states might have an effect on the overall ability of the EU 

to improve conditions for Roma in the Czech Republic.  

The origins of Roma in Europe remain unclear.1 Most historians believe that ancestors of 

the Roma migrated from northwest India toward Europe around 1000 A.D.2 This migration pro-

ceeded across the European continent, arriving first in Persia, continuing to Armenia and Eastern 

Europe, and finally arriving in Western Europe by the 1400s.3  

The treatment afforded these newly arrived Roma varied across Europe, but native popu-

lations generally treated Roma with contempt or worse. By the 1350s, Rumania had enslaved its 

Romani population, a condition that would persist until 1856.4 In other areas, Roma faced perse-

cution ranging from expulsion from the Holy Roman Empire in 1500 to a general condemnation 

of death in Saxony in 1648.5 Generally, Roma received somewhat better treatment in locales 

                                                 
1 See Mary Ellen Tsekos, Minority Rights: The Failure of International Law to Protect the Roma, 9 HUM. RTS. BR. 
26, 26 (2002) 
2 See Fred Bertram, The Particular Problems of the Roma, 2 U.C. DAVIS J. INT'L L. & POL'Y 173, 175 (1996). 
3 See Edo Banach, The Roma and the Native Americans: Encapsulated Communities Within Larger Constitutional 
Regimes, 14 FLA. J. INT'L L. 353, 367 (2002) 
4 See Bertram, supra note 13, at 175-76 
5 Barry A. Fisher, What Happens Next?, Remarks presented at Fifteenth Annual Whittier International Law Sympo-
sium (Mar. 1, 1998), in 20 WHITTIER L. REV. 91, 95 (1998). 
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where they could fill a specific economic niche, usually serving as needed temporary labor.1 The 

situation of Roma in Europe did not improve over time: Nazi Germany2 killed at least a half mil-

lion Roma in the Holocaust,3 Switzerland enacted a policy of taking Romani children from their 

parents' care and giving them to non-Roma to raise, and Sweden barred Roma from entering the 

country.4 This list is not exhaustive, but it provides a general sense of the level of persecution 

faced by Roma throughout Europe.  

In the European societies in which Roma have lived, Roma have existed and continue to 

exist on the fringes of dominant national societies.5 The majority nationality's discriminatory atti-

tudes and policies are usually responsible for this outcome.6 However, this Note would be remiss 

not to state that Romani culture has contributed to this marginalization to some extent. Most 

notably, every Romani society possesses a similar concept of gaje, or non-Romani individuals. 

All Romani societies hold gaje to be unclean and untrustworthy and encourage Roma to avoid 

unnecessary contact with gaje. Moreover, because Romanes, the Romani language, is primarily a 

spoken language, non-Roma find it quite difficult to learn.7 Compounding the linguistic divide, 

many Roma actively discourage allowing gaje to learn their language.8 Moreover, many Romani 

customs differ substantially from the gaje's customs. For example, Romani girls often marry and 

give birth at younger ages than girls of other nationalities, which can cause Roma legal 

difficulties in many European systems.  

Even a cursory overview of Romani history in Europe demonstrates the mutual lack of 

trust and understanding between Roma and dominant European nationalities. This is not an at-

tempt to rationalize the discrimination and persecution that Roma have experienced; instead, it 

reflects the reality that most European societies do not understand Romani culture and that most 

Roma are indifferent to whether Europeans understand their culture and customs. This mutual 

lack of trust and understanding likely serves as one of the foundations of discrimination and per-

secution in the Czech Republic.9  

                                                 
1 See BARANY, supra note 5, at 88-89 
2 According to some scholars, the attempts by Nazi Germany to destroy the European Roma population have been 
largely ignored, as attention has been focused on Nazi destruction of other groups. See generally, Fisher, supra note 
16, at 95-99. These experts point to the lack of a monetary settlement for Roma victims of Nazism and the fact that 
Roma "have been largely invisible in current historiography about Nazi genocide" as evidence of this phenomenon. 
Id. at 98 
3 See Bertram, supra note 13, at 177 (stating that the actual number of Roma killed by Nazi Germany probably ex-
ceeded one million) 
4 Id. at 178 
5 See BARANY, supra note 5, at 62-64 
6 See Alyssa Haun, The Long Road: The Roma of Eastern and Central Europe and the Freedom of Movement and 
the Right to Choose a Residence, 33 GEO. WASH. INT'L L. REV. 155, 157 (2000) 
7 See Bertram, supra note 13, at 195. Bertram states that some Roma who have helped to make Romanes available to 
the gaje are viewed as traitors within the Romani community. Id. 
8 Id. at 194-95 
9 See generally Banach, supra note 14, at 371-72 
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III. ROMA IN THE CZECH REPUBLIC POST-1989: THE ISSUES1  

Roma in the Czech Republic have faced hostility and discrimination from both the Czech 

government and Czech society as a whole since the fall of communism in 1989. Because this 

Note intends to analyze the influence that the EU has had and will continue to have on the status 

of Roma in the Czech Republic, it will focus primarily on actions taken by governmental entities 

in the Czech Republic, because the EU has the greatest ability to influence such actions.  

A. Initial Developments and the Velvet Revolution  

The establishment of the Czech government in late 1992 provides a natural starting point 

for discussing the status of Roma in the Czech Republic.2 Initially, the Czech government ap-

peared to establish constitutional protections for minority rights, which appeared to include Ro-

mani rights.3 The new Czech Constitution provided a foundation for human rights and minority 

rights.4 Article 1 of the Constitution establishes the Czech Republic as a democratic state based 

on respect for human rights, while Article 6 states that decisions by the majority must provide 

protection for the minority.5 Moreover, Chapter 2, Article 7 of the Fundamental Freedoms states 

that no one can be subjected to inhumane or degrading treatment or punishment. Romani activ-

ists were cautiously optimistic following the establishment of the Czech government.6 According 

to Will Guy, "[t]he dramatic change offered hope of greater Romani integration into public life 

and first omens seemed promising."   

Unfortunately, reality would not follow these initial positive signs. Upon the realization 

that Czechoslovakia would soon disintegrate, fear arose among Czechs that a large influx of 

Roma from Slovakia would follow.7 The possibility that an influx of Roma would cause a crime 

                                                 
1 This Note will attempt, as much as possible, to provide a fair depiction of the situation of Roma in Europe and the 
Czech Republic. I include this statement because, while this is an emotional topic, much of the literature on the mat-
ter looks at it from almost purely a Romani perspective. This is not meant to minimize the discrimination and hatred 
that Roma in the Czech Republic and Europe have faced nearly continually since their arrival. It goes without saying 
that Roma have suffered terribly because of discrimination and persecution. For a variety of reasons, including 
Czech discrimination as well as Romani reticence, accurate figures regarding Romani life in the Czech Republic and 
Europe are quite difficult to find. Several nongovernmental organizations, including the European Roma Rights 
Center (ERRC) and Human Rights Watch, have published damning reports about the status of Roma in the Czech 
Republic. Without question, these organizations have played and will continue to play key roles in protecting Roma 
not only in the Czech Republic but around the world. According to Zolton Barany, however, "ERRC has also ac-
quired a reputation of publishing unbalanced reports and pursuing its objectives with rather more zeal and less tact 
than would be optimal." BARANY, supra note 5, at 275. Thus, this Note will use reports of such organizations, but 
it will attempt to use concrete examples of discriminatory treatment to best demonstrate the treatment of Roma in 
the Czech Republic. 
2 See Roma in the Czech Republic: Foreigners in Their Own Land CZECH REPUBLIC (Human Rights Watch), 
June 1996, at 15 [hereinafter Roma in the Czech Republic] 
3 See Marc W. Brown, The Effect of Free Trade, Privatization and Democracy on the Human Rights Conditions for 
Minorities in Eastern Europe: A Case Study of the Gypsies in the Czech Republic and Hungary, 4 BUFF. HUM. 
RTS. L. REV. 275, 294-95 (1998) 
4 See Kline, supra note 9, at 45-46 
5 See Brown, supra note 33, at 295. 
6 Guy, supra note 6, at 293 
7 See Roma in the Czech Republic, supra note 32, at 15 
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wave caused much consternation among Czechs.1 This fear reflected a belief held by many 

Czechs, especially in the early 1990s, that Roma were generally criminals.2 Making the situation 

worse, the disintegration of the Communist government had unleashed a dramatic increase in 

crime in Czechoslovakia, which both the media and politicians often blamed on Roma.  

B. The Czech Citizenship Law  

Against this backdrop, the Czech Republic considered a new citizenship law.3 Because 

Czechoslovakia had been a relatively well-integrated union of Czechs, Moravians, and Slovaks, 

the concept of "state citizenship was largely meaningless" because it had no effect on most citi-

zens of Czechoslovakia. This meant that many Roma who moved from Slovakia to Czech areas4 

after World War II did not change their nationality from Slovak to Czech.5 Some Roma who 

moved from Slovakia to Czech lands after World War II6 were still considered to be of Slovak 

nationality when Czechoslovakia disintegrated in 1993.7 These Roma likely did not believe that 

their formal status as either Czech or Slovak under the past regime would determine how easily 

they would obtain Czech citizenship.   

The Law of the Acquisition and Loss of Czech Citizenship (Czech Citizenship Law), 

passed on December 29, 1992, automatically granted Czech national citizenship to those classi-

fied as "Czech" by the Czechoslovak government.8 The Czech Citizenship Law allowed "Slo-

vaks" to acquire Czech citizenship, subject to meeting several conditions.9 These conditions in-

cluded requirements that all applicants demonstrate a clean criminal record for five years prior to 

applying for citizenship and permanent residency in Czech territory for at least two years before 

applying for citizenship.10  

                                                 
1 See SHEPHERD, supra note 8, at 176. This fear of crime was especially salient at this time, as Czechoslovakia had 
seen large increases in crime since the fan of communism. While the communist Czechoslovak government cer-
tainly had its many faults, crime was low. Therefore, the rapid and unexpected rise in crime came as a shock to 
many Czechs. See Barbara Bukovska, Romani Men in Black Suits: Racism in the Criminal Justice System in the 
Czech Republic, in ROMA RIGHTS: PACE, JUSTICE, AND STRATEGIES FOR EQUALITY 138-139 (Claude 
Cahn ed., 2002). 
2 Bukovska, supra note 40, at 139 
3 See Roma in the Czech Republic, supra note 32, at 13 
4 Czechoslovakia was composed of two traditional "nations," the Czech and Slovak nations. The Czech nation is 
further divided into two traditional areas, Bohemia to the west and Moravia to the east. See KREJCI & 
MACHONIN, supra note 8, at 8-18 
5 See Guy, supra note 6, at 297. 
6 Following World War II, Czech authorities undertook an attempt to introduce Roma to more industrial regions. 
Because the Benes Decrees had evicted Sudeten Germans from industrial territories especially in Northern Bohemia, 
many Slovak Roma were moved to this area after World War II where they would remain. See SHEPHERD, supra 
note 8, at 118 
7 Guy, supra note 6, at 297. Guy states that this was due to the fact that most Roma had their origins in Slovakia and 
because of the circumstances of federalization of Czechoslovakia in 1968. Id. 
8 Czech Law No. 40/1993 
9 Guy, supra note 6, at 297 
10 BARANY, supra note 5, at 310. 
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The intent of the Czech Citizenship Law remains an open question, but many claim that it 

effectively prevented many Roma from obtaining Czech citizenship.1 Many Roma could not 

meet the clean criminal record requirement.2 Some have estimated that the Czech Citizenship 

Law rendered as much as fifty percent of the total Romani population in the Czech Republic in-

eligible for Czech citizenship because of the clean criminal record requirement. The Czech Citi-

zenship Law did not consider other factors, such as the severity of the crime committed, that 

might have mitigated the difficulty in meeting this requirement.3 Many Roma also found it diffi-

cult to meet the permanent housing requirement.4 Human Rights Watch states that many Roma 

decided not to request documentation from municipal housing authorities because they lived in 

housing that did not conform to municipal housing regulations. Although no reliable estimates 

exist as to how many Roma did not receive Czech citizenship because of these requirements,5 

evidence suggests that the law left some Roma in the Czech Republic stateless and led to the de-

portation of others to Slovakia.6  

The Czech Republic received a chorus of disapproval from human rights groups, among 

other organizations, regarding the effects of the Czech Citizenship Law on Roma seeking Czech 

citizenship.7 Despite criticism, Prime Minister Vaclav Klaus and President Vaclav Havel de-

fended the law as non-discriminatory because it did not facially discriminate against Roma.8 The 

Czech Republic applied for membership to the EU in January 1996.9 Both the Council of Europe 

(COE) and the High Commissioner of the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe 

(OSCE) maintained that, even if only de facto discriminatory, the Czech Constitutional Law 

                                                 
1 See Haun, supra note 22, at 164-65 
2 See Guy, supra note 6, at 297 
3 See Roma in the Czech Republic, supra note 32, at 18. There is also considerable sentiment that this clause in the 
Czech Constitutional Law has an even more profound effect on Roma because Roma criminality tends to be moni-
tored and prosecuted more closely than corresponding Czech crime. See Bukovska, supra note 40, at 138-41 (com-
paring the situation to that of African-Americans in the United States) 
4 See Roma in the Czech Republic, supra note 32, at 18 
5 The Czech government maintains that only 200 former Czechoslovak citizens had been denied Czech citizenship 
as of December 31, 1995. Id. Some NGOs and other groups have placed the number of Roma denied Czech citizen-
ship under the Czech Citizenship Law at more than 20,000. See Brown, supra note 33, at 296. Thus, it is an exercise 
of futility to attempt to quantify those affected  
6 Guy, supra note 6, at 297-98 
7 See Roma in the Czech Republic, supra note 32, at 13-14. Human Rights Watch reported that "[m]ajor national 
and international bodies, such as the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), the Council of 
Europe and the United States Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe (Helsinki Commission), publicly 
stated that the law did not comport with international legal principles." Id. A report by UNHCR concluded that: 
those who were permanently resident in the Czech Republic should not, in January of 1993, have been classified as 
Slovak citizens. The individuals ... were not resident in Slovakia and had a genuine effective link with Czech terri-
tory. The attribution of Slovak citizenship to non-residents who have no effective link and have indicated, in fact, 
their link to be elsewhere does not conform with generally accepted rules of international law." The Czech and Slo-
vak Citizenship Laws and the Problem of Statelessness, The Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for 
Refugees, February 1996, 27 [hereinafter Czech and Slovak Citizenship Laws]. 
8 Roma in the Czech Republic, supra note 32, at 14 
9 Carson W. Clements, A More Perfect Union? Eastern Enlargement and the Institutional Challenges of the Czech 
Republic's Accession to the European Union. 29 SYRACUSE J. INT'L L. & COM. 401, 417 (2002). 



 345

failed to comport with international law.1 The OSCE sent a letter to Prime Minister Klaus, ex-

plaining that "[w]e believe that the current Czech citizenship law significantly contributes to a 

climate of intolerance directed against [Roma]. We urge you to repeal the exclusionary elements 

of the Czech citizenship law as a concrete manifestation of your government's stated desire to 

integrate Roma more fully into Czech society."2  

Stung by such criticism, and wary that the EU "[would] simply not open its doors to the 

Czech and Slovak Republics as long as the Roma problem persist[ed],"3 the Czech government 

amended the Czech Citizenship Law in 1996. (68) This amendment effectively removed the con-

troversial "clean criminal record requirement" by exempting those living in the Czech Republic 

on December 31, 1997.4  

The passage of this amendment did not stop EU criticism that the Citizenship Law still 

prevented Roma from obtaining Czech citizenship. The Czech government drastically amended 

the Citizenship Law in 2000 in response to such criticism.5 These changes demonstrated that the 

EU possessed the ability, through non-legal mechanisms, to pressure the Czech government into 

making changes that were positive for Roma in the Czech Republic.  

C. Discrimination by Czech Governmental Actors Against Roma  

Roma in the Czech Republic have faced governmental discrimination and segregation in 

housing, employment, and the use of public facilities at various times since 1989 despite the con-

stitutional guarantee against discrimination.6 As demonstrated by the following examples, this 

discrimination has occurred with some frequency since 1989. Such discrimination takes various 

forms and can be implicit or explicit. Generally, as this section will demonstrate, the Czech gov-

ernment has taken effective steps to end explicit, overt discrimination against Roma. The impor-

tant issue today is whether the Czech government can effectively end less overt forms of dis-

crimination against Roma. This part of the Note will examine both implicit and explicit discrimi-

nation by governmental actors against Roma, and it will analyze EU reaction to such discrimina-

tion.  

1. The Wall in Usti nad Labem  

If a single incident catapulted the social problems of Roma in the Czech Republic into the 

spotlight around the world, then it was certainly the wall built in Usti nad Labem in 1998.7 This 

                                                 
1 See Roma in the Czech Republic, supra note 32, at 14 
2 See SHEPHERD, supra note 8, at 118-19 
3 Id. at 176-77 
4 See Guy, supra note 6, at 298 
5 See Haun, supra note 22, at 166 
6 Guy, supra note 6, at 302 
7 Roma have also faced societal discrimination with regard to housing, employment, public accommodation, and 
entrance into public places. See generally id. at 285-307. This Note will focus on the discrimination most closely 
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wall separated a building in which several Romani families lived from buildings in which Czech 

families lived.1 Usti city officials maintained that they erected the wall in response to complaints 

from neighbors about incessant noise and garbage from the Romani building.2 Usti's Mayor re-

ferred to the fence as "a symbol of law and order."3 Unsurprisingly, Roma in Usti had an entirely 

different perception of the wall; a Romani man living in an apartment enclosed by the wall re-

portedly compared it to a concentration camp.4 For him, and other Roma, the wall invoked im-

ages of the segregated ghettos of World War II and the genocide of European Roma that fol-

lowed.5 For Europeans, this wall in an insignificant Czech city served as an unwanted reminder 

of not only Europe's dark past, but also continuing racism against Roma in Europe.6  

Czech politicians and the EU vociferously condemned the wall.7 President Vaclav Havel 

alluded to the rhetorical "wall" that "seems to get larger and higher every day, and soon we won't 

be able to see Europe over it."8 Romano Prodi9 cautioned that "Europe will never accept new 

walls separating European citizens from one another. We have had enough walls in the past."10 

The Czech government, aware of the EU's focus on the Romani issue in the Czech Republic, was 

stung by the EU's direct criticism,11 The Czech national government ordered Usti to take down 

the wall. After some debate, Usti officials agreed to remove the wall in exchange for money 

from the national government. Again, this incident demonstrates the considerable influence 

wielded by the EU, as it compelled the Czech government to take action simply by making its 

condemnation of the wall in Usti unmistakably clear.  

(2.) Discrimination with Regard to Usage of Municipal Facilities  

Other types of discrimination against Roma have also persisted in the Czech Republic. 

Reports state that some municipalities have restricted the ability of Roma to use municipal or 
                                                                                                                                                             
connected to governmental action, however, in keeping with its theme of analyzing how the EU might improve the 
situation for Roma in the Czech Republic 
1 See, e.g., Czechs' Wall for Gypsies Stirs Protest Across Europe, N.Y. TIMES MAG., Oct. 17, 1999, at 4 
2 Reports Submitted by States Parties Under Article 9 of the Convention: Czech Republic, Committee on Elimina-
tion of Racial Discrimination, 56th Sess., Addendum 1, 1401-02d mtg., [paragraph] 181, U.N. Doc. 
CERD/C/372/Add.1 (2000) [hereinafter U.N. Report on Racial Discrimination). 
3 See Czechs' Wall for Gypsies Stirs Protest Across Europe, supra note 72. Complaints about their Romani 
neighbors are, in many instances, constant. According to Barany, Czechs often have a litany of complaints against 
their Romani neighbors. See generally BARANY, supra note 5, at 192. Among them are that Roma "use staircases 
as toilets; incessantly torment them with their loud music and interminable parties; throw garbage out the window; 
and make passing on the street or in hallways a chancy proposition." Id. Moreover, he writes that it has become a 
somewhat paradoxical situation, as Czechs have relatively few paths for remedying their concerns given the amount 
of pressure from outside groups to improve the situation of Roma. Id 
4 Czechs' Wall for Gypsies Stirs Protest Across Europe, supra note 72 
5 See Guy, supra note 6, at 300 
6 Stefan Wagstyl, Fortune Frowns on the Gypsies, FIN. TIMES (LONDON), Aug. 18, 2001, at 22 
7 See Banach, supra note 14, at 381 
8 Id. (quoting AGENCE FRANCE-PRESSE, Nov. 24, 1999) 
9 Prodi is now the European Commission's President and was previously the President of Italy from 1996-1998. See 
President Romano Prodi--CV, at http://europa.eu.intlcomm/commissioners/prodi/president/cv-en.htm (last visited 
Aug. 29, 2004) 
10 See Czechs" Wall for Gypsies Stirs Protest Across Europe, supra note 72 
11 See Banach, supra note 14, at 382 
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state facilities.1 For example, the city of Kladno prohibited Romani children under the age of fif-

teen from entering the city's municipal swimming pool.2 Kladno's Deputy Mayor defended this 

facially discriminatory policy by arguing that an outbreak of viral hepatitis within the Romani 

population necessitated such action for public health reasons. In this case, the justice system suc-

cessfully dealt with the discriminatory conduct when the Prague Regional Court upheld the con-

viction of the Deputy Mayor for inciting ethnic and racial hatred. Human rights groups have 

cited numerous other examples of discrimination by Czech officials against Roma. For example, 

in the early to mid-1990s, advertisements for public-sector jobs sometimes specified that "no 

Roma" should apply.3 Generally, such overtly discriminatory advertising has ceased as sophisti-

cation regarding Romani rights has increased,4 Still, Romani advocates maintain that many em-

ployers, including the state, persist in discriminating against Roma, because prospective employ-

ers can easily distinguish between Czechs and Roma (in most cases).5 In its final report on the 

Czech application for EU membership, the EU noted that "the multifaceted discrimination and 

social exclusion faced by the Roma continues to give cause for concern."6 Still, the EU did not 

make specific policy recommendations, instead stating only that "considerable efforts should aim 

at improving the situation of the Roma."  

3. The Czech School System  

Romani advocates also argue that the Czech education system plays a role in creating a 

de facto segregation of Czech society. 7 They maintain that this segregation occurs because Ro-

mani children are placed in special schools at much higher proportion than Czech children,8 pri-

                                                 
1 While Roma have faced discrimination in using municipal or state-owned facilities, the situation has been much 
worse with regard to other public places, such as restaurants, discos, hotels, and pubs. See Roma in the Czech Re-
public, supra note 32, at 4. Again, however, this Note will focus primarily on those areas of Czech government con-
trol. 
2 James A. Goldston, Race Discrimination in Europe: Problems and Prospects, 5 EUR. HUM. RTS. L. REV. 462, 
468 (1999) 
3 See Brown, supra note 33, at 306 
4 See BARANY, supra note 5, at 312 
5 See, e.g., European Roma Rights Centers, Discrimination Against Roma in Access to Employment in the Czech 
Republic, at http://www.errc.org/cikk.php?cikk=1073 (last visited Aug. 29, 2004). 
6 Comprehensive Monitoring Report on the Czech Republic's Preparation for Membership, European Union, 34 
(Nov. 5, 2003), available at http://europa.eu.int/comm/enlargement/report_2003/cmr_cz_final.pdf (last visited Sept. 
6, 2004) [hereinafter Comprehensive Monitoring Report]. 
7 Reports Submitted by States Parties Under Article 9 of the Convention: Czech Republic, Committee on Elimina-
tion of Racial Discrimination, 66th Sess., Addendum 1, 1590-91st mtg., [paragraph] 119, U.N. Doc. 
CERD/C/419/Add.1 (2003) [hereinafter Reports Submitted by States]. This report does not itself criticize the Czech 
school system's approach, but it notes what is criticized by other organizations. Id. 
8 These "special schools" are intended to help children who score poorly on psychological and physiological tests by 
providing them with smaller classes and increased attention. See Laura Laubeova, Inclusive School--Myth or Real-
ity?, in ROMA RIGHTS: RACE, JUSTICE, AND STRATEGIES FOR EQUALITY 86 (Claude Cahn ed., 2002). 
Some Romani advocates maintain that, instead of helping such children, the schools ultimately have the effect of 
stigmatizing and separating Romani children from other children. See European Roma Rights Center, A Special 
Remedy: Roma and Schools for the Mentally Handicapped in the Czech Republic [hereinafter A Special Remedy], 
at http://www.errc.org/db/00/23/m00000023.rtf (last visited Aug. 29, 2004) 
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marily because of deficient Czech language abilities.1 The European Roma Rights Center 

(ERRC) claims that Romani children are fifteen times more likely to be placed in special schools 

than Czech children.2 A study conducted by the ERRC in 1999 found that, in nine remedial 

schools in Ostrava, a large Moravian city, Romani children accounted for more than half of the 

enrollment in six of the schools.3 Romani activists argue that this constitutes de facto segregation 

that not only prevents Czech and Romani children from interacting, but also provides Romani 

children with an inferior education.4 It should be noted that others, including some Roma, argue 

that Romani children actually benefit from these remedial schools, where they receive individual 

attention that is rare in the chronically underfunded Czech education system.5 Laura Laubeova, 

who serves on the faculty at the School of Social Services at Charles University in Prague, ex-

plains that, "[a]ccording to some experts, including many Roma, separate schooling on secon-

dary level, if well funded and with high quality standards, may compensate for past discrimina-

tion and moreover provide special knowledge to Romani students that would help them in the 

process of enhancing the whole Romani community." The EU has not explicitly stated a position 

with regard to these special schools.6 This stems from the EU's belief that "[e]ducation, training 

and youth is [sic] primarily the competence of the Member states."7 The EU has recommended 

that the Czech Republic "phas[e] out ... the system of special schools," but it has not made this a 

priority.8 It appears that the European Court of Human Rights9 will have the opportunity to de-

cide whether these schools comport with EU human rights law.10 In 2000, Romani students at 

special schools sued the Czech government at the European Court of Human Rights (ECHR) af-

ter exhausting their domestic remedies.11 The case, which is pending, will give the ECHR a 

chance to influence the role of these special schools in Czech education.  

                                                 
1 See Reports Submitted by States, supra note 96, [paragraph] 119 
2 See A Special Remedy, supra note 97 
3 Laubeova, supra note 97, at 86. 
4 See A Special Remedy, supra note 97. The ERRC states its belief that the Czech education system has the effect 
that "Romani children are thereby effectively condemned from an early age to a lifetime of diminished opportunity 
and self-respect." Id 
5 Laubeova, supra note 97, at 92 
6 See Agenda 2000, supra note 8. While this document discusses the Czech education system, it does not mention 
the special schools 
7 See Comprehensive Monitoring Report, supra note 94, at 37 
8 Id. at 34-35 
9 See infra section IV (describing the EU human rights regime's major principles and analyzing the EU institutions 
allowing Roma to seek recourse against the Czech Republic) 
10 See generally, European Roma Rights Center, Barriers to the Education of Roma in Europe: A Position Paper by 
the European Roma Rights Center, at http://www.errc.org/cikk.php?cikk=3858archiv=1 (last visited Sept. 7, 2004). 
11 Id. at n. 5. According to the ERRC, [l]egal complaints challenging racial segregation of Roma in special schools 
in the Czech Republic, filed in June 1999 by parents of a group of Romani children in Ostrava, assisted by local 
counsel and the ERRC, were unsuccessful at the domestic level. In its decision of October 20, 1999, the Czech Con-
stitutional Court, acknowledging the "persuasiveness" of the applicants' arguments, nonetheless rejected the com-
plaints, ruling that it had no authority to consider evidence demonstrating a pattern and practice of racial discrimina-
tion in Ostrava or the Czech Republic. The Court effectively refused to apply applicable international legal stan-
dards for proving racial discrimination. Having exhausted all domestic remedies, on April 18, 2000, representing 18 
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(4.) Czech Criminal Justice System  

Romani advocates have labeled the inability or unwillingness of the Czech criminal jus-

tice system to provide Roma with equal treatment as a further injustice against Czech Roma. 

What is problematic is that while statistics and anecdotes demonstrate discrimination, even Ro-

mani activists admit "most racist behaviour [within the criminal justice system] today is not 

openly expressed," thereby making remedies difficult to apply.1 This section will examine two 

key ways in which the Czech criminal justice system has failed to provide equal treatment to 

Roma. First, it will examine claims that the Czech police do not treat Roma equally to Czechs. 

Then, it will examine claims that the Czech judicial system treats crimes committed by or against 

Roma differently from other crimes.2 The Note will also try to discern if the situation is improv-

ing in the criminal justice system and what role, if any, the EU has played in this endeavor.  

i. Unequal Treatment of Roma by Czech Police  

International human rights groups have criticized Czech police for failing to protect 

Roma and for pursuing Romani criminals with greater enthusiasm than Czech criminals.3 At a 

minimum, many Roma share the sentiment that Czech police sometimes do not protect Roma 

when needed.4 For example, Romani advocates argue that Czech police sometimes refuse to 

pursue those who attack Roma. Human Rights Watch reported that  

   [s]ome Roma reported that, when the police were called, they either 

   did not come of came too late. When they did arrive, they were often 

   slow to take action. Very rarely would the police interfere ahead of 

   time to diffuse a potentially explosive situation.  

The U.N. Report Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination stated that 

"[l]ack of confidence in the police and the claim that their security is not guaranteed appear very 

frequently among the reasons stated by Roma applicants for refugee status in Canada and West-

ern European countries."5  

Many Roma also allege that Czech police treat crimes committed by Roma differently 

from those committed by Czechs.6 Human Rights Watch reported that a 1995 internal study con-

                                                                                                                                                             
Romani children from Ostrava, the ERRC and local counsel filed an application with the European Court of Human 
Rights in Strasbourg. 
1 See Bukovska, supra note 40, at 140 
2 It should be noted that Roma in the Czech Republic "enter the criminal justice system in a disproportionate number 
to their percentage in the general population." Id. at 139. This is a topic that is beyond the scope of this Note. Sev-
eral explanations are proffered for this discrepancy, including: economic disadvantage, inability to hire attorneys, 
inherent racism in the system, and/or that Roma simply commit more crimes than Czechs. Id. This Note does not 
endorse any of these conclusions 
3 See Roma in the Czech Republic, supra note 32, at 5 
4 The report states that "[m]any Roma told Human Rights Watch/Helsinki that they did not report incidents to the 
police because they did not believe it would do any good." 
5 See U.N. Report on Racial Discrimination, supra note 74, [paragraph] 84 
6 See Guy, supra note 5, at 295 
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ducted by the Czech Interior Ministry concluded that "racism [is] a serious problem within the 

police force."1 Many Roma argue that racist sentiment within the police force leads to unfair 

treatment and discriminatory actions against Roma.2  

To its credit, the Czech government has implemented steps to improve relations between 

police and Roma, particularly in the past five years. In 1997, the Czech government told the 

Ministry of the Interior that police training should include training on the issue of extremism.3 

Other programs have also been created to better inform police about Romani relations. For ex-

ample, the Police Academy of the Czech Republic instituted specialized training courses titled, 

respectively, "The Charter of Fundamental Rights and Freedoms and the Application of the Con-

stitutional Right to Security of Person in the Czech Republic" and "Racism in our Country."4 The 

Ministry of the Interior has also taken steps to better define improper conduct by the police and 

to help ensure that the police react correctly in situations involving Roma.5 These steps, 

combined with a concerted effort to recruit Romani police officers,6 have led some to conclude 

that relations between Czech police and Roma have improved slightly.7  

ii. Unequal Treatment of Roma Within the Czech Judicial System  

Critics charge that the Czech court system has failed Roma in several ways. First, some 

argue that Romani defendants face disproportionately stiff penalties for their crimes compared to 

Czech criminals.8 Second, it is argued that the Czech judiciary has refused to apply antidiscrimi-

nation laws intended to protect minority groups, especially in cases involving Roma.9 Finally, 

many Roma allege that some judges hand down lenient sentences when adjudicating cases in-

volving Czechs accused of committing acts of violence against Roma.  

Statistics demonstrate that, for similarly situated defendants,10 Roma receive dispropor-

tionately long sentences compared to other defendants. For example, male Romani defendants 

charged with attacking a public official "receive on average 8.2 months longer imprisonment 

than non-Romani defendants" charged with the same crime. Statistics regarding other crimes are 

                                                 
1 See Roma in the Czech Republic, supra note 32, at 6 
2 See Bukovska, supra note 40, at 139-45. As an example of the predisposition of police to believe in Romani crimi-
nality, some have pointed to a case in which a Romani teenager was thrown to the ground and arrested by a police-
man for simply walking past an unguarded construction site near Ostrava. Id. at 137. The Romani teenager was ac-
cused of attempting to steal from the construction site and sentenced to 13 months imprisonment. Id. Such examples 
only lead to further estrangement between Roma and Czech police 
3U.N. Report on Racial Discrimination, supra note 74, [paragraph] 166 
4 Id. [paragraph] 168 
5  Id. [paragraph] 169 
6 See id. [paragraph] 85. According to this report, the Ministry of the Interior prepared police training courses for 
Roma who wished to join the police. In the first year, five out of seventeen passed the course. While not a high per-
centage, the U.N. Report notes that this represents an improvement over previous courses. Id 
7 See generally BARANY, supra note 5, at 315-17 
8 See Bukovska, supra note 40, at 142. 
9 See Guy, supra note 6, at 294 
10 Meaning defendants who are alleged to have committed similar crimes and who are of similar age and back-
ground. Bukovska. supra note 40, at 142 
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quite similar: male Roma charged with drug trafficking receive imprisonment 6.5 months longer 

than non-Roma charged with the same crime; for murder, the discrepancy is 12.9 months; and 

for robbery the difference is 17.1 months. Of concern is that the reasons for the discrepancies are 

less than clear, thus making them difficult to remedy.1  

Critics of the Czech judicial system have also claimed that it is failing to adequately pun-

ish Czechs accused of racially motivated crimes against Roma.2 Several bases exist in Czech 

criminal law for the implementation of more serious penalties for racially motivated crimes. At 

the constitutional level, the Charter of Fundamental Rights and Freedoms protects essential hu-

man rights by several means, one of which is an antidiscrimination provision protecting minori-

ties.3 Furthermore, the Czech Republic has ratified several treaties obligating it to provide pro-

tection to victims of racially motivated violence or discrimination.4 For example, the OSCE re-

quires participatory states to  

   [t]ake the necessary measures to prevent discrimination against 

   individuals ... [and to] make provision, if they have not yet done 

   so, for effective recourse to redress for individuals who have 

   experienced discriminatory treatment on the grounds of their 

   belonging or not belonging to a national minority, including by 

   making available to individual victims of discrimination a broad 

   array of administrative and judicial remedies.5 

Although not binding, the Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) 

requires that states  

   [c]ommit themselves to take appropriate and proportionate measures to 

   protect persons or groups who may be subject to threats or acts of 

   discrimination, hostility of violence as a result of their racial, 

   ethnic, cultural, linguistic, or religious identity, and to protect 

   their property.6 

                                                 
1 As Bukovska notes, such discrepancies in sentencing do not occur solely in the Czech Republic. For example, 
wide-ranging studies have concluded that in the application of capital punishment in the United States, the race of 
the victim has emerged as the most consistent factor in when a state decides to pursue capital punishment. Defen-
dants charged with killing white victims were 4.3 times more likely to be sentenced to death than defendants 
charged with killing African-American victims. Id. at 141-42. Despite such statistics, there is no indication that deci-
sive steps are being taken to remedy such discrepancies. Id 
2 See Denial of Justice in Czech Race Crimes, [ERRC], Number 1, 2002 available at 
http://lists.errc.org/rr_nrl_2002/snap15.shtml (n.d.) [hereinafter Denial of Justice] 
3 See Kline, supra note 9, at 46 
4 See Roma in the Czech Republic, supra note 32, at 25-27 (listing numerous international agreements to which the 
Czech Republic is party, and that require the Czech Republic to protect human rights). 
5 Report of the CSCE Meeting of Experts on National Minorities, Geneva, July 19, 1991, pt. IV, 30 I.L.M. 1692 
(1991) 
6 Document of the Copenhagen Meeting on the Conference on the Human Dimension of the CSCE, Paragraph 40.2, 
(G.S.C.E., June 29, 1990) 
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Moreover, in response to a spate of racially motivated violence in the early 1990s, the 

Czech Republic adopted a penalty scheme that allows for stiffer penalties for racially motivated 

crimes.1  

Nevertheless, evidence suggests that many Czech courts have not handed down maxi-

mum sentences in cases of racially motivated crimes against Roma. A case involving the brutal 

murder of a Romani man serves as an example. In May 1995, four skinheads entered the home of 

Tibor Berki, a Romani man, and murdered him by beating him with a baseball bat. The prosecu-

tion in the case sought the maximum penalty for racially motivated murder, alleging that the 

skinheads had stated in a pub that they would "get a Gypsy" before murdering him. The Court, 

however, held that the prosecution had presented no proof of racial motivation. It reasoned that 

because the attackers were silent while killing Berki, it could not impute racial motivation to 

their act. Both the Czech government and human rights groups protested the Court's ruling, and 

the Court eventually increased the lead perpetrator's prison sentence to the legal maximum.  

In the aftermath of the Berki case, the Czech parliament modified the penal code to direct 

prosecutors to seek the highest possible sentences in racially motivated crimes. The results of 

this renewed emphasis on punishing racially motivated crimes appear mixed. Statistics indicate 

that prosecutors charge defendants more often with racially motivated violence against Roma.2 

Still, there are reports of cases in which judges have refused to recognize violence against Roma 

as racially motivated.3 For example, when a Czech youth threatened Romani boys because of 

their presence on a train "for whites only," the judge held the crime could not have been racially 

motivated because Roma are "of the Indo-European race."4 Moreover, in July 2000, a Czech 

judge held that racial motivation played no role in the beating of an American teacher by skin-

heads after the teacher attempted to protect a group of Roma from their harassment.5  

In light of these episodes, many Roma believe that the Czech justice system cannot pro-

vide justice. According to Klara Vesela-Samkova, a prominent Romani attorney in the Czech 

Republic, Roma stand very little chance of winning a lawsuit against a Czech, especially in 

smaller towns.6 She states that some judges implicitly, if not actively, support Czech defendants 

accused of crimes against Roma.7 Moreover, Human Rights Watch has reported that many law-

                                                 
1 Roma in the Czech Republic, supra note 32, at 7 
2 See BARANY, supra note 5, at 316 
3 See Denial of Justice, supra note 134 
4 James A. Goldston, Claiming Civil Rights for Roma, CHRISTIAN SCI. MONITOR, Sept. 3, 1997 at 20 
5 See HUMAN RIGHTS WATCH: WORLD REPORT 2001, at http://www.hrw.org/ wr2k1/europe/czech.html 
(n.d.) 
6 See BARANY, supra note 5, at 316 
7 See Roma in the Czech Republic, supra note 32, at 8. The Human Rights Watch report includes a summary of one 
case involving Czech violence against a Romani in which observers claimed that the courtroom was packed with 
skinheads who shouted at witnesses. According to the observers, the judge did little to quiet the skinheads and 
seemed to support them. Id 
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yers refuse to represent Roma either because of financial concerns or because of the fear of 

stigma for representing a Romani person against a Czech.  

These factors have combined to create situations in which the criminal justice system has 

failed to provide just sentences or verdicts, often in cases involving Czech violence against 

Roma. The U.N. Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination's 2000 report on the 

Czech Republic cited several instances of lenient sentencing for defendants convicted of com-

mitting violent acts against Roma.1 For example, in 1998, a group of skinheads physically at-

tacked several Romani men, one of whom was run over by a vehicle after sustaining injury in the 

attack.2 The Court convicted the defendants of attempt at light bodily harm and breach of the 

peace, acts which carry only suspended sentences.3 In another case, skinheads threw a Romani 

woman to her death in a river after racially insulting her, but the Czech defendants were con-

victed of "extortion resulting in death" and not murder.4  

Evidence indicates that the judicial system has become somewhat more hospitable to 

Roma in the past five years. In 1998 and 1999, the number of individuals prosecuted for racially 

motivated crimes and the number who were handed non-suspended sentences both increased.5 

Still, according to Human Rights Watch, "[r]acist attacks on Roma [have] continued, but police 

and prosecutors [have] frequently failed to adequately investigate and prosecute Roma com-

plaints."6 The Czech justice system recently found itself in the spotlight once again, after a 

court's verdict against three Czech men who broke into a Romani household and beat a pregnant 

Romani woman and her husband.7 Disregarding the suggested sentencing guidelines of three to 

ten years for such actions, the Court granted the Czech perpetrators freedom with a conditional 

sentence. Such examples demonstrate that, while the Czech government has taken steps to im-

prove the criminal justice system, discrimination against Roma in that forum continues to occur.  

IV. EUROPEAN UNION HUMAN RIGHTS INSTITUTIONS  

As this Note has demonstrated, the EU has played an important role in shaping Czech 

policy toward Czech Roma, in large part because it indicated to the Czech government that its 

                                                 
1 See UN Report on Racial Discrimination, supra note 74, [paragraphs] 75-58 (providing examples of lenient treat-
ment) 
2 Id. [paragraph] 78 
3 The Appellate Court reversed this decision and then took jurisdiction away from the original district court. 
4 Id. [paragraph] 77 
5 Id. [paragraph] 83. According to this report, [i]n 1998, the courts in the Czech Republic handed down final sen-
tences to 138 persons (eight more than in 1997) for racially motivated offences, including 13 who were sentenced to 
prison terms without suspension.... During the first half of 1999—as indicated by the records of the Ministry of Jus-
tice- the Czech Police investigated 266 persons for racially motivated offences and actions were filed in 238 cases. 
Over the same period, 81 persons received final verdicts for offences motivated by racial   intolerance, including 
seven terms without suspension. 
6 See HUMAN RIGHTS WATCH: WORLD REPORT 2002, at http://hrw.org/ wr2k2/europe8.html (n.d.) 
7 Romanies Have Reason to Emigrate After Jesengk Verdict, C.T.K. Daily News, Jan. 13. 2004, at 2004 WL 
64347725 
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EU membership depended, at least in part, on its treatment of Roma.1 Even with the Czech Re-

public's recent accession to the EU, the y and its affiliated institutions will continue to wield con-

siderable influence over Czech policy toward Roma. In the future, however, more of the EU's 

power will emanate from institutions designed to adjudicate complaints brought by Roma against 

the Czech government. This means that the EU's influence will likely come increasingly from its 

formal legal institutions. This part of the Note will provide a brief description of the EU human 

rights regime's major principles and will then analyze the EU human rights institutions that will 

allow Roma to seek recourse against the Czech government.  

The EU cooperates closely with the COE, an intergovernmental consultative organization 

described by the EU as the "oldest institutional watchdog of human rights principles, pluralistic 

democracy and the rule of law [in Europe]."2 Article 303 of the EU treaty provides the legal ba-

sis for the EU's cooperation with the COE. In 1987, the European Commission and the COE 

reached an agreement providing for regular high-level meetings "to discuss and assess co-

operation in areas of mutual interest." A "Joint Declaration on Co-operation and Partnership," 

agreed upon on April 3, 2001, further solidified the institutions' cooperation by dictating that the 

meetings of senior officials should be used to "draw up objectives, plan activities, monitor joint 

programmes and evaluate their implementation and that an annual progress report shall be drawn 

up for the European Commission and the Council of Europe." Furthermore, the EU recognizes 

the unique role that the COE has played in improving human rights conditions in East Central 

European countries such as the Czech Republic. An example of the COE's work in East Central 

Europe is an EU/COE joint project titled Roma under the Stability Pact that aims to improve the 

status of Roma across Europe.   

It should be stressed that the EU and COE are independent actors. Their history of close 

cooperation demonstrates, however, that the COE plays an important role in improving human 

rights in EU member states. The EU has stated that its recent enlargement will only provide more 

reasons for cooperation. For example, the COE has mentioned the possibility of forming an as-

sociate partnership. Even the current working relationship between the COE and the EU demon-

strates the closeness of their cooperation. Both the EU and affiliated human rights organizations, 

such as the COE, have expanded their human rights regimes in the past decade.3 This extension 

has coincided with the EU's eastward expansion in Europe and also an increase in racially moti-

vated violence across the continent.4 In response to these developments, the Council of Europe 

                                                 
1 See supra Section III (discussing how the EU has influenced actions taken by the Czech government in response to 
discrimination against Roma) 
2 See E.U. website, at http://europa.eu.int/comm/external_relations/coe/ index.htm (n.d.). 
3 See Maxine Sleeper, Anti-Discrimination Laws in Eastern Europe: Toward Effective Implementation. 40 COLUM. 
J. TRANSNAT'L L. 177, 178-79 (2001) 
4 Id. at 178 
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has asked member states to take on additional human rights obligations, while granting individu-

als in member states greater access to European human rights institutions.1  

The European Convention on Human Rights (Convention), signed in 1950, constitutes 

the foundation of the European human rights regime.2 The Czech Republic has adopted the Con-

vention and incorporated it into its domestic law.3 Somewhat paradoxically, the Convention it-

self "does not have a specific minority rights provision."4 Therefore, some argue that "the Con-

vention only provides a partial and indirect protection for members of minorities." Protection for 

minorities stems from the articles of the Convention, some of which are particularly relevant for 

analyzing the status of Roma in the Czech Republic.  

Article 1 of the Convention states that "the High Contracting Parties shall secure to eve-

ryone within their jurisdiction the rights and freedoms" included in the Convention, which are 

basically the rights included in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.5 Article 14 of the 

Convention prohibits discrimination generally.6 Although the ECHR has interpreted Article 14 

relatively broadly, thus increasing its effectiveness, a party bringing an action under the Conven-

tion must invoke Article 14 in conjunction with another Convention right, somewhat limiting its 

effectiveness.7 Article 3 guarantees that "[n]o one shall be subjected to torture or to inhuman or 

degrading treatment or punishment."8 Article 5 of the Convention prohibits arbitrary state ac-

tion.9 Article 6 of the Convention builds upon Article 5 by providing that "everyone is entitled to 

a fair and public hearing within a reasonable time by an independent and impartial tribunal estab-

lished by law."10 Finally, Article 13 states that "[e]veryone whose rights and freedoms as set 

forth in this Convention are violated shall have an effective remedy before a national author-

ity."11  

The ECHR has become the most important European institution for ensuring the applica-

tion of the rights included in the Convention.12 In the past, individuals had to rely on their state 

                                                 
1 See generally Peter Leuprecht, Innovations in the European System of Human Rights Protection: Is Enlargement 
Compatible with Reinforcement?, 8 TRANSNAT'L. L & CONTEMP. PROBS. 313 (1998). 
2 Id. at 314-15 
3 Gabor Kardos, Human Rights and Foreign Policy in Central Europe: Hungary, the Czech Republic, and Poland, in 
HUMAN RIGHTS AND COMPARATIVE FOREIGN POLICY [NEED FIRST PAGE OF ARTICLE], 232 (David 
P. Forsythe ed., 2000) 
4 KRISTIN HENRARD, DEVISING AN ADEQUATE SYSTEM OF MINORITY PROTECTION: INDIVIDUAL 
HUMAN RIGHTS, MINORITY RIGHTS AND THE RIGHT TO SELF-DETERMINATION 69 (2000). 
5 See Leuprecht, supra note 174, at 315. The Universal Declaration of Human Rights is available at 
http://www.un.org/Overview/rights.html 
6 See HENRARD, supra note 177, at 70 
7 Id. at 70-72 
8 Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms, Nov. 4, 1950, Section I, Art. 3, 
U.N.T.S 221 (as amended Nov. 1, 1998) [hereinafter European Convention on Human Rights] 
9 Id. Section I, Art. 5 
10 Id. Section I, Art. 6 
11 Id. Section I, Art. 13 
12 See Leuprecht, supra note 174, at 316-17 
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to bring an action on their behalf at the ECHR.1 Now, however, individuals can file suits at the 

ECHR not only against other parties, but also against the state itself.2  

The ECHR was originally created as a means of enforcing the Convention, but has 

evolved significantly since its founding in 1959.3 The original Convention established two part-

time monitoring agencies, the European Commission of Human Rights and the ECHR.4 In the 

beginning, both states and individuals could file complaints with the European Commission of 

Human Rights, but only if an individual's country had explicitly agreed to allow the Commission 

to hear such complaints.5 Moreover, the actual court could not hear cases brought by individuals.  

By the early 1998, the Council of Europe realized that it would have to reconfigure the 

ECHR to deal with its eastward expansion and to make the expanding European human rights 

regime more effective.6 Protocol No. 11, which became effective on November 1, 1998, ad-

dressed the most glaring weaknesses of the European human rights regime by creating a "full-

time, single Court to replace the Convention's former monitoring machinery."7 More important, 

under Protocol No. 11, "the right of individual application is now mandatory and the Court 

[ECHR] now has automatic jurisdiction with respect to all inter-State cases brought before it."8 

The granting of locus standi to individuals "dramatically changed" the "supervisory system of the 

Convention."9  

The procedures of the ECHR under Protocol No. 11 are relatively straightforward.10 

"Any contracting state, individual, of group of individuals claiming that a contracting state vio-

lated their [sic] rights under the Convention may file a complaint." Each application is then sub-

mitted to a Section of the ECHR, which may deny admissibility only by a unanimous vote. If the 

Section deems the application admissible or does not unanimously reject the application, then the 

application is forwarded to a Chamber, consisting of seven judges, that decides both the admissi-

bility and the merits of the claim. A Chamber decides the merits of the claim after receiving writ-

                                                 
1 See Antonio Augusto Cancado Trindade, The Consolidation of the Procedural Capacity of Individuals in the Evo-
lution of the International Protection of Human Rights: Present State and Perspectives at the Turn of the Century, 30 
COLUM. HMN. RTS. L. REV. 1, 7 (1998) 
2 See Robert W. Stannard, The Laws of War: An Examination of the Legality of NATO's Intervention in the Former 
Yugoslavia and the Role of the European Court of Human Rights in Redressing Claims for Civilian Casualties War, 
30 GA. J. INT'L. & CONTEMP. LAW 617, 621 (2002). 
3 See The European Court of Human Rights (hereinafter ECHR website) at 
http://www.echr.coe.int/Eng/EDocs/HistoricalBackground.htm (n.d.) 
4 Andrew Drzemczewski, The European Human Rights Convention: Protocol No. 11 Entry Into Force and First 
Year of Application, 224, (Nov. 1999) at http://www.gddc.pt/acfividade-editorial/pdfs-publicacoes17980-a.pdf 
5 See ECHR website, supra note 189 
6 See Leuprecht, supra note 174, at 326-27 
7 See Drzemczewski, supra note 190, at 225 
8 Id. 224 
9 HENRARD, supra note 177, at 69 
10 Drzemczewski, supra note 190, at 236-39 (describing the procedure necessary to bring a claim under Protocol 11) 
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ten submissions and possibly holding oral hearings. If the claim raises a serious question about 

the application of the Convention, a party may file an appeal to the Grand Chamber of seventeen 

judges. All member states must respect final judgments of the ECHR and carry out the recom-

mendations of the ECHR. Proposed Protocol No. 12 to the Convention represents another sig-

nificant step toward allowing individual claims of racial discrimination.1 Protocol No. 12, 

adopted by the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe in June 2000, includes a much 

broader prohibition of racism and discrimination than other current agreements. It states that 

"[t]he enjoyment of any right set forth by law shall be secured without discrimination on any 

ground such as sex, race, colour, language, religion, political or other opinion, national or social 

origin, association with a national minority, property, birth or other status."2 Although adopted 

by the Council of Europe in November 2000, Protocol No. 12 has yet to garner the ten ratifica-

tions from member states necessary for it to take effect.3 If ratified, Protocol No. 12 could have a 

significant effect on antidiscrimination laws across Europe.4  Unlike other provisions of the 

Convention, Protocol No. 12 allows individuals to file suits in their domestic courts, citing dis-

crimination as the fundamental claim. Thus, such individuals would not have to cite a specific 

article of the Convention to allege discriminatory treatment. Moreover, because the ECHR has 

binding jurisdiction over member states of the Council of Europe, it could require that member 

states bring their domestic laws into compliance with the Convention.   

V. THE APPLICATION OF EU HUMAN RIGHTS INSTITUTIONS: MARGITA 

CERVENAKOVA AND OTHERS V. THE CZECH REPUBLIC  

As previously discussed, the EU will likely have to rely to a greater extent on legal insti-

tutions to monitor and influence the social and legal status of Roma in the Czech Republic.5 

Since the Czech Republic has already gained accession to the EU, the EU can no longer place 

conditions on Czech accession. This Note will analyze a case brought by a Romani family 

against the Czech government at the ECHR6 to demonstrate the potential of European human 

rights institutions to provide redress to Roma claiming discrimination by the Czech government. 

The case itself seems relatively mundane, but the case serves as an example of how Roma in the 

Czech Republic can use European institutions, and especially the ECHR, as a vehicle for justice.  

                                                 
1 See Sleeper, supra note 172, at 185 (discussing how Protocol 12 removes current discrimination restraints under 
ECHR). 
2 Protocol No. 12 to the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms, Nov. 4, 2000, 
art. I(1), European Treaty Series, No. 177. 
3 At this time, only eight of the thirty-three countries that originally signed Protocol 12 have ratified it, including 
San Marino, Georgia, Cyprus, Croatia, Netherlands, Serbia and Montenegro, the former Yugoslav Republic of Ma-
cedonia, and Bosnia-Herzegovina, available at http://conventions.coe.int/Treaty/EN/cadreprincipal.htm. 
4 Sleeper, supra note 172, at 185-86 
5 This will likely result from the Czech Republic's accession to the EU 
6 See Cervenakova et Autres c. Republique Tcheque, App. No. 40226/98 (Eur. Ct. H.R. 2003) at 
http://www.worldlii.org/eu/cases/ECHR/2003/402.html. 
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A. Case Background  

The case involves six Roma (Applicants) who lived in Usti nad Labem in 1993, five of 

whom were of Slovakian nationality at that time.1 The Applicants reported that police entered 

their flats in February 1993 and removed their belongings without their permission. According to 

the Applicants, the police told them to return to Slovakia because of the dissolution of Czecho-

slovakia. The police informed the Applicants that they would obtain housing, work, and welfare 

benefits once in Slovakia. Upon their arrival in Slovakia, however, Slovakian authorities in-

formed the Applicants that they were not eligible to receive welfare benefits or housing.2 With-

out benefits or housing, the Applicants lived at the Presov train station in Slovakia for one month 

before returning to the Czech Republic. Upon their return to Usti, the Applicants lived alterna-

tively in a park and garage from April to November 1993 until the city provided them with sub-

stitute flats.  

B. Procedural History of the Case in Czech Courts  

In May 1993, the Applicants filed suit against Usti nad Labem in the District Court seek-

ing access to their former flats. Because their claim languished at the district court level for more 

than two years, the Applicants filed a constitutional claim against the Usti District Court on 

January 3, 1996, alleging that the proceedings were unconstitutionally slow. At the same time, 

they also filed an action against Usti officials seeking protection of their personal rights.  

On November 5, 1996, the Czech Constitutional Court held that the Usti District Court 

violated the Applicants' constitutional rights by not conducting the proceedings within a reason-

able period of time. When the District Court failed to respond to this ruling, the Applicants filed 

a second constitutional complaint on July 21, 1997, reiterating their objections to the proceed-

ings' length. On September 24, 1997, the Constitutional Court dismissed this second complaint, 

judging that the delay did not abridge the Applicants' rights.  

On June 25, 1998, the District Court finally issued a somewhat convoluted judgment with 

regard to the Applicants' initial claims. The Court held that the first two complainants should 

have access to their original flats, but it failed to clarify whether they were still actual tenants of 

the flat. The District Court ordered the city to sign an indefinite lease with these two applicants. 

With regard to the Applicants' other complaints, however, the District Court refused to grant re-

lief, reasoning that the Applicants already had satisfactory housing.  

On July 14, 1998, the Applicants appealed to the Regional Court. When the Regional 

Court rejected this appeal, the Applicants filed a constitutional complaint, claiming that the re-

gional court violated Article 6(1) of the Convention by stripping them of their right to a proper 
                                                 
1 The applicants all received Czech citizenship by 1994. Id 
2 See Cervenakova et Autres , App. No. 40226/98 (Eur. Ct. H.R. 2003) at 
http://www.worldlii.org/eu/cases]ECHR/2003/402.html 
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defense during the hearings. On September 5, 1999, the Constitutional Court dismissed the Ap-

plicants' constitutional claim. After two more appeals, the Regional Court dismissed the Appli-

cants' final appeal on June 27, 2002.  

C. Taking the Case to the ECHR  

Having failed to obtain suitable redress in the Czech judicial system, the Applicants filed 

suit at the ECHR. They maintained that Usti officials violated Article 3 and Article 8 of the 

European Convention on Human Rights1 by forcing the Applicants to live in unacceptable condi-

tions.2 The Applicants also alleged that the length of the domestic proceedings breached Article 

6 of the Convention. Moreover, the Applicants argued that the Czech Republic violated Article 

13 of the Convention because the length of the domestic proceedings rendered any remedy inef-

fective. The Applicants based these allegations in conjunction with Article 14 of the Conven-

tion.3   

Before the ECHR could actually hear the case, however, the parties agreed on a settle-

ment providing that the Czech government would pay the applicants 900,000 k5 (approximately 

U.S.$33,000) in return for dropping the case at the ECHR.4 According to the Declaration of Ap-

plication announcing the settlement, "the above-mentioned sum is to cover any damage that 

might have been caused to the Applicants by the Czech Republic through its authorities, includ-

ing legal expenses."5 

D. Analysis of Cervenakova  

For the purposes of this Note, the settlement was unfortunate because it meant that the 

ECHR did not have the opportunity to decide the case on its merits. Because the ECHR did not 

actually adjudicate the case, it remains unclear whether the group of Roma would have prevailed 

on the merits. The settlement lends itself to several conclusions, however, regarding the role that 

the ECHR will play in shaping Czech policies toward Roma in the future. First, the Czech gov-

ernment's willingness to pay a settlement indicates that it respects the legitimacy of the ECHR 

and its right to render decisions regarding actions taken (or not taken) by the Czech government. 

Second, the applicants obtained monetary redress only by taking their claims to the ECHR; the 

domestic courts granted them no monetary redress in eight years of proceedings. This demon-

strates that, if discrimination in the Czech judicial system does exist against Roma, the ECHR 

                                                 
1 Article 3 of the European Convention on Human Rights prohibits inhuman of degrading treatment and Article 8 
grants a right to respect for private and family life. See European Convention on Human Rights, supra note 182, 
arts. 3, 8. 
2 See Cervenakova et Autres, App. No. 40226/98 (Eur. Ct. H.R. 2003) at 
http://www.worldlii.org/eu/cases/ECHR/2003/402.html 
3 Id. Article 14 is a general ban on discrimination. See European Convention on Human Rights, supra note 182, art. 
14 
4 See Cervenakova et Autres, App. No. 40226/98, [paragraphs] 2, 5 (Eur. Ct. H.R. 2003) at 
http://www.worldlii.org/eu/cases/ECHR]2003/402.html. (Declaration to Application No. 40226/98) 
5 Id. [paragraph] 3 
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possesses the potential to counteract such discrimination. Third, and perhaps most important, this 

case likely represents only a small portion of the ECHR's potential for improving the status of 

Roma in the Czech Republic. If Romani individuals can successfully bring suits against the 

Czech government at the ECHR, then the Czech government would probably be more likely to 

take the necessary actions to ensure that its actions are in compliance with EU human rights law.  

VI. THE EU'S INFLUENCE: HAS THE EU IMPROVED THE SITUATION FOR 

ROMA IN THE CZECH REPUBLIC?  

This part of the Note will attempt to tie together its findings before suggesting how the 

EU can positively affect the status of Roma in the Czech Republic in the future. As discussed 

above, this Note's goal is to analyze how the EU, through informal pressure and its legal institu-

tions, has influenced how the Czech government treats Roma. The EU has effectively used in-

formal pressure to change specific policies or actions with regard to Roma during the Czech Re-

public's accession negotiations with the EU. The influence of EU human rights institutions is less 

clear at this point, but the Cervenakova case demonstrates the potential that EU human rights 

institutions have for improving the treatment of Roma in the Czech Republic.  

No consensus exists whether the status of Roma in the Czech Republic improved during 

negotiations for Czech accession to the EU. Some analyses cite improvement,1 while other Ro-

mani advocacy groups maintain that discrimination and persecution of Roma remain prevalent.2 

Any attempt to quantify or summarize the influence that the EU has had on the treatment of 

Roma in the Czech Republic would likely be inconclusive.3 Instead, the influence of EU infor-

mal pressure should be analyzed in specific situations before looking at the whole picture.4  

Most important, it should be remembered that, despite some skepticism on the part of the 

Czech populace about Czech accession to the EU,5 the Czech government has fully supported the 

                                                 
1 See, e.g., BARANY, supra note 5 , at 323 (arguing that across the region, including in the Czech Republic, "[i]n 
spite of all the difficulties associated with helping the Roma, by the late 1990s there was a marked improvement in 
state policy almost everywhere in the region. There is much less discrimination on the national and regional levels, 
although in local settings the Gypsies are still often disadvantaged.") 
2 The ERRC, especially, maintains that there have been no noticeable improvements in the status of Roma in the 
Czech Republic in the past decade. See generally Written Comments of the European Roma Rights Center Concern-
ing the Czech Republic, European Roma Rights Center, (April 2002) at http://lits.errc.org/publications/legal 
3 There are simply so many factors and such divergent viewpoints on whether progress has been achieved that any 
overall conclusions would be difficult to reach 
4 The World Bank noted that "[r]ecently, following EU and other international concern, the national authorities have 
begun to address the situation of the Roma people, and a broad program of actions on many fronts has been drawn 
up, though initially with only limited resources allocated for its implementation. [However], at the local level where 
changes have to be implemented, there continue to be frequent manifestations of prejudice against Roma." THE 
WORLD BANK, CZECH REPUBLIC: TOWARD EU ACCESSION (MAIN REPORT) 212 (1999). 
5 Euroskeptics in the Czech Republic, at times led by Prime Minister (now President) Vaclav Klaus, believe that EU 
membership will erode Czech sovereignty. See Peter Bugge, Czech Perceptions of EU Membership: Havel vs. 
Klaus, in I THE ROAD TO THE EUROPEAN UNION: THE CZECH AND SLOVAK REPUBLICS 180, 187-91 
(Jacques Rupnik & Jan Zielonka eds. 2003) 
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accession process since at least 1998.1 President Vaclav Havel has adamantly maintained that his 

country would only truly "return to Europe" by joining the EU.2 The EU, however, made clear to 

the Czech government that it would make the Czech Republic's accession status contingent on 

improving its treatment of Roma.3 Evidence indicates that Czech leaders took this threat quite 

seriously and at least attempted to improve the situation for Roma.4  

The Czech government's lingering doubt about its accession status seems to have influ-

enced specific policies enacted by the Czech national government in the past decade. On multi-

ple occasions, as demonstrated in this Note, the EU condemned specific actions and policies 

taken against Roma. The two most obvious examples occurred when Usti erected the wall sepa-

rating Romani and Czech housing, and when the international community realized that the Czech 

Citizenship Law prevented Roma who had lived in the Czech Republic for many years from ob-

taining Czech citizenship.5 In both cases, the Czech government took the actions necessary to 

end the discrimination against Roma, but only after the EU applied considerable pressure.6  

Other policies implemented by the Czech government in the past decade, including anti-

discrimination plans, efforts to recruit more Romani police officers, and increased sentencing for 

racially motivated crimes, also indicate that EU pressure affected Czech policies in some ways. 

In the end, the EU concluded that the Czech government had taken sufficient steps to improve 

the status of Roma and granted its accession to the EU.7 In its final report regarding Czech 

preparations for accession, the EU stated that "[t]he Czech Republic is essentially meeting its 

commitments and requirements arising from the accession negotiations in the areas of ... social 

                                                 
1 See Jacques Rupnik, Joining Europe Together or Separately: The Implications of the Czecho-Slovak Divorce for 
EU Enlargement, in I THE ROAD TO THE EUROPEAN UN]ON: THE CZECH AND SLOVAK REPUBLICS 16, 
40-43 (Jacques Rupnik & Jan Zielonka eds. 2003) 
2 See BUGGE, supra note 246m at 183-87 (discussing Havel's views regarding the European Union). 
3 See Lenka Arma Rovna, The Enlargement of the European Union: The Case of the Czech Republic, in 
PERSPECTIVES ON THE ENLARGEMENT OF THE EUROPEAN UNION 193, 200-03 (Cameron Ross ed., 
2002). 
4 See id. at 203-04 (describing a document entitled "Concept of the Government Policy towards Members of the 
Roma Community" which was developed in response to EU criticism of Czech treatment of Roma with regard to 
issues such as education, employment, housing, and the fight against discrimination.); see also BARANY, supra 
note 5, at 323-24 (stating that the Czech government had "put the Roma's predicament as a priority on their agendas 
after 1997-98 is the well-nigh relentless pressure of international organizations, especially the European Union and 
its related agencies."). 
5 See, supra, Section III (describing the Usti wall and the Czech Citizenship Law.) 
6 See, supra, Section III (This discusses the pressures applied by the EU and the actions the Czech government ulti-
mately took. The effectiveness and timeliness of these measures taken by the Czech government can also be de-
bated, of course. This Note only argues that the government did take action in response to international pressure, 
specifically from the EU.) 
7 There are arguments on both sides of this issue. On the one hand, the Accession Agreement between the Czech 
Republic and EU called on the Czech Republic to take steps to improve the status of Roma in the Czech Republic. 
See Agenda 2000, supra note 8, at 19-20. Therefore, since the EU approved Czech accession, it can be surmised that 
the Czech government took such steps. On the other hand, many argue that the EU is essentially unconcerned with 
discrimination against Roma, and many member countries want improved Czech efforts only to ensure that Roma 
do not migrate to their countries when borders are opened between the Czech Republic and EU.  
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inclusion and social protection."1 However, the report cautioned that "considerable efforts should 

aim at improving the situation of the Roma minority."2  

The EU should continue to issue reports and monitor the treatment of Roma in the Czech 

Republic despite the Czech Republic's recent accession to the EU. The EU has demonstrated that 

it can use formal and informal pressures to affect member states' policies, even with regard to 

their internal affairs.3 This indicates the EU's willingness to criticize and even sanction its own 

member states, meaning that Czech officials should not assume that their country's accession 

marks the end of EU criticism regarding the treatment of Roma.  

The influence that European human rights institutions will have on the treatment of Roma 

in the Czech Republic is not, at this time, as clear as the influence of informal pressure. As pre-

viously discussed, an important case regarding the legality of special schools for many Romani 

children is pending at the ECHR.4 How the ECHR deals with this case could have a lasting effect 

on Romani integration in Czech society in the coming years. Cervenakova demonstrated that 

European human rights institutions might play an important role in how Roma are treated in the 

Czech Republic in the future and in how Roma obtain redress for discriminatory treatment.5  

There are several grounds for believing that Cervenakova represents a positive funda-

mental change in the judicial process. First, the human rights regime under the ECHR allows in-

dividuals to bring suits against their government for alleged violations of Convention human 

rights law.6 Generally, in other international legal fora, a state must specifically agree to allow its 

citizens to raise a human rights complaint. Second, while Roma can obtain redress in the Czech 

judicial system, past discrimination has created a great degree of mistrust that taints any current 

decisions regarding Roma.7 If the ECHR upholds an action taken by the Czech government, then 

Roma might view the decision as being more legitimate than if a Czech court reached the same 

conclusion. Finally, the European human rights regime has broadened and expanded its jurisdic-

tion. It therefore possesses a legitimacy and distinction that other human rights regimes do not 

possess. It should have the necessary political capital to make difficult decisions with regard to 

issues of discrimination against Roma in the Czech Republic and elsewhere.  
                                                 
1 See Comprehensive Monitoring Report, supra note 94, at 35 
2 An example demonstrating that the EU will remain active even with regard to the internal affairs of its members is 
the rise of Jorg Haider's Freedom Party in Austria. which captured twenty-seven percent of the parliamentary elec-
tions in October 1999. See Richard Mitten, Austria all Black and Blue: Jorg Haider, the European Sanctions, and the 
Political Crisis in Austria, in THE HAIDER PHENOMENON IN AUSTRIA 179, 179 (Ruth Wodak & Anton Pe-
linka eds. 2002). In response to the Austrian government making Haider's party a junior partner in their coalition, 
the other fourteen members of the European Union placed diplomatic sanctions on Austria. Id 
3 See, supra, Section III.C.iii 
4 See, supra, Section V.D (discussing the possible implications of the Cervenikova case). 
5 See Trindade, supra note 187, at 11 
6 See LAMMY BETTEN & NICHOLAS GRIEF, EU LAW AND HUMAN RIGHTS 13 (John A. Usher ed., 1998). 
7 While it might not be possible to prove the existence of this taint, the general feeling of many Roma that the Czech 
judicial system is biased against them would almost certainly mean that Roma would be suspicious of a Czech 
court's holding against Roma 
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VII. RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS  

As this Note has demonstrated, the EU has the capacity, through human rights institutions 

and non-legal pressure, to improve the treatment of Roma in the Czech Republic. Whether the 

Czech Republic's Romani population will notice an improvement as a result of the country's ac-

cession to the EU is debatable. Most current EU member states, after all, hardly maintain an ex-

emplary record when it comes to their treatment of Roma. The EU should remember that its abil-

ity to use informal pressure as a means of influencing Czech policies toward Roma could be 

lessened if Czechs perceive EU hypocrisy in its calls for improved conditions for Roma in the 

Czech Republic.  

Another likely stumbling block will be the issue of free movement within the European 

Union. Prior to EU expansion, the citizens of all fifteen EU member states enjoyed the "freedom 

to move to another Member State in order to take up employment there; [the] freedom to estab-

lish themselves in other Member States ...; and [the] freedom to provide or receive services on an 

equal footing to nationals, in a Member State other than their own."1 Fearing an influx of cheap 

labor from East Central European countries, however, Germany and Austria have been granted 

an exception by the EU to deny Czechs and other East Central Europeans the right to live and 

work in their countries for seven years after accession.2 Other EU member states fear a sharp in-

crease in Roma from the Czech Republic seeking access to state welfare benefits.3 Support has 

emerged in Great Britain, for example, for reforms of the social welfare system intended in part 

to discourage Roma from relocating to Great Britain.4  

Despite these concerns, the EU must continue to play an active role in bettering social 

and economic conditions for Roma in the Czech Republic. As demonstrated throughout this 

Note, EU pressure appears to make it easier for the Czech government to take actions necessary 

to end overt discrimination against Roma. The EU and its member states, however, must take 

certain actions to ensure the persuasiveness and legitimacy of its positions.  

First, the EU should ensure that a citizen's right to free movement continues, even for 

new member states, as soon as practicable. The right to free movement has been a cornerstone of 

EU policy since the signing of the European Community Treaty.5 Any perception that the EU 

has divided itself into first- and second-class citizens might harm the legitimacy of the EU in try-

ing to improve the status of Roma across East Central Europe. Especially if Czechs see other EU 

                                                 
1 FREIDL WEISS & FRANK WOOLDRIDGE, FREE MOVEMENT OF PERSONS WITHIN THE EUROPEAN 
COMMUNITY 11 (K.J.M. Mortelmans ed., 2002) 
2 Zuzana Kawaciukova, Work Stoppage, PRAGUE POST, Jan. 22, 2004, at 9 
3 Those Roamin" Roma--Immigration from Central Europe, THE ECONOMIST, Feb. 7, 2004, at 54 
4 WEISS & WOOLDRIDGE, supra note 262, at 11-12 
5 See Michael Mainville, Support for EU Hits Record Levels, PRAGUE POST, Apr. 10, 2002, at 2 (describing the 
resolution of disputes regarding the right to free movement within the EU as one of the major reasons that support 
for EU membership rose among Czechs.). 
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member states acting hypocritically with regard to Czech treatment of Roma, the EU will likely 

find it more difficult to positively influence Czech policies toward Roma within the Czech Re-

public. (267)  

Second, the EU must continue to monitor the social and economic progress of Roma in 

the Czech Republic and apply pressure when necessary to encourage action by the Czech gov-

ernment. Although the EU allowed Czech accession despite concerns about the status of its Ro-

mani population, this should not mean that the EU has abdicated its monitoring role. The EU 

should continue to prepare reports concerning Roma in the Czech Republic and ensure that the 

Czech Republic makes progress. If possible, the EU should attempt to make specific recommen-

dations to the Czech government with regard to actions that the Czech Republic should take. Fi-

nally, EU member states must continue to strengthen European human rights institutions. The 

ECHR, through Protocol No. 11, provides an effective means of recourse for an individual dis-

criminated against by his or her government. The ratification of Protocol No. 12 would represent 

another step forward for the EU human rights regime; however, only five countries have yet rati-

fied Protocol No. 12.1 An integrated human rights regime that allows individuals to bring claims 

against their government for discriminatory acts would foster justice and act to initiate change in 

the Czech Republic's treatment of its Romani population. Europe already has an admirable hu-

man rights regime, but it should ensure that Roma from both the Czech Republic and all EU 

countries have access to its redress.  

The EU has demonstrated that it can have a positive influence on the status of Roma in 

the Czech Republic. It must not allow the Czech Republic's accession to thwart its ability to in-

fluence Czech treatment of Roma.  

[Matthew D. Marden. “Return to Europe? The Czech Republic and the EU's influence on its 

treatment of Roma,” Vanderbilt Journal of Transnational Law 37:4 (October, 2004)] 

 

III. Модуль 3. 

8. Чешско-словацкие отношения. Конфликт национальных идентичностей. 

Hugh LeCaine Agnew 

States, Old Identities? The Czech Republic, Slovakia, and Historical Understand-

ings of Statehood 

                                                 
1 It should also be kept in mind that none of the countries which have ratified Protocol No. 12 are current EU mem-
bers, nor are they countries that will be joining in May. This seems to indicate that such countries may have ratified 
Protocol No. 12 in an effort to favorably impress the EU with regard to possible future membership in the institution 
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Imagine an intrepid web explorer looking for information on the Czech Republic. He or 

she might well stumble onto the SunSITE at the Faculty of Mathematics and Physics at Charles 

University in Prague. When our websurfer clicks on the “Czech Republic” link, the screen dis-

plays the image shown in Figure 1.1 Resplendent on red samite embroidered with the double-

tailed lions of the medieval kings of Bohemia, the fourteenth-century Crown of St Wenceslas is 

the first image of the Czech Republic an interested outsider sees. Why? One answer, obviously, 

is that the Czech Republic (established 1993), like so many other states, finds legitimacy and a 

sense of identity in history. In the words of the SunSITE’s authors, the coronation regalia are “a 

symbol of our state, of our independence and more than [a] thousand years’ history.”2 Similar 

attitudes must have been behind the decision by President Havel’s chancery to issue a sumptuous 

volume devoted to the crown jewels, to commemorate the “renewal” of Czech statehood in 

1993.3  

To say that history serves to give legitimacy and identity to Czech statehood, however, is 

to be content with stating the obvious. Most nationalist movements show a pronounced histori-

cist bent in their efforts to achieve what Ernest Gellner has called the aim of making the state and 

the national unit congruent—“to each nation its own state, to each state its own nation.”4 We 

may nevertheless consider the significance of how history is used to legitimize calls for state-

hood, a process that after all has a history of its own. When Czech public figures during 1992 

linked the looming independence of the Czech Republic to the historical traditions of the Bohe-

mian state, they were echoing arguments used by leaders of the Czech national movement in an 

earlier century, arguments that had also shaped the Czechs’ relationship to the Czechoslovak 

state after 1918. Slovak statements, too, echoed arguments of an earlier century, but they were 

much more likely to be based on natural rights derived from the existence of the Slovak nation as 

a cultural and linguistic community, rather than a previous state. The following discussion 

sketches these earlier patterns, rooted in the differing historical experiences of the two nations. 

The contrasts between the Czech and Slovak cases cast light on Czech–Slovak relations and the 

differences between their attitudes to the history of Czechoslovakia, and by extension to the role 

of historical statehood in their sense of national identity. They also raise implications for the fur-

ther development of the two successor states, Slovakia and the Czech Republic. 

History and Nature in the Claim to Statehood 

                                                 
1 “Czech pages at SunSITE Czech Republic,” http://sunsite.mff.cuni.cz/czechrep/Index.html 
2 “History of the Czech Republic at SunSITE Czech Republic,” http://sunsite.mff.cuni.cz/ 
czechrep/history 
3 See Karel Siktanc and Barbara Huckova´, eds, C eske´ korunovacni´ klenoty [The Bohemian 
Coronation Regalia] (Prague: Kancela´rÏ Prezidenta CÏ eske´ republiky, 1993) 
4 Ernest Gellner, Nations and Nationalism (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1983), p. 1. See also John Breuilly, 
Nationalism and the State, 2nd edn (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1994), pp. 56–62 



 366

Students of nationalism have long been familiar with the distinction between civic na-

tionalism, emphasizing membership in a political community defined by citizenship in a state, 

and ethnic nationalism, emphasizing the community of language, culture, and fate.1 While the 

starkest dichotomy between the “Western” (civic) and the “Eastern” (ethnic) forms of national-

ism as presented by Hans Kohn has been increasingly criticized, and while all national move-

ments exhibit a greater or lesser degree of historicism, it is still useful to distinguish between na-

tionalist arguments that revolve around a historical state or state tradition and those that focus on 

the nation as a historical cultural collectivity.2 Which sort of argument is favored by the national 

movement will depend upon the relative strength and continuity of the state and state tradition as 

interpreted by “national” historians. 

The Czech and Slovak national movements have much in common: they emerged at ap-

proximately the same time under similar stimuli; the two peoples, though inhabiting different 

historical-political territories, were united by their common Habsburg ruler; and there was a tra-

dition of cultural contact and exchange so strong that some Slovaks, notably Jan Kollar and 

Pavel Jozef Safarik, contributed directly to the Czech “national revival” (narodne obrozeni) as 

well as to the development of the Slovak national movement. They differed signi. cantly, how-

ever, precisely in the strength of the state and state traditions in their national developments.3 

The Czechs laid claim to the state traditions of the Kingdom of Bohemia, traditions that had not 

entirely disappeared in spite of Habsburg efforts at greater centralization over the centuries. The 

Slovaks, on the other hand, had been politically part of the Kingdom of Hungary for centuries, 

and its traditions were not as easily made part of their own national movement, since they were 

also claimed by the Magyars.4 

Czech Nationalism, History and the State 

                                                 
1 See Hans Kohn, The Idea of Nationalism: A Study in Its Origins and Background (New York: Macmillan, 1944), 
and a briefer treatment, Nationalism: Its Meaning and History (Princeton: Van Nestrand, 1965). Liah Greenfeld 
develops a more complex treatment of these issues that shows similarities to Kohn in Nationalism: Five Roads to 
Modernity (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1992). 
2 Andrzej Walicki, The Enlightenment and the Birth of Modern Nationhood: Polish Political Thought from Noble 
Republicanism to Tadeusz Kos´ciuszko (West Bend, IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 1989), criticizes the sim-
plistic application of Kohn’s distinction to Eastern Europe. See especially pp. 1–7 
3 A good summary of significant historical differences is in Carol Skalnik Leff, National Conflict in Czechoslovakia, 
the Making and Remaking of a State, 1918–1987 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1988), pp. 11–41. Miroslav 
Hroch, “National Self-Determination from a Historical Perspective,” in Sukumar Periwal, ed., Notions of National-
ism (Budapest: Central European University Press, 1995), pp. 65–82, discusses the impact of these differences 
on the nineteenth-century national struggle 
4 See Jan Rychlik, “National Consciousness and the Common State (A Historical-Ethnological Analysis),” in Jiri´ 
Musil, ed., The End of Czechoslovakia (Budapest: Central European University Press, 1995), pp. 97–100, and Ja´n 
Mlyna´rik, “Histo´ria cesko-slovensky´ch vzt’ahov” [History of Czech–Slovak Relations], in Ru¨diger Kipke and 
Karel Vodicka, eds, Rozlouceni´ s Ceskoslovenskem: Pri´ciny a dusledky cesko-slovenske´ho rozchodu [Farewell to 
Czechoslovakia: Causes and Consequences of the Czech–Slovak Separation] (Prague: Cesky´ spisovatel, 1993), pp. 
17–21 
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As the Czech national movement developed, then, the attraction of legal, historical and 

constitutional arguments to support its goals was very strong. This does not mean, however, that 

the Czech movement did not develop a concept of nation based on language rather early in the 

process of national revival. Josef Jungmann wrote at the beginning of the nineteenth century, “I 

believe that if the Czech nation became Germanized … then the name Cechie would properly 

belong to this land as little as does that Bohemia, since there have been no more Boii here for 

ages,” concluding that “it is impossible to conceive of a homeland without a nation and a nation 

without its own language.”1 

Jungmann’s stress on the Czech language was a harbinger of the separation of Bohemians 

into mutually antagonistic Czechs and Germans, but earlier traditions did not disappear immedi-

ately. Another great figure of the obrozeni, Frantisek Palacky, in presenting his concept of a 

scholarly journal to the committee of the Bohemian museum (founded in a territorially patriotic 

sense in 1818), used the term “nation” (Nation) in ways that made it clear that he meant all in-

habitants of the Kingdom of Bohemia (die Boehmen). Yet even as he recognized that Bohemians 

spoke two languages, he referred to the Czech language using the term boehmische Sprache, 

identified with the Bohemian lands, not tschechische Sprache. He also called Czech the genuine 

historical national language (historische Nationalsprache) of the Kingdom of Bohemia.2 

Throughout the years of the Vorma¨rz in Bohemia the ambiguities reflected in such terminology 

remained unresolved, and the Czech patriots continued to find a socially and politically advanta-

geous ally in the provincial patriotism of the aristocracy and the traditions of Bohemian state-

hood it represented. 3 

During the revolutionary upheavals of 1848–1849, the Czech national leaders moved 

some way away from a reliance on historical and legal arguments for their political program. 

When Frantisek Palacky wrote his famous letter to the Committee of Fifty at Frankfurt, he cited 

both legal-historical and natural rights arguments among his reasons for rejecting the invitation, 

as a “friend of the German Fatherland,” to participate in the work of the German parliament 

there. He quoted a series of historical examples to illustrate his conclusion that “the entire con-

nection up to the present between Bohemia and Germany must be understood and considered to 

                                                 
1 Josef Jungmann, “O jazyku ceske´m, rozmlouva´n´ druhe´m” [A Second Conversation about the Czech Language], 
Hlasatel Cesky´ [Czech Herald], Vol. 1, 1806, p. 326. 
2 See Jiri´ Koralka, “K pojeti´ na´roda v ceske´ spolecnosti 19. stoleti´” [The Concept of Nation in Czech Society in 
the Nineteenth Century], in Pove domi´ tradice v novodobe´ ceske´ culture (doba Bedricha Smetany) [The Con-
sciousness of Tradition in Modern Czech Culture in the Age of Bedrich Smetana] (Prague: Na´rodni´ galerie, 1988), 
pp. 34–35 
3 Hugh LeCaine Agnew, “Noble Natio and Modern Nation: The Czech Case,” Austrian History Yearbook, Vol. 23, 
1992, pp. 58–65. See also Hugh LeCaine Agnew, “Ambiguities of Ritual: Dynastic Loyalty, Territorial Patriotism 
and Nationalism in the Last Three Royal Coronations in Bohemia, 1791–1836,” in Bohemia: Zeitschrift fu¨ r 
Geschichte und Kultur der bo¨hmischen La¨nder (forthcoming 2000) 
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be not a relationship between one nation and another, but only of one ruler to another ruler.” 1 

But when he called Austria a European necessity, he had in mind an Austria transformed into a 

federation of equal nations, using arguments from natural rights: 

“The right of nations is a genuine natural right: no nation on Earth is entitled to demand 

the sacrifice of its neighbors for its own benefit, and none is obliged for the good of its neighbor 

to deny or sacrifice itself. Nature knows no ruling nor subject nations.” 2 In the discussions of the 

constitutional subcommittee of the Austrian imperial Reichstag, by then meeting in the Moravian 

town of Kromeriz /Kremsier, Palacky even went so far as to suggest abandoning the historical 

frontiers of Bohemia.3 He proposed organizing the monarchy into nationally based crownlands, 

with the German-inhabited districts of Bohemia joining German Austria in one crownland, and 

the Czech regions of Bohemia and Moravia linking up with the Slovak districts of northern Hun-

gary in another. This proposal—marking the only time during the nineteenth century that a 

Czech leader accepted the territorial division of Bohemia along ethnic lines, as well as the first 

call for a political union between Czechs and Slovaks—was not included in the draft constitution 

eventually agreed upon, nor was the final draft presented to the entire parliament before its disso-

lution in 1849.4 

As constitutional life in Austria stirred again following the collapse of the neoabsolutist 

regime of the so-called “Bach era,” Czech nationalists, led by Palacky and his son-in-law 

Frantisek Ladislav Rieger, struck an alliance with the representatives of the great Bohemian 

landowners based on the state rights (Staatsrecht, statni pravo) of the Bohemian kingdom. To-

gether with the conservative great landowners from Bohemia, they issued a programmatic decla-

ration on 22 August 1868, in which they referred to the “political-historical Bohemian nation,” 

which was composed of two “nationalities.” They claimed that the Ausgleich of 1867 should not 

be allowed to decide over the fate of the Crown of Bohemia, which enjoyed historical and consti-

tutional rights just as valid as those of the Crown of Hungary, and they announced their absten-

tion from participation in politics until Bohemia had been granted a status similar to Hungary’s, 

                                                 
1 Franz [Frantisek] Palacky, “Eine Stimme u¨ber O¨ sterreichs Anschluss an Deutschland,” in Gedenkbla¨tter: 
Auswahl von Denkschriften, Aufsa¨ tzen und Briefen aus den letzten fu¨nfzig Jahren (Prague: Tempsky, 1874), p. 
150. JirÏ õ´ KorÏ alka has identi. ed this German text as Palacky´ ’s original, and the contemporary Czech version as 
printed in Na´rodni´ noviny [National News], April 1848, as someone else’s translation. See his “Palacky´ a Frank-
furt 1840–1860: husitske´ ba´da´n´ a politicke´ praxe” [Palacky´ and Frankfurt, 1840–1860: Hussite Research and 
Political Practice], Husitsky´ Ta´bor [Hussite Ta´bor], Vols 6–7, 1983–1984, p. 310n 
2 Palacky´ , “Eine Stimme,” p. 152 
3 Anton Springer, ed., Protokolle des Verfassungs-Ausschusses im O¨ sterreichischen Reichstage 1848–1849 (Leip-
zig: S. Hirzel, 1885), p. 26. With his next breath, though, Palacky´ referredto the practical dif. culties of dividing 
Bohemia without destroying it. 
4 For a study of the work of the Kromer´z /Kremsier parliament and its end, see Andreas Gottsmann, Der Reichstag 
von Kremsier und die Regierung Schwarzenberg: die Verfassungsdiskussion des Jahres 1848 im Spannungfeld 
zwischen Reaktion und nationaler Frage (Vienna and Munich: R. Oldenbourg, 1994). 
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on the basis of its state rights.1 Negotiations with the ministry of Count Karl Hohenwart pro-

duced the Fundamental Articles of 1870, which provided limited autonomy to Bohemia and 

promised a royal coronation to set the seal on the kingdom’s status.2 This attempt at a compro-

mise failed, however, due to vigorous opposition from German liberals (including German-

Bohemians) and more significantly the Hungarian leaders. The collapse of their hopes sent the 

Czechs and their conservative landowner allies back into passive resistance until 1879. Even af-

ter their return to cooperation with the government of Count Eduard Taafe, the Czechs began 

each session of the Bohemian diet with a formal reservation asserting their claim to Bohemia’s 

state rights.3 

One feature of the traditional state rights program which became increasingly unaccept-

able to Czech nationalists was its linguistic “utraquism,” that is, its recognition that the “political 

Bohemian nation” was both Czech and German. Palacky himself, speaking at the fiftieth anni-

versary celebrations of the Bohemian museum in 1868, admitted, “the Bohemian nation—and 

that, gentlemen, we should not and do not wish to conceal—has for many years been a bilingual 

nation.”4 Nevertheless, Czech nationalists increasingly asserted that Bohemia was by rights 

theirs, echoing Jungmann’s earlier ethnolinguistic approach and citing natural rights more often. 

Into the old wineskin of Bohemian state rights, they poured the new wine of Czech ethnic na-

tionalism, insisting on the frontiers and traditions of the Kingdom of Bohemia, but asserting that 

it was by rights a Czech national state. This attitude explains why, when writing in German, Old 

Czech and Young Czech publicists continued Palacky’s use of the term boehmisch to mean 

“Czech,” rejecting the modern German term tschechisch.5 

In the process, the traditional state rights program came under criticism. Newer political 

forces such as the Progressive movement called for a reorganization of the monarchy based on 

natural rights, and the Social Democrats added their own barbs to the attack. During the crisis 

over the Badeni language ordinances in 1897, as the Young Czechs and great landowners reaf-

firmed their claim to Bohemian state rights, five Czech social democrats offered up an “Anti-

State Rights Declaration,” protesting against “the exhumation of yellowing historical privileges 

                                                 
1 Edmund Bernatzik, ed., Die O¨ sterreichischen Verfassungsgesetze mit Erla¨uterungen, 2nd edn (Vienna: Manz, 
1911), pp. 1087–1091. See also Agnew, “Noble Natio and Modern Nation,” pp. 65–66 
2 The request that Franz Joseph would be formally crowned King of Bohemia was one of the earliest acts of the re-
convened Bohemian land diet after 1861. See the stenographic protocols of the Bohemian diet, Session 5, 11 April 
1861, speech by Cardinal Archibishop of Prague. http://www.psp.cz/eknih/1861skc/stenprot/005schuz/s005003.htm 
3 See Bruce Garver, The Young Czech Party, 1874–1901, and the Emergence of a Multi-Party System (New Haven: 
Yale University Press, 1978), and William A. Jenks, Austria under the Iron Ring, 1879–1893 (Charlottesville: Uni-
versity of Virginia Press, 1965). A recent Czech account is Otto Urban, Ceska´ spolecnost, 1848–1918 [Czech Soci-
ety, 1848–1918] (Prague: Svoboda, 1982) 
4 Cited in Jiri´ Koralka, Tschechen im Habsburggerreich und in Europa, 1815–1914 (Vienna and Munich: Verlag 
fu¨ r Geschichte und Politik and R. Oldenbourg, 1991), pp. 59–60 
5 Koralka, Tschechen im Habsburgerreich, pp. 60–63 
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and documents” and demanding “modern institutions for ourselves and all nations of Austria.”1 

Tomas Garrigue Masaryk was also a critic of state rights as a political policy, though his tiny but 

influential Realist movement wanted to combine it with natural rights, not jettison it completely. 

Masaryk characterized the program he developed in his propaganda for Czechoslovak independ-

ence during the First World War as “a synthesis of Czech aspirations in the light of our constitu-

tional, historical, and natural rights.”2 

In the end it was this combination of historical, legal and natural rights arguments (sup-

plemented by further strategic and economic justifications) that would shape the frontiers of the 

Czechoslovak state created in 1918. The western frontiers of the new state corresponded to those 

of the historic lands of the Crown of St Wenceslas, in spite of closely reasoned protests by Bo-

hemian German leaders based on the 

Wilsonian principle of national self-determination.3 Where the natural rights arguments 

proved their utility was in the east, where the Slovaks joined the new state as “the Slovak branch 

of the unitary Czechoslovak nation, … living within the frontiers of Hungary,” in the words of 

the Slovak nationalist declaration of 30 October 1918.4 

Slovak Nationalism and the Problem of State Traditions 

Before continuing to glance at how the Czechs and Slovaks related to their new state, 

however, it would be appropriate to look at how the Slovaks argued for their program during the 

nineteenth century. When the Slovaks first began to develop a modern national movement at the 

turn of the eighteenth to the nineteenth century, they were not able to link up with a historical 

tradition of state existence such as the Czechs had. History had fated them to be part of a larger 

entity than the upper Hungarian districts they inhabited, the Lands of the Crown of St Stephen. 

There, as in much of the rest of Central and Eastern Europe at that time, it was the nobility that 

made up the “nation.” The natio hungarica included nobles of Slovak, Serb, Romanian and 

Ruthenian speech as well as the Magyar-speaking majority, but there was no natio slovaca—all 

non-nobles, Slovak and Magyar alike, being placed in the ranks of the misera plebs contribuens.5 

                                                 
1 Cited in Garver, Young Czech Party, p. 241 
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Les pre´tensions Tche´coslovaques a` des territoires allemands (The Hague: Martin Nijhoff, 1919). 
4 “Deklara´cia slovenske´ho na´roda v Turc. Sv. Martine 30 okto´bra 1918” [Declaration of the Slovak Nation in 
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In contrast to the Czech situation, then—where there was a chance that the natio bohemica, or at 

least part of it, might be won over to the Czech cause and its traditions used to further the Czech 

program—in Hungary the traditions of the “noble nation” were to be appropriated by the Mag-

yars in the age of modern nationalism.1 

The Slovak national movement did not, of course, operate entirely without historical tra-

ditions, even though it could not easily claim the state tradition of the lands of the Crown of St 

Stephen. Eighteenth-century writers such as Juraj Papanek and Juraj Sklenar traced the Slovak 

presence in the Pannonian basin to the Great Moravian state of the ninth century (pre-dating the 

arrival of the Magyars), creating thus an image of a sort of early Slovak state. The tradition of 

the Byzantine mission to Great Moravia led by Cyril and Methodius was also used to lend the 

prestige of a civilizing and Christianizing mission to this ersatz state tradition.2 Nevertheless, the 

Great Moravian and Cyrilo-Methodian traditions did not offer the Slovaks more practical argu-

ments for separate status within the lands of the Crown of St Stephen in the way that the more 

continuous tradition of Bohemian statehood did to the Czechs. At best the Great Moravian tradi-

tion could provide the Slovaks a justification to assert their right of prior habitation within the 

territory of the Kingdom of Hungary.3 

Natural rights and a concept of nation that did not depend on the state proved much more 

useful in the development of the Slovak national movement. The generation active during the 

early nineteenth century worked out an ethnolinguistic concept of nation to oppose to the primar-

ily political and historical traditions of the natio hungarica. For Kollar, as Peter Brock writes, 

“[the] nation could only be the community of those who spoke the same tongue as he did. It had 

nothing to do with the political state, nor was it confined within territorial boundaries.”4 

Equally importantly, the Slovaks during the 1840s worked out a concept of Slovak na-

tionhood that departed from the tradition of Czechoslovak cultural unity, based on the use of ar-

chaic literary Czech as preserved in the Protestant Bible (much influenced by Slovak forms) for 
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Liptovsky´ Sva¨ty´ Mikula´sÏ on 10 May 1848. The text is reprinted in Daniel Rapant, Slovenske´ povstanie roku 
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the Slovak literary language (biblictina).1 By the time of the 1848 revolution, the Slovak nation-

alists were able to present a program based on this concept of the Slovak nation, uniting all so-

cial classes and linked by its own, distinct language. As Jozef Miloslav Hurban wrote in his leaf-

let “Bratia slovaci!” (April 1848), 

What makes a nation a nation is mainly its national language; thus the Slovak nation has 

that name because its national language is Slovak.… In the Slovak language the millions 

of Slovaks have that unique bond, a holy bond, in which the dispersed strength of mil-

lions of Slovaks is united, that is, without the Slovak language the Slovaks are like scat-

tered twigs which may easily be broken; but if they will keep their Slovak tongue in 

honor, then they will be like a thick sheaf tied by a strong cord, which no one will be able 

to break up as long as they do not cut it.2 

In the “Demands of the Slovak Nation,” adopted the following month, the call for na-

tional equality was based firmly on a natural right of nations to equal treatment.3 

The Slovaks envisioned a redefinition of the Hungarian kingdom. It was to recognize 

openly that it was a multinational state, to create a single diet for the entire kingdom at which 

each nation would have specific representation and all languages would be spoken. In addition, 

each nation was to have its own national diet and electoral districts for those diets were to be 

created. The legislation enacted during the earlier decades of the century, replacing Latin with 

Magyar as the state language, would be amended to allow the use of all the mother tongues, and 

a state school system with education in the mother tongues would be created. To these specifi-

cally national demands, the Slovaks added the usual liberal calls for franchise reform, freedom of 

the press, and reform of the peasants’ conditions.4 

The Slovak national demands received scant attention from Magyar liberals, whose na-

tionalism had inherited the link with the state that was fundamental to the idea of the “political 

Hungarian nation” of the natio hungarica. As modern Hungarian nationalism developed, the 

Magyars not only retained the concept of the “political Hungarian nation,” familiar from the 

past, but they linked it with new, ethnolinguistic concepts of nationhood by insisting that this na-

tion should speak the Magyar language. For non-Magyars this made political recognition de-

pendent upon assimilating to Magyar language and culture. Lajos Kossuth’s offer, made in the 

waning days of the Hungarian war for independence, of a federal structure based on national 
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units for an independent Hungary, was too little, too late.1 Following the crushing of the revolu-

tion in 1849, the neoabsolutist regime ignored national individuality, and thus “instead of the 

promised equal rights, they gave the nations equal lack of rights,” as the Slovaks complained in 

1861.2 

With the revival of political life in Hungary, too, after 1860, the Slovak national move-

ment entered a new phase. The Slovak Memorandum of 1861, drawn up by Slovak leaders to 

submit to the Hungarian Diet called back into existence by the October Diploma (1860) and the 

February Patent (1861), laid down arguments that would continue to sound in the Slovak pro-

gram until the end of old Hungary in 1918 and beyond. “Our consciousness tells us,” they wrote, 

“that we Slovaks are just as much a nation as are the Magyars, … and if national equality and 

civic liberty are not to be only a chimera, then it naturally follows that as a nation we may not 

have fewer rights than any other nation of our common homeland.”3 To realize the principle of 

national equality in concrete terms, the Memorandum introduced a new demand, for wide-

ranging linguistic and administrative autonomy for an “Upper-Hungarian Slovak Region” with 

boundaries to be fixed by nationality. The demand for autonomy for Slovakia here followed 

clearly from the fact that a nation, the Slovak nation, lived there, and not from any real or imag-

ined tradition of the existence of a separate state unit there. 

This approach made the most sense in the situation in which the Slovaks found them-

selves, but as a consequence close Czech–Slovak political cooperation under the restored consti-

tutional system was rendered more difficult. When the Czechs returned to the Bohemian state 

rights platform, they were also cutting themselves off from the Slovaks. For the Czechs, natural 

rights arguments threatened the preservation of Bohemia’s territorial unity, something they 

steadfastly refused to consider. 

Any reorganization of the constitutional life of the Habsburg Monarchy on the basis of 

historical and political state rights, however, would abandon the Slovaks as part of the Kingdom 

of Hungary to the tender mercies of the Magyars. For the Slovaks, natural rights had to take 

precedence over historical traditions. As the Memorandum’s authors warned, “only recently in 
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the events in Italy we have seen that positive law and historic rights cannot stand in the way of 

events deriving their origin from higher laws and rights.”1 

These arguments inevitably clashed with the concept of the “single, unitary, political 

Hungarian nation,” composed of citizens endowed as individuals with equal rights, as it was es-

poused by the Magyar liberal nationalists and enshrined in the provisions of the Hungarian na-

tionalities law of 1868. After the Ausgleich of 1867, and especially during the long years of 

Kalman Tisza’s ascendancy, the Slovaks seemed to be fighting a losing battle. They continued to 

argue, however, for the separation of the concepts of political nation, or citizenship, and ethno-

graphic nation, or nation proper. Pavel Mudron, then president of the Slovak National party, as-

serted in 1894 that the “so-called political nation is actually nothing other than the citizenry of a 

state, and the so-called ethnographic nation is alone the nation.” He continued that it would be in 

the interests of Hungary to admit that it was a multinational state in which all nations were equal 

and equally responsible for upholding the state.2 

The oft-repeated elements of the Slovak national program, then, included the refusal to be 

content with civic equality of all citizens as individuals, and the demand that, first of all, the cor-

porate personalities of the non-Magyar nations as nations be recognized, and then that they be 

granted a status equal to that of the Magyar nation in the Hungarian kingdom. For themselves, 

they stressed the importance of unity and constancy, and also recognized the promise of coopera-

tion among all the non-Magyar nationalities. This last idea was given concrete form in the Con-

gress of Nationalities held in Budapest in 1895.3 But even in the face of consistent government 

pressure, Slovak leaders remained confident of the supremacy of the natural order over the hu-

man-made one of laws and politics. Whatever happened, wrote Svetozar Hurban-Vajansky in 

1897, the Slovaks would survive: 

Even if the entire legal continuity were interrupted, which in history can only happen 

through some Mongol invasion or in times of such turmoil that law and order ceases alto-

gether and everything collapses into chaos, nature knows not the interruption of her op-

erations. Not the most legal of diets can decree to the blackbirds that before summer sun-

rises they should not drop below the horizon, or to the moon that it should not rise when 

its hour is nigh.… Our Slovak national cause, besides resting on written and common law 
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(jus consuetudinarum) is based on the eternal laws of nature and their organic foundation, 

created by God Himself.1 

Thus it is hardly surprising that, when they gathered at Turciansky Svaty Martin at the 

end of October 1918, the Slovak national leaders claimed for their nation an “unlimited right to 

self-determination on the basis of total independence.”2 

Czechoslovakia and After 

The concrete form this right to self-determination took, the Czechoslovak republic, came 

into being on 28 October 1918. While a thorough investigation of Czech–Slovak relations in 

Czechoslovakia during the ensuing decades is far beyond the aim of this discussion, a glance at 

the two nations’ experience in Czechoslovakia will highlight some continuities in their attitudes 

to state sovereignty and their own identity. 

Czechoslovakia’s national character was clearly spelled out in the new state’s constitu-

tion, adopted in 1920. According to the preamble, it was the “Czechoslovak nation” that was the 

creator and bearer of Czechoslovak statehood. This controversial concept of “political Czecho-

slovakism” became a bugbear for many Slovak autonomists and later nationalists, but at the time 

the idea of a “Czechoslovak nation” had a much more practical aim for the Czechs. On the one 

hand it ensured the “state-creating” (statotvorny) nation a bearable, near two-thirds majority of 

the total population of the new state, and on the other it provided an escape from encirclement by 

Germans and Hungarians and a link to the other Slavic states.3 From the Slovak perspective there 

were practical advantages, too. Joining Czechoslovakia allowed the Slovaks to escape their mil-

lennial connection with Hungary, and in spite of certain frictions, the two decades of Slovak de-

velopment within Czechoslovakia before the Second World War left the Slovak nation with 

more of the cultural and material necessities of eventual state independence than they had ever 

enjoyed before.4 

The majority of Czechs accepted the Czechoslovak republic as the culmination of their 

nineteenth-century national movement, and transferred their concept of Bohemian statehood to 
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the territory of the Czechoslovak republic. If they ever thought through the official concept of 

the “Czechoslovak nation,” they probably would have considered that it meant political unity of 

Czechs and Slovaks in a single state, not that Czechs and Slovaks made up one ethnic nation. 

Thousands of Czechs, not all of them motivated by mercenary calculations, went to Slovakia in 

the first years of the new state to work as teachers, administrators, and officials. 

The majority of the Slovaks reacted differently. Though some Slovak political leaders 

fully accepted the idea of a unitary Czechoslovak nation, many parties and personalities in Slo-

vakia supported the idea of autonomy in one form or another. In effect, the Slovaks transferred 

the political concepts they had worked out in the Kingdom of Hungary to the new, Czechoslovak 

state. Therefore, they called for a nationally based autonomy.1 In their reactions to the policies 

and administrative structures of the new state, they reflected their unhappy experiences with the 

Magyar political elites of Hungary and the concept of a “single, unitary, political Hungarian na-

tion.” In a word, they feared that Prague would be Budapest; instead it proved to be Vienna. 

Like the Cisleithanian government in the old Dual Monarchy, the Czechoslovak regimes 

in Prague preserved administrative unity while generally allowing cultural development not only 

to the Slovaks but also to the national minorities. And like Habsburg governments in imperial 

Vienna, the Czechoslovak regime discovered that eventually these nations would raise political 

demands. Slovak autonomist arguments during the interwar years did add a new arrow to their 

quiver, namely the modernday “historical-legal” argument of the promised autonomy in the 

Pittsburgh Declaration (or to the autonomists the “Pittsburgh Treaty”) of 1918. Nevertheless, the 

strongest arguments for greater Slovak autonomy in Czechoslovakia still relied on natural 

rights.2 

The most vociferous supporter of Slovak national autonomy in the . rst Czechoslovak re-

public was the Slovak (later Hlinka’s Slovak) People’s party (Hlinkova slovenska´ l’udova´ 

strana, HSL’S), led until his death in 1938 by Msgr Andrej Hlinka. Hlinka began his political 

career in the People’s party of old Hungary, later broke with it over national issues, and contin-

ued to enhance his reputation among his compatriots by his fearless, often pugnacious defense of 

what he saw as right.3 As political developments elsewhere in interwar Europe saw the rise of 

right-radical movements and parties, some elements in the HSL’S became attracted to corporatist 

or fascist ideas, or even wanted to emulate Hitler’s Nazi party. Others in the HSL’S, however, 
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hewed steadfastly to the conservative clerical tradition out of which the People’s party origi-

nated. When external forces combined with internal tensions to create the final crisis of Czecho-

slovakia, the HSL’S achieved first autonomy, then independence, albeit under German protec-

tion. Hlinka’s successor as head of the HSL’S, Msgr Josef Tiso, became president of the new, 

supposedly independent Slovak state.1 

Slovak independence, declared on 14 March 1939, was probably accepted if not wel-

comed by the great majority of Slovaks. Certainly the rise in standard of living and economic 

development (stimulated by the demands of the German war economy) brought Slovaks a better 

material life than they had previously had. Nevertheless, the achievement of independent state-

hood for Slovakia came with strings attached: the course of the war ran against Hitler, German 

relations with the new Slovakia amounted to a form of protectorate, and in London a Czechoslo-

vak government-in-exile, recognized by Hitler’s enemies and headed by former Czechoslovak 

president Edvard Benes, demanded the postwar restoration of Czechoslovakia in its pre-Munich 

boundaries.48 The Slovak uprising of August 1944 also called for the re-establishment of a 

common state of Czechs and Slovaks, and the collapse of Tiso’s regime in the wreck of Hitler’s 

“New Order” in Europe ensured that this aim would be achieved. The Kosice program of the 

new Czechoslovak government, however, explicitly recognized the Slovaks as a separate, dis-

tinct nation, and promised them significant regional autonomy on the principle of “an equal to an 

equal.”2 

These promises were hardly kept even before the Communist seizure of power in Febru-

ary 1948, and afterwards the inherent centralization of Stalinism meant that once more the affairs 

of Slovakia were decided from Prague. Only during the heady months of 1968 did Slovak lead-

ers gain acceptance of a federal reorganization of Czechoslovakia, the only Dubcek-era reform to 

survive the “fraternal assistance” of 21 August 1968. Yet the way in which autonomy was car-

ried out effectively emasculated most of its provisions, and the genuine decision-making power 

remained in Prague. Even if the hands of the Communist party leaders who wielded that power 

were often technically Slovak, the sense of grievance remained strong within Slovakia, institu-

tionally strengthened by the separate Slovak National Council and other organs—relatively pow-

erless though they were—of autonomy.3 It was natural, then, that questions of national identity 

and individuality, of sovereignty and statehood, would assume an important place in Czechoslo-

vakia after the “normalized” Communist regime collapsed in 1989. 

                                                 
1 James Ramon Felak, “At the Price of the Republic”: Hlinka’s Slovak People’s Party, 1929–1938 (Pittsburgh: Uni-
versity of Pittsburgh Press, 1994), provides the best survey in English of the party’s activities during the 1930s 
2 Ivan Kamenec, Slovensky´ sta´t [The Slovak State] (Prague: Anomal, 1992), pp. 117–138; Jo¨rg K. Hoensch, “The 
Slovak Republic, 1939–1945,” in Mamatey and LuzÏ a, Czechoslovak Republic, pp. 271–295; Yeshayahu Jelinek, 
The Parish Republic: Hlinka’s Slovak People’s Party, 1939–1945 (Boulder: East European Quarterly, 1976). 
3 See Leff, National Con� ict in Czechoslovakia, especially pp. 243–252 
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Czechoslovakia and the Burden of History 

These issues formed the focal point of many statements and discussions between 1989 

and 1993, as the people and political leaders of the Czech and Slovak Federative Republic 

(CSFR) argued over the nature of their political relationship, the future development of their 

common state, and other political problems. The end result of these debates was the decision, 

carried out by the Slovak and Czech governments without a clear popular mandate or public ap-

proval by referendum (and when public opinion research indicated that the great majority of both 

Czechs and Slovaks would have preferred preserving the common state in some form or other), 

to end the federation and embark on the road of independent statehood.1 Without even attempt-

ing to detail the process of the unraveling of common Czechoslovak statehood, in what follows 

we will look at the ways in which the patterns of argumentation that we have identified from ear-

lier centuries recurred in Czech and Slovak debates over sovereignty and identity. 

From the earliest Slovak concerns over “visibility”—as reflected in the “hyphen war,” or 

the call by Jan Carnogursky´, chairman of the Christian Democratic movement and first deputy 

premier of the Slovak government, for Slovaks to have “our own chair and our own star on the 

European flag”—the natural right of nations to self-determination was the leitmotiv of their 

thinking.2 As Carnogursky´ said, “every nation has the right to self-determination and has the 

right to independence. Slovaks also have this right. I do not derive this right from the existence 

of the Slovak state in 1939–45, but am deriving it from international law and from our existence 

as an independent nation.”3 The proposal that Slovakia should declare its sovereignty generated 

much controversy, both among Slovaks and between Czechs and Slovaks. After the elections in 

June 1992 brought Vaclav Klaus and Vladimir Meciar to power in the Czech lands and Slovakia, 

the leading politicians on both sides chose to follow the route of separation. On 17 July 1992, the 

Slovak national council (Slovenska´ narodna´ rada, SNR) formally adopted a declaration that 

stated: 

We, the democratically-elected Slovak National Council, formally declare that the thou-

sand-year long struggle of the Slovak nation for identity has been fulfilled. In this historic mo-

ment we declare the natural right of the Slovak nation to self-determination, as it is anchored in 

all international agreements and treaties on the right of nations to self-determination. 

                                                 
1 Karel VodicÏ ka, “KoalicÏ nõ´ jedna´nõ´: RozdeÏ lõ´me sta´t! Volby ’92 a jejich duÊ sledky pro cÏ eskoslovenskou 
sta´tnost” [Coalition Negotiations: We Will Divide the State! The Elections of ’92 and Their Consquences for 
Czechoslovak Statehood], in Kipke and VodicÏ ka, eds, Rozlouceni´ s Ceskoslovenskem, pp. 83–116; see also 
Sharon L. Wolchik, “The Politics of Transition and the Break-up of Czechoslovakia,” and Va´clav ZÏ a´k, “The 
Velvet Divorce—Institutional Foundations,” both in Musil, ed., The End of Czechoslovakia, pp. 225–244 and 245–
270, respectively 
2 See Za´k, “The Velvet Divorce—Institutional Foundations,” pp. 250–251. See also Carnogursky´ ’s interview with 
Smena [Changes], 11 October 1990, in Federal Broadcast Information Service (hereafter FBIS), Daily Reports, 
Eastern Europe, EEU-90-200, 16 October 1990, p. 34 
3 Carnogursky´ , in Smena, FBIS-EEU-90-200, p. 33 
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Recognizing the right of nations to self-determination, we declare that we also desire to 

create freely the means and forms of our national and state existence, while we will respect the 

rights of all, every citizen, nation, national minority or ethnic group, and the democratic exam-

ples of Europe and the world. By this declaration the Slovak National Council proclaims the 

sovereignty of the Slovak Republic as the basis of the sovereign state of the Slovak nation.1 

The declaration of Slovak sovereignty was followed shortly afterwards by the drafting of 

a constitution for the Slovak Republic. Would the new constitution reflect the “civic principle” 

that had emerged with the fall of communism as a positive concept for many in Czechoslovakia? 

Or would it be based on the natural right of the Slovak nation to its own state, and if so, what 

place for others would there be in that state? Slovak nationalists, responding to proposed 

amendments to the draft sponsored by the Hungarian coalition in the SNR, were in no doubt as 

to the nature of the Slovak state. “A politician who realistically considers things simply cannot 

demand that two state-forming nations should make their way into the constitution, or that after 

the Slovaks some minority nationality should be a state-forming nation,” wrote one commenta-

tor.2 

When he presented the draft constitution to the SNR on 31 August 1992, Meciar referred 

to both the natural right of a people to self-determination and the civic principle embedded in the 

historical, political idea of citizenship. The clearly-declared right of the Slovaks as a people to 

self-determination, the right of the people to self-determination is aimed at all other peoples. 

…When we talk about the people’s right to self-determination we are saying, at the same time, 

that it has, above all, external validity. In the internal construction of society and of the state, 

however, we consistently wish to travel along the path of applying the civic principle. National-

istic nationalism is not for us; neither is the nationalism of minorities and ethnic groups.3 

As the SNR prepared to vote on the constitution the next day, Meciar returned to the 

theme of a civic concept of the state, asserting that the constitution created a Slovakia that was “a 

republic of free and equal citizens. Citizens, I must say it again—regardless of nationality. … 

One is first a human being, then a citizen, then a member of a nationality.”4 To reverse that order 

would be to go against the whole trend of development in Slovakia since 1989. Yet in apparent 

contradiction to the premier’s words, the SNR in approving the constitution amended its opening 

words to “We, the Slovak nation… ,” in place of “We, the citizens of the Slovak republic … ,” 

                                                 
1 Text of the declaration (in Czech) at http://www.cuni.cz/carolina/archive-cs/Carolina-C-No- 
037.txt 
2 L’ubos Jurik, “U´ stava bez ultima´t: Pripomienky MKDH a SpoluzÏ itia s deravou logikou” [Constitution without 
Ultimata: Proposals of MKDH and Coexistence with Flawed Logic], Koridor, 22 August 1992 
3 FBIS-EEU-92-170, 1 September 1992, p. 8: “MecÏ iar Presents Draft Slovak Constitution,” Bratislava Rozhlasova 
Stanica, Slovensko Network, in Slovak 12:26 GMT, 31 August 1992 
4 FBIS-EEU-92-171, 2 September 1992, p. 5, “Meciar Addresses SNC on Slovak Constitution,” Bratislava Rozhlas-
ova Stanica, Slovensko Network, in Slovak, 12:00 GMT, 1 September 1992 
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and also changed the designation of Slovak from “official language” to “state language” of the 

republic.1 Nevertheless, the chairman of the SNR, Ivan Gasparovic, in his formal address at the 

signing of the constitution in the Bratislava castle on 3 September 1992, insisted that “the Con-

stitution contains the national and civil principles in an extraordinary balance, sovereignty to-

gether with the sovereign rights of the Slovak people, and democratic recognition of the rights of 

national minorities and ethnic groups who share the country and statehood, who participate in the 

advancement of civic society with us.”2 

Just as the declaration of sovereignty had referred to the millennial struggle of the Slovak 

nation for its individuality, the Slovak constitution and Gasparovic’s address both anchored the 

achievement of the constitution in history. The preamble to the constitution called to mind “the 

political and cultural heritage of our predecessors, the experience gained through centuries of 

struggle for our national existence and statehood, … the spiritual bequest of Cyril and Metho-

dius, and the historical legacy of Great Moravia,” in addition to the right of nations to self-

determination. Only then did it mention the national minorities. Gasparovic linked the constitu-

tion to “the dreams and endeavors of many generations,” ranging from the 1840s through the pe-

titions of 1848 and 1861, the Memorandum of the Slovak League in America in 1914, the Cleve-

land Agreement of 1915, the Pittsburgh Agreement of 1918, the Martin declaration of 1918, the 

autonomy struggles of the interwar republic, the Slovak uprising in 1944, the 1968 federation 

act, and the events of November 1989, until they culminated in the declaration of sovereignty in 

July 1992.3 To reinforce this theme, on 18 September 1992, the presidium of the SNR held a 

formal session in the historical museum of the Slovak National Council of 1848 in Myjava. 

There, at the same table at which Stur and his colleagues formally declared a national uprising on 

19 September 1848, they handed a copy of the new constitution to the museum.4 

All these images reflected the struggle to assert the existence and individuality of the 

Slovak nation, usually under states that “belonged” to other peoples. Thus Gasparovic did not 

                                                 
1 The text of the constitution may be found at the Slovak Constitutional Court’s homepage, 
http://www.concourt.sk/S/Ustava/ustava a.htm#address. See also FBIS-EEU-92-171, 2 September 1992, p. 4, “Na-
tional Council Approves Slovak Constitution,” Prague, CSTK, in English, 17:58 GMT, 1 September 1992. The 
change in the designation of the Slovak language echoed a demand voiced by Matica Slovenska´ at its general meet-
ing of 7–8 August 1992, which adopted a resolution stating, “in this historic moment Matica slovenska´, true to its 
traditions and its National program, must insist that the Slovak language be unambiguously established as the state 
language in the Constitution of the Slovak republic.” See “Vyhla´senie Valne´ho zhromazdenia Matice slovenskej” 
[Proclamation of the General Assembly of Matice Slovenska´], Slovensky´ na´rod [Slovak Nation], 18 August 1992 
2 Address by Ivan Gasparovic, President of the Slovak National Council, 3 September 1992, 
http://www.concourt.sk/S/Ustava/ustava a.htm#address 
3 Ibid. He dismissed the 1939 constitution of Tiso’s independent Slovakia from this historical litany, as having been 
adopted “under extremely unfavorable international circumstances and with the participation of an alien super 
power.” 
4 “Pred pama¨tny´m dnom SR” [Before a Day of Remembrance for the SR], Na´rodna´ obroda [National Renewal], 
19 September 1992. At the conclusion of the festivities, the participants planted a commemorative linden tree in the 
museum grounds 
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wax nostalgic about the old Czechoslovakia, saying that the “common, essentially unitary and 

rigidly centralistic Czechoslovak state” left the relations between Czechs, Slovaks, and national 

minorities unresolved, keeping 

“issues of statehood” insoluble. Jan Carnogursky´ argued that the reason Czechs and Slovaks had 

difficulties living in the same state was quite simply that they were different, that they were dif-

ferent nations.1 Frantisek Miklosko referred to an “always unrealized sense of statehood” as a 

“sword of Damocles” hanging over the Slovaks’ heads within Czechoslovakia. Even at the level 

of public opinion, surveys conducted in October 1990 suggested that the population of Slovakia 

identified interwar Czechoslovakia not with its democratic traditions, but with “oppression and 

exploitation of Slovaks during that period.”2 

More balanced evaluations came from Slovak historians contemplating the last independ-

ence day celebrations in Czechoslovakia. 28 October 1918 would continue to be a day of signifi-

cance for Slovaks, one of them argued, since it had created a more open political and social sys-

tem in which the Slovak nation could reach its modern form. Slovakia ceased to be Upper Hun-

gary and became a clearly-delineated geopolitical unit, with internationally-recognized frontiers, 

a capital city, [and] all-Slovak political and cultural institutions. Slovaks in spite of official ide-

ology did not sink into the “Czechoslovak nation,” just as they had previously rejected the en-

ticements of the “Hungarian political nation.” They were Slovaks even before 1918, but after-

wards everyone knew it.3 

Thus in its best light the experience of Czechoslovakia was seen as providing a frame-

work for the further development of the Slovak nation, leading to more 

justifiable and supportable demands for autonomy or eventually independence. The Czech atti-

tude towards the old Czechoslovakia was different. As the last anniversary of the common state 

drew near, Czech commentators too found positive qualities in its relatively liberal political or-

der, its functioning market economy, and, in spite of all admitted difficulties, its relatively just 

resolution of the problems of a multinational state. One feature of the Czech attitude to Czecho-

slovakia that was missing in the Slovak view, however, was that most Czechs considered 

Czechoslovakia to be “their” state, to be the consequence and fulfillment of their national pro-

gram of the nineteenth century. This can be seen in the ways in which the Czech constitution an-

chored itself in history, much as the Slovak constitution did, but with a different twist. The pre-

                                                 
1 FBIS-EEU-90-200, 16 October 1990, p. 34, interview in Smena, 11 October 1990 
2 Joint Publications Research Service, Eastern Europe, 1992 (Hereafter JPRS-EER-92), 002, 7 January 1992, p. 18, 
interview with Frantisek Miklosko, Zeme delske´ noviny [Agricultural News], Prague, in Czech 
3 Nedotknutel’ne´ piliere padli: Slovensky´ a cÏ esky´ historik hodnotia vy´znam 28. okto´bra 1918” [The Untouch-
able Pillars Have Fallen: Slovak and Czech Historians Evaluate the Meaning of October 28, 1918], Pravda [Truth] 
(Bratislava), 27 October 1992, interviews with L’ubomir Liptak (Historicky´ u´stav SAV Bratislava) and Zdenek 
Vesely´ (FFUK). 
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amble to the Czech constitution begins thus: “We, the citizens of the Czech Republic in Bohe-

mia, Moravia and Silesia, in the time of the renewal of the independent Czech state, true to all 

the good traditions of the ancient statehood of the lands of the Czech crown and of Czechoslovak 

statehood …”1 

During the debates on the constitution in the Czech national council (Ceska´ na´rodni´ 

rada, CNR), these ties to the past were frequently drawn even more explicitly. In presenting the 

Civic Democratic party’s statement on the constitution, Stanislav Vola´k expressed his convic-

tion that the new Czech state would link up with the traditions “above all of the first republic.”2 

During its existence it differed from its neighbors not only by its stable exchange rate, balanced 

state budget and minimal inflation, but above all in the stability of its democratic institutions at a 

time when all around it authoritarian regimes ruled. I am convinced that the Czech republic now 

arising will take up these traditions. We have all the prerequisites to be the first country from the 

former Soviet bloc to demonstrate that it is possible to make the transition from a totalitarian so-

ciety to a Western-style democratic society. 

During discussions of the new state’s symbols, the coat-of-arms, colors, flag, and presi-

dential flag, these claims to the traditions of Czechoslovakia were reiterated. When on the Czech 

side it was suggested that the new Czech state simply keep the old Czechoslovak flag, the SNR 

reacted angrily, claiming that the blue triangle in the staff end of the flag, inserted into the hori-

zontal bars of white over red, was a Slovak contribution. When the CNR debated a law on the 

state symbols, however, the accompanying justification for the draft spelled out explicitly a 

claim to the old Czechoslovak flag. It had been created, the draft asserted, as the flag of the 

Czechoslovak state, “whose birth was the work above all of politicians and citizens of Czech na-

tionality,” and the blue triangle was drawn not only from the arms of Slovakia, but from the Mo-

ravian and Ruthenian arms. It successfully represented the state “of Masaryk’s democracy and 

humanism,” served the anti-Hitler resistance struggle, the exile emigre´ organizations, and under 

communism symbolized state sovereignty and independence, especially in 1968–1969 and again 

in 1989. “The Czech republic, as a state that expresses allegiance to the democratic and humanis-

tic ideals of the interwar Czechoslovak state, has no reason to change this symbol, all the more 

so when it represents not only the Czech national, but also the civic community today in the his-

toric lands.”3 

                                                 
1 The constitution may be found at the Czech parliament’s webpage, http://www.psp.cz/docs/laws/constitution.html 
2 Speech by Stanislav Vola´k, ODS, http://www.psp.cz/eknih/1992cnr/stenprot/010schuz/s010010.htm, 16 Decem-
ber 1992 
3 “Duvodova´ zpra´va” [Supporting Report], attached to draft law on state symbols and flag, 4 December, 1992, 
http://www.psp.cz/eknih/1992cnr/tisky/t0189 00.htm. See also “Ha´da´ni´ o federa´lni´ vlajku” [Arguments over the 
Federal Flag], Mlada fronta Dnes [Young Front Today], 20 November 1992; “Jaka´ bude vlajka?” [What Will the 
Flag be Like?], Cesky´ deni´k [Czech Daily], 19 November 1992; and Vladimi´r Macura, Masarykovy boty a jine´ 
semi(o)fejetony [Masaryk’s Shoes and Other Semi(o)feuilletons], (Prague: Prazska´ imaginace, 1993), pp. 32–33 
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The symbols of the Czechoslovak state were thus read as capable of appropriation by the 

new, Czech state. This attitude reflected the way in which Czechoslovakia was accepted by many 

Czechs as the fulfillment of their national program, which had been simply “supplemented” by 

the addition of Slovakia. The appropriation of symbols extended also to the currency, where a 

series of banknotes proposed for the CSFR was carried over into the new Czech Republic after 

only three designs, originally intended for Slovak figures, were replaced. Portraits of Premysl 

Otakar I, first hereditary king of Bohemia, Charles IV, its greatest medieval monarch, Jan Amos 

Komensky´, last bishop of the Unity of Brethren and symbol of the post-White Mountain emi-

gration, Frantisek Palacky´, historian and “father of his nation” in the nineteenth century, and 

Toma´s Garrigue Masaryk, “President-Liberator” and founder of Czechoslovakia, demonstrate to 

what extent even the symbols of Czechoslovakia were symbols of Czech history, not a common 

Czech and Slovak history. Slovak figures (originally planned to include Duke Pribina, L’udovit 

Stu´r, and Milan Rastislav Stefa´nik) seemed supplemental rather than central to this symbolic 

pantheon.1  Therein, of course, lay one of the weaknesses of Czechoslovakia as a state that Slo-

vaks could consider “theirs.” As a group of professors from the law faculty at Charles University 

noted in 1991, “Czechoslovakia was not and is not up to now a Czech state, even though it was 

de facto considered one by the Czech public. 

… The tragic mistake of the Czechs, [the belief] that they had already built their state, led 

to an overestimation of the significance of the Czechoslovak republic and an underestimation of 

the position of other nations, especially the Slovaks and Germans.”2 This perception did not pre-

vent most Czech commentators and politicians from emphasizing the inheritance the soon-to-be 

born Czech Republic would receive from Czechoslovakia. The single aspect most often men-

tioned as part of this inheritance was Czechoslovakia’s civic-democratic political order. One 

writer even pointed out that speaking of supposedly Czech democratic traditions was a mystifica-

tion, since “the only democratic traditions which we have are connected precisely with Czecho-

slovakia, and not the Czech state at all.”3 For this reason he supported taking over Czechoslova-

kia’s symbols, rather than the more problematic symbols of the older Czech past. 

Nevertheless, the prevailing tendency among Czechs was to continue to hark back to both 

sets of traditions, indeed to see them as intimately connected. The Czech historian Josef Hanzal 

                                                 
1 See Vladimir Macura, Masarykovy boty, pp. 40–41. Macura points out the interesting fact that the three “substi-
tute” Czech . gures chosen to replace the Slovaks were all women, suggesting this reflects semiotically a certain set 
of Czech attitudes to Slovaks and Slovakia—as does the rhetoric about the Czech–Slovak relationship as a marriage, 
and the dissolution of the CSFR as a divorce. Images of the whole series of current banknotes may be found at the 
Czech National Bank website, http://www.cnb.cz/by clicking on the link “Bankovky a mince.” 
2 “Ke sta´topra´vni´m usporÏ a´da´ni´” [On the Constitutional Settlement], Cesko?Slovensko: Zvla´s tni´ pri´loha LN 
k ota´zka´m sta´topra´vni´ho uspora´da´ni´ [Czecho?Slovakia: Special Supplement to LN on the Constitutional Set-
tlement Question], published as a special supplement to Lidove´ noviny [People’s News], 15 October 1991 
3 Jan Rychli´k, “Nad novy´m sta´tem: Jak bude´ vypadat nova´ Ceska´ republika” [On the New State: What the New 
Czech Republic Will Look Like], Lidove´ noviny, 19 October 1992. 



 384

argued that states need a sense of where they came from historically, what their present orienta-

tion is, and where they are going, and he offered seven major points relating to Czech statehood 

in the past. The Czech state emerged in the early Middle Ages within approximately the frontiers 

of today’s state, it was an integral part of Western Christendom, in the Middle Ages it was a cul-

turally developed and wealthy state, it existed throughout its history in close association with 

Germany (the Holy Roman Empire), usually enjoying friendly relations but in modern times ex-

periencing greater tension and enmity, it lost its independence at the White Mountain (1620) but 

the consciousness of its statehood never disappeared, Prague was and is its natural center and 

metropolis, and in 1918 it voluntarily joined its fate with the Slovaks in a common state. 

Czechoslovakia was not some artificially constructed state nor any sort of mistake. … 

Czechoslovakia arose as an expression of the preceding efforts of the Czech national movement, 

it was also born out of the decision of the more developed part of the Slovak nation, which after 

the cruel experience of Magyarization joined its fate with the Czechs. …The new state linked up 

with the traditions of Czech statehood and was its culmination.1 Therefore Czechoslovakia 

should not be forgotten in the new Czech state, nor in Slovakia. The high point of this assertion 

of the supposed continuous tradition of Czech and Czechoslovak statehood was a lavish ritual 

celebration of the “renewal” of Czech statehood put on by the Civic Democratic party of Czech 

premier Va´clav Klaus. On 24 October 1992, a solemn ceremony was held at the St Peter and St 

Paul cathedral on Vysehrad, a site closely linked to ancient Bohemian history as one of the seats 

of the early Premyslid dukes. The ritual began with the singing of the hymn  

“Hospodine, pomiluj ny,” an old Slavic version of the “Kyrie” which evoked images of 

the Cyrilo-Methodian mission to the Slavs. Then the leading political figures of the Czech repub-

lic, premier Klaus, the president of the CNR Milan Uhde, and former CSFR president (and soon 

to be Czech president) Va´clav Havel, spoke to the 7,000 participants. At the conclusion of the 

ceremony, the honorary guests laid a wreath at the marble plaque commemorating the Czech 

king Vratislav I, the first ruler of Bohemia to bear the royal title, who died 900 years before.2 

Though the ceremony was clearly intended to evoke the connections with medieval Bo-

hemia that Hanzal wrote about, the speakers also emphasized the connection to Czechoslovakia. 

As Klaus pointed out, “We can rightly lay claim to that Czechoslovakia because it is an insepa-

rable part of Czech history, it was at the time of its birth the logical culmination of the Czech lib-

eral and democratic tradition, created jointly by such personalities as Palacky´, Havlicek, Ma-

                                                 
1 Jozef Hanzal, “Ceska´ sta´tnost: Peripetie ceske´ho sta´tu mezi samostatnosti´ a podri´zenosti´” [Czech Statehood: 
Peregrinations of the Czech State between Independence and Subjection], Lidove´ noviny, 27 October 1992. 
2 “Tradice humanity a democracie: Slavnost k obnove ceske´ho sta´tu” [Traditions of Humanity and Democracy: 
Celebration on the Renewal of the Czech State], Cesky´ deni´k, 26 October 1992 
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saryk.”1 Havel’s comments added a reference to the tradition of humanism with its spiritual di-

mension, returning to these “good traditions” also in his inaugural address as Czech president on 

2 February 1993.2 

If Czechs could see Czechoslovakia as “theirs,” and Slovaks remembered mostly the un-

fulfilled dream of autonomy and the irritations of “Czechoslovakism,” what did Slovaks make of 

the independent state tradition to which they could look back, to the Slovak state between 1939 

and 1945? The historical inheritance of Tiso’s Slovak state was fraught with much political bag-

gage, having been excoriated during the years of communist Czechoslovakia as a fascist, col-

laborating state. Yet the very political rejection of the independent Slovak state made it dif. cult 

for a serious coming to terms with its historical inheritance. As a result, it could become the un-

reflected recipient of Slovak memories of a better time, when at least they enjoyed statehood. 

Petr Prihoda quoted a Slovak friend as telling him, “during the communist dictatorship you 

Czechs looked back on the good old days of the First Republic, which we did not hold in great 

affection. Therefore we projected these illusions onto the Slovak State, 1939–1945, even though 

we really knew very little about it.”3 One nationalist writer argued that the Czech policies after 

the Second World War had been consciously directed at turning the Slovak state into a taboo 

subject. Any mention of it when he was a child in the 1950s, he wrote, unleashed a stream of de-

nunciations, “nothing but clerico-fascists, nothing but murderers, nothing but Guardist thugs 

trampling on everything human, black totalitarianism, fascists. … We didn’t even curse Ger-

many so thoroughly.”4 Other Slovak voices called for a more judicious interpretation, among 

them the historian Dusan Kovac, who noted that the Slovak people grew dissatisfied with the 

regime of Tiso’s state. “It was not basically dissatisfaction with Slovak statehood, but dissatis-

faction with its concrete form, with the totalitarian regime and its servility to Nazism.”5 One Slo-

vak writer even called in scathing tones for an attempt to overcome this past, accusing some of 

his contemporaries of trying to hide the sins of Tiso (and Gusta´v Husa´k, Slovak communist and 

architect of “normalization” in the 1970s), behind the veil of their “Slovakness.”6 Public opinion 

                                                 
1 “ ‘Budujeme sta´t pro sebe’: Va´clav Klaus na VysÏ ehradeÏ 24. 10. 1992” [“We Are Building a State for Our-
selves”: Va´clav Klaus on Vysehrad, 24 October 1992], Cesky´ deni´k, 27 October 1992. 
2 . “Havel Delivers Inaugural Speech,” FBIS-EEU-93-021, 3 February 1993, p. 10. Among the good traditions he 
included “truth as a moral quality, a desire for understanding, decency and tolerance, respect for people as unique 
beings, humility before the noble order of creation, a sense of coresponsibility for the general affairs of the human 
community, connected with a critical overview of them, and, of course, unshakeable determination for peace and, if 
possible, a peaceful solution to all disputes.” Among the bad traditions Havel listed “spineless adaptability, provin-
cial little faith, unrestrained greediness, and cynicism masquerading as realism.” 
3 Petr Pri´hoda, “Socia´lneÏ -psychologicke´ aspekty souzÏ itõ´ Cechu a Slova´ku ” [Social-Psychological Aspects of 
Czech and Slovak Coexistence], in Rozlouceni´ s C eskoslovenskem, p. 37. 
4 Ja´n Litecky´-SÏ veda, “PrecÏ o?” [Why?], Koridor [Corridor], 20 August 1992  
5 JPRS-EER-92-041, 3 April 1992, p. 22: “Czech–Slovak Reciprocity in Historical Perspective” (Dus an Kovac , 
“Slovaks and Czechs: Looking Back”), Bratislava, Kulturny´ z ivot, in Slovak, 30 January 1992, pp. 1, 6 
6 JPRS-EER-92-048, 20 April 1992, pp. 12–14: Stanislav Spanar, “Shades of the Past,” Litera´rni´ noviny, 22 March 
1992, pp. 1, 3 
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research suggested that the Slovak population in general held mixed views of the Slovak state, 

with roughly one-third viewing it critically, one-third having ambiguous feelings about it, and 

one-third even glorifying it, “if only for the single fact that it fulfilled Slovak statehood,” and 

delivered a better standard of material comfort.1 As we have seen, Gasparovic removed the war-

time Slovak state from his record of his people’s yearning for statehood, but the issue remained 

unresolved and continues so to the present.2 

Nations, Citizens and States 

Lurking behind these questions of what past traditions should or could be claimed by the 

new successor states to old Czechoslovakia was the tension between an understanding of the 

state as a political community of citizens, and the state as the expression of a nation as a cultural, 

primarily as a linguistic community. The ideals connected with the concept of a “civil society” 

that held such a visible place in the rhetoric surrounding the collapse of communism seemed to 

coexist uneasily with the ideals of the nation state so dear to modern nationalism. 

Discussions over the structure and official language of the constituent republics threw 

these issues into relief. The proposal to designate Slovak as the official language of the Slovak 

republic was part of the process of asserting a “visible” Slovak identity and character for the 

state. It clearly foreshadowed a definition of Slovakia as a Slovak nation state, in spite of the 

civic rhetoric of Public Against Violence (Verejnost’ proti na´siliu, VPN, the Slovak counterpart 

of the Civic Forum (Obcanske´ forum, OF) in the Czech lands). Matica Slovenska´, the Slovak 

heritage foundation, strongly supported the idea, as did the Slovak National party, but so too did 

a large proportion of the electorate. Of course the proposal, especially in the so-called “Matica” 

version, which made the use of Slovak obligatory for all “public” and not just “official” pur-

poses, directly affected the interests of Slovakia’s national minorities, the Hungarians in particu-

lar. According to Jozef Markus, president of Matica Slovenska´, the law was “necessary for the 

ethnic minorities with whom we live here, because Slovakia is also their motherland.”3 They 

needed to develop a dual identity and sense of belonging in their common Slovak home, which 

would include the Slovak language and culture. 

Public debate on this issue included mass demonstrations in front of the building of the 

SNR, at which members of Matica Slovenska´ and the Slovak National party demanded the pas-

sage of the “Matica” version of the bill, branding the Slovak parliamentarians as “against the na-

                                                 
1 JPRS-EER-92-010, 24 January 1992, p. 10: Zora Butorova´ and Tatiana Rosova´, “Independent and Democratic?” 
Bratislava, Kulturny´ zivot, 10 December 1991, pp. 6–7. 
2 The recent controversy in February and March 2000, over the decision of the Zilina town council, headed by 
Mayor Jan Slota (also leader of the Slovak National party), to unveil a memorial plaque to Tiso, shows how sensi-
tive the issue of the Slovak state still is. See for example RFE/RL, Newsline—Central & Eastern Europe, 23 Febru-
ary 2000, http://www.rferl.org/newsline/2000/02/3-cee/cee-230200.html 
3 FBIS-EEU-90-125, 28 June 1990, p. 26: interview with Jozef Markus, deputy premier of the Slovak Republic, 
broadcast on Slovak Radio Bratislava domestic service, 23 June 1990 
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tion” if they refused to accept these demands. The situation in southern Slovakia, where support-

ers of the Slovak language provisions seemed convinced that major assimilation of Slovaks by 

Hungarians was taking place and that Hungarians generally refused to learn Slovak, generated 

much of the heat the issue provoked.1 Yet statistical evidence clearly showed that this image of 

the situation in the most heavily Hungarian part of Slovakia was simply not true.2 

Democratically elected institutions and procedures, in this case the SNR, clashed with the 

demands of nationalism for unity and the identification of the Slovak state exclusively with the 

Slovak nation. Even a relatively even-handed commentator accused the Hungarian minority of 

having “still not acquired a positive attitude toward the language of the state-forming nation.”3 

The language law of 1990 provided for recognition of Slovak as the “official language” 

of the republic, and mandated that all signs displaying the names of villages, towns, streets, 

squares and public areas should be in the official language. The official language was to be 

taught in the schools to all citizens “to an extent desirable for use in official and ordinary com-

munication.”4 Where national minorities made up 20% of the population, the minority language 

could be used by individuals in “official communication,” but a Slovak in such a community had 

the right to use Slovak for all such communication, the staff of state and local administrative or-

gans did not have to know the minority language, and all public papers and documents were to 

be made out in the official language.5 Commenting on the draft of the language law, the press 

spokesman for the Czech-based OF said, “legalizing Slovak as the only language is an infringe-

ment on the rights of the ethnic minorities living in Slovakia, including the Czech minority. In 

particular, such a discriminatory act may seriously destabilize the political situation in those re-

gions where a majority of the population speaks Hungarian.”6 For their part, Slovak spokesmen 

denied the accusation. Meciar claimed that the law represented a middle ground between ex-

tremes. He insisted, “our Hungarian fellow-citizens are citizens of this republic. They live here, 

make use of their rights, and we have to ensure their life with us Slovaks in peace and in fruitful 

                                                 
1 For example, see FBIS-EEU-90-211, 31 October 1990, Igor Cibula, “Who Has Divided the Nation?” commentary 
in Na´rodna´ obroda, 27 October, 1990, p. 3 
2 According to research in 1990 by the Institute for Public Opinion Research at the Slovak Statistical Of. ce in Brati-
slava, in the ethnically mixed regions of southern Slovakia, 37% of Slovaks spoke only Slovak, while only 3% of 
the Hungarians spoke only Magyar. 38% of Slovaks and 79% of Hungarians were nearly effortlessly bilingual, 
while an additional 25% of Slovaks and 18% of Hungarian spoke both languages, but with difficulties. See 
FBISEEU-90-200, 16 October 1990, p. 36: “Monolingual or Bilingual,” Lidove´ noviny, 12 October 1990 
3 .FBIS-EEU-90-200, 16 October 1990, p. 36: Igor Cibula, “It Is Impossible to Fight on All Fronts,” commentary in 
Narodna´ obroda, 11 October 1990 
4 FBIS-EEU-90-210, 13 November 1990, p. 14: “Text of Slovak Language Law Passed October 25”, Bratislava, 
Na´rodna´ obroda, 27 October 1990, p. 2 
5 Ibid., p. 15 
6 FBIS-EEU-90-196, 10 October 1990, p. 24: “Civic Forum Apropos the Slovak Language Statute,” from Rude´ 
Pra´vo [Red Right], 4 October 1990, p. 5 
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work. … We guarantee the scope of human rights, as agreed upon by international conventions, 

for every single citizen of this country regardless of his nationality.”1 

In debates about the language law, the identification of the “state” language in the consti-

tution, and the constitution itself, Slovak speakers continued to reject anything like territorial 

autonomy for minority nationality areas or what they called the concept of “collective rights.” In 

doing so, they also consistently argued that the law and the constitution protected the rights of 

citizens, including members of national minorities, beyond the general standard prevailing in 

Europe. When he presented the draft constitution to the SNR, Meciar claimed that the alternative 

policy proposed by the Hungarian coalition during the debates was not the policy based on civic 

and human rights. It was the policy of collective rights. Europe has had some experience with 

these, and they caused misery. If the system of collective rights is not adopted by other European 

nations, we certainly will not begin to experiment with it. … We do not want it here, it does not 

belong here, and it always breeds only anger.2 In a later interview, he stressed that civic equality 

was essential to any democracy, but it meant equality of “political freedoms and rights, as well 

as … legal rights.” The constitution was also a constitution for “all citizens of the Slovak repub-

lic, including ethnic minorities,” but could not recognize the extreme demands for linguistic 

rights put forward by some.3 Reactions to the constitution from the Czech side regretted that 

preference was given to the national rather than the civic principle. 

Newspaper commentaries predicted instability and ethnic conflict as a result. The Czech 

daily Prostor noted that “when telling Hungarians, living in Slovakia, that first of all comes man, 

then citizen, and only then Hungarian, the Slovak premier ought to have related this statement 

also to himself and to the Slovak constitution, which defines the state as based on the nation 

principle.”4 Some commentators suggested that the Czech stress on the civic principle was 

rooted in historical experiences that had supposedly conditioned them against nationalism. Petr 

Pithart, in an interview for the Berlin Die Tageszeitung, claimed that “the Czechs have already 

exhausted their rage,” by achieving Czechoslovak statehood in 1918 (with its disastrous as well 

as its positive consequences), and by expelling the German population after 1945, which “satis-

fied the secret hatred of many of our citizens.”5 The Slovaks, he claimed, were simply showing 

the same kind of national enthusiasm the Czechs had experienced a century earlier (but had now 

                                                 
1. FBIS-EEU-90-200, 16 October 1990, p. 35: Prague Television Service interview with Vladimi´r Meciar, 14 Octo-
ber, 1990 
2 FBIS-EEU-92-171, p. 5: MecÏ iar’s speech in SNR 
3 FBIS-EEU-92-174, 8 September 1992, pp. 10–11: interview with Meciar broadcast on Bratislava Rozhlasova 
Stanica Slovensko network, 4 September 1992 
4 FBIS-EEU-92-174, 8 September 1992, p. 14: press summary from CÏ STK, 3 September 1992, citing Mlada´ 
fronta dnes, Metropolitni´ telegraf [Metropolitan Telegraph], and Prostor [Space]. 
5 JPRS-EER-93-008, 17 January 1992, p. 6: “Pithart Rejects Nationalism, Favors Patriotism,” interview with Die 
Tageszeitung, 25 November 1991, p. 12 
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outgrown)—an attitude also expressed by the popular Czech cartoonist Vladimir Jira´nek (Figure 

2).1 

Even such an assertively Czech political figure as Jan Kalvoda, vice-chairman of the 

CNR, argued that “Czech interests must be prosecuted not under the banner of nationalism of the 

Czech people, but under the banner of democratic principles.”2 Slovaks, for their part, reacted to 

the Czech insistence on the primacy of the civic principle with attitudes ranging from criticism to 

outright derision. Frantisek Miklosko called “the almost religious worship of the civic principle” 

a symptom of Czech society’s “uprootedness.” He predicted the civic principle would fail, and 

said that only “the combination of the civic and the national principle … creates equality of all 

peoples without regard to nationality, yet still allows them to retain their local color, historic tra-

ditions, charisma.”3 Referring to Czech efforts to “inoculate us” with the civic principle, another 

writer insisted that though the civic principle was the way to integrate a national state, in a supra-

national federation (by definition composed of more than one nation) it was “unacceptable and 

unnatural.”4 A more extreme view argued that attitudes such as Pithart’s were fundamentally 

mistaken: “I consider the Czechs to be just as strong nationalists as the Magyars, only the latter 

are louder and more emotive. And they may even call it the ‘civic principle’ as is the fashion 

nowadays—it always depends on the content of the concept and the goals of its use.”5 All the 

stress on the civic principle, then, was just another form of Czech nationalism, aimed at keeping 

the Slovaks subservient. 

The differing tones in which Czechs and Slovaks discussed the problems of states based 

on civic or national principles found an echo in attitudes towards the need for unity and the tol-

eration of diversity. The type of unity envisioned in the civic principle was evoked by Klaus at 

the ceremony on Vysehrad when he said: 

We must take as a starting point that political variety exists in order that from fundamen-

tal arguments new possibilities, and finally a single, common road may be found. But for this it 

is necessary to know that there is a community here which contains all this democratic diversity 

and gives it a certain meaning: that community is the Czech nation.6 The demonstrators outside 

the Slovak parliament demanding passage of the “Matica” draft of the language bill had a very 

different vision of national unity, in which both the democratically elected deputies and the gov-

                                                 
1 Vladimi´r Jira´nek, VsÏ ichni jsme demokrati [We’re All Democrats], (Prague: Ceskoslovensky´ spisovatel, 1992). 
Image copyright Ó 1992 by Vladimi´r Jira´nek. Used by permission 
2 JPRS-EER-92-011, 28 January 1992, p. 9: interview with Jan Kalvoda, Pra´ce, [Labor], 10 January 1992 
3 JPRS-EER-92-010, 24 January 1992, pp. 6–7: interview with Frantisek Miklosko, Slovenska´ nedela [Slovak Sun-
day], 12 December 1991, pp. 1, 3, 11 
4 JPRS-EER-92-011, 28 January 1992, p. 10: Alexander Stev´k, “Let Us Restrain Ourselves and Unite,” Novy´ 
Slova´k [New Slovak]. 
5 Ja´n Litecky´-Sveda, “Preco?” Koridor, 20 August 1992   
6 Cesky´ deni´k, 27 October 1992 
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ernment should be dismissed because they were “against the nation.”1 Of course, the rhetoric of 

“national unity” is also a weapon in the struggle against one’s political opponents, as some con-

temporary Slovak politicians argued during quarrels between the Christian Democratic move-

ment and the VPN in 1991.2 Frantisek Miklosko, contemplating the divisions he lamented in 

contemporary Slovak society in late 1991, sought an explanation in Slovak history, where for 

centuries the political capital lay outside Slovak territory, and any member of the nation who 

wanted to get ahead had to assimilate: “Throughout our history, therefore, there is a chasm that 

winds between the intelligentsia, the class that gives direction, searches for ways for its nation, 

and those who have been its nurturing soil.”3 More nationalist writers knew whom to blame for 

the political differentiation and low level of national consciousness that, according to one of 

them, the Slovak nation bore like a mark of Cain. It was the result of 40 years of conscious, 

Czech-directed policy aimed at tabooizing the Slovak republic and Slovak independence, and at 

keeping Slovakia in a sort of colonial subjection. Therefore, what 

Slovaks needed in the new year (1992) was above all unity: 

Slovak families, regardless of their political differences, should adopt a united stand re-

garding independent statehood for their own people. Those families with mixed marriages should 

understand that Slovak nationhood is not directed against anyone, but that it is a condition for the 

honorable existence of a state-forming people and for all those who make their home on its terri-

tory. … Let us control ourselves. Let us forget about all that has divided us in the past. Let us 

unite in the interest of our nation and state future.4 Matica Slovenska´, following the declaration 

of Slovak sovereignty, issued a similar called for “the nation and all citizens of the Slovak repub-

lic to be united, selfconfident, courageous and diligent.”5 

Conclusions 

As the distance separating us from these events lengthens towards its first decade, what 

conclusions can be drawn from this consideration of the ways in which Czechs and Slovaks used 

history to think about statehood? It would be tempting to argue that the reliance on the historical, 

legal and political traditions of a previous state, especially a state in which others lived as well, 

makes the acceptance of a civic form of national identity much easier, while the natural right of a 

nation to its own state emphasizes the ethnic-national state identity. Czech politicians during the 

                                                 
1 FBIS-EEU-90-208, 26 October 1990, pp. 19–20: “Slovak National Council Debates Language Bill: Slovaks 
Threaten General Strike,” Bratislava Domestic Service in Slovak, 1340 GMT, 25 October 1990 
2 Ivan Simko, “Kto zra´dza tento na´rod?” [Who Betrays This Nation?], Slovensky´ dennik [Slovak Daily], 18 Sep-
tember 1991: “They talk about the need for unity in Slovakia, and that is truly necessary. Their obvious goal 
thereby, though, is to break up the one great movement, that has remained united, a movement to which populism is 
foreign, because it pursues its goals based upon the fundamental values of our civilization, upon Christianity.” 
3 JPRS-EER-92-010, 24 January 1992, interview with Miklosko, Slovenska´ nedela, 12 December 1991. 
4 JPRS-EER-92-011, 28 January 1992, p. 9: Alexander SÏ tevõ´k, “Let Us Restrain Ourselves and Unite,” Novy´ 
Slova´k, 2 January 1992 
5 “Vyhlasenie Valne´ho zhromazÏ denia Matice slovenskej.” 
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early 1990s were conscious of this potential, as for example the comments in the law on state 

symbols suggest.1 Yet some among them were aware that the new Czech statehood could not be 

simply a revival of the historical, multiethnic Bohemian state: 

We are creating a new kind of statehood, which did not exist here before. We cannot hark 

back to history—this state has never been a Czech state, it has always been mixed. Only after 

1945–1946—even if we do not agree with the principle of the expulsion [of the Germans]—was 

it for the first time inhabited only by Czechs.2 Gradually each of the Czechs’ “housemates” had 

been removed from their home, wrote Pithart: first the Jews and Germans, then the Ruthenians, 

finally the Slovaks and with them the Hungarians. The civic principle, as opposed to the “temp-

tations of the national state” to which Slovaks would be subjected, “instead of being a demand-

ing and praiseworthy value towards which we strive, is the only practical possibility: we Czechs 

(and Moravians and Silesians) are after all here by ourselves.” 3 

Yet even granting these considerations, the Czech Republic’s status as a pluralistic, civic 

polity is challenged by the existence of vocal and visible, if still quite numerically insignificant, 

racist movements and parties. Without any other “housemates,” two remaining groups provide a 

challenge to the Czechs to prove that their allegiance to civic values is more than empty political 

rhetoric: the Roma (Gypsies) and the numerous foreign workers, mostly from the former Soviet 

bloc.4 The question of the national identity of Moravians and Silesians also continues to simmer. 

In the 1991 census more than 1.3 million people returned “Moravian” as their nationality, bring-

ing the total proportion of the Czech Republic’s population that is not Czech to nearly 20%.5 The 

development of Slovakia as a nation state of the Slovak nation has also produced its share of 

challenges. The Slovaks make up only 85% of the total population and face a Hungarian minor-

ity of over 10%. Since the elections of 1998, the Hungarian political coalition has been part of 

the government (itself a coalition of several parties) and political rhetoric has emphasized the 

                                                 
1 See also Petr Pithart, “Paradoxy rozchodu: Filozo. cka´ a mravni´ hlediska a evropske´ paralely” [Paradoxes of 
Separation: Philosophical and Moral Aspects and European Parallels], in Rozlouceni´ s Ceskoslovenske´m, pp. 219–
220. 
2 Otto Urban, “Byli jsme pred Ceskoslovenskem” [We Were Before Czechoslovakia], Lidove´ noviny, 24 July 1992. 
The title echoes Palacky´’s famous nineteenth-century phrase, “We were before Austria, and we shall be after her.” 
3 Pithart, “Paradoxy rozchodu,” p. 220 
4 See Jolyon Naegele, “Czech Republic: New Law on Foreigners Causes Confusion,” RFE/RL Features, 
http://www.rferl.org/nca/features/2000/01/F.RU.000112154637.html , and Don Hill, “Czech Republic: Deputy Min-
ister Faces Sharp Questions On Roma,” RFE/RL Features, http://www.rferl.org/nca/features/1999 
/10/F.RU.991019135255.htm l 
5 Figures on minority distribution taken from Lidove´ noviny, 6 October 1993, citing official Council of Europe 
sources. See also the comment in Fedor Ga´l, “Rozpad Ceskoslovenska v politickej perspekti´ve” [The Dissolution 
of Czechoslovakia in Political Perspective], Rozlouceni´ s Ceskoslovenske´m, p. 159. Interestingly enough, the rep-
resentatives of the Moravian nationalist tendency in the CNR in 1992 used a variant of the historical argument for 
their position: see the comments of Jiri´ Bily´ , http://www.psp.cz/eknih/1992cnr/stenprot/010schuz/s010002.htm, 
“We derive our historical right from the fact that the Czech state did not exist before 1918. Only the Margraviate of 
Moravia, the Kingdom of Bohemia, and the Duchy of Silesia existed, and they were juridical parts of Cisleithania, 
that is Austria, and as such they freely entered into Czechoslovakia.” 
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civic state concept, but friction remains endemic. One of the deepest ironies of the situation is 

the fact that the dissatisfactions of the Hungarian minority, and the way in which they express 

them, could be literal translations of the complaints of the Slovak leaders of a century earlier un-

der the Hungarian government. Slovak reactions still tend to stress the need for national unity 

and the threat to Slovak territorial integrity harbored in any proposals for autonomy.1 How the 

Czech Republic and Slovakia continue to approach these and other challenges of independent 

statehood will continue to be rooted in the past. History has given to both peoples a distinct way 

of thinking about their statehood and its justification. The Czechs inherited the state tradition of 

Bohemia, but they took the fateful leap during their “national revival” of redefining that state as 

a Czech national state. The course of the twentieth century saw them achieve independence, to-

gether with the Slovaks, in the Czechoslovak state, which satisfied their aspirations to statehood 

in a way that it could not do for the Slovaks. Their separation from the Slovaks in 1993 was 

probably not sought by the great majority of the nation, and the rooting of their newly refound 

statehood in their history was more a reaction to events than a reflection of an unfulfilled sense 

of statehood. In this they are, in fact, following the historical tradition of Czech nationalism since 

the period of the obrozeni´. As Derek Sayer observed, “Had there been no medieval Bohemian 

state, there might very possibly have been no modern Czech nation either. But this modern na-

tion is not so much rooted in that medieval experience as retrospectively reconstructed out of 

it.”2 The project of its latest reconstruction, the forging of an identity for the Czech Republic, is 

an unfinished work, but the genre is well established. And if, as the historians Josef Petra´ni and 

Lydia Petra´niova´ warn, “a society which needs to define itself almost purely in terms of its 

past—either because it feels threatened or because it is uncertain of its own strength—seeks sup-

port in ideology or myth,” then there are more destructive myths than that of the supposed Czech 

and Czechoslovak civic and democratic traditions.3 

The development of Slovakia’s democracy will continue to be influenced, too, by the 

hand that history has dealt the Slovaks. Always finding themselves in states that “belonged” to 

others, the Slovaks asserted a natural right to their own “visibility,” ending in the creation (for 

the second time in one century) of their own state in 1993. Like the Czechs, the Slovaks, too an-

chor their state in the historical record as they see it. The interpretations of that historical record 

and its political use, the discourse of civic society and national state, of political plurality and the 

                                                 
1 See, for example, RFE/RL Newsline, 15 July 1996, http://www.rferl.org/newsline/1996/07/3-cee/cee-150796.html, 
on Slovak and Hungarian responses to the Hungarian call for autonomy, and RFE/RL Newsline, 22 July, 1999, 
http://www.rferl.org/newsline/1999/07/3-cee/cee-220799.html, on the Hungarian coalition’s continuing dissatisfac-
tion with the minority language law. 
2 Derek Sayer, The Coasts of Bohemia: A Czech History (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1998), p. 52. 
3 Josef Petra´n and Lydia Petra´nova´, “The White Mountain as Symbol in Modern Czech History,” in Mikula´s 
Teich, ed., Bohemia in History (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), p. 161 
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need for national unity, will continue to provide grist for political mills in Slovakia.1 Their chal-

lenge will continue to be how to deal with the citizens of their state who are not Slovaks, and 

with political disagreements among Slovaks. None would dispute that it is too facile to speak of 

ancient historical feuds, traditions, hostilities and the like in explaining the politics of Central 

and Eastern Europe.2 Yet history cannot be completely dismissed either. As this exploration of 

the historical sources of Czech and Slovak attitudes to statehood has shown, history continues to 

cast a long shadow over the development of these two Central European neighbors. 

[Agnew, H. L. “States, Old Identities? The Czech Republic, Slovakia, and Historical Under-

standings of Statehood,” New Nationalities Papers 28:4 (2000): 619–650] 
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Dyadic Ethnic Bargaining: Slovak versus Moravian Nationalism in Postcommunist 

Czechoslovakia 

The 1989 Velvet Revolution gave rise to not one but two regional movements in Czecho-

slovakia: one in Slovakia and the other in Moravia.3 Although their beginnings were similar in 

many ways, the two movements yielded remarkably different outcomes. Slovak nationalism con-

tinued to grow in strength and culminated in the dissolution of Czechoslovakia, whereas the Mo-

ravian regional movement quickly lost momentum and ultimately disappeared from the political 

map. A number of scholars have investigated the causes of the Slovak secession. Explanations 

for the 1993 Czech-Slovak split range from latent Slovak nationalism4 to economic incentives5 to 

elite opportunism6 to institutions that deepened the ethnic divide.7 Strikingly, however, there has 

                                                 
1 See, for example, Jan de Weydenthal, “Slovakia Moves Further to Restrict Democracy,” RFE/RL Features, 27 
March 1996, http://www.rferl.org/nca/features/1996/03/f.ru.96032714453314.html 
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http://www.rferl.org/eepreport/2000/03/06-220300.html 
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because the Moravian movement quickly absorbed Silesian regionalism, I do not deal with the Silesian movement 
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J311 Rychlfk, "National Consciousness and the Common State (A Historical-Emnological Analysis)," in The End of 
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been almost no scholarly investigation into the simultaneous surge of Moravian nationalism. Al-

though largely stillborn, this movement serves as a useful contrast to the much-studied Slovak 

movement; because they began in the same period under similar circumstances yet yielded very 

different outcomes, the two cases may be fruitfully compared to test the propositions of ethnic 

bargaining. As in previous chapters, I have broken each case into a series of time segments, each 

of which represents a shift in the most salient demands sought by minority representatives (see 

tables 5.1 and 5.2). I then analyze each period in turn to determine whether the model can ac-

count not only for the differences between Slovak and Moravian claims but also for me fluctua-

tions within each movement over time. 

The two cases provide an excellent controlled comparison due to their many similarities. 

The groups shared a legacy of subordination under the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, twenty 

years of coexistence in the First Czechoslovak Republic, and forty years of communist govern-

ment. They also had the common experience of Prague-centrism and rapid market and democ-

ratic reform. Finally, there were charismatic, ethnic entrepreneurs who agitated for autonomy in 

both regions. A key difference between the two groups was that the Slovaks enjoyed institutional 

power as a constituent republic in the socialist federation, whereas the Moravians did not. Al-

though this status was, for all practical purposes, moot under single-party rule, it gave the Slo-

vaks considerable leverage in the context of democratic transition. 

Table 5.1. Slovak demands in Czechoslovakia, 1989-19921 

                   Most extreme              Least extreme  

period Separate 

state 

Confederal 

state 

Authentic 

federalism2  

No claims Internal 

leverage 

Perceptions 

of Czech 

discrimina-

tion 

Late 1989    x Uncertain low 

Mid 1990-

late 1990 

  x  High low 

Early  x   high high 

                                                                                                                                                             
Politics and the Demise of die Czechoslovak Federation," in Irreconcilable Differences? ed. Kraus and Stanger, 
137-62; Eric Stein, Czecho/Slovakia: Ethnic Conflict, Constitutional Fissure, Negotiated Breakup (Ann Arbor: Uni-
versity of Michigan Press, 1997); Robert A. Young, The Breakup of Czechoslovakia (Kingston, Ont., Canada: Insti-
tute of Intergovernmental Relations, 1994); Jon Elster, "Consenting Adults or the Sorcerer's Apprentice? Explaining 
the Breakup of the Czechoslovak Federation," East European Constitutional Review (winter 1995): 36-41. 
1 Low, medium, and high indicate minority perceptions of internal leverage and majority discrimination. It is diffi-
cult to obtain precise measures of these variables because the sources of perceptions differ greatly from case to case. 
The most important thing to note is the shifts in these variables, which should lead to corresponding shifts in minority 
demands.  
2 Refers to a federal state in which the republics have an equal share in state power. 
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1991-mid 

1992 

 

Table 5.2. Moravian demands in Czechoslovakia, 1989-19921 

 Most extreme Least extreme 

period Federal re-

public 

Territorial 

autonomy 

Cultural 

autonomy  

No 

claims 

Internal 

leverage 

Perceptions of 

Czech discrimi-

nation 

Late 1989   x  low low 

Mid 1990-

late 1990 

x x   medium Uncer-

tain/medium 

Early 1991-

mid 1992 

   x low low 

In the following sections, I explore the impact that differential Slovak and Moravian in-

stitutional power had on the claims their representatives advanced against the Czech majority in 

the context of constitutional negotiations.2 In doing so, I demonstrate the predictive power of the 

ethnic bargaining model in a case of dyadic bargaining—where there are no external lobbyists. 

As I show, it is the groups internal bargaining leverage against the center, filtered through the 

opportunity structure3 of constitutional talks, that best accounts for the different trajectories of 

the Slovak and Moravian movements as well as the variation within each movement over time. 

This case comparison illustrates the vital role played by national institutions in empowering the 

Slovaks to bargain for advantages, whereas the Moravians (who had no such institutions) could 

not. In the context of transition, institutional empowerment accounts for both the robustness of 

the Slovak movement as well as the failure of the short-lived Moravian movement. 

Ethnic Bargaining Hypotheses 
                                                 
1 Low, medium, and high indicate minority perceptions of internal leverage and majority discrimination. It is difficult to 
obtain precise measures of these variables because the sources of perceptions differ greatly from case to case. The most 
important thing to note is the shifts in these variables, which should lead to corresponding shifts in minority demands 
2 It is almost received wisdom tiiat the Moravian movement failed because it was based on a false or contrived iden-
tity. However, this is belied by the fact that nearly half of the residents of Moravia declared themselves to be Mora-
vian rather than Czech in the 1991 census. Moreover, the movement was taken seriously at the time—not only by 
the Czechs, who negotiated with Moravian leaders over regional autonomy, but also by scholars of nationalism, in-
cluding Gurr and Bugajski, who warned of growing Moravian separatism after the revolution (Ted Robert Gurr, 
Minorities at Risk: A Global View of Ethnopolitical Conflicts [Washington, D.C.: United States Institute of Peace 
Press, 1993]; Janusz Bugajski, Ethnic Politics in Eastern Europe: A Guide to Nationality Policies, Organizations, 
and Parties[Armonk: M. E. Sharpe, 1994], 298). The puzzle, then, is why the Moravian movement died out so 
quickly whereas Slovak nationalism continued to grow in strength, ultimately producing the Czechoslovak split. 
3 For the purposes of this analysis, political opportunity structure is defined as an institutional opening in the state 
that changes the balance of power between the group and the center; here, opportunity structures include regime 
change and negotiations over the federal constitution. See Doug McAdam, John McCarthy, and Mayer Zald, eds., 
Comparative Perspectives on Social Movements: Political Opportunities, Mobilizing Structures, and Cultural 
Framings (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1996), chap. 1. 
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In the Moravian and Slovak cases, ethnic bargaining reduces to a dyadic game between 

the minority and majority. The upper limits on the claims minority representatives may credibly 

seek are, as before, determined by the group's structural features, including its size and territorial 

compactness as well as its institutional status in the state. Shifts in claims, meanwhile, are driven 

by changes in the perceived balance of power between the minority and majority at the substate 

level as well as perceptions of majority intentions. Using the principles of ethnic bargaining, we 

can make general predictions concerning the trajectories and relative strength of the two move-

ments in postcommunist Czechoslovakia. 

The Slovaks 

The creation of Czechoslovakia in 1918 was a realpolitik project of epic proportions. At 

the close of World War I, a group of Czech and Slovak emigres persuaded the victorious Allied 

Powers to establish a binational Czech-Slovak state from the ruins of the Habsburg Empire 

based on historic ties between the two Slavic peoples. Slovak elites calculated that the union 

would afford them military protection against Hungary, whose leaders militated against the loss 

of territory under the Treaty of Trianon.1 The federation also promised to augment the numerical 

superiority (and thus electoral advantage) of the Czechs and Slovaks over the Germans and 

Hungarians minorities, which were virulently opposed to Slavic suzerainty. For these reasons, 

the federation has often been called a marriage of convenience.2 

The union was troubled from the start. Having endured centuries of Hungarian domina-

tion, the Slovaks now found themselves subordinated to Prague under a unitary Czechoslovak 

state; this remained a source of discontent throughout the interwar period. There were economic 

concerns as well. The Czechs had developed a competitive economy under the Austrian half of 

the Habsburg regime with three-fifths of the empire's industrial facilities and two-thirds of its 

industrial workers. The Czech lands also boasted a thriving commercial sector, a prominent in-

tellectual elite, and sizable middle class.3 Slovakia, by contrast, had remained relatively under-

developed under Hungarian rule; its economy consisted mainly of subsistence farming and a 

small industrial sector.4 After 1918, Slovakia lost its economically protected status and was 

forced to compete with the more productive industries of the Czech lands. This led to further de-

                                                 
1 The Hungarian military began to mobilize along the Slovak border with the aim of regaining lost territory. Milita-
rized conflict was averted when the Czechoslovak army made a show of force on the Slovak side of the border. See 
James Ramon Felak, At the Price of the Republic: Hlinkds Slovak Peoples Party, 1р2р-щ8 (Pittsburgh: University of 
Pittsburgh Press, 1994); Bugajski, Ethnic Politics in Eastern Europe 
2 During the interwar period, the interests of the Czechs and Moravians were basically aligned (see below). It un-
doubtedly helped that Tomas Masaryk, the foremost proponent of the federation and its first president, was himself a 
Moravian 
3 Robert A. Kann, A History of the Habsburg Empire, Ц26-1918 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1974). 
4^4- 
4 Carol Skalnik Leff, National Conflict in Czechoslovakia: The Making and Remaking of a State, ipi8-ip8/ (Prince-
ton: Princeton University Press, 1988), 12-15 
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industrialization, fueling accusations of Czech exploitation.1 The lack of well-trained public offi-

cials in the region also led to an influx of Czech professionals, which only added to Slovak re-

sentment.2 Perceptions of Czech chauvinism were reinforced by the state's constitutional design. 

Despite Czech promises to create a federation of coequal partners, the 1920 constitution was 

highly centralized and contained no provisions for Slovak autonomy. Moreover, the federal gov-

ernment itself was based in Prague and dominated by Czechs.3 

During World War II, Slovakia declared its independence and became a Nazi satellite 

state under Josef Tiso's fascist regime. After Tiso was overthrown, Slovakia was reincorporated 

into the Czechoslovak state with the promise of Slovak autonomy. This promise, however, re-

mained largely unfulfilled until the normalization period of the 1970s. 

Opportunities for renegotiating the constitution emerged in the 1960s as the economy be-

gan to falter and the regime grew increasingly fragile. In 1968, the Slovaks began to call openly 

for a symmetrical federation. Following the Soviet-led crackdown, a federal framework was fi-

nally agreed on that would give the region a considerable degree of autonomy. In 1969, Czecho-

slovakia was declared a federal socialist state with the Czech and Slovak republics as equal part-

ners.4 The constitution also gave the Slovaks veto power over federal legislation, although sin-

gle-party rule rendered this meaningless in practice.5 

By the time of transition, the Slovaks enjoyed considerable internal leverage as a large, 

compact group of 5 million people (one-third of the state population). Almost all Slovaks re-

sided in the Republic of Slovakia, which was nearly 90 percent ethnically Slovak. The group 

was therefore sufficiently large and compact to make credible demands for secession. A second 

source of leverage was, as Valerie Bunce put it, the Slovaks' "long history of contestation over 

the boundaries of the state and over the definition and the rights of nations and national minori-

ties" in Czechoslovakia.6 From Slovak agitation in the First Republic to their brief independence 

in World War II to the conflict over Slovakia's status in 1968-69, the Slovaks had built up a res-

ervoir of national consciousness and mobilizational resources with which to bargain with the 

Czechs during the next political opening. 

                                                 
1 Hugh Seton-Watson, Eastern Europe between the Wars, ipi8-ip4i (New York: Harper and Row, 1962), 42 
2 Ibid., 20—24; Bugajski, Ethnic Politics in Eastern Europe 
3 Felak, At the Price of the Republic, 28. 
4 In the course of the 1968-1969 federal negotiations, Moravian leaders began to call for a position in the federation 
as well. (Dr. Boleslav BArta represented the Moravians in the talks and later played a key role in the post-1989 
autonomy movement.) Although the Czechs and Slovaks were sympathetic to Moravian demands, they ultimately 
judged a separate status unnecessary because Moravian interests were believed to coincide with Czech interests 
5 The 1969 federal structure was the only reform to survive the Prague Spring. After the crackdown, regime hard-
liners preserved the federal constitution to secure Slovak support against reformers and dissidents (Bugajski, Ethnic 
Politics in Eastern Europe, 323-24) 
6 Valerie Bunce, Subversive Institutions: The Design and the Destruction of Socialism and the State (Cambridge, 
U.K.: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 81 
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The third source of internal leverage was Slovakia's institutional status— specifically, its 

effective veto over federal legislation. The federal government consisted of the House of People, 

which was divided proportionately between the Czechs and Slovaks (two Czechs to every Slo-

vak), and the House of Nations (hereafter, the Czech and Slovak National Councils), which was 

divided equally (one Czech to every Slovak). Article 42 of the federal constitution explicitly 

prohibited outvoting of one republic by the other on issues "pertaining to national interest." On 

such matters, the Czech and Slovak deputies were to vote separately in the House of Nations. 

The legislation could be adopted only if a majority of deputies in both houses approved it.1 Un-

der this system of dual vetoes, a minority of deputies in either house could block any proposed 

amendment to the constitution. Thus, not only were the Slovaks sufficiently large and compact 

to credibly pursue secession, but they also had a strong mobilizational legacy as well as the insti-

tutional power to obstruct federal legislation. They were therefore well positioned to use extreme 

demands to extract major concessions from the center. 

The Moravians 

One of the three historic Czech lands, Moravia makes up the eastern half of present-day 

Czech Republic with roughly 40 percent of its territory. Although more significant at the turn of 

the twentieth century, the Moravian identity was still salient at the time of the 1989 revolution, 

with almost half of the region's inhabitants declaring themselves Moravian as a write-in choice in 

the 1991 census. Unlike the Slovaks, Moravia had lost its political institutions long ago, although 

there was a collective memory of historical autonomy under Habsburg rule. Indeed, it could be 

argued that the Moravian nation is actually much older than the Czech nation (which encom-

passes modern-day Moravia and Bohemia). The Great Moravian Empire of the tenth and elev-

enth centuries covered the entire Moravian region as well as large swaths of Bohemia and Slova-

kia. With its own literary culture, church, political capitol, and folk heroes, the empire boasted 

one of the oldest civilizations of east central Europe.2 Czechs, Moravians, and Slovaks all trace 

their national heritage to the Great Moravian Empire.3 

During the Middle Ages, Bohemia and Moravia coexisted peacefully under a succession 

of Bohemian kings. In the late fifteenth century, Moravia and Silesia were given to the Kingdom 

of Hungary, although they were later returned to Bohemia. For centuries, Moravia remained cul-

turally and politically separated from Bohemia. The Moravians were relatively untouched by the 

Hussite movement that ushered in the Age of Reformation in Bohemia. The National Revival of 

                                                 
1 See, for example, Leff, "Inevitability, Probability, Possibility"; Leff, National Conflict in Czechoslovakia; Rych-
lik, "National Consciousness and the Common State." 
2 Viktor Knapp, "Socialist Federation—A Legal Means to the Solution of the Nationality Problem: A Comparative 
Study," Michigan Law Review 82 (April-May 1984): 1223-25. 
3 Jaroslav Bohm, ed., The Great Moravian Empire (Prague: Czechoslovak Academy of Sciences, 1963); Lubomfr 
E. Havlik, Kronika 0 VelkeMorave [A Chronicle of Greater Moravia] (Brno: JOTA, 1992). 
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the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries was also far more pronounced in Bohemia than in Mora-

via, while the pressures of Germanization were more strongly felt in Moravia than in Bohemia. 

This all contributed to a higher religiosity among the inhabitants of Moravia. Moreover, industri-

alization and urbanization began in Bohemia before it did in Moravia, leading to a divergence in 

the regions' economies.1 After the 1848 revolutions, Moravia became a separate crown land un-

der the Austrian Empire where it enjoyed an extensive degree of self-government with its own 

regional diet; Bohemia and Moravia were even allocated their own seats in the imperial 

Reichsrat.2 With the codification of the Slovak language in the early 1800s, Moravian national-

ists began to demand linguistic separation from—or at least a presence in—the Czech language. 

Their efforts were vehemently opposed by Czech intellectuals, who had no desire to see their 

centuries-old biblictina (the high Czech language) contaminated by "common" elements.3 

After World War I, Moravia, Bohemia, Silesia, Slovakia, and Ruthenia were cobbled to-

gether to create Czechoslovakia. Although Moravia was made an administrative land in the 

interwar republic, the Moravian identity was not very salient during this time. This was because 

the Czechs and Moravians had to cooperate to deal with the restive German minority in their 

border regions. The Moravian identity might have reentered politics after World War II, but by 

then the Communist Party had begun to consolidate control over the state. Because the Mora-

vians had been known for supporting noncommunist parties, the communist leadership decided 

to squelch the Moravian problem once and for all by abolishing the lands system in 1949 and 

dividing the country into smaller districts that would be directly subordinated to the central gov-

ernment.4 

By the time of the 1989 revolution, Moravia had no institutional status whatsoever. 

Moreover, because the region was sandwiched between Bohemia and Slovakia, territorial separa-

tion was not a credible posture for Moravian leaders (unless the Slovaks were to secede first). 

Hence, although large and territorially compact, the Moravians were unlikely to call for anything 

more than republican status within the federation. 

The Slovak Movement in Postcommunist Czechoslovakia 
                                                 
1 Several books on Moravian history were published in the early 1990s. These consisted of narratives about land-
mark national events, national heroes who died defending the Moravian nation, Moravian culture and folklore, and 
so on. These writers (mostly Moravian  nationalists) agree that the Moravian identity was co-opted by Czech na-
tional elites in the twentieth century as part of the Czech nation-building project. They therefore set out to reclaim 
these symbols as a means of rehabilitating the Moravian nation. For examples, see Za Moravu [For Moravia] (Brno: 
Jednota Moravska, 1991); Jifi Pernes, Pod moravskou orlici aneb Dejiny moravanstvi [Under the Moravian eagle 
aka the history of Moravianism] (Brno: Barrister and Principal, 1996). 
2 Petr Danek, "Moravian and Silesian Nationalities: A New Phenomenon in the Ethnic Map of the Czech Lands?" 
Geejournal30.3 (1993): 250. 
3 For a description of the Bohemian and Moravian diets under the Austro-Hungarian Empire, see Elizabeth Wiske-
mann, Czechs and Germans: A Study of the Struggle in the Historic Provinces of Bohemia and Moravia (New York: 
St. Martin's, 1938). 
4 Jan Novotny, О Bratrske druzbe Cechu a Slovdku za ndrodnlho obrozeni [On the brotherhood of Czechs and Slo-
vaks during the National Revival Movement] (Prague: Statnf nakl. politicke literatury, 1959), 98 
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Late 1989: The Velvet Revolution 

The 1989 revolution took place in an atmosphere of remarkable ethnic harmony. Follow-

ing a series of demonstrations in November 1989, the Czech Civic Forum (CF) and the Slovak 

Public Against Violence (PAV) forced the demoralized communist leadership to resign.1 The 

Communist Party pulled its deputies out of the Federal Assembly, and a binational transitional 

government was established under President-elect Vaclav Havel (a Czech) and Federal Assem-

bly Chairman Alexander Dubcek (a Slovak).2 The Czech and Slovak leaders of the transitional 

government announced that they intended to cooperate closely to achieve regime change. Indeed, 

the two movements would have merged were it not for Czech concerns that the CF would be 

perceived as dominating the reform process in Slovakia.3 

Unlike other titular nations in postcommunist Europe, the Czechs did not assert a domi-

nant position in the new state, despite the fact that they outnumbered the Slovaks two to one and 

wielded effective control over civil institutions and the military. The Czech leadership instead 

recognized the Slovaks as co-equals in a binational state. The draft constitution of February 1990 

(and every draft thereafter) even included the right of the republics to secede from the union, en-

titling the Slovaks to opt out at any time. International lawyers had advised against such a provi-

sion, warning presciently that it would lead to "ethnic and factional struggle" and "reduce the 

prospects of compromise and deliberation in government."4 One advisor recalled, "The reaction 

to our arguments [against establishing a constitutional right to secede] on the Slovak side was 

one of surprise: to them this was a non-issue, a closed matter beyond debate. The Czech mem-

bers responded with an air of resignation: that course was the only way—'a cavalry,' 'a route 

through Balkanization—toward a new and one would hope, lasting relationship."5 The Czechs 

thus signaled their conciliatory intent both during and after the 1989 revolution. 

Slovak leverage was still not an issue at this point. After a few failed attempts to draft a 

new constitution in the pre-election period, negotiations over the federation were postponed until 

after the June elections, effectively neutralizing the Slovak veto for the time being. 

Given Czech signals of nonrepressive intent and delayed negotiations over the federal 

constitution, Slovak leaders should infer that the state of the world was one of ethnic peace (fig. 

5.1, box 4), leading them to advance relatively moderate demands in cooperation with the 

Czechs. And this is borne out. At the time, the PAV was by far the largest political formation in 

                                                 
1 Pernes, Pod moravskou orlici aneb Dejiny moravanstvi, 13—26. 
2 The Civic Forum also existed in Slovakia but did not play a major role in postcom-munist Slovak politics 
3 Most state institutions were retained after the transition, including the Slovak veto in the federal assembly on is-
sues of national interest 
4 Jon Elster, "Transition, Constitution-Making and Separation in Czechoslovakia," Archives Europeenne de Sociolo-
gie 36 (1995): 112 
5 Quoted in Eric Stein, "Post-Communist Constitution-Making: Confessions of a Comparatist (Part I)," New Europe 
Law Review 1 (1993): 446 
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Slovakia, representing groups ranging from environmentalists to Catholic dissidents to reformed 

communists. It featured every major Slovak politician, including Alexander Dubcek, Fedor Gal, 

Jan Carnogursky, and Vladimir Meciar. Soon after the revolution, the PAV issued an official 

proclamation entitled "A Chance for Slovakia" that called for political reform, press freedoms, 

and other civil liberties. On November 26, the PAV put forward a twelve-point declaration of the 

movement's goals; only two of these related to the Slovak nation as such. The other ten points 

called for civic freedoms, the removal of communist propaganda from schools and other public 

institutions, the restoration of private property, and so on.1 Moreover, the PAV affirmed its 

commitment to working alongside the Czechs in achieving these aims.2 

In the first half of 1990, PAV and CF elites cooperated in pushing through a raft of po-

litical reforms including term limits, rules for political parties, and a new electoral system.3 For 

the most part, conflict between the Czechs and Slovaks took a backseat to economic and political 

concerns.4 Surveys conducted at the time indicate that the PAV's nonethnic stance resonated 

strongly with ordinary Slovaks. In an opinion poll conducted in early 1990, 40 percent of the re-

spondents felt that the most important task facing the country was economic reform, 29 percent 

felt it was improving the environment, and 16 percent believed it to be democratic and civic re-

form.5 Thus, in the months following the revolution, the Slovaks favored pursuing a non-ethnic 

agenda in cooperation with die Czechs. 

Given a state of the world of ethnic peace, we should also see political alliances forming 

across ethnic lines. Consistent with this prediction, die pro-federal CF and PAV emerged victo-

rious in the June elections, together winning 170 of the 300 seats in the Federal Assembly. They 

were followed by die Communist Party with 47 seats. Figure 5.2 shows that nationalism was not 

yet a salient divide. The winners of the 1990 elections—the CF-PAV, Communists, and Chris-

tian Democrats—were either federal or pro-federal parties with nonethnic programs. There were 

signs that ethnicity was gaining political salience, however. Slovak voters surprised pundits and 

                                                 
1 Programovi vyhldsenie obcianskej iniciativy Verejnost' proti ndsiliu a koordinacneho vyboru slovenskjch vy-
sokoskoldkov [Declaration of civic initiatives of the Public Against Violence and the Committee of Slovak Stu-
dents], document 18, 25 November 1989 
2 H. Gordon Skilling and Paul Wilson, eds., Civic Freedom in Central Europe: Voices from Czechoslovakia (Bas-
ingstoke, U.K.: Macmillan, 1991), 25, quoted in Abby Innes, Czechoslovakia: The Short Goodbye (New Haven: 
Yale University Press, 2002), 49 
3 For an overview of the Federal Assembly during this period, see Zdenek Jicinsky, "Political and Legislative Condi-
tions for the Creation of a Democratic Political System," in The 1000 Election to the Czechoslovakian Federal As-
sembly: Analyses, Documents, and Data, ed. Ivan Gabal (Berlin: Sigma, 1996), 25 
4 The notable exception is the April 1990 "hyphen war" between Czech and Slovak deputies over the name of the 
new federal republic 
5 Marek Bohuszak, Vladimir Rak, and Ivan Gabal, "Political Climate before the Election—Attitudes, Preferences, 
and Expectations of the Czechoslovakian Public," in The ippo Election to the Czechoslovakian Federal Assembly, 
ed. Ivan Gabal (Berlin: Sigma, 1996), 98-99. 
 



 402

politicians alike by awarding the secessionist Slovak National Party (SNP) with nearly 14 per-

cent of the popular vote, making it the fourth most powerful party in Slovakia.1 

Mid-1990—Late 1990: Czech-Slovak Negotiations—The Opening Rounds 

The first sign of the coming ethnic conflict was the so-called hyphen war in April 1990. 

In a seemingly innocuous vote to remove the word Socialist from Czechoslovak Socialist Repub-

lic, several Slovak deputies proposed that the state be renamed Czech-Slovak Federal Republic, 

triggering a parliamentary mud fight. In the midst of the conflict, Havel wrote an open letter to 

the Federal Assembly calling for reconciliation. In it, he advocated the recognition of Slovak 

identity: "All of us know that this 'hyphen,' which seems ridiculous, superfluous and ugly to all 

Czechs, is more than just a hyphen. It in fact symbolizes decades, perhaps even centuries of Slo-

vak history."2 Some time later, Havel organized a goodwill trip to Slovakia, with CF and PAV 

deputies in tow, in a bid to improve national relations and persuade the Slovaks of the impor-

tance of economic and political reform.3 The Czech premier, Petr Pithart, too, announced his 

willingness to compromise with his Slovak counterparts in reconfiguring the state.4 To this end, 

the newly elected federal government pledged to loosen the centrist state framework to promote 

the autonomy of the republics.5 By now, Slovak institutional leverage had kicked in with the 

start of the constitutional negotiations. These talks served as a kind of political opportunity struc-

ture whereby the Slovaks could flex their newfound institutional power to extract concessions 

from the center. 

With their powerful legislative veto and a conciliatory Czech leadership, the Slovaks had 

reason to believe that the state of the world was becoming one of opportunity (fig. 5.1, box 2), 

leading them to escalate their demands for concessions. Consistent with this expectation, Slovak 

representatives did radicalize—first during the "hyphen war" and again at the first round of con-

stitutional negotiations in Trencianske Teplice.6 In the case of the name dispute, Slovak deputies 

hardened their stance only after the debate had become public, with Czech and Slovak intellectu-

als exchanging insults in the major newspapers. In the midst of this controversy, thousands of 

people demonstrated in Bratislava for Slovak sovereignty. Protesters rallied before the Slovak 
                                                 
1 Young, Breakup of Czechoslovakia, 10; "Jak jsme volili" [How we voted], Lidove noviny, 11 June 1990. Innes 
writes that whereas PAV leaders were mainly dissident idealists, SNP leadets were political entrepreneurs who capi-
talized on die growing nationalism in Slovakia to gain political power (Innes, Czechoslovakia, 49). The rising sup-
port for the SNP (until mainstream Slovak parties began to coopt their national message) testifies to the rapid change 
in the Slovak political landscape following the transition 
2 Quoted in Peter Martin, "The Hyphen Controversy," Report on Eastern Europe, 20 April 1990 
3 "Vzduchem i po zemi" [Through the air and on the ground], Lidovi noviny, 5 June 1990. Public reaction to Havel's 
visit was mixed. In his public address in Komarno, he was continually interrupted by supporters of the SNP, who 
cried, "End the federation, Slovaks on your feet!" 
4 "Aktualni problemy vzajemnosti" [Current problems of mutuality], Lidovi noviny, 4 April 1990 
5 Peter Martin, "The Governments Present Their Programs, Report on Eastern Europe, 27 July 1990 
6 Following the name dispute, negotiations over the federation and other politically sticky issues were postponed 
until after the elections (Innes, Czechoslovakia, 53; interview with Petr Pithart in "Prvnf kroky к demokracii" [First 
steps toward democracy], Lidovi Noviny, 24 January 1990) 
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National Council, where a petition was read aloud accusing the Czechs of denying the existence 

of the Slovak nation. The Slovak premier, Rudolf Schuster, responded to the public outcry by 

promising the assembled crowd that the Slovak deputies would "heed their demands."1 Schuster 

was not the only Slovak leader to change his political tune in reaction to events on the ground. In 

a stunning departure from his earlier pro-federal stance, Christian Democratic Leader Jan Carno-

gursky advocated the eventual dissolution of the federation so that the Czech and Slovak Repub-

lics could enter the European Community as "two little stars" in the EC constellation.2 Mean-

while, PAV leaders, anxious to shore up support for their pro-federal line, organized counter-

demonstrations in favor of the federation and wrote editorials warning of the risks of extremism.3 

The dispute ended when the two sides agreed on a new name: the Czech and Slovak Federal Re-

public. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The constitutional talks in Trencianske Teplice provided me next political opening for the 

Slovaks. There, representatives of the two National Councils and the Federal Assembly met in 

the first of a series of meetings that would stretch over two years. At issue was the division of 

powers between the republic and the federal governments. Although the negotiators met behind 

closed doors, Slovak Premier Vladimir Meciar was said to have played a masterful hand. He un-

expectedly presented a full constitutional draft to the Czechs in a dramatic take-it-or-leave-it of-

                                                 
1 Martin, "Hyphen Controversy," 15 
2 Jiri Pehe, "Growing Slovak Demands Seen as a Threat to Federation," Report on Eastern Europe, 22 March 
1991,1-6 
3 "Dan za slobodu" [The tax on freedom], Lidovi noviny, 31 March 1990 
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fer, giving the Czechs little choice but to reject it out of hand.1 The proposal called for an "au-

thentic" federation of sovereign republics that delegated certain powers to the federal govern-

ment. At the same time, however, Meciar was careful to disavow secessionist demands, declar-

ing, "A split in the country must not occur, [as] we see how nationalism develops in the USSR or 

Yugoslavia."2 Meciar thus cleverly staked out a middle ground between a strong federation (ad-

vocated by mainstream PAV leaders) and full Slovak independence (favored by the SNP). Not 

coincidentally, his position exactly mirrored median Slovak preferences at the time—in late 

1990, more than 50 percent of Slovaks supported an "authentic" federation with strong republics. 

Carnogursky later recalled that "Meciar was always an opportunist in politics, and since the idea 

of an independent Slovakia was not acceptable to [most] people in 1990, he stood up against it."3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A power-sharing agreement that reflected Slovak demands was hammered out at a subse-

quent meeting between the heads of the three governments in Prague. As the federal assembly 

debated whether to approve the document, Meciar threatened that if the Czechs did not pass the 

proposal "as is," the Slovak National Council would immediately declare sovereignty. That this 

was a bluff is evidenced by the fact that Meciar later denied having made such threats, claiming 

that "however the situation might develop, Slovakia has always confirmed its interest in a com-

mon state."4 The resulting treaty represented a major concession to the Slovaks because it de-

                                                 
1 "Federalnl summit" [Federal summit], Lidovi noviny, 9 August 1990 
2 Svobodnislovo, 7 October 1990, quoted in Innes, Czechoslovakia, 101 
3 Jan Carnogursky, interview by Slovak journalist Slavka Jancfkova, Bratislava, Slovakia, 22 April 2004. It should 
be pointed out that Carnogursky, too, changed his stance in response to increasing nationalism on the ground. When 
polls showed that popular support for the pro-independence SNP had increased to 18 percent in September 1990, the 
Slovak Christian Democrats made more extreme demands for Slovak autonomy to compete for the radicalized Slo-
vak vote (Young, Breakup of Czechoslovakia, 12) 
4 CTK [Czech news agency], 9 December 1990, quoted in Jiri Pehe, "Power-Sharing Law Approved by Federal As-
sembly," Report on Eastern Europe, 21 December 1990 
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volved considerable power to the republics. The federal government was left with only a few 

competencies—including foreign affairs, defense, banking, and taxation. The Czech premier jus-

tified these concessions as the only way the federation could be saved, warning that national 

conflict could "end with the disintegration of the state."1 These events show that the Slovaks had 

effectively utilized their institutional leverage to extract concessions from the Czech center. 

Early 1991-Mid-1992: National Polarization and the Czech-Slovak Split 

By the end of 1990, factional divisions had begun to emerge in the Czech CF. The largest 

of these was the Interparliamentary Club of the Democratic Right—a group committed to liberal 

market reform and privatization. The club soon achieved dominance within the CF and engi-

neered the election of Vaclav Klaus as the new CF leader. Klaus declared his intention to trans-

form the CF into a center-right party—leftist groups and individuals were accordingly sidelined 

or removed from positions of power. Klaus defended his actions by claiming that his position 

"corresponded with the wishes of the vast majority of the movement's supporters." In early 1991, 

the faction formally split off from the CF to become the Civic Democratic Party (CDP), which 

called for rapid economic reform with an eye toward joining the EC. According to Klaus, his 

party "would not be led by dreamers but would be characterized by realism and pragmatism."2 

Although the government was still in the hands of pro-federalists, it was becoming clear that 

their days were numbered. 

In January, the government kicked off its program of market reform by removing price 

controls on most goods. The Slovaks feared that they would bear the brunt of these reforms be-

cause their economy consisted mainly of state-subsidized heavy industry. Indeed, there were al-

ready signs of the divergent impact that liberalization would have on the two republics. By April, 

the rate of unemployment in the Slovak Republic was double that of the Czech Republic.3 Al-

though this was still only 3.8 percent, the perception of Czech discrimination had begun to take 

hold in the Slovak imagination—a view actively cultivated by the local media.4 

Not surprisingly, the Slovaks became increasingly skeptical of government-led reform. 

Whereas 51 percent of Slovaks had favored rapid market reform in 1990, only 23 percent ap-

proved of such reforms in early 1992; the corresponding figures for the Czechs were 60 percent 

in 1990 and 50 percent in early 1992. A growing percentage of Slovaks also preferred slowed 

                                                 
1 Quoted in Jan Obrman and Jiri Pehe, "Difficult Power-Sharing Talks," Report on Eastern Europe, 7 December 
1990, 8 
2 Bernard Wheaton and Zdenek Kavan, The Velvet Revolution: Czechoslovakia, 1988-ippi (Boulder: Westview, 
1992), 164-68 
3 By September 1991, Slovak unemployment had edged up to 10.3 percent—against 3.8 percent in the Czech lands 
(Martin, "Rising Unemployment in Czechoslovakia," RFE/RL Research Report [17 January 1992]: 39). It is impor-
tant to note, however, that Slovak nationalism had already taken hold in 1990, well before people began to expe-
rience economic hardship. This casts doubt on telative deprivation accounts of Slovak mobilization. 
4 Interview, Fedor Gal, former PAV leader, Prague, 9 July 1998 
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privatization and increased state intervention.1 Significantly, a survey in late 1990 indicated that 

fully 60 percent of Slovaks (but only 41 percent of Czechs) were willing to go on strike if re-

forms led to major price hikes.2 As if to make good on this threat, hundreds of workers gathered 

in Bratislava in January to protest rising unemployment and the increased cost of living.3 More 

ominously, the Slovaks also began to take a dimmer view of national relations. In October 1990, 

only 32 percent of Slovaks had agreed with the statement "Czechs and Slovaks will never trust 

one another"; by May 1991, this had increased to 52 percent!4 

Despite their growing sense of victimization, the Slovaks wielded substantial leverage 

against the Czechs in the context of continuing constitutional talks. This leverage combined with 

perceptions of Czech discrimination to convince Slovak leaders that the state of the world was 

becoming one of conflict (fig. 5.1, box 1). Given these beliefs, they should continue to radicalize 

their demands for concessions. With a less conciliatory Czech leadership, however, such actions 

are less likely to yield concessions and more likely to lead to conflict. 

As expected, Slovak representatives drove up their demands against an increasingly hos-

tile Czech center. The two sides met again in early 1991 to decide whether the federation would 

be formulated from the top down or the bottom up. Unexpectedly, Carnogursky broke with other 

Slovak representatives by insisting that the republics establish their own constitutions first and 

then delegate powers to the federal government.5 This amounted to a call for confederation—a 

clear upping of the ante. He also proposed replacing the government's program with an "alterna-

tive economic program," capitalizing on popular opposition to market reform.6 Public support for 

the Christian Democrats swelled in the wake of these maneuvers. Ultra-nationalist groups issued 

an open memorandum to the Slovak National Council calling for a unilateral declaration of sov-

ereignty, and several thousand people demonstrated in Bratislava in favor of independence. Sur-

veys conducted from October 1990 to May 1991 showed a seven-point decrease in support for a 

federal model and a corresponding rise in support for either confederation or independence.7 

Prime Minister Meciar responded to this challenge by urging the PAV to radicalize its 

own stance. A series of scandals then led to Meciar's expulsion from government. On the day he 

was ousted, several members of the government resigned and approximately 50,000 people ral-

                                                 
1 Institute for Public Opinion Research, cited in Sharon Wolchik, "The Politics of Transition and the Breakup of 
Czechoslovakia," in The End of Czechoslovakia, ed. Musil, 
2.36-37 
2 Peter Martin, "The 1991 Budget: Hard Times Ahead," Report on Eastern Europe, 
1 March 1991, 15 
3 Jiri Pehe, "Opinion Polls on Economic Reforms," Report on Eastern Europe, 25 January 1991, 5 
4 Aktudlne problimy sbvenskej spolocnosti [Current Problems of Slovak Society] 
5 Stanger, "Price of Velvet," 146 
6 Jiri Pehe, "The First Weeks of 1991: Problems Solved, Difficulties Ahead," Report on Eastern Europe, 8 March 
1991, 8 
7 Aktudlne problemy slovenskej spolocnosti 
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lied on his behalf. Opinion polls at the time revealed that 81 percent of the Slovak public trusted 

Meciar more than any other politician. Now out of government, Meciar and his supporters estab-

lished a new party, the Movement for a Democratic Slovakia (MDS), which called for advancing 

Slovak interests and slowed economic reform. In an effort to outbid the outbidder, Carnogursky 

(the new Slovak premier) responded by adopting exactly the same program as the MDS. 

The Slovak leadership appeared to be radicalizing with each new round of constitutional 

talks. In the wake of another round of negotiations in September, Meciar made the following 

statement: "Considering . . . the efforts of many nations of central and Eastern Europe to eman-

cipate themselves, the time has come for the Slovak Republic to demand its right to self-

determination and achieve sovereignty. Postponing this matter is a grave political [mistake] that 

will leave Slovakia outside an integrated Europe."1 Meciar then demanded the resignation of the 

head of the Slovak government for continuing to negotiate with the "oppressor nation." Given 

the positive public reaction to these remarks, the deputy chair of parliament announced that the 

government might adopt a constitution before the talks were concluded—this would amount to a 

declaration of independence. These demands resonated strongly with the Slovak rank and file. 

According to one survey, public support for a functioning federation had decreased dramatically 

over the course of the year—the percentage of Slovaks who preferred a federal model had 

dropped from 40 percent in January 1991 to 26 percent in November. At this point, more Slo-

vaks favored a confederation over any other state form.2 The results of these polls were pub-

lished widely, reinforcing elite perceptions that the Slovak public had radicalized. Given the lack 

of popular support for full independence, however, the leadership was careful not to overplay its 

hand. Despite the National Council's repeated calls for sovereignty, motions to declare independ-

ence were defeated by narrow margins in 1991 and 1992. It is possible that Slovak leaders engi-

neered these votes to increase the credibility of their secessionist threats. 

In the meantime, the Czech leadership was becoming increasingly hostile to Slovak de-

mands. Deputy Prime Minister Jan Kalvoda threatened that if an agreement over the division of 

powers was not reached soon, the Czech National Council would dissolve the state. He estimated 

that there was now only a 50 percent chance of saving the federation.3 Years later, Kalvoda of-

fered insight into the Czech perspective: "Relations between the Czechs and Slovaks gradually 

changed for the worse. On the Czech side, the feeling gradually emerged: if they want to go, let 

                                                 
1 CTK, 10 September 1991 (emphasis added); Jan Rychlfk, "The Possibilities for Czech-Slovak Compromise," in 
Irreconcilable Differences? ed. Kraus and Stanger, 56 
2 Sharon Wolchik, Czechoslovakia in Transition: Politics, Economics and Society (London: Pinter, 1991), 124-25 
3 Young, Breakup of Czechoslovakia, 33 
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them go. On the Slovak side, people said, we must be free at any cost, we must get out of bond-

age."1 

By the end of 1991, negotiations had reached an impasse, largely because the Czechs had 

become far less willing to accommodate the Slovaks.2 Recognizing the mounting potential for 

stalemate, Havel invited a delegation of Czech and Slovak deputies to his summer cottage in 

Hradecek to hammer out a solution. The talks lasted for several days, but produced little more 

than a tepid agreement that the federation should be saved. It became clear that the Czechs had 

hardened their position. Allison Stanger notes that: 

[i]t was representatives from the Czech delegation rather than the Slovaks—especially 

deputy chair of the Czech National Council, Jan Kalvoda—who served as the principal 

obstacle to consensus in November 1991. While [an earlier meeting] had produced mu-

tual understanding that a [state treaty] was necessary, the ensuing discussion of the Havel 

plan foundered on the question of the [treaty's] legal significance, or put another way, 

what both parties had earlier actually agreed upon.3 

That the Czechs were no longer willing to honor the concessions they had already agreed 

to shows that their bargaining range had narrowed and mat the odds of reaching a settlement had 

correspondingly diminished. 

In early 1992, a joint commission from the Czech and Slovak National Councils pro-

posed a compromise arrangement that would recognize the sovereignty of both republic and fed-

eral governments. This time, however, the Slovak representatives opposed the plan—Meciar 

called it a "betrayal of the contemporary national movement."4 Slovak deputies then blocked the 

passage of the first three chapters of the proposed constitution, and further negotiations were 

suspended until after the June 1992 elections. Stanger points out that "[the Slovaks'] voting be-

havior can ... be explained by simple self-interest: Why should a minority with extraordinary 

power voluntarily vote it away, particularly when that power might be used as a bargaining chip 

in unrelated negotiations?"5 

After the elections in June, talks over the federation passed to the new heads of the Czech 

and Slovak governments—Klaus and Meciar. Compromise was highly unlikely at this point be-

cause the two leaders had staked out incompatible policy positions to appeal to their respective 

constituencies.6 According to an opinion poll released in January, 55 percent of the Slovak elec-

                                                 
1 Interview, Jan Kalvoda, Prague, 7 July 1998 
2 Young, Breakup of Czechoslovakia, 31; Stanger, "Price of Velvet," 146 
3 Stanger, "Price of Velvet," 148 (emphasis added). 
4 Foreign Broadcast Information Service Daily Report, Eastern Europe (14 February 1992), 14 
5 Stanger, "Price of Velvet," 150 
6 Carol Skalnik Leff, The Czech and Slovak Republics: Nation versus State (Boulder: Westview, 1997), 130-31 



 409

torate now supported explicitly nationalist parties.1 Meanwhile, Klaus's pro-reform party, the 

CDP, enjoyed twice as much support in the Czech Republic as the next most popular party.2 Re-

veal-ingly, the pro-federal PAV and CF had virtually vanished from the political scene.3 

With Klaus and Meciar elected on irreconcilable platforms, the end of the federation ap-

peared to be a real possibility. Despite this, Meciar continued his attempts to bargain with the 

Czech leadership as he had a strong popular mandate to extract concessions from the center. He 

confessed, "[I]f we talk about independence it is not because we want it, but because we must."4 

Consequently, in a meeting with Klaus in June, 

Meciar made a series of demands in the name of Slovak nationalism that came very close 

[to]—but stopped short of—a call for political independence. Klaus responded that these de-

mands were incompatible wim either a viable single state or economic reform. Therefore, Slova-

kia should go its way and free the Czech lands to pursue reform unburdened. Meciar was clearly 

stunned; he had intended to use the threat of separation to extract concessions. Instead he was be-

ing given a divorce. But Slovakia is entirely unprepared for independence, and Meciar knows it.5 

The Slovak leader had probably failed to realize that, at this point, Klaus could make this 

unpopular move without political fallout by blaming it on Slovak intransigence. Seeing this, the 

Slovaks desperately tried to backpedal. In August, the Slovak deputies drafted yet another consti-

tutional proposal to save the federation. However, by then it was too late—the Czechs had al-

ready opted out. 

Institutional leverage had thus interacted with the opportunity structure of constitutional 

talks to induce Slovak elites to escalate their demands in hopes of gaining major concessions. 

Challenging the center, however, became a much riskier proposition with the emergence of 

Czech leaders who were much less willing to accommodate the Slovaks to save the federation. 

This dynamic contributed significantly to the Czech-Slovak split—an outcome that few had fore-

seen in the early days of me revolution and that the majority of Czechs and Slovaks opposed—

even at the time of the split. 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1 Jiri Pehe, "Czechoslovakia's Changing Political Spectrum," RFE/RL Research Report (31 January 1992): 6 
2 Jan Obrman, "The Czechoslovak Elections: A Guide to the Parties," RFE/RL Research Report (29 May 1992): 12 
3 According to opinion polls conducted in the second half of 1991, support for the PAV had dropped to 3-6 percent 
(Pehe, "Czechoslovakia's Changing Political Spectrum," 4). The CF disappeared completely following its split in 
early 1992 
4 Rudiprdvo, 25 June 1991, 3, quoted in Innes, Czechoslovakia, 177 
5 Marvin Ott, Christian Science Monitor, October 2,1992,1 
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Figure 5.3 Political coalitions in Czechoslovakia after the 1991 federal elections 

 

Consistent with the predictions of the spatial model in a state of the world of conflict, po-

litical agents now eschewed inter-ethnic alliances in favor of national blocs. By 1992, the com-

munist-anticommunist divide had completely lost resonance with the disappearance of the old 

regime. Political elites now confronted new choices, including the pace of economic reform and 

the future of the federation—issues on which Czechs and Slovaks as a whole had somewhat di-

vergent preferences. Wim the newly salient Czech-Slovak divide and a republic-level electoral 

system, Czech and Slovak parties assumed the positions of their median ethnic voters and dug in. 

To give ground in the interest of preserving the union would have been political suicide in a cli-

mate of national conflict. Thus, political formations crystallized along ethnic lines (see fig. 5.3). 

 

The Moravian Movement in Postcommunist Czechoslovakia 

Late 1989: The Velvet Revolution in Moravia 

The postcommunist movement for Moravian autonomy had an earlier incarnation in the 

constitutional negotiations of 1968-1969. Dr. Boleslav Barta, a psychologist known to his fol-

lowers as the "father of Moravian nationalism," played a leading role in both campaigns.1 Both 

the Prague Spring and the Velvet Revolution had created political openings for the Moravians to 

renegotiate their status in the federation. Unlike the Slovaks, however, the Moravians had no in-

stitutional power with which to bargain during these openings—their leverage derived almost 

solely from the support of the Czechs and the Slovaks—the two principals of the talks. In .1968, 

                                                 
1 Barta helped establish the Society for Moravia and Silesia (SMS) in 1968, which survived the 1969 crackdown. 
Originally a cultural organization, the SMS was registered as a political party in 1990. 
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Moravian leaders put forward the Moravian Declaration calling for a tripartite federation of 

equal republics—Bohemia, Slovakia, and Moravia-Silesia. Although misproposal was met with 

some sympathy, it was ultimately rejected on the grounds that Moravians were "ethnically 

Czech" and therefore not in need of a separate status. The truth of the matter was that neither the 

Czechs nor the Slovaks favored a tripartite state—the Slovaks because they feared being out-

voted by two republics whose interests were usually aligned and the Czechs because they op-

posed further devolution of state power. Therefore, the 1969 constitution established no auton-

omy for Moravia, which meant that the Moravians had no institutional power with which to bar-

gain at the time of the transition.1 As a consequence, Moravian leverage with respect to the 

Czechs was highly contingent in the early postcommunist period. 

The transitional authorities sought to cooperate with the Moravians. Both before and after 

November 1989, the Czech CF reached out to its Moravian counterparts. CF leaders in Prague 

worked closely with their affiliates in Moravia and Silesia to coordinate demonstrations and 

strikes against the dying regime. In predominantly Catholic Moravia, a vibrant movement for 

religious freedom had grown up in the 1980s, feeding grassroots opposition to the regime. This 

translated into high rates of participation in the local CFs.2 The CF in Prague lent support to 

smaller CFs throughout the country, generating a high degree of trust between the Czech and 

Moravian dissidents. 

With their still uncertain bargaining position and close ties to the new Czech leadership, 

Moravian elites had reason to believe that the state of the world was one of ethnic peace (fig. 

5.4, box 4), leading them to pursue moderate goals in cooperation with the Czech majority. Con-

sistent with this expectation, Moravian elites generally limited their demands to civic reform and 

the recognition of Moravian identity in the early days of the transition. Shortly after the Novem-

ber revolution, a lawyer by the name of Dr. Miroslav Richter formed the Moravian Civic 

Movement (MOH) to promote the region's interests. In the beginning, the MOH focused on re-

gime change at the local level. As the Central Committee's hold on power began to weaken, 

Richter and his supporters took over the regional communist headquarters in Brno, throwing 

party functionaries out of their offices. The MOH then proceeded to set up its own headquarters 

in the building under the banner of "rehabilitating the Moravian nation."3 On November 20, the 

organization put forth its manifesto, which began: 

[W]e have decided to establish the Moravian Citizens Movement (MOH) as a free and 

independent association of citizens living in Moravia. The MOH aspires to be a democ-

                                                 
1 For a description of efforts to secure Moravian autonomy in the 1968-1969 constitutional negotiations, see H. 
Gordon Skilling, Czechoslovakia's Interrupted Revolution (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1976), 470-74 
2 Wheaton and Kavan, Velvet Revolution, 87-88 
3 Pernes, Pod moravskou orlici aneb Dejiny moravanstvi 222 
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ratic association of thinking citizens who want to actively participate in the healing of. . . 

deformities and injuries resulting from forty years of inadequate government and Marxist 

ideology. . . . We proclaim solidarity with all people . . . who want to work together in 

these days to promote justice, freedom, equality [and] harmony... in the interest of toler-

ance and love, and achieving a genuine society of people.1 

Offering membership to "every citizen of Czechoslovakia," the MOH proclaimed that its 

primary goal was to facilitate democratic transition. In January 1990, MOH leaders organized a 

party congress at a hockey stadium in Brno, and around 6,000 people gathered to hear them 

speak.2 Richter addressed the assembled crowd: "We want nothing more, nor less, than rehabili-

tation of our nation, which is directly descended from the Great Moravian Empire. "We have the 

right to lead our lives as Moravians, a right that is held by Slovaks, Czechs and all other ethnic 

groups."3 Meanwhile, the SMS set up its own headquarters in Brno; in spring 1990, the SMS was 

registered as a party called the Movement for Self-Government of Moravia and Silesia (HSD-

SMS) with Barta as its leader. The party announced its intention to run in the June elections. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

It was generally expected that Barta and Richter would join forces to represent Moravian 

interests in the federal and Czech governments. However, it soon became clear that the two men 
                                                 
1 Provoldni Moravskiho obcanskiho hnuti ze dne 20.11.1p8p [Proclamation of the Moravian Civic Movement], Of-
ficial District Archive, Uherske Hradiste, Collection of Raw Materials, box 7, folder "Letiky a plakity vseobecne," 
Czech Republic; translation by author. 
2 Interview, Miroslav Mares, Professor of politics, Masaryk University, Brno, 4 February 1998 
3 Pernes, Pod moravskou orlici aneb Dejiny moravanstvi, 231-32 
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had different constituencies, strategies, and visions for the movement. Richter's group consisted 

mainly of young people, many of whom had participated in the mystical student movement in 

the 1980s that promoted and celebrated Moravian identity. Barta's party, on the other hand, was 

largely made up of people who had worked under the former regime.1 They therefore ran on 

separate candidate lists. 

Despite their differences, both men came out strongly in favor of democratic and civic re-

form—advocating close cooperation with the CF in Prague to realize the aims of the revolution. 

The MOH even sent a delegation to the CF Assembly in Olomouc to discuss the possibility of 

joining the CF candidate list in the upcoming elections.2 These actions are consistent with the 

model's prediction of inter-ethnic cooperation in a state of the world of ethnic peace. 

Early 1990—Early 1991: The Moravian Surprise 

The Moravian movement gained momentum as talks over the federation got underway. 

Bernard Wheaton and Zdenek Kavan observed that "[r]egional 'nationalism' in Moravia and Sile-

sia was . . . partly sparked off by the confrontation of the Czechs and Slovaks [during the "hy-

phen war"] on the question of autonomy."3 Inspired by the flare-up of Slovak nationalism over 

Slovakia's status in the federation, demonstrations were organized in Brno and other Moravian 

towns to lobby for Moravian autonomy. These activities were decried in the Czech press as part 

of an insidious effort to destroy the state during a time of economic and social crisis.4 

Whereas the mainstream media either mocked or condemned the growth of Moravian na-

tionalism, Czech leaders (most notably Czech Premier Petr; Pithart and President Vaclav Havel) 

indicated that they would be willing to work with Moravian representatives to satisfy their na-

tional aspirations. There seemed to be an implicit consensus, at least among political elites, that 

the Moravians had at least some claim to autonomy. An editorial in Lidove noviny pointed out 

that the territorially concentrated Moravians and Silesians (like the Czechs and Slovaks) were 

generally perceived to be state-bearing nations, in contrast to other smaller minorities (such as 

the Hungarians and the Roma), which had no such claim to a separate status.5 Zdenek Jicinsky, 

the Federal Assembly chairman, conceded that Moravian nationalism was understandable given 
                                                 
1 Barta maintained that he had been involved in anti-regime activities in the 1980s. However, this is a dubious claim 
in light of his probable collaboration with the Stdtnf bezpecnost (StB; the communist secret service) during that 
time. 
2 Miroslav Mares', ed., Etnicki a regiondlni strany v CR po roce ip8p [Ethnic and regional parties in the Czech Re-
public after 1989] (Brno: Centrum pro studium demokracie 
3 Wheaton and Kavan, Velvet Revolution, 138-39 
4 Lidove noviny ran a series of editorials questioning the need to recognize a separate Moravian identity because 
there was "no real difference" between the Czechs and Moravians; others feared that the growth of Moravian nation-
alism would have fatal consequences for the federation ("Dan za slobodu"; "Co se opravdu deje na Morave?" 
[What's really going on in Moravia?], Lidove noviny, 17 March 1990). One writer asserted that the Moravian iden-
tity was no more real than the South or East Bohemian identity and that the Moravian nation was therefore an elite 
invention ("Dopis Moravaka Moravakum" [A letter from a Moravian to Moravians], Lidove noviny, 31 January 
1990) 
5 "Nejen pro Cechy a Slovaky" [Not only for Czechs and Slovaks], Lidove noviny,5 April 1990 
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the harsh centralism of the former regime, adding that the "Moravian-Silesian question" was a 

classic example of the reemergence of regional interests after a period of harsh totalitarian rule. 

He concluded that it would now be possible to recognize Moravia and Silesia under a "function-

ing federation."1 In this and other ways, the Czechs signaled their willingness to accommodate 

Moravian demands.2 

The initiation of constitutional talks, together with signs of support from the Czech lead-

ership, led Moravian elites to believe that the state of the world was becoming one of opportunity 

(fig. 5.4, box 2). They should therefore radicalize their demands to obtain concessions from the 

center. Consistent with this prediction, MOH leaders began to call for territorial autonomy in 

spring 1990. They also announced that they had decided not to run on the CF candidate list in the 

June elections. They made the latter decision for two reasons. First, the CF had rejected the 

MOH's condition for cooperation: a promise to devolve power to local governments.3 Second, 

Moravian elites could see that they were profiting from their anti-Prague rhetoric. They could ill 

afford to undermine this position by going on the same list as the Prague-based CF. Despite their 

earlier identification with the CF, the new clarion call of Moravian leaders was that the CF had 

little to do with the lives of ordinary Moravians. A local scholar of the movement described the 

Moravian mindset as follows: 

[When] the revolution began with the Civic Forum, the dissidents, those people who were 

active against the regime—to the Moravian mind this was something strange. [W]hen 

Klaus came with his movement, the people here said: "That's all in Prague, we are Mora-

vians, we want our own community ... we want our own economy because we have our 

fieldsand factories in Brno. Now all this will go to Prague. Businessmen in Prague will 

get rich with our money."4 

The sentiment seemed to be that the CF was for Czechs whereas Moravian parties were 

for Moravians. Moravian elites also promulgated the view that the region was subsidizing the 

rest of the country.5 In light of these beliefs, it is unsurprising that calls for a separate status 

resonated strongly with the Moravian public. A survey conducted in early 1990 showed that fully 

60 percent of Moravians supported some form of territorial autonomy for Moravia within the 

Czech Republic, 27 percent favored full republican status for Moravia, and only 10 percent was 

                                                 
1 Quoted in "Novy Obsah Federace" [A new content of the federation], Lidove Noviny, 10 February 1990 
2 An early symbolic concession to the Moravians was the design of the new state seal. The Czech coat of arms de-
picted two Czech lions, the Moravian eagle, and the Silesian eagle 
3 Interview, Jiff Bily, Moravian National Party Chairman, Brno, 4 February 1998 
4 Interview, Mares, 4 February 1998 
5 See, for example, Informacni bulletin [Information Bulletin], HSD-SMS, 1990 CSFR elections, 11. These claims 
can be supported only if we use a certain set of indicators (see n. 103); interview, Tomas Sirovatka, professor of 
sociology, University of Masaryk, Brno, 18 December 1997 
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satisfied with the status quo.1 To compete for the median Moravian voter, the MOH and the 

HSD-SMS ran on almost identical platforms in the 1990 elections: broad territorial autonomy 

with a Moravian-Silesian parliament, local governing structures, and autonomous financial insti-

tutions.2 

In the end, the Moravian vote went to the HSD-SMS—the most successful party in the 

region after the CF. With 10 percent of the overall vote in the Czech Republic, the party obtained 

representation in the Federal Assembly and twenty-two seats in the Czech National Council. 

This made it the third most powerful party in the Czech Republic. The HSD-SMS was therefore 

invited to join the Czech government and given a position in the cabinet.3 Moravian leaders be-

lieved that the Czech leadership needed Moravian support in their negotiations with the Slovaks, 

and that they enjoyed the support of influential Czech politicians. President Havel had met with 

HSD-SMS deputies shortly after the elections to discuss Moravian autonomy and the role that 

the party might play in Czech politics. Havel repeatedly avowed his support for the restoration of 

the "historical lands," suggesting that Moravia might be granted territorial autonomy within the 

Czech Republic. Given these signals, HSD-SMS representatives judged him sympathetic to die 

Moravian cause. Moreover, in the run-up to the elections almost every Czech party had pro-

claimed support for devolving power to the regions.4 Barta now declared his intention to hold the 

Czechs publicly accountable for the promises they had made during their campaigns.5 

He soon made good on his word. At one of the first meetings of the new Federal Assem-

bly, Barta proposed a constitutional amendment to allow for territorial autonomy within the 

Czech Republic. His proposal was met with little enthusiasm—excluding Havel, few Czech 

leaders favored institutionalizing Moravian autonomy in the constitution.6 In August, HSD-SMS 

deputies introduced legislation in the Czech National Council that would give territorial auton-

omy to Moravia-Silesia, Bohemia, and the greater Prague area within the Czech lands.7 Al-

though the prime minister was willing toconsider the proposal, the majority of CF deputies re-

jected it outright. This led to considerable bitterness on the side of the Moravians, who believed 

they had been promised autonomy in exchange for their support for the CF government. In re-
                                                 
1 Institut pro vyzkum vefejneho mineni (IWM) [Institute for Public Opinion Research], Zaverecna zprava z vyz-
kumu [Final Research Report] (Prague, 1990), 23 
2 Informacni bulletin, 9; see also Miroslav Mares, Moravski regiondlni strany [Moravian regional parties], Masaryk 
University, unpublished manuscript, Brno, fall 1997 
3 One reason why the HSD-SMS prevailed over the MOH was that it was the only Moravian party to run alone in 
the 1990 elections; it was therefore an obvious choice for those who wanted to cast a vote for Moravian autonomy 
(interview, Mares, 4 February 1998). The party's success was also partly due to Barta's connections to the local po-
litical establishment. Barta's charisma as well as his historical legacy were also contributing factors in the victory of 
the HSD-SMS. The MOH won only one seat in the Federal Assembly in 1990—Richter left the political scene soon 
afterward, fatally weakening the party 
4 Jan Obrman, "The Issue of Autonomy for Moravia and Silesia," Report on Eastern Europe, 12 April 1991 
5 Pernes, Pod moravskou orlici aneb Dejiny moravanstvi, 235 
6 "Na Programu Zakony" [Laws on the program], Lidove Noviny, 19 June 1990 
7 MareJ, Moravske regionalni strany, 2 



 416

sponse to unrelenting pressure from HSD-SMS deputies, the Czech government finally estab-

lished a commission in early September to examine the various proposals for administrative re-

form—these ranged from tripartite federation to territorial autonomy to the current unitary state. 

It was clear, however, that devolving power to the regions went against Czech interests insofar 

as doing so undermined federal control of the state. The government therefore postponed a vote 

on the matter until January, at which point it was put off until February. By continuing to defer a 

decision on Moravian autonomy, the Czech leadership managed to retain HSD-SMS support in 

parliament without actually granting them concessions. 

Meanwhile, fissures began to emerge within the Moravian movement over its desired 

strategies and goals. The biggest conflict was between Bdrta's HSD-SMS, which favored territo-

rial autonomy wimin the Czech Republic, and Jiff Bfly and others in the Moravian National 

Party (MNS; formerly the MOH),1 who advocated a tripartite Czech-Moravian-Slovak federa-

tion.2 What this came down to was a dispute over whether the Moravians could best extract con-

cessions at the republic or at the federal level. Bfly later speculated that Barta's campaign for 

autonomy within the Czech Republic had cost them the support of the Slovaks because it sig-

naled that the Moravians would be likely to ally with the Czechs in a tripartite federation.3 

The federal government announced its 1991 budget in January, which included austerity 

measures and projected sharp rises in prices and unemployment. The reforms threatened to harm 

the steel manufacturing and coal mining areas of northern Moravia and Silesia in particular. Mo-

ravian leaders saw this as an opportunity to leverage their position in government. On January 

26, the HSD-SMS organized protests in Moravian towns and cities calling for "an immediate 

change in the 1991 budget, [regional autonomy for] Moravia and Silesia by March 31,1991, and 

a new federal arrangement of Czechoslovakia by the end of 1992."4 Meanwhile, Vaclav Tomis, a 

Moravian deputy, accused the government of discriminating against Moravia by allocating 3.2 

billion crowns to Bohemia that should have gone to Moravia and Silesia.5 

                                                 
1 After Richter stepped down as chair of the MOH, Ivan DHmal assumed the leadership of the party, now called the 
Moravian National Party (MNS) 
2 These disputes came into the open at the first HSD-SMS party congress in late 1990. Party delegates quarreled 
over Barta's suspected collaboration with the StB as well as the underlying aims of the movement; Df fmal and Bfly 
openly opposed Bdrtas more moderate approach. Despite these differences, the delegates unanimously renounced all 
forms of separatism as well as any other goal that would "endanger the foundation of our state" {Moravs-koslezskd 
orlice 2, 2) 
3 Interview, Bfly, 4 February 1998. An anonymous reviewer pointed out that this was unlikely to have been a major 
factor in the movement's demise because Slovak support for Moravian autonomy was never very strong 
4 CTK  and   Radio  Prague,   26 January  1991,   quoted   in   Martin,   "The   1991 Budget," 12 
5 Moravian leaders repeatedly accused the government of regional discrimination in budgetary outlays {Informacni 
zpravodaj [Information Bulletin], HSD-SMS Information and Electoral Program [Brno: HSD-SMS Headquarters, 
February, 1992], 3-7). These claims can only be substantiated with certain indicators. For example, in 1991, Mora-
via and Silesia received less state funding per capita than Prague or the rest of the Czech Republic. However, Mora-
via and Silesia received more state funding per square kilometer (Mladd fronta Dnes, 7 February 1991); interview, 
Sirovatka, 9 February 1998 
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The views of ordinary Moravians appear to have radicalized as a result of these develop-

ments. Surveys conducted in early 1991 showed increased popular support for a more extensive 

form of Moravian autonomy. The Institute for Public Opinion Research in Prague reported that 

the percentage of respondents in the Czech Republic preferring a tripartite federation had dou-

bled in the first few months of 1991 to 50 percent; in Moravia and Silesia, the figure is likely to 

have reached 64 percent.1 If these estimates are correct, the proportion of Moravians now favor-

ing a tripartite state had doubled from the previous year. 

The Moravian elites viewed the apparent radicalization of their constituents as a source of 

bargaining leverage. In the midst of particularly tense negotiations between the Czechs and the 

Slovaks, Moravian deputies escalated their claims from territorial autonomy to republican status. 

A few Czech leaders attempted to respond to their demands—Pithart and Havel began to speak 

openly in favor of a tripartite arrangement.2 In an effort to address their economic grievances, the 

government reallocated a portion of state funds from the richest districts in the Czech Republic 

to some of the poorest; districts in Moravia-Silesia were the recipients of two-thirds of these 

funds. The government also promised a grant to the city of Brno to build a hospital.3 

Nevertheless, these gestures were seen as tepid at best, and the HSD-SMS deputies 

judged that remaining in the Czech government was no longer likely to pay political dividends. 

They therefore left the coalition, claiming that they had "assessed all aspects" of the situation and 

concluded that "the coalition [had] been. . . weakened by the [now Klaus-dominated] Civic Fo-

rum."4 When the government announced an indefinite suspension of talks on Moravian auton-

omy, the HSD-SMS countered that it would boycott all future government sessions. Barta then 

took his anti-Czech message to the street, and approximately 60,000 people gathered in the 

towns of Brno, Ostrava, and Olomouc to rally for autonomy and protest budgetary discrimina-

tion. This was a shrewd gamble on Barta's part to force the government's hand by demonstrating 

broad constituent support for his position.5 His tactic appeared to have paid off—the government 

pledged that the issue of Moravian autonomy would be taken up in the coming weeks. The Mo-

ravian deputies reciprocated by returning to parliament. 

In May, the Czech National Council held the promised debates on Moravian autonomy. 

Four different proposals were considered, but the council ultimately postponed a vote on the 

                                                 
1 Obrman, "Issue of Autonomy," 20-21 
2 At a Czech National Council meeting in February 1991, Pithart claimed that of the proposals that had been con-
sidered, he was most in favor of a tripartite federation (ibid., 17) 
3 The government made these concessions while denying budgetary discrimination against Moravia and Silesia 
{Mladd fronta Dnes, 7 February 1991). Despite the leadership's efforts to accommodate die Moravians, right-wing 
CF deputies blocked a final parliamen tary vote on devolving power to die regions 
4 Associated Press, B-Wire FF147,15 January 1991 
5 Interview, Mares, 8 February 1998 
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matter, arguing that the region must first develop a degree of self-government.1 With this circu-

lar logic, the Czechs again sidestepped the issue of autonomy without making concrete conces-

sions to the Moravians. 

Mid-1991-Late 1992: Decline of the Moravian Movement 

Shut out by the Klaus-led government, the Moravian leaders now attempted to leverage 

their position at the federal level. Both the Czechs andthe Slovaks had tossed about the idea of a 

tripartite state—the Slovak Christian Democrats had even offered guarded support for a trifed-

eration, as long as it consisted of a state treaty among Bohemia, Moravia-Silesia, and Slovakia. 

However, as the deadline for the new constitution approached, Moravian leaders were increas-

ingly sidelined by both the Czechs and the Slovaks, who were more concerned with securing a 

favorable position for their own republics in the future federation. In summer 1991, Moravian 

representatives began to complain that they were being excluded from the power-sharing talks.2 

What was worse, Barta died unexpectedly during key negotiations in Budmerice, leaving the 

party rudderless at a crucial moment in the talks.3 

They were also losing hope of gaining Slovak support. In late 1991, HSD-SMS leaders 

traveled to Bratislava, where they met with Carnogursky and Meciar, both of whom confirmed 

that the tripartite model was no longer on the table.4 It became clear that what little leverage they 

had enjoyed from their position in government during the talks had yielded little in the way of 

concessions and was about to disappear. Moreover, claims of economic discrimination were los-

ing resonance among ordinary Moravians—market reforms had failed to produce a clear eco-

nomic divide between Bohemia and Moravia as they had between the Czech and Slovak econo-

mies.5 

Given perceptions of low leverage and absent credible signs of Czech discrimination, 

Moravian deputies had strong reason to believe that the state of the world had become one of 

ethnic peace (fig. 5.3, box 4), in which case they should moderate their demands. Political alli-

ances should also form between Czech and Moravian parties as the regional cleavage loses its 

political salience. This prediction is borne out by subsequent events. By mid-i99i, public demon-

strations for Moravian autonomy had all but disappeared. Lacking obvious signs of popular sup-

port in the run-up to the Jiine 1992 elections, the new HSD-SMS leader, Jan Krycer, scaled back 

                                                 
1 Jiri Pehe, "The State Treaty between the Czech and Slovak Republics," Report on Eastern Europe, 7 June 1991,13 
2 CTK, 26 April 1991; CTK, 27 April 1991 
3 Pernes, Pod moravskou orlici aneb Dejiny moravanstvi, 248-49. It is unclear how important Barta was to the 
movement at this point because his position had already been undermined by charges that he and another HSD-
SMS deputy had been agents for the StB. 
4 CTK, 10 September 1991 
5 The unemployment figures for north Moravia in 1990 and 1991 were 1.18 and 6.17 percent, respectively (com-
pared with the Czech average of 0.73 and 4.13 percent). Unemployment statistics for south Moravia were roughly 
equivalent to the Czech average {Czech Statistical Yearbook [Prague: Czech Statistical Office, 1994]) 
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his demands to administrative reforms that would strengthen local governments in Moravia. 

Krycer indicated his willingness to work in the margins to obtain modest benefits for the region. 

He acknowledged that the movement had lost much of its base of support and that the "[1992] 

elections [was] the last opportunity to achieve autonomy for Moravia and Silesia . . . "1 Mora-

vian leaders were thus well aware that once the negotiations over the federation ended, so too 

would any possibility for extracting meaningful concessions from the Czech center. 

In the run-up to the 1992 elections, HSD-SMS representatives made a last-ditch overture 

to the Slovaks by announcing that their party would support Alexander Dubcek for the federal 

presidency because Havel hadbetrayed the Moravian cause. The party also continued to submit 

proposals for regional and cultural autonomy to the Czech National Council and even appealed 

to the UN to support Moravian autonomy based on their right to self-determination.2 However, 

the Klaus government ignored all of these proposals and shut HSD-SMS leaders out of negotia-

tions over die new Czech constitution, which did not even allow for the possibility of regional 

autonomy. As the deadline for the federal constitution approached, Moravian representatives lost 

what little support they had on both sides.3 Given the apparent disappearance of the Czech-

Moravian cleavage, Krycer attempted to broaden the electoral appeal of his party by allying with 

nonethnic parties—consistent with the predictions of the spatial model.4 The HSD-SMS formed 

a coalition with the MNS and the Democratic Workers Party to run in the 1992 elections—the 

coalition was a flop; it won just 5 percent in the Czech Republic and failed to meet the threshold 

for entering the Federal Assembly.5 The absence of Czech discrimination combined with the clo-

sure of the political opportunity structure to undermine support for the movement. Ordinary Mo-

ravians appear to have calculated that their political capital would be better spent on republic-

wide parties than on regional parties, which at this point had little hope of returning benefits to 

their constituents. 

In the June 1992 elections, the Moravians voted in much greater numbers for nonethnic 

parties (including the Communists, the Democratic Left, and the Czechoslovak Peoples Party) 

than they had in 1990.6 Moravian leaders responded to the apparent shift in voter preferences by 

assuming positions on other issue dimensions. Between 1993 and 1997, Moravian parties mul-

tiplied, split, and formed electoral coalitions with a variety of nonethnic parties. They incorpo-

                                                 
1 "Poslednf pf flezitost?" [Last opportunity?] Svobodne slovo, 9 March 1992. 
2 Informacni zpravodaj, List of HSD-SMS initiatives in the Czech National Counci 
3 Both the Czechs and the Slovaks had courted the Moravian autonomists to gain leverage against one another in the 
federal talks. They abandoned their support for Moravian autonomy when it came down to cutting a deal 
4 Interview, Jan Krycer, 4 February 1998 
5 Mares, Moravski regiondlni strany, 3 
6 Tomas Kostelecky, Geograficke analyzy volebnich vysledku jako soucdst politicke 
geographic [Geographic Analysis of Electoral Results as the Contemporary Political Geography] 
(Institute of Geography, Czech Academy of Sciences, Prague, Unpublished Dissertation, 1992), 110-23 



 420

rated a mix of ethnic, social, and economic planks into their platforms as a means of regaining 

the support of their constituents. Despite their best efforts, the popularity of the regional parties 

continued to decline. In the 1994 local elections, electoral support for the party (now renamed 

the Czech-Moravian Party of the Center) plummeted to 1 percent.1 In 1996, they finally failed to 

meet the 5 percent threshold for entering the Czech parliament and slid into political obscurity. 

There are various explanations for the failure of the Moravian movement. One possibility 

is that it lacked a strong leadership and clear policy agenda. Years later, Drimal and Bily specu-

lated that, had Barta not been rocked by charges of StB collaboration or had they pressed for a 

tripartite state rather than territorial autonomy (which they believed had cost them Slovak sup-

port), the movement would have grown in strength. Drimal claimed that the Czech leadership, 

too, was responsible for undermining the movement. He pointed out that Pithart, who had prom-

ised to help the Moravians achieve their goals if the HSD-SMS supported the government, re-

peatedly let them down by siding with right-wing CF deputies against successive proposals for 

Moravian autonomy.2 Czech stonewalling thus prevented the Moravian elites from fulfilling 

their electoral promises.3 According to Bily, internal divisions as well as the party's failure to re-

turn benefits to its constituents led ordinary Moravians to lose faith in the movement.4 

Although certainly plausible, these accounts are not satisfactory. Leadership problems 

and internal disputes are endemic to national movements. They do not, however, necessarily di-

minish the popularity of separatism, as seen in the cases of elite struggles in Kosovo, Palestine, 

and Eritrea. Moreover, Moravian leaders were mired in scandals and internal conflicts even as 

their star was continuing to rise. The present analysis shows that Moravian demands were largely 

driven by perceptions of internal leverage. HSD-SMS leaders called for territorial autonomy in 

1990 when polls showed that a majority of Moravians supported a separate status within the 

Czech Republic. They ratcheted up their demands to republican status in the wake of demonstra-

tions that swept across Moravia and as Czech and Slovak leaders signaled that they might con-

sider a separate status for Moravia in the federation. They later moderated their demands as the 

Czechs and Slovaks withdrew their support for a trifederation and as constitutional talks drew to 

a close. Following the negotiated split of 1992, they scaled back their demands to state subsidies 

for Moravian cultural institutions and monuments. In 1998, long after the movement had disap-

                                                 
1 Mares, Moravski' regiondlni strany, 3-4 
2 Interview, Ivan Dfimal, Chair of Moravian National Party, Brno, Czech Republic, 3 February 1998 
3 Although Pithart had promised autonomy for Moravia after the June elections, he joined Klaus in urging the public 
not to vote for the HSD-SMS in the November elections, arguing that it was unlikely to meet the 5 percent threshold 
for entering parliament (Pernes, Pod moravskou orlicianeb Dejiny moravanstvi, 236) 
4 Interview, Bib/, 3 February 1998 
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peared, Moravian leaders made a rather pathetic request for a seat on the Czech Council for Na-

tional Minorities—a request that was duly denied.1 

Comparing the Slovak and Moravian Movements 

I now return to the question posed at the beginning of the chapter: Why did the Moravian 

movement—which began at the same time and under similar circumstances as the Slovak 

movement—disappear in less than three years, whereas Slovak nationalism continued to grow in 

strength, culminating in the 1993 Czechoslovak split? The two movements had several features 

in common that justify comparison: 

• They began at the same time, in the same state, under the same central government. 

• Both regions had been subordinated to Prague-centric rule (with the important difference 

that Slovakia had gained institutional status in the federation in 1969). 

• Both Slovakia and Moravia could claim a national past—with a national literature, folk 

heroes and mythology as well as a history of political autonomy. There was a tradition of nation-

alist uprisings in both regions dating back to the early 1800s (with Slovak campaigns being more 

pronounced). 

• Both regions' economies were based on agriculture and state-subsidized heavy industry, 

making them vulnerable to market reform. 

• Both movements had charismatic leaders willing to exploit anti-Prague sentiments to 

gain and maintain political power. 

Given their many similarities, it might be reasonably asked why these movements yielded 

such different outcomes. 

Essentialist accounts hold that the Czechoslovak split was the outgrowth of latent Slovak 

nationalism that found expression after the collapse of the communist regime. In this view, the 

Slovak movement grew in strength because the Slovaks had a strong national tradition as well as 

a history of grievances against the Czechs.2 In contrast, the Moravian movement was unlikely to 

gain momentum because it was based on a regional rather than a national identity; Moravianness 

was thus an "artificial" nationalism fabricated by elites to serve their narrow interests. 

It is important to note in this respect that the Moravians had many of the same claims to 

antiquity (and thus national past) as the Slovaks. They had a legacy of autonomy movements in 

the nineteenth century, national myths and symbols, a regional capitol, universities, and a history 

of self-government. Like the Slovaks, the Moravians saw themselves as distinct from the Czechs. 

Public opinion polls showed that a large proportion of people living in the region "felt" more 

                                                 
1 Interview, Alena Nedomova, Assistant to the Czech Minister without Portfolio, Prague, Czech Republic, 4 Febru-
ary 1998 
2 For accounts of the split that focus on Slovak national identity, see Suda, "Slovakia in Czech National Conscious-
ness"; Rychlik, "National Consciousness 
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Moravian than Czech, with nearly half of the region's inhabitants declaring themselves Moravian 

as a write-in choice in the 1991 census.1 The region was also largely rural and Roman Catholic—

in contrast to the relatively secular Bohemia. In this and other respects, the Moravians were actu-

ally more similar to the Slovaks than they were to the Czechs.  

However, the greater strength of the Slovak national identity at the time of transition un-

doubtedly accounts for much of the difference between the two movements. While having the 

requisite raw material on which to base a nationalist movement, the Moravian identity had not 

been nurtured in the same way as the Slovak identity under the former regime. With the national 

consciousness and mobilizational momentum gained from periodic struggles against the Czechs, 

the Slovak movement was easily set into motion in 1990. Still, this difference does not explain 

the timing of the Slovak movement, nor does it explain the peculiar fluctuations in Slovak and 

Moravian mobilization over this short period of time. 

Do economic factors account for the differential success of the two movements? The 

most applicable economic explanation, relative deprivation theory, holds that disadvantaged 

groups mobilize around collective grievances in order to redress economic disparities and pre-

vent further exploitation.2 In this view, the Slovaks, bearing the brunt of market reform, mobi-

lized around secessionist demands as a means of escaping depredation by the more advanced 

Czech center.3 The Moravians, by contrast, failed to politicize their identity due to the absence of 

significant inequalities between Bohemia and Moravia. 

This may appear to fit the facts of the case; however, economic hardship alone cannot ac-

count for the differences between the two movements. Although market reforms were indeed 

hurting the Slovaks disproportionately, the difference between Czech and Slovak suffering was, 

as yet, relatively insignificant. Slovak unemployment was only a few percentage points higher 

than Czech unemployment by the time of the split, and average food prices in Slovakia were 

only 4 percent higher than in the Czech Republic in 1991.4 Hence, there was little actual depriva-

tion on which to mobilize. 

Slovakia's real economic problems lay, for example, in converting its many armament 

factories to civilian uses, which required significant capital. Seceding from the wealthier Czech 

lands could only hinder the Slovaks in achieving this goal, particularly as the Czechs effectively 

subsidized the Slovak economy. Prague had long provided Bratislava with technical support and 

                                                 
1 Bugajski, Ethnic Politics in Eastern Europe., 293; interview, DMmal, 3 February 1998 
2 See especially Gurr, Minorities at Risk; see also Michael Hechter, Internal Colonialism (Berkeley: University of 
California Press, 1975); Ernest Gellner, Nations, and Nationalism (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1983); Tom 
Nairn, "Scotland and Europe," New Left Review 83 (1974): 57-82 
3 Milica Zarkovic Bookman, "Economic Issues Underlying Secession: The Case of Slovenia and Slovakia," Com-
munist Economies and Economic Transformation 4 (1992): 111-34 
4 Peter Martin, "Economic Reform and Slovakia," Report on Eastern Europe, 5 July 1991, 9-10 
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transfer payments—assistance that continued even after the revolution. Indeed, the federal gov-

ernment had worked for decades to close the economic gap between the two regions, with the 

result that, by the 1980s, these disparities had narrowed considerably.1 Statistics show that as late 

as 1989 nearly one-tenth of Slovakia's per capita income was made up of net transfer payments 

from the Czech lands.2 In her analysis of Slovak secessionism, Milica Bookman concludes, "in 

Slovakia, [the] level of income is relatively low, the dependency on the nation state is high, the 

net outflows seem to be negative, and the degree of decentralisation very low. It seems therefore 

that the secessionary aspirations in Slovakia are not based on economic factors, but that the im-

portance of the nationalistic and political elements is overriding in the demands for increased 

autonomy."3 In other words, the Slovaks had strong economic incentives to remain in the union. 

In contrast, the Moravians were probably net contributors to the federation. Despite this, Slovak 

autonomy became increasingly popular after 1990, whereas Moravian autonomy gradually lost 

popular support. From a strictly economic perspective, we should have seen the opposite. 

In a certain sense, market reforms did influence group mobilization in that they signaled 

the policy intentions of the Czech center toward the re spective regions. Thus, the reforms were 

important not so much because of their direct material impact—which was still relatively 

slight—but, rather, because of what they signified in terms of future government policies. 

Instrumentalism or elite opportunism is often cited as a central factor in the Czechoslo-

vak split. A key piece of supporting evidence is that majorities of both Czechs and Slovaks op-

posed the split from the beginning of the talks until the time it was negotiated. If they had acted 

according to the wishes of their constituents, the split should not have occurred! Meciar contrib-

uted to the split by adopting increasingly intransigent positions vis-a-vis the Czechs in response 

to Slovak nationalism.4 As Abby Innes and Ellen Comisso rightly point out, Klaus, too, played 

an influential role, as he made the final decision to partition the state, having tired of the ob-

structionist Slovaks.5 Czech and Slovak leaders thus engaged in a strategic game fueled by po-

litical ambition and mutual distrust, ultimately leading to the state's breakup.6 

In a similar vein, Shari Cohen posits that in postcommunist Slovakia, as elsewhere in 

postcommunist Europe, the collective amnesia created by the previous regime produced an ideo-

                                                 
1 Vaclav Prucha, "Economic Development and Relations, 1918-89," in The End of Czechoslovakia, ed. Musil, 75 
2 Historickd statistickd rocenka CSSR [Historical Statistical Yearbook of the CSSR] (Prague, 1985), quoted in Va-
clav Prucha, "Economic Development and Relations, 1918-89," in The End of Czechoslovakia, ed. Musil, 62. 
3 Bookman, "Economic Issues Underlying Secession," 126 (emphasis added) 
4 See, for example, Eva Petrasova, Pripad Meciar [The case of Меслаг] (Prague: Cesty, 1991); Marek Dobrovolny, 
Meciar (Prague: JPM Tisk, 1998). These books address Meciar's role in die split, although they focus rather more on 
his subsequent role in Slovak politics 
5 Innes, Czechoslovakia, 172-73; Comisso, "Prediction versus Diagnosis: Comments on a Ken Jowitt Retrospec-
tive," Slavic Review 53 (spring 1994): 191 
6 Elster, "Transition, Constitution-Making, and Separation in Czechoslovakia," 105-34; Jif i Musil, Introduction to 
The End of Czechoslovakia, ed. Musil 
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logical vacuum in which only those elites who could adapt to a fluid political environment could 

survive. These mass-elites (opportunists willing to use nationalism instrumentally) therefore tri-

umphed over ideological elites (leaders who championed an ideology regardless of its popular-

ity). Meciar was a mass-elite, exploiting Slovak nationalism as it gained traction in Slovak pub-

lic opinion.1 

Elite behavior was undoubtedly a factor in the Czechoslovak split, particularly once fed-

eral negotiations passed to the heads of the Czech and Slovak governments after the 1992 elec-

tions. But to say that the breakup was.the result of a high stakes game between self-interested 

elites merely begs the question as to why they expected to profit from this game and not another. 

Elite opportunism implies that individual leaders take on popular agendas for instrumental rea-

sons. However, it says nothing about what those agendas are likely to be. The Moravian-Slovak 

comparison illustrates the hole in these arguments. Opportunistic politicians dominated both Slo-

vak and Moravian political landscapes at the time of transition: Barta and Dri'mal bore a striking 

resemblance to Meciar in the sense that they were clever, charismatic, had populist appeal, and 

adopted a range of positions in response to subtle shifts in public opinion. However, nationalist 

leaders gradually lost popular support in Moravia while they gained support in Slovakia. Without 

understanding why a radical position resonates with the public at some times but not others, it is 

impossible to explain, let alone predict, the success of a nationalist project. 

Institutions explain much of the divergence between the two movements. As previously 

noted, the Slovaks were given autonomy in 1969 in return for their support for the reconstructed 

regime. This promoted Slovak nationalism in several ways. First, the divided political elite and 

separate republican institutions led the Slovaks and Czechs to experience the transition differ-

ently. According to Bunce, "It was not just that more Czechs than Slovaks took to the streets; it 

was also that their publics and the leaders of their Communist parties and their opposition 

movements had quite different perspectives on what the future should entail."2 This provided 

impetus to the Slovak autonomy movement in the context of negotiations over the state. Second, 

the republic-level electoral system created incentives for Slovak politicians to appeal exclusively 

to Slovak voters in freely contested elections. The Moravian parties, in contrast, were forced to 

compete with Czech parties in a pooled electorate; they therefore had disincentives to base their 

platforms on a narrow regional identity. Third, national institutions served as a mobilizational 

focal point around which a Slovak autonomy movement could coalesce and gain momentum; the 

Moravian leaders had no such devices with which to coordinate their movement. 
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Finally, as Stanger, Sharon Wolchik, and Leff point out, the Slovak veto and regional 

parliament drove up the minority's reservation value of accommodation, increasing the likeli-

hood of state breakup.1 With no institutional status in the federation, the Moravians, by contrast, 

were not a veto player. This limited the extent to which they could exploit the opportunity struc-

ture of constitutional reform to extract concessions, effectively undermining the salience of Mo-

ravian identity and the force of Moravian nationalism.2 

Thus, the differential success of the Slovak and Moravian autonomy movements is 

mainly a function of their differential institutional endowment, national identity and mobiliza-

tional resources. However, the timing of these movements is explained by the interaction be-

tween this internal leverage and the external leverage represented by the political opportunity 

structure of constitutional reform. It is the position of each group within these negotiations, to-

gether with shifting perceptions of Czech intentions, that largely accounts for the fluctuation in 

these movements over time. The Slovaks perceived government-led market reform in early 1991 

as a sign of Czech discrimination against the Slovak economy. This, combined with perceptions 

that they enjoyed considerable leverage against the center in the context of negotiations over the 

federation, led Slovaks to believe that the state of the world was becoming one of conflict. They 

responded by hardening their stance against the Czechs, propelling the two sides toward consti-

tutional impasse. 

The Moravians perceived an increase in leverage when they entered the Czech govern-

ment in 1990 as federal talks were getting underway. This, along with signs that the Czech lead-

ership was willing to accommodate Moravian demands in return for their political support, led 

HSD-SMS leaders to believe that the state of the world was becoming one of opportunity, induc-

ing them to accelerate their demands to territorial autonomy. By 1992, the political opportunity 

structure had all but disappeared along with credible signs of Czech discrimination. Believing 

the state of the world to be one of ethnic peace, Moravian elites responded by de-escalating their 

demands to state subsidies for Moravian cultural associations and monuments. Table 5.3 summa-

rizes this comparative evaluation. 

This chapter shows that elite incentives, economic variables, and cultural differences 

cannot adequately explain why the Moravian movement for autonomy—so promising in early 

1990—quickly faded away, whereas its sister movement in Slovakia led to the Czechoslovak 

split. Both regions contained opportunistic elites willing to adopt whatever agendas would bring 

                                                 
1 Stanger, "Price of Velvet"; Wolchik, "Impact of Institutional Factors"; Wolchik, "Politics of Transition"; Leff, "In-
evitability, Probability, Possibility. 
2 Interestingly, the Moravian towns with the highest levels of voter support for the HSD-SMS in 1990 were those 
that had kept their administrative status in the government until i960, in contrast to towns that had lost their status 
before 1949 (Danek, "Moravian and Silesian Nationalities," 252-53). This suggests that institutions may also ac-
count for variation in the level of support for nationalism within.a. group 
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them to power. However, national agendas continued to gain popularity in Slovakia, whereas 

they completely fell out of favor in Moravia. Economic theories also do not account for the tra-

jectories of the two movements because Slovakia was a net beneficiary of state subsidies, 

whereas Moravia was most likely a net contributor. The Moravians, therefore, had stronger eco-

nomic incentives to pursue autonomy than the Slovaks, predicting the reverse of what actually 

occurred. Finally, cultural differences between the Czechs and Slovaks do not adequately ex-

plain the greater force of the Slovak movement because the Moravians, too, were culturally dis-

tinct from the Czechs (although to a lesser extent). In some ways, the Moravians had closer af-

finities to the Slovaks because both regions were strongly Roman Catholic, with large rural 

populations and a strong aversion to Prague-centrism. Although the Moravian identity was not 

nearly as strong as the Slovak identity at the time of transition, the Moravians had ample raw 

material on which to mobilize a national movement, including a Moravian history and folklore, a 

legacy of autonomy movements, a memory of self-government, and even a myth of national ori-

gin. Despite this, support for the movement dwindled in the early 1990s, whereas Slovak nation-

alism continued to grow in strength. 
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The different trajectories of the two movements are best explained through the prism of 

ethnic bargaining, which holds that minority radicalization is driven by perceptions of minority 

leverage and majority intent. Although external actors certainly influence minority perceptions 

of power, this chapter demonstrates the applicability of the bargaining model to cases in which 
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there are no outside lobbyists. Besides a less robust national identity and history of national 

struggle, the Moravians were less empowered than the Slovaks because they had no institutional 

status in the federation. They were therefore forced to rely on the two principals of the talks (the 

Czechs and Slovaks) to leverage their bargaining position within them. Shut out of federal nego-

tiations by early 1992, Moravian deputies responded to their diminished power by ratcheting 

down their demands to government support for Moravian cultural institutions within the Czech 

Republic. The Slovaks, however, moved in the opposite direction. Although Czech and Slovak 

leaders had worked together to dismantle the communist regime, negotiations over the federal 

constitution created an opportunity structure in which the Slovaks had incentives to bargain hard 

for maximal side payments for remaining in the federation.1 Even when they perceived that the 

Czechs were becoming less conciliatory, their leverage induced them to continue radicalizing for 

concessions despite the growing likelihood of deadlock. This dynamic ultimately led to the dis-

solution of the state, an outcome undesirable to all. 

[Jenne, E. K. Ethnic Bargaining: The Paradox of Minority Empowerment (Ithaca and London: 

Cornell University Press, 2007), Ch. 5: 125-159] 

 

9. Национальные меньшинства Словакии  

Renee de Nevers 

Slovakia 

Case Preview 

THIS CHAPTER EXAMINES THE POTENTIAL for conflict in Slovakia, and Western ef-

forts since 1989 to keep conflict from erupting. There are two related possibilities. First, internal 

conflict, stimulated by tensions between ethnic Slovaks and ethnic Hungarians in the southern 

and southeastern parts of the state could erupt in violence. Second, external conflict with 

neighboring Hungary could break out. The former is more likely than the latter; indeed, only if 

conflict breaks out within Slovakia is a clash with Hungary at all probable.1 

Slovak-Hungarian tensions were of historic origins and reemerged after the collapse of 

the Soviet-dominated Warsaw Pact in 1991, followed by the dissolution of Czechoslovakia at the 

end of 1992.2 Vladimir Meciar, Slovakia’s prime minister within the federated state, exploited 

latent nationalist tensions in Slovakia to demand more power for the Slovak government within 

                                                 
1 Interview, Fedor Gal, Founder of Public Against Violence, 9 July 1998, Prague, Czech Republic; interview, Jifi 
Musil, professor of sociology at Central European University, Prague, Czech Republic, 15 October 1997. Musil 
believes that the split might have been averted if Czech and Slovak elites had begun to rebuild the federation 
through incremental settlements on less inflammatory issues such as federal transportation and communication re-
gimes. 
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Czechoslovakia. Disagreements between Czech and Slovak leaders over an acceptable constitu-

tional structure for the state, and over the pace of economic reforms, led by mid-1992 to the con-

clusion that a unified state could not be sustained; subsequently, the Czech and Slovak republics 

became independent states on January 1, 1993. 

Tensions between Slovaks and the sizable ethnic Hungarian minority inhabiting much of 

the land along Slovakia’s border with Hungary emerged prior to the breakup of Czechoslovakia, 

fueled by nationalist sentiment in Slovakia. Relations within Slovakia and with neighboring 

Hungary were further complicated by the stress Hungary’s first non-Communist government 

placed on protecting the rights of ‘‘all’’ Hungarians in the early 1990s. While the Hungarian 

government has adopted a more conciliatory attitude that gives priority to relations with 

neighboring governments over its ethnic diaspora, strains between Hungarians and Slovaks re-

main. 

The dominant concern of both Hungary and Slovakia since 1989 has been to integrate 

with the West by joining Western institutions. While this has mitigated significantly the likeli-

hood of conflict between Slovakia and Hungary, Slovakia’s treatment of its ethnic Hungarian 

minority continues to aggravate relations between these two states. Several Western institutions, 

notably the Council of Europe and the High Commissioner on National Minorities appointed by 

the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), have worked to ease tensions 

by advocating a European standard for treatment of minorities, while at the same time making 

clear that border revisions are unacceptable to the international community. Moreover, specific 

efforts have been made by external bodies to ease ethnic relations both within Slovakia and be-

tween Slovakia and Hungary. These have included mediating particular disputes between ethnic 

Hungarians and the Slovak government regarding legal rights of minorities, working to resolve 

the dispute between Slovakia and Hungary over the Gabcikovo-Nagymoros dam project on their 

common border, and improving political relations between the two states. 

Mediation efforts have been proceeding since 1993. The total cost of mediation between 

1993 and 1997 was roughly $1.8 million. Since 1990 the international community spent roughly 

$890 million to assist Slovakia’s transition to a market economy and a more democratic political 

system. This adds up to less than $1 billion over a seven-year period, during which violent con-

flict did not emerge despite fluctuating tensions between Slovakia and Hungary, and within Slo-

vakia itself. The low costs of these exertions, in comparison with the higher price of halting con-

flicts later, makes their emulation worthwhile. 

This chapter will analyze the tensions within Slovakia and between it and Hungary. It 

will then assess the steps that have been taken to lessen tensions both within Slovakia and be-
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tween Slovakia and Hungary. Finally, it will evaluate the costs of these efforts and compare them 

to estimated costs of either a full-blown prevention effort or actual intervention to stop fighting. 

Origins and Overview of the Conflict 

Czechoslovakia had a short history as a unified independent state. Prior to World War I, 

most of this territory was part of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, while parts of Slovakia were di-

rectly under Hungarian jurisdiction within the empire. The state created at the end of World War 

I had a variety of structures over the ensuing seventy years.3 Between 1939 and 1945 Czechoslo-

vakia disappeared; the Czech lands were absorbed by Hitler’s empire, while the remaining terri-

tory of Slovakia was established as an independent state, but one ruled by a fascist government 

in alliance with Nazi Germany. In 1945 a new state was again created from Czech and Slovak 

lands, granting Slovaks increased autonomy; this structure was then superseded by a more cen-

tralized structure when the Communists took control after a coup in February 1948. Finally, 

some steps back toward federalism were enacted during the Prague Spring in 1968; these were 

not completely abandoned after the crackdown in August of that year, and remained in place un-

til the ‘‘Velvet Revolution’’ of November 1989.4 

This history gave both the Czechs and the Slovaks some cause for grievance against the 

other. Czechs resented the Slovaks for their abandonment of the Czech lands in favor of an inde-

pendent, fascist state in 1939; Slovak nationalism played a role in the decapitation of Czechoslo-

vakia by Hitler in 1939. The increased political visibility of Slovaks after 1968, due to federal 

reforms that gave them greater voting weight in the national assembly, also fostered resentment. 

The Slovaks in turn resented the lack of autonomy granted to Slovakia during the interwar pe-

riod, and remained discontented with their unequal representation in the federal government un-

der the Communists, as well as the uneven economic development of the two states, with Slova-

kia lagging behind the Czech lands.5 Slovakia’s previous domination by the Magyars under the 

Austro-Hungarian Empire also created simmering resentments against Hungarians.6 

Czech-Slovak Tensions Since 1989 

During the revolution of 1989, Czechs and Slovaks were united in their opposition to the 

Communist regime. Civic Forum (CF), which was formed in the Czech Republic, worked 

closely with its Slovak counterpart, the Public against Violence (PAV), in the overthrow of the 

Communist regime; and indeed, though the first elected president of the federal state, Vaclav 

Havel, is Czech, Alexander Dubcek, the former proponent of the Prague Spring who was made 

head of the Federal Assembly in December 1989, was a Slovak. In the run-up to the first free 

elections held in 1990, CF and the PAV continued to work together, and they clearly shared their 

opposition to the Communist Party, as did most of the newly emerging political parties in both 
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parts of Czechoslovakia. However, some nationalist-oriented parties emerged in Slovakia almost 

immediately after the collapse of the old regime, as well as some with a distinct ethnic base. 

The new non-Communist government instituted some measures to decentralize the fed-

eral government and to shift more power to the republics early in 1990. Signs of friction between 

the two republics emerged shortly after the change in power. The very name of the country be-

came an issue in March 1990, when Havel proposed dropping the word ‘‘Socialist’’ from its ti-

tle. Slovak activists balked at his suggestion of the ‘‘Czechoslovak Republic’’ as the country’s 

new name. Several versions were debated before the ‘‘Czech and Slovak Federated Republic’’ 

was finally accepted on April 20, 1990. Before agreement was reached, however, several thou-

sand Slovaks demonstrated for the outright separation of the Czech lands and Slovakia.7 

Partly as a result of the strains that emerged over this issue, Czechoslovakia’s three gov-

ernments—the federal, Czech, and Slovak—held discussions during the summer of 1990 that 

culminated in the Trencianske Teplice agreement on August 8 and 9, 1990. This set out guide-

lines for the drafting of new constitutions at both the federal and republican levels. However, 

several Slovak political parties vetoed this agreement, and called instead for a sovereign and in-

dependent Slovak republic.8 Several of the parties that objected to the Trencianske Teplice 

agreement argued that a new Slovak constitution ought to be designed to make federal laws su-

perfluous, and also proposed that Slovak immediately be declared the official and state language 

in Slovakia.9 

Signs of antagonism toward Czechs within Slovakia accompanied the debate over the 

relative rights of the federal and state governments during the summer of 1990.10 The success of 

the Slovak National Party, which won 14 percent of the vote in the Slovak parliamentary elec-

tions held in June 1990, reinforced the appeal of nationalism as a rallying cry.11 This led some of 

the other parties in Slovakia, notably the Christian Democratic Party, led by Jan Carnogursky, to 

adopt more nationalist positions.12 

Negotiations over a power-sharing agreement between the federal and republican gov-

ernments were further exacerbated by the adoption of a language law by the federal government 

in the fall of 1990. Slovak nationalist groups protested a provision granting the right to schooling 

and legal representation in a minority mother tongue in places where 20 percent of the popula-

tion belonged to a given group. The main effect of this federal law, however, was to induce Slo-

vak nationalists to demand more actively that Slovak laws be given precedence over federal 

ones. As the debate over state’s rights in Slovakia became increasingly radicalized, Slovak na-

tionalists, angered by the prospective accord, held a march in Bratislava on November 17, 1990, 

demanding independence.13 
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Sovereignty became an increasingly potent tool in the struggle for popular support in 

Slovakia in 1991. Prime Minister Meciar, in an unsuccessful bid to take control of the PAV in 

February 1991, began to question the organization’s aims, and to argue that nationalist concerns 

ought to be given a higher priority than simply as one of five equal pillars in the PAV’s political 

platform, as had been agreed in the fall of 1992.14 Meciar and his supporters took an increasingly 

populist stand, decrying the pace of the national economic reforms that had been introduced 

early in 1991 as ‘‘unsuitable for Slovakia,’’ and proposing that a referendum be held on the fu-

ture of the federal state.15 Indeed, following his unsuccessful bid to gain control of the PAV, Me-

ciar and his followers established a new group, called the Public Against Violence—for a De-

mocratic Slovakia (MDS).16 There were further demonstrations in Slovakia in mid-March advo-

cating the primacy of Slovak laws over federal ones, as well as demands for a separate Slovak 

economic system and armed forces, and independence.17 

This discord culminated on April 23, 1991, in the recall of Meciar and seven of his minis-

ters by the Presidium of the Slovak National Council, and the appointment of Carnogursky as 

new prime minister. Meciar’s critics accused him of subverting the democratic system in Slova-

kia by acting without consulting the Slovak government.18 Yet Meciar’s populist stand had made 

him, by the spring of 1991, the most popular politician in Slovakia. His recall provoked a dem-

onstration of 50,000 people in Bratislava supporting him, which again underlined the utility of 

nationalism as a political tool in Slovakia.19 

In 1991 the general response of the federal—predominantly Czech— leadership to this 

resurgence of Slovak nationalism was restrained. Rather than denouncing these proposals, gov-

ernment figures confirmed several times that if the Slovaks wanted independence, they had the 

right to choose this option. Both the president and his spokesmen noted that two independent 

states would be better than a dysfunctional federation. Yet they were careful to note that there 

were a variety of options in considering changes to either sovereignty or the internal makeup of a 

federated state, and Havel stressed the importance of ensuring that any moves toward in-

dependence follow constitutional guidelines.20 

As the impasse over constitutional issues continued, however, federal officials started 

proposing that a referendum on the federated state’s future be held to resolve this question.21 

This idea was rejected by several leading Slovak politicians. In good part, this was based on the 

knowledge that in opinion polls held in Slovakia, the majority of the population had repeatedly 

favored the unified state, which meant that those leaders basing their popularity on nationalist 

rhetoric stood to lose if an open vote on the federation were held.22 

The prolonged stalemate over this issue left the federal government of Czechoslovakia 

paralyzed. Growing Czech frustration with Slovak recalcitrance led to counter moves by the 
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Czech parliament; by late summer 1991, both republican parliaments were developing contin-

gency plans to be utilized in the event of an actual split. In the fall of 1991, the Czech parliament 

stated its claim to be the legal successor to the existing federal state should a breakup occur.23 

This latter move came in response to a narrowly averted attempt by Slovak nationalist groups in 

September 1991 to compel the Slovak National Council to hold a vote on a declaration of Slovak 

sovereignty; a similar demand was again barely avoided in November. By that time, Havel had 

requested changes in the newly established referendum law to give not only the Federal Assem-

bly but also the president power to call a referendum, since the federal parliament had been dead-

locked on this issue due to Slovak resistance and disagreements over wording of any referendum 

questions. Havel failed to gain approval for such a move, and by early 1992 even he was noting 

that the breakup of the state seemed increasingly likely, given the inability of the two groups to 

find any acceptable compromise.24 

The irony of these calls for Slovak independence was that virtually no one in either re-

public disputed the fact that Slovakia would suffer from such a step far more than would the 

Czech lands. Though it would obviously be hurt as well, the Czech economy was far more ad-

vanced, and more likely to be able to expand its ties with the West through trade and foreign in-

vestment. Slovakia, in contrast, was far less technologically developed, and was saddled with 

most of the federated state’s outdated heavy industry and munitions plants that had been built to 

meet Soviet goals in the aftermath of World War II.25 

Growing nationalist sentiment in Slovakia had led by early 1992 to a situation in which at 

least a minority in the republic was pushing for the right to form an independent state, while at 

the same time rejecting the rights of minorities in Slovakia.26 The paralysis caused by the political 

stalemate hindered the federal government’s efforts to address the state’s urgent economic prob-

lems. 

The spring 1992 elections, therefore, took on additional significance for the future of the 

republic. The two issues that appear to have been critical to the course of this election were na-

tionalism and economic policies. In the Czech lands, Vaclav Klaus’s Civic Democratic Party fo-

cused its campaign on continuing the economic reforms at all costs; the strong support Klaus re-

ceived suggested that a significant part of the population favored economic reform even if it 

complicated relations between the Czech lands and Slovakia. 

The election results in Slovakia confirmed Meciar’s strength, reinforcing his popularity, 

the increasing pull of nationalism, and differing attitudes toward economic reforms. The contrast 

with the Czech lands was pointed, since Meciar advocated slowing the reform process to make it 

less painful for Slovakia, and insisted that he would not halt arms production, in deference to the 
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importance of the arms industry in Slovakia. Meciar’s success was also based on the anti-

Hungarian sentiment expressed in his campaign. 

The June elections for the federal state thus doomed Czechoslovakia. The economic aims 

of the governments in Slovakia and the Czech lands were seriously at odds, as were their views 

on possible solutions to the federal crisis. While Meciar continued to advocate the maintenance 

of a loose confederation, rather than a complete break, the Czech leadership rejected this option, 

stating that if the states could not agree to remain in a workable federation, then they should 

make a clean break, so both could move forward. 

The June elections led to Klaus’s appointment as prime minister in the Czech lands. 

When negotiations between Klaus and Meciar in late June ended in stalemate, an agreement was 

reached to create a weak and clearly temporary federal government until the country’s future 

could be settled. An integrated solution was clearly no longer an option, however. Klaus’s de-

termination to proceed with market economic reforms (and his irritation with Meciar’s obstruc-

tionism) led him to favor the dissolution of Czechoslovakia, and by the end of July 1992, Klaus 

and Meciar had agreed on the division of the country.27 Ironically, once it became apparent that 

the Czech lands were prepared to go their own way, Meciar tried to sustain at least a confedera-

tion;28 nonetheless, the dissolution of the federal state took place at the end of 1992, leading to 

the establishment of the Czech Republic and Slovakia as independent countries on January 1, 

1993. 

Ethnic Hungarians in Slovakia 

Slovak nationalism was clearly central to the breakup of Czechoslovakia. The achieve-

ment of an independent state did not ease the Slovak need for recognition and ‘‘justice,’’ how-

ever; instead it fueled tensions between ethnic Slovaks and minorities in the new state, especially 

the Hungarian mi-nority.29 

A sizable Hungarian minority lives in Slovakia along the southern border with Hungary, 

some of the most fertile land in Slovakia. The post-Communist Hungarian government affirmed 

its recognition of its existing borders, but some Hungarian politicians have also vehemently in-

sisted that the government must defend the interests of all Hungarians regardless of their state of 

residence, which created tensions with most of Hungary’s neighbors.30 While the actual threat of 

border encroachments by Hungary is virtually nonexistent, this tension fed Slovak nationalist 

sentiment against minority rights in Slovakia. 

The Hungarian minority makes up 11 percent of Slovakia’s population. During the revo-

lution in November 1989, some ethnic Hungarians joined the PAV, the Slovak counterpart of the 

Czech Civic Forum, in the struggle to overthrow the existing government. A variety of Hungar-

ian cultural and pseudo–trade union organizations were set up shortly after the govern ment 
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shake-up began in November 1989.31 But the most important organizations to emerge were two 

major Hungarian political parties in Slovakia: the Coexistence Movement and the Hungarian 

Christian Democratic Movement (HCDM).32 

In contrast to Romania, there have been marked differences of opinion between the new 

Hungarian political movements in Slovakia since the introduction of pluralism in 1990. The 

main split to emerge was between those who cooperated with the PAV (the Independent Hungar-

ian Initiative, FMK), and the alliance formed by the Coexistence Movement and the Christian 

Democratic Movement, which was backed by Csemadok, which had been the only officially rec-

ognized Hungarian organization in Czechoslovakia prior to November 1989.33 The main dis-

agreement between these groups was based on the priority they placed on the collective and in-

dividual rights of minorities.34 The political differences between these organizations led to mu-

tual recriminations, including attacks by the FMK on Csemadok’s ‘‘Stalinist’’ past. 

The split within the PAV in 1990 over the issue of Slovak nationalism, fomented by Me-

ciar, had a definite impact on the FMK’s attitude toward both the PAV and the other Hungarian 

political organizations in Slovakia. Over the course of the summer of 1990, Meciar adopted a 

more confrontational stance with regard to Hungary and the rights of the Hungarian minority in 

Slovakia, declaring after talks with the Hungarian president that Slovakia would not be willing to 

cooperate with Hungary on questions regarding the problems of minorities until Hungary took 

similar actions with regard to minorities in Hungary, especially the Slovak minority there. In 

spite of objections by the FMK, ostensibly one of its members, the PAV also began to attack 

groups such as the Coexistence Movement, charging that it, along with groups like the Slovak 

Nationalist Party, was spreading disinformation and deliberately radicalizing the domestic situa-

tion in Slovakia. The PAV also protested that the Hungarian Republic was interfering in Czecho-

slovak internal affairs.35 

As Slovak nationalist sentiment gradually built during the summer of 1990, greater ani-

mosity toward the Hungarian minority began to emerge.36 One consequence of this was that 

three of the main Hungarian parties in Slovakia—The Coexistence Movement, the Hungarian 

Christian Democratic Movement, and the Hungarian People’s Party (HPP)— formed a coalition 

in April 1992 in order to improve their chances of representation in the upcoming elections.37 

This coalition succeeded in winning 7.4 percent of the vote, thus gaining fourteen seats in the 

Slovak National Council, as well as representation in the Federal Assembly.38 The results of the 

June elections in Slovakia made clear that a majority of ethnic Hungarians placed higher priority 

on minority rights than on other issues facing the state, and that they favored a position inde-

pendent of Meciar’s PAV—even in alliance with organizations that had a questionable past. 
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The ethnic Hungarian minority in Slovakia, like that elsewhere in East-Central Europe, 

insisted that minorities have the right to separate schools with instruction only in the Hungarian 

language, from elementary school to the university level, as well as the right to use their native 

language at all levels of public administration in districts where they make up a significant por-

tion of the population, and to have their own churches.39 The issue of restorating Hungarian-

language schools met with serious resistance from Slovak officials and the Slovak population in 

1990, as some groups argued that Hungarian schools in Slovakia would be sources of national-

ism and potential irredentism.40 Slovak concerns about Hungarian intentions were undoubtedly 

exacerbated by Hungarian Prime Minister Jozef Antall’s claims in the spring of 1990 that he rep-

resented all Hungarians, including those outside Hungary.41 

Both ethnic Hungarian groups and nationalist-minded Slovak groups tended, over the 

next year, to exaggerate the strains between these different groups in Slovakia, and the role 

played by the Hungarian government in fomenting problems in the country. Leading Csemadok 

officials, for example, complained of an anti-Hungarian campaign in the media, citing charges 

that Hungarians in southern Slovakia were demanding border revisions and were insulting Slo-

vaks.42 Other mutual accusations included claims that a high-ranking official of the PAV had 

said that Hungarian-language schools had been closed in Slovakia because of economic difficul-

ties—and a lack of interest; while a leading Czech newspaper reported that units of the Hungar-

ian army were being deployed along the border with Slovakia, and that Hungarian reconnais-

sance officers were operating in parts of Slovakia inhabited by ethnic Hungarians.43 

The stimulus of the most heated objection by the Hungarian minority, however, was the 

adoption of a new language law in Slovakia. Debate over a new language law began in the spring 

of 1990. Three different versions were proposed by the Slovak Heritage Foundation, the PAV 

and the Christian Democratic Movement together, and the Coexistence Movement. The last of 

these was not considered by the parliament in its deliberations. These proposals clearly reflected 

the political leanings of each group; the Slovak Heritage Foundation, for example, called for rec-

ognizing Slovak as the only official language in the republic. In October 1990, the Slovak par-

liament adopted a law on languages that granted minorities the right to use their language for of-

ficial dealings in those cities and communities in which they made up at least 20 percent of the 

population. The Hungarian community considered this a serious setback. The fact that em-

ployees of state institutions were not required to speak or use minority languages, and that public 

documents, official correspondence, and geographic names would remain only in the state’s ‘‘of-

ficial’’ language, also angered the Hungarian minority. Even this law, however, triggered pro-

tests from Slovak nationalists.44 
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The federal reaction to this debate was muted. Though the federal government did not 

specifically object to the debate in Slovakia on a new language bill, Havel cautioned the Slovak 

parliament prior to the vote, noting that Czechoslovakia’s return to Europe might be complicated 

if it ignored the norms of European organizations on this subject.45 On the federal level, the 

adoption of a Bill of Fundamental Rights and Liberties on January 9, 1991, was probably a more 

important indication of the federal government’s hopes to resolve this question; this guaranteed 

minorities the right to develop their own culture and language without discrimination.46 Hungar-

ian representatives in the parliament were unhappy with this as well, calling the provision on 

language rights too vague to be useful. Thus, though far less problematic than the rift between 

Czechs and Slovaks, the Hungarian issue continued to be a nagging concern in Czechoslovakia 

throughout 1991.47 

Sources of Tension in Slovakia: External and Internal 

Since Slovakia announced its independence on January 1, 1993, three issues have 

strained Slovak-Hungarian relations: the controversy over the Gabcikovo-Nagymoros dam pro-

ject; concerns about the Hungarian-Slovak border; and Slovakia’s treatment of its ethnic Hungar-

ian minority. 

The Gabcikovo-Nagymoros project grew out of a Soviet proposal initially made in the 

1950s, which resulted in a treaty between Hungary and Czechoslovakia, signed in 1977, agreeing 

jointly to build a hydroelectric project on the Danube River. In 1989, following several years of 

environmental protests and growing government concerns, and despite the project’s near com-

pletion, the Hungarian government decided to withdraw from the project, citing financial, eco-

nomic, and domestic political reasons.48 Czechoslovakia continued construction on its part of the 

project at Gabcikovo, though this required changes in the plans for damming the Danube. Hun-

gary and the ethnic Hungarian minority in Slovakia opposed this construction, the latter primar-

ily on ecological grounds.49 

In spite of strong lobbying from Hungary in 1992, Slovak Prime Minister Meciar began 

the diversion of the Danube into the new channel, which would fill the dam and start the hydroe-

lectric plant, on October 24, 1992. This led to increased protests from both Hungary and the in-

ternational community. On October 28, Hungary and Czechoslovakia agreed to submit their dis-

pute over Gabcikovo-Nagymoros to the International Court of Justice (ICJ), and Czechoslovakia 

agreed to allow 95 percent of the Danube’s flow to return to its original channel. This would pre-

clude the ecological changes that Hungary feared until a decision was reached.50 Slovakia, how-

ever, did not honor this agreement, returning only 20 percent of the Danube’s flow to its previ-

ous channel.51 While Slovakia and Hungary agreed on April 7, 1993, to accede to the ICJ’s 
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judgment, this did not provide an immediate solution, since a ruling could not be expected for 

several years. 

Hungary further exacerbated the situation in October 1993 by declaring that it would be-

gin dismantling the construction that had been completed earlier on its part of the original pro-

ject. Slovakia objected to this, arguing that Hungary must await the ICJ’s ruling on the entire 

dispute. Slovakia also announced its intention to complete the diversion of the river, and to put 

its power plant at Gabcikovo into full operation. 

The judgment on this dispute by the International Court of Justice left the resolution of 

the Gabcikovo-Nagymoros project in doubt. In September 1997 the court ruled that both Hun-

gary and (Czecho-)Slovakia violated certain provisions of the 1977 treaty. It called on Slovakia 

and Hungary to negotiate in good faith to find a means to achieve the objectives of the treaty, 

while taking into account environmental and other concerns, and it called on each side to com-

pensate the other for the consequences of their treaty violations.52 How the two states would re-

spond to the ICJ’s ruling in the long run remains uncertain. 

Second, resolving historical questions about the Hungarian-Slovak border proved to be 

an obstacle to smooth relations between these states. Despite their limited initial interest in coop-

eration with each other following the collapse of the Warsaw Pact, the new governments of East-

Central Europe realized that cooperation with each other was a necessary prerequisite to the cov-

eted membership in Western institutions. This led, in February 1991, to the establishment of the 

Visegrad Triangle as a loose consulting group including Poland, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia.53 

Additionally, the East European states continued the Soviet practice of signing bilateral treaties 

as the basis for friendly relations. 

The new Hungarian government, however, was slow to sign treaties with several of its 

neighbors. There were two complicating factors: Hungary’s desire to include regard for minority 

rights in these treaties, meaning the ethnic Hungarian minority outside its borders, and its 

neighbors’ insistence that Hungary renounce any territorial claims. Hungary had previously 

signed a bilateral treaty with Ukraine that included both of these provisions. Yet the Hungarian 

government demurred from offering a formal guarantee of the present borders to other states, 

absent the minority clauses it favored. Slovakia and Romania, the two states with substantial 

Hungarian minorities, rejected the codification of minority rights in such a treaty. Slovakia’s 

Prime Minister Meciar argued that individual rights were sufficient and group rights immaterial 

under European law.54 

This stalemate lasted until March 1995, when a bilateral Hungarian-Slovak treaty on 

Good Neighborly Relations and Friendly Cooperation was finally signed. Slovakia did not for-

mally ratify the treaty until March 1996, and it only did so after adding a unilateral declaration 
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that this treaty did not provide for ‘‘collective’’ autonomy for Slovakia’s ethnic Hungarians, 

since the formal treaty language had stipulated that the Hungarian minority as a ‘‘community’’ 

be protected.55 Budapest has continued to support the autonomy of minority communities outside 

its borders ‘‘in accordance with European practice,’’ though it has not pressed either Slovakia or 

other neighboring states to grant autonomy. 

Critical to even the partial resolution of the minority issue between Hungary and Slovakia 

was the change in government in Hungary in the summer of 1994, which led to a shift in policy 

priorities. Under Prime Minister Gyula Horn, Hungary gave good relations with its neighbors 

greater precedence than protection of the Hungarian minority abroad. This was a marked shift 

from the preceding Antall government’s position.56 

Clearly, the border issue was entangled with the third source of friction between Hungary 

and Slovakia: the Slovak government’s treatment of its ethnic Hungarian minority. Several fac-

tors have exacerbated tensions over the Hungarian minority, including historical resentment and 

anxiety, Hungarian government statements, the rise of nationalism in Slovakia, and the Slovak 

leadership’s willingness to both fuel and exploit this nationalism for its own purposes. 

Historical resentment and anxieties exist on both sides. Slovaks resent the history of 

Hungarian rule, which they considered (with some justification) repressive and assimilationist.57 

More recently, Slovakia has feared the loss of the territory it gained at Hungary’s expense in the 

Peace Treaty of Trianon in 1920. These fears were exacerbated by the statement of Hungary’s 

first democratically elected prime minister, Jozef Antall, that he was ‘‘in spirit’’ the prime minis-

ter of 15 million Hungarians. The population of Hungary is only 10.5 million, and since the re-

maining 4.5 million Hungarians reside mostly in neighboring states, these states viewed this 

statement as an indication of revisionist aims.58 

Hungary’s efforts to codify minority rights in its bilateral treaties with neighboring states 

and its advocacy of autonomy for these communities while Antall was prime minister aggravated 

fears that it endorsed autonomy as a first step toward secession.59 The Slovak leadership, in turn, 

heightened the concerns of both Hungary and its own Hungarian minority by passing laws estab-

lishing Slovak as the official state language. Though the first language law in the post-

Communist state allowed for the use of minority languages in areas where a minority made up 

20 percent or more of the population, this led to heated objections from the radical nationalist 

Slovak parties. Subsequent laws to ‘‘protect’’ Slovak language and culture led to insistence on 

the Slovakization of foreign names and the rejection of bilingual street signs even in minority-

dominated communi-ties.60 

The dispute between Hungary and Slovakia over Slovakia’s treatment of its minority 

eased once Horn’s government came to power in Hungary, due to Hungary’s larger interest in 
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European integration. The removal of Prime Minister Meciar from power in Slovakia in the 

spring of 1994 aided the improvement of relations with Hungary; the new government under 

Jozef Moravcik reiterated its interest in Western integration and, as a result, continued its consul-

tations both with Hungary over bilateral relations and with European organizations over broader 

questions of the treatment of minorities.61 

Treatment of the Hungarian minority remained doubtful, however. Meciar was reelected 

in October 1994, which both slowed Slovakia’s economic reforms and kept nationalist sentiment 

as a central part of the political debate.62 Indeed, a new Slovak language law, passed in Novem-

ber 1995, restricted the use of any language other than Slovak, in contradiction to both the Slo-

vak constitution and to the 1990 language law that guaranteed minority language rights.63 An 

additional source of tension was Meciar’s proposal to redraw administrative units in Slovakia. 

The ethnic Hungarian minority viewed this as a clear attempt to weaken its political representa-

tion and voice, since the territory where most ethnic Hungarians reside would be parceled into 

several administrative districts, rather than one.64 

Hungarian concerns were further exacerbated by Meciar’s suggestion to Hungarian 

President Horn in September 1997 that the two countries initiate ‘‘voluntary’’ repatriation of 

their ethnic minorities. This suggestion raised particular concern because it appeared to be an 

effort to exploit nationalist sentiment as Slovakia began to prepare for elections in 1998.65 

Though the problems between the Slovak government and the ethnic Hungarian minority 

are quite real, it is important to remember that these have comprised only one of the political 

problems confronting Slovakia. Slovakia was not included in the first round of states invited to 

join either NATO or the EU in 1997, largely because of its poor democratic credentials. This 

lack of democratic credentials reflects the main cleavage in Slovak society, which is intra-

Slovak, rather than Slovak-Hungarian. This cleavage is based on cultural, and especially urban-

rural differences about the nature of the state, and it has far-reaching implications for the coun-

try’s future. Will it choose Western values and standards, or continue to move, as it did under 

Meciar’s leadership in the last few years, toward a more authoritarian model, either isolated in 

Europe or aligned with states to the east?66 

Western Efforts to Decrease the Likelihood of Conflict 

Western efforts to lessen the possibility of conflict in Slovakia fall into two broad catego-

ries: mediation and economic assistance. Two main groups have attempted to mediate in Slova-

kia: the Council of Europe, and the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe, 

through its High Commissioner on National Minorities. In addition to these mediation efforts, 

several Western actors have offered technical assistance and aid to Slovakia to promote market 
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reforms and democratization. One aim of these programs is to help stabilize the country politi-

cally and economically, which should ease tensions between minority groups.67 

The Council of Europe 

The Council of Europe established a series of assistance programs beginning in 1989, 

with the aim of promoting European integration and democratic security (meaning a pluralist, 

parliamentary democratic system), respect for human rights, and the rule of law. The two central 

goals of the assistance programs since their inception have been the consolidation and accelera-

tion of democratic reform in Central and Eastern Europe, and the integration of these countries 

into European structures, especially the Council of Europe. Accordingly, the council has initiated 

programs in the areas of institution building, training of justices and lawyers, and grassroots de-

mocracy building. The Council of Europe has worked jointly with the European Commission (of 

the European Union) in some of these areas, particularly in its activities in Albania, the Baltic 

states, Russia, and Ukraine.68 

Following the breakup of Czechoslovakia, the Hungarian government attempted to block 

Slovakia’s inclusion in the Council of Europe until the latter guaranteed the rights of its ethnic 

Hungarian minority, in particular by accepting that minorities had the right to establish autono-

mous territorial units. This outraged Slovakia and caused friction between Hungary and the 

Czech Republic, since Hungary’s Prime Minister Antall tried to enlist Prime Minister Klaus’s 

support for Hungary’s position in this effort. It also raised concern in the West because the 

Council of Europe wanted to admit the Czech Republic and Slovakia simultaneously, as the two 

successor states to Czechoslovakia.69 This controversy led the secretary general of the Council of 

Europe to propose that, together with the CSCE, the council should help deal with the minority 

question through confidence-building measures and by appointing an ombudsman to monitor 

minority rights.70 Slovakia was admitted to the Council of Europe along with the Czech Republic 

on June 29, 1993; the Hungarian delegation abstained from voting on its entry.71 

Since then, the Council of Europe has conducted training programs and provided educa-

tional materials and documents on human rights, legal cooperation, and various aspects of civil 

society. It has also carried out study visits to examine the protection of the rights of minorities 

and Slovakia’s adherence to international and bilateral agreements in this area.72 

The OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities 

The Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE, now the OSCE) estab-

lished the post of High Commissioner on National Minorities (HCNM) in 1992, in recognition 

that ethnic conflict had become a major cause of violence and potential violence in Europe. The 

HCNM’s function is to identify incipient ethnic tensions and warn the OSCE about potential 

conflicts, and to try to attenuate them before they result in conflict; he is ‘‘an instrument of con-
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flict prevention at the earliest possible stage.’’73 The HCNM operates independently, with the 

aim of promoting dialogue and cooperation, and finding compromises acceptable to all parties in 

a potential conflict. Particularly important for the HCNM’s mission is the guarantee of confiden-

tiality surrounding his efforts. This is intended to facilitate compromise between groups that 

might not be willing to show flexibility in more public statements. 

The HCNM became involved in Slovakia when it appeared that regular third-party in-

volvement could be a useful confidence-building measure between Hungarians and Slovakians in 

Slovakia, and to defuse tension with neighboring Hungary. A team of experts was established in 

1993 to analyze impartially the situation of Hungarians in Slovakia and Slovakians in Hungary, 

based on CSCE (OSCE) principles. The experts were appointed for a two-year period, with the 

right to conduct up to four study visits to both countries. Following these visits, the experts sub-

mitted advice and recommendations to the HCNM, who passed this information on to the gov-

ernments of Slovakia and Hungary in the form he considered to be appropriate. This advice was 

nonbinding.74 The expert team paid four visits to Slovakia and Hungary between October 1993 

and June 1995, and the HCNM, Max van der Stoel, also visited Slovakia to consult with the Slo-

vak government and members of the Hungarian minority on the government’s planned adminis-

trative reforms. 

The team’s investigations varied over time, as it examined planned administrative re-

forms and their consequences for the Hungarian minority; education issues such as the question 

of instruction in the Slovak language in Hungarian schools, training Hungarian teachers, and the 

creation of alternative bilingual education; the adoption of laws on bilingual road signs; the de-

velopment of instruments of dialogue between the Slovak majority and the Hungarian minority; 

the government’s cultural policy, especially the principles of the proposed Slovak language law; 

and the ratification of a Slovak-Hungarian treaty.75 In his official recommendations to the gov-

ernments of Slovakia and Hungary, the HCNM frequently cited international standards that these 

governments had agreed to uphold, and suggested further consultations on legislative drafts with 

both the Council of Europe and the OSCE, and with members of the minority communities.76 

Slovakia’s response to the mediation efforts of both the Council of Europe and the OSCE has 

been mixed. As noted above, the Slovak language law passed in November 1995 left the legality 

of minority languages, previously protected, in doubt. Both the European Commission and the 

HCNM continue to urge the Slovak government to pass a law protecting the use of minority lan-

guages, pointing out both that Slovakia agreed to European standards of minority rights, and that 

its efforts to join the EU will be damaged by its failure to submit a minority language law.77 That 

these efforts have had some effect is clear from statements by Slovak officials that a minority 

language law is under preparation. The main obstacle to this legislation was the government of 
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Prime Minister Meciar, which used language as an instrument to promote Slovak national iden-

tity. This was part of the government’s nationalist cultural orientation, and its less than democ-

ratic approach to opposition groups of all sorts within Slo-vakia.78 Ironically, the fact that the 

government restricted the free press and attempted to oversee interpretations of Slovak culture by 

controlling the Slovak National Theater, among other things, meant that the Hungarian minority 

could not feel singled out by the government for mistreatment on the basis of nationality. Yet 

this was hardly a long-term solution, and Western mediation efforts are likely to continue. 

The European Union’s Phare Program 

The aims of the Phare program are to ‘‘build a larger family of democratic nations’’ in 

Europe. By providing training in a variety of areas such as private sector development, infra-

structure, agricultural restructuring, and institutional reform, the Phare program aims to support 

both economic restructuring and the transition to democracy in Central and Eastern Europe.79 In 

the long run, this should speed these countries in their goal of joining the European Union. It is 

also intended to help ensure that they sustain stable pluralist political systems in the interim, 

which is in the EU’s interest. 

American Aid to Slovakia 

American aid to Slovakia has been distributed through three separate programs: the Sup-

port for East European Development (SEED) assistance program, the International Military Edu-

cation and Training (IMET) program, and the Warsaw Initiative, or Partnership for Peace (PFP) 

funding. Each program has distinct aims, though all intend to promote stability and democratiza-

tion in Slovakia and elsewhere in Eastern Europe. The SEED program, initiated throughout Cen-

tral and Eastern Europe in January 1992, is meant to help the Slovak republic create a function-

ing market democracy; to promote Slovakia’s good relations with its neighbors and integration 

with Euro-Atlantic political and security organizations; and to encourage it to promote responsi-

ble export and nonproliferation policies, given its substantial arms industry.80 

The objectives of IMET are to bring military justice systems into agreement with interna-

tional human rights norms; to expand understanding of key elements of the American democratic 

system, including the judicial system, the two-party system, the role played by a free press, un-

ions, and educational institutions; to improve civil-military relations in participant countries; and 

to help shape existing civil-military systems to suit a country’s particular circumstances.81 

Though it has come to be associated with NATO expansion, the PFP was originally intended as a 

mechanism to put off discussion about possible expansion of the alliance, while at the same time 

deepening political and military ties between NATO and the countries of Eastern Europe and the 

former Soviet Union. Its activities include joint exercises between NATO and partner countries, 

discussion of issues such as civilian defense oversight and military budgets, and planning for in-
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ter-operability of military equipment between NATO and PFP countries. The PFP remains dis-

tinct from the issue of NATO enlargement, and will continue, since its aim of ensuring continued 

cooperation and stability in the region continues to be pertinent.82 Moreover, NATO spokesmen 

insist that the first group of states invited to join in 1997 will not be the last, so the PFP remains 

crucial as a mechanism for helping other states achieve the attributes of democracy and stability 

viewed as necessary for NATO membership. 

The European Bank for Reconstruction and Development 

The European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) was created after the 

collapse of communism in Eastern Europe, to aid in the transition to market economies in these 

states (and later the former Soviet Union) by investing in projects in the region, and thereby en-

couraging private banks and businesses to do so as well. It has concentrated on support for pri-

vate-sector projects, or equity investments in individual companies that are either in the process 

of privatizing or are restructuring after privatization, in the case of voucher privatization. The 

EBRD was active in Czechoslovakia prior to its collapse, and the projects it had underway were 

continued once the country split. Since then, the EBRD has granted loans and funded invest-

ments in twenty projects in Slovakia. 

The World Bank 

Slovakia joined the World Bank and the International Development Association (IDA) in 

January 1993, after the breakup of Czechoslovakia. It received a portion of the structural adjust-

ment loans that the bank had allocated for Czechoslovakia, and has received some assistance 

through the bank’s Global Environment Facility (GEF) to phase out ozone-depleting substances 

and to protect biodiversity. 

Costs of Conflict Prevention to International Actors 

Costs to outside actors include international organizations’ efforts to mediate disputes be-

tween Slovakia and Hungary as well as between the Slovak government and the ethnic Hungar-

ian minority in Slovakia, and aid and assistance to promote economic and political restructuring 

in Slovakia after the dissolution of Czechoslovakia (see table 8.1). 

Council of Europe Costs 

The Council of Europe’s expenditures in Slovakia cover its support for assistance and 

cooperation programs. The total budget for its 1996 assistance programs to Central and Eastern 

Europe was estimated at 70 million French francs, or $12,287,000; of this, roughly 1 million 

French francs, or $175,530, was allocated for programs in Slovakia.83 A similar sum was appro-

priated for 1997.84 Assuming that roughly equal funding was allocated from 1993 to 1995 for 

programs in Slovakia, the Council of Europe’s total expenses for mediation and education in 

Slovakia would be about $1 million for this six-year period.  
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TABLE 8.1 Slovakia: Mediation Costs ($U.S. Millions)1 

Council of Europe 1.05 

OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities 0.75 

TOTAL 1.80 

 

Costs of the OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities 

The OSCE budgeted roughly $1 million to the High Commissioner on National Minori-

ties in FY1997 to cover management, travel for the commissioner, and for reporting to the OSCE 

headquarters in Vienna. The HCNM’s activities in Slovakia presumably are included in the ac-

counting for each of these categories.85 The HCNM’s activities in Slovakia are linked with those 

in Hungary, where he is monitoring the Slovak minority. These two are among twelve situations 

that the HCNM was monitoring in 1995.86 Assuming that the HCNM’s budget was allotted in 

equal portions to each project, this means that two-twelfths of the budget would go to the Slo-

vak-Hungarian projects.87 Thus, roughly $167,000 would be available to the HCNM for work in 

Slovakia and Hungary in FY1997. 

Since the HCNM’s mediation efforts began in late 1993, we can assume it incurred 

roughly similar costs in 1994, 1995, and 1996, and approximately half of these costs in 1993. 

Thus, total expenses by the HCNM for mediation between Slovakia and Hungary can be esti-

mated at $750,000. 

Aid and Assistance Costs 

From 1990 to 1994, the European Union’s Phare program allocated 80 million ECUs, or 

$92.64 million, to projects in Slovakia, out of a total expenditure of 4,248.5 million ECUs.88 

Calculating from its overall budget for 1995 of 964 million ECUs, expenditure in Slovakia at a 

similar ratio of the total would equal 18.15 million ECUs in FY1995, or about $21 million.89 

With estimated overall expenditures in 1996 of 1,037 million ECUs, the expenditure for Slovakia 

would be 19.5 million ECUs, or $22.6 million. Total Phare expenditures from 1990 through 

1997, then, are about $136.3 million. 

American aid costs include SEED money, IMET, and the PFP program. In FY1995, the 

SEED money allocation to Slovakia was $27,334,000; the estimate for FY1996 was $16 million, 

and the projected estimate for FY 1997 was $15 million.90 IMET expenditures in Slovakia were 

$253,000 in FY1995; they were estimated at $530,000 in FY1996, with $600,000 requested for 

FY1997. Funding for Slovakia under the PFP program was $3,550,000 in FY1996, and is pro-
                                                 
1 Sources: Assistance with the Development and Consolidation of Democratic Security: Cooperation and Assistance 
Programmes with Countries of Central and Eastern Europe, Annual Report 1996 (Strasbourg: Council of Europe, 
1997), 149,175. Max van der Stoel, ‘‘The OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities,’’ OSCE ODIHR Bulle-
tin, 3 no. 3 (1995), 40-41. 
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jected at $6 million for FY1997; no expenditure was made in this area in 1995.91 Total American 

aid to Slovakia in these areas, then, is $69,267,000. 

By the end of 1996, EBRD had allocated $550 million, cumulatively from 1991, to pro-

jects in Slovakia. Eighty-seven percent of this funding went to private-sector projects.92 Slovakia 

also received commitments totaling $135 million from the World Bank after Czechoslovakia dis-

solved (see table 8.2).93 

Estimated Costs of Conflict 

The absence of violent conflict in Slovakia, or between Slovakia and Hungary, makes it 

impossible to compare actual costs of a war there, or of international intervention should this 

have become necessary. Yet it is possible to approximate the costs of either a peacekeeping op-

eration or an intervention following a full-scale war in the region, based on the costs of similar 

operations undertaken elsewhere in this region. 

The population of Slovakia is 5.3 million; the ethnic Hungarian minority is 580,000, or 

about 11 percent of the total population.94 Ethnic Hungarians make up 90 percent of the popula-

tion in the south and southeastern parts of the state where they live. The total population in this 

region, the area that would require policing in the event of any external involvement, is then ap-

proximately 644,000. 

Estimated Costs of Peacekeeping 

A peacekeeping operation in Slovakia would probably be similar in structure to the 

peacekeeping effort undertaken by the United Nations in Macedonia, UNPREDEP. The popula-

tion of Macedonia is about 2 million.95 The forces involved in UNPREDEP include 1,106 troops, 

35 military observers, and 26 civilian police. The estimated cost of this peacekeeping operation 

was $38 million in 1995, and $50 million in 1996;96 over four years, its cost has been estimated 

at $204 million.97 

TABLE 8.2 Slovakia: Aid and Assistance Costs ($U.S. Millions)1 

 

Phare 136.2
American Aid 69.2
European Bank for Reconstruction and 550.
World Bank 135.0
TOTAL 890.5
The population of the predominantly ethnic Hungarian region of Slovakia is roughly one-

third of Macedonia’s population. We can assume that only the region with a substantial minority, 

near the border with Hungary, would need to be patrolled by a peacekeeping mission if such an 
                                                 
1 Sources: Slovak Republic: Country Overview, available at www.worldbank.org/html/etrdr/ offrep/eca/svkcb.htm; 
What Is Phare? A European Union Initiative for Economic Integration with Central and Eastern European Coun-
tries (Brussels: European Commission, 1996). U.S. Department of State, Congressional Presentation for Foreign 
Operations, Fiscal Year 1997 (Washington, D.C.: Congressional Information Service, 1996), 309. 
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operation were undertaken, rather than the entire Slovak state. Therefore, an observer force for 

this region would be about one-half to one-third the size of that necessary for Macedonia; the 

cost (given higher start–up costs than maintenance) would be about half that of expenditures in 

Macedonia, or $25 million per year. 

The Costs of Intervention after the Outbreak of Conflict 

Given geographic and cultural similarities, the UN peacekeeping operation in Eastern 

Slavonia, Baranja, and Western Sirmium (UNTAES) is probably comparable to what would be 

necessary in southern and southeastern Slovakia to restore and maintain the peace if a violent 

conflict broke out within the predominantly ethnic Hungarian region of Slovakia. UNTAES in-

volved 4,481 troops, 99 military observers, and 257 civilian police, and cost an estimated $383.5 

million over eighteen months.98 

There are two possible models for internal policing (in terms of ratio of troops to popula-

tion): low-level policing, such as the standard American police force in an urban area, and high-

level policing, of the type conducted by British security forces in Northern Ireland. High-level 

policing, such as the Northern Ireland case, requires a ratio of 20 troops per thousand of popula-

tion. For high-level policing, at a ratio of 20 per thousand, 12,893 officers would be required.99 

This suggests that the number of troops necessary to conduct an operation similar to UNTAES in 

the portion of Slovakia inhabited primarily by ethnic Hungarians would be about 12,900 total 

troops, observers, and military police. This force would be 2.58 times as large as the UNTAES 

force. Assuming comparable costs of introduction and maintenance, such a force would cost 

roughly 2.58 times as much, or $659 million per year. Both the Bosnian operation and UN-

TAES will continue (in some form) for a minimum of two years; thus, such an operation in 

southern Slovakia would cost the international community over $1 billion for two years (see ta-

ble 8.3). 

TABLE 8.3 Slovakia: Estimated Costs of a Conflict and Postconflict Intervention 

($U.S. Billions) 

Military policing .66 

Humanitarian costs .60 

TOTAL 1.26 

 

Humanitarian and refugee costs would raise this figure. The humanitarian costs incurred 

by a variety of UN agencies during the Bosnian operation were around $2 billion per year.100 The 

costs of similar efforts in Slovakia, with about one-third the population of Bosnia, can be esti-

mated at roughly one-third of this total, or $600 million per year. Refugee costs would also be 

significant, though primarily for Hungary and Slovakia itself; ethnic Hungarians would be likely 
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to flee across the border to Hungary, while Slovaks seeking to avoid the conflict would be ex-

pected to emigrate internally. Estimates of the costs to these two countries are not available. But 

since private and nongovernmental organizations provided about $200 million to help address 

refugee costs to Germany and other states due to the violence in Bosnia, an additional $50-$100 

million would probably be required to aid refugees in Hungary and Slovakia in the event of a 

conflict.101 

Conclusions 

Mediation in Slovakia has cost roughly $1.8 million. Additionally, Western organizations 

have spent about $890 million for both democratization assistance and investment in Slovakia to 

aid the shift to a market economy. This adds up to a cost of less than $1 billion spent by the in-

ternational community over seven years to mediate internal and external disputes in Slovakia, to 

aid in economic reconstruction and development, and to promote democracy. 

If the international community concluded that a preventive force in southeastern Slovakia 

was necessary to preclude the outbreak of conflict, this could cost roughly $25 million per year, 

a substantially higher figure than the total expenditure of $1.8 million on mediation over the last 

six years. Yet preventive peacekeeping would be far cheaper than intervention to quell a violent 

conflict in Slovakia, which could be expected to cost about $1.2 billion per year between military 

and humanitarian expenditures. 

In the final analysis, this study illustrates that mediation efforts are not only far cheaper 

than prevention or intervention efforts, but they have probably played a useful role in preventing 

tensions from escalating into conflict in Slovakia, or between Slovakia and Hungary. Yet it must 

be noted that mediation was beneficial in this case because of the overriding interest both Hun-

gary and Slovakia have in joining Western institutions. This preoccupation far outweighs issues 

that might otherwise have aggravated relations between these two states; indeed, Slovakia’s con-

tinued interest in the EU and NATO is especially telling, since it was not part of the first group 

of states invited to join either organization. Moreover, this preoccupation with the West has had 

a strong influence on the behavior of both states, though this is more apparent in Hungary’s case. 

Their interest in joining the West has abetted Western efforts to advocate an international stan-

dard for treatment of minorities, while at the same time ruling out the option of border revisions. 

The implications of this are not necessarily promising for other cases, since the greater 

interest Slovakia and Hungary share in achieving Western standards results from their proximity 

to both NATO and the EU, and the realistic likelihood that they may join these institutions in the 

not-too-distant future. This geographic advantage is not easily transferable to other states.102 

Nonetheless, the absence of conflict in Slovakia, a state with a significant ethnic minority and a 

history of grievances between the majority and minority groups, suggests that it is worth consid-
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ering what external inducements might be able to do to mitigate conflict elsewhere.103 The com-

bination of mediation plus the prospect of greater inclusion in economic and political organiza-

tions that would enable improvements in the quality of life in a given state may provide a useful 

model of conflict prevention in other regions. 

[Nevers de, Renee. “Slovakia,” In The Costs of Conflict: Prevention and Cure in the Global 

Arena, ed. by Michael E. Brown, Richard N. Rosecrance (Rowman & Littlefield, 1999), Ch. 8: 

147-169] 

 

Judith G. Kelley 

Slovakia: The Meciar Hurdle and Beyond 

SLOVAKIA HAD BEEN primarily under Hungarian rule for centuries when the Slovaks 

joined with their neighbors to form a new state, Czechoslovakia, in 1918. During and after 

World War II the government confiscated Hungarians' property, expelled between seventy thou-

sand and ninety thousand persons to Hungary, and resettled about forty-four thousand Hungari-

ans in Bohemia and Moravia. Following World War II Czechoslovakia became a Communist 

state. Minority rights were constitutionally guaranteed beginning in 1969, but minority problems 

persisted under the surface (Vachudova and Snyder 1997). Several policies indirectly targeted 

the Hungarian minority.1 

After the collapse of the USSR in 1989 ended Soviet influence, the Czechoslovak Federal 

Assembly adopted a charter of fundamental rights and freedoms in January 1991, prohibiting all 

forms of discrimination and reaffirming the right to higher education in the mother tongue. The 

1992 elections secured overwhelming support for the Movement for a Democratic Slovakia 

(HZDS), however, which soon began to use nationalist rhetoric for political gain and to cooper-

ate with the nationalist Slovak National Party (SNS). In July 1992 the Slovak National parlia-

ment proclaimed Slovakia's sovereignty, and adopted the Slovak Constitution on September 3, 

1992.2 The new state of Slovakia officially came into existence on January 1, 1993. 

The immediate consequence of the dissolution of Czechoslovakia was that the Hungari-

ans became a much more visible minority group. In Czechoslovakia, Hungarians constituted 

only about 3 percent of the overall population. With the independence of Slovakia, however, the 

roughly 570,000 Hungarians living in southern Slovakia constituted about 10.6 percent of the 

population, according to the 1991 census. In some southern districts, Hungarians made up 42.9 

percent of the regional population (Strhan and Daniel 1994, 268). The Hungarians were fairly 
                                                 
1 For example, in accordance with the urban integration policy, houses could only be built in so-called "central set-
tlements" and not in smaller villages. This resulted in school mergers and closure of schools in the countryside, 
which had benefited minorities. Thus, the number of students in schools with Hungarian language teaching almost 
halved between 1970 and 1989. 
2 The Czechoslovak Federal assembly passed a law terminating the federation on November 25, 1992 
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concentrated geographically; the thirteen mixed Slovak-Hungarian districts had proportions of 

Hungarians varying from 4.1 percent in Kosice to 87 percent in Dunajska Streda. Seventy per-

cent of Hungarians lived in relatively homogenous areas where they accounted for about 60 per-

cent of the population.1 

SLOVAK POLITICS AFTER INDEPENDENCE2 

Even before Slovakia gained independence, Slovak political leaders, in particular Vladi-

mir Meciar, exploited nationalist rhetoric as an electoral tactic (Mego 1999). Meciar was prime 

minister until November 1998, with only a brief interlude from March to November 1994. His 

HZDS-led government cooperated primarily with the nationalist SNS, and although the Hungar-

ian minority parties had some representation in parliament throughout the 1990s, they were sel-

dom part of a coherent opposition block. Thus, between 1993 and 1998 nationalists had a strong 

influence in Slovakia (Pridham 1999, 1226). In 1997 Meciar even went so far as to propose a 

"population exchange" to Hungarian Prime Minister Gyula Horn to "facilitate the voluntary mi-

gration of ethnic Hungarians from Slovakia to Hungary and Hungary's Slovak minority to Slova-

kia."3 

After the 1998 elections, Meciar's HZDS was still the largest party in parliament, but its 

number of seats shrank from 61 to 43. SDK, the largest opposition party, won 42 seats. Although 

the difference was small, the other political parties quickly refused to form a coalition with the 

HZDS, excluding Meciar from the government. The new government parties, however, were re-

luctant to include the Hungarian party in the government coalition. The Hungarian representa-

tives only joined the new 1998 government because of combined domestic and European pres-

sure. This, however, did not mean the end of nationalist voices in Slovak politics. Although the 

HZDS lacked sufficient votes to form a government, former Prime Minister Meciar's party re-

mained the single most popular party, and Meciar retained hopes of returning to power. (See ta-

ble 6.1.)4 

TABLE 6.1. 

Slovak Governments 

Government Parties Seats Total seats 

Vladimir Meciar  HZDS 74 74/150 

                                                 
1 For a map showing the territorial distribution of the Hungarian population in Slovakia, see the results of the 1991 
census at http://www.geowiss.uni-hamburg.de/ home/mandzak/hung.gif 
2 For a good overview of Slovak politics, see Pridham 1999; Butora et al. 1997, 1998, and 1999; Meseznikov, Ivan-
tysyn, and Nicholson 1999 
3 "Premier confirms Slovak counterpart proposed population exchange." BBC Summary of World Broadcasts. Sep-
tember 8, 1997. EE/D3018/C 
4 Indeed, by March 2003 Slovaks still regarded Meciar as the second most trustworthy politician in the country. 
"Slovak opposition party head increases poll lead as trustworthy politician." BBC Monitoring Europe—Political, 
March 19, 2003 
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June 1992-June 1993  

October 1993-March 1994 

 

HZDS  

SNS 

 

66 

14 

 

80/150 

Jozef Moravcik 

March 1994-November 1994 

SDL 

KDH 

DU and other HZDS 

defectors 

SMK (not officially in 

coalition) 

29 

18 

 

 

(14) 

60?/150 

 

Vladimir Meciar 

December1994 - November 1998 

HZDS 

SNS 

ZRS 

61 

9 

13 

83/150 

 

Mikulas Dzurinda  

December 1998-present 

SDK 

SDL 

SMK 

SOP 

42 

23 

15 

13 

93/150 

Acronyms: HZDS: Movement for a Democratic Slovakia; SNS: Slovak National Party; ZRS: Association of 

Workers of Slovakia; SDL: The Party of the Democratic Left; SDK: Slovak Democratic Coalition; KI Christian 

Democratic Movement; DU: Democratic Union; SOP: The party of Civic Understanding; SMK The Party of 

Hungarian Coalition. 

CASE STUDIES 

This chapter discusses six issues in Slovak ethnic politics, examining condi-tionality and 

normative pressure in contexts of domestic opposition different than those in the Baltic States. 

Whereas the Baltic States had broader, though less extreme domestic opposition in the sense of 

the oppositions' being less xenophobic, Slovakia and Romania provide cases of narrower but 

more exploitative nationalist opposition. There is also considerable variation in governments 

over time, as discussed above. 

The first issue concerns the use of personal and place names. This issue, which plays out 

over two different Slovak governments, shows an international institution, in this case the CE, 

losing considerable leverage by not having a gradual admission process that allowed it to secure 

some compliance before moving on to full membership. The rest of the cases illustrate both con-

ditionality successes and failures, even within the period of the same government. Thus, for ex-

ample, Meciar's government eventually responded to demands to sign a treaty with Hungary, and 

the Slovak government finally relented when the institutions linked its penalty code with EU 

membership. On election law. School certificates, and language law, however, Meciar did not 
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budge. This suggests  that narrow but extreme opposition may be more resilient to external pres-

sure than broad-based but milder opposition. The cases of the language law and the school cer-

tificates also provide a good opportunity to examine how a change of government facilitated the 

effectiveness of conditionality.  

The Law of Norms 

In chapter 2, I argued that credibility and subsequently the effectiveness of membership 

incentives increases when institutions use gradual commitment mechanisms for integration. In-

deed, several costs discussed in other chapters, such as the Latvian language law, illustrate how 

the EU madeeffective use of the many steps it invented in the admission process. Various annual 

summits, the 1997 Agenda 2000 and the 1998 and 1999 update reports accession partnerships, 

decisions to open negotiations, and so on, all functioned as individual levers. The issue of the 

laws on personal names and town and village names shows how the lack of a gradual admission 

procedure left the CE with much less influence after already admitting a country. Most impor-

tantly, failure to secure compliance before awarding full membership depleted institutional influ-

ence. 

When Slovakia vied for CE membership soon after gaining independence, the CE asked 

Slovakia to adopt two laws; one to allow persons who were not ethnic Slovaks to use their own 

forms of their names, and the other to allow the use of bilingual signs in towns and villages. Slo-

vak politicians widely discussed the CE concerns, and Prime Minister Meciar's government said 

it was prepared to meet the CE conditions.1 AJune 1993 CE report on Slovakia's application for 

membership noted, "The authorities resolved to make every effort to find solutions to the prob-

lems which might arise for minorities."2 The rapporteurs recommended Slovakia for admission, 

and the CE admitted Slovakia before the passage of the laws. As part of the admission commit-

ments, however, the CE stressed that it was admitting Slovakia with the understanding that Slo-

vakia would pass the two laws on names within six months.3 But a week after CE admission, and 

                                                 
1 "Slovakia to meet Council of Europe's demands," The Independent, May 13, 1993; "Slovakia accepts European 
Council's recommendations—minister," CTK National News Wire, May 27, 1993; "The diplomatic maneuvering of 
a new state Slovakia has its sights set on joining the EC," Irish Times, June 8, 1993 
2 Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe, Report on the application by the Slovak Republic for member-
ship of the Council of Europe, Rapporteur: Mrs. Halonen, Doc. 6864, 11 June, 1993, paragraph 37 
3 The CE issued opinion no. 175 (1993) on the application by the Slovak Republic for membership of the Council of 
Europe. Among other concerns, the opinion noted that [The assembly] takes note of the Slovak authorities' com-
mitment to adopt a legislation granting to every person belonging to a minority die right to use his/her surname and 
first names in his/her modier tongue and, in the regions in which substantial numbers of a national minority are set-
tled, the right for die persons belonging to this minority to display in their language local names, signs, inscriptions 
and other similar information, in accordance with die principles contained in Recommendation 1201 (1993). Opin-
ion No. 175 (1993) on the application by the Slovak Republic for membership of the Council of Europe, paragraph 
9. See also Council of Europe, Committee of Ministers, Resolution (93) 33, Invitation to Slovakia to become a 
member of die Council of Europe, Adopted by the Committee of Ministers on 30 June 1993 
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after actually passing an acceptable draft law about the use of personal names,1 the government 

backed out of that version of the bill and nothing much came of it in the summer of 1993.2 In 

September, despite a visit by the HCNM to discuss the issue, the parliament passed a less favor-

able version of the law, which applied only to the naming of newborns.3 The parliament declared 

the issue closed.4 

As the CE had already granted membership, the international institutions were left with 

only persuasive options. The CE sent a mission to Slovakia, and the director of the CE political 

department, Hans-Peter Fuerrer, met with Meciar and Vice Premier Roman Kovac. He publicly 

criticized the law on names and the issue of town and village names, and said that he had been 

assured that the CE demands would be met.5 HCNM van dcr Stoel also discussed the law with 

Meciar. When Slovakia had still not rectified the issue at the end of the initial six-month moni-

toring period, the CE decided to continue monitoring of Slovakia. Such monitoring, however, 

was a standard practice shortly after admission, and thus this decision did not put particular pres-

sure on the Slovak government. Walter Schwimmer, a CE deputy later to become CE secretary-

general, who had visited Slovakia on a mission, criticized the law on names as well as the gov-

ernment's draft law on the bilingual road signs.6 The normative pressure led nowhere. President 

Kovac signed the controversial law on names on the basis of Meciar's assurances that the gov-

ernment would soon submit an amendment to the law on registries to parliament to solve the re-

maining contentious issues.7 The government did not do this. 

The other CE concern, the issue of the town and village names, did not fare any better. 

The Slovak government's strategy seemed to be one of supposed ignorance. The issue of place 

name signs fell under the jurisdiction of the minister of transport and communication, Roman 

Hofbauer. Just before the CE admitted Slovakia, he was asked if he had decided yet on the resto-

ration of bilingual signs, since this issue was one of the conditions of Slovakia's membership in 

the CE. He replied that he did not know about such a condition and that he did not intend to re-

store bilingual signs.8 

                                                 
1 The law enabled a person born on the territory of the Slovak Republic to register several names and surnames, in-
cluding foreign language names. Names and surnames could be used in their foreign language forms in accordance 
with the rules of Slovak spelling and without transcription into Slovak. Women were allowed to omit the Slavic end-
ing "-ova" from their surnames. Seventy-seven of 105 deputies present voted in favor of the amendment. "Deputies 
pass law on names, meeting condition of Council of Europe membership," BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, July 
12, 1993; "Chairman of ethnic Hungarian Coexistence movement praises law on names," BBC Summary of World 
Broadcasts, July 12, 1993 
2 "Premier to ask president to send back law on names," BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, July 15, 1993 
3 Law on the Names and Surnames No. 300/1993 Coll., adopted September 24, 1993 
4 "Name law not to be discussed again-Parliamentary leadership," CTKNational News Wire, September 28, 1993 
5 "European Council to sent [sic] mission in Slovakia," CTK National News Wire, November 12, 1993 
6 "Austria to propose further CE observation of Slovakia," CTK National News Wire, November 26, 1993 
7 "President signs law on names," BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, December 9, 1993 
8 "The Slovak Republic; Minister not considering bilingual place names," BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, June 
3, 1993 
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Subsequently, after CE admission the government made no effort to restore bilingual 

signs and did not respond to CE and OSCE advice. In August 1993 many towns in southern Slo-

vakia populated by the Hungarian minority removed bilingual signs, apparently in response to a 

new transportation ministry directive. Meciar refused to respond to complaints, calling it a local 

problem.1 The HCNM wrote in October supporting the CE conditions: "It is also my understand-

ing that your Government will take legislative measures in the near future on the basis of which 

the bilingual naming of towns and villages in minority areas can take place."19 October brought 

only more sign removals in southern Slovakia. Criticism by the CE fact-finding missions and the 

statements of CE Political Director Hans-Peter Fuerrer, and rapporteur Walter Schwimmer had 

little effect. In January 1994 the parliament finally discussed a law on town and village names. 

But the parliament—including the Hungarian deputies—rejected it because only towns and vil-

lages with a 30 percent minority population would have had the right to use bilingual signs.2 

Thus, the law on names and the law on town and village names demonstrate how, once 

the CE had already admitted Slovakia, persuasive efforts failed at bringing about the promised 

policy change. The CE membership was a clear incentive for adopting favorable laws on names 

and on town and village names.3 The CE wasted this leverage, however, because it did not make 

use of additional intermediary steps before admission but instead admitted Slovakia based on a 

promise to pass the laws. Politicians and experts agreed that Meciar had little concern for the 

commitments to the CE: "Meciar saw those laws a requests from the Hungarians. He said, if 

those are the requests, then we don't need the CE."4 

It was not until the summer of 1994 that Slovakia adjusted the laws to meet the commit-

ments. By that time other factors had contributed to the changes. Most notably, a government 

more eager to please the West had replaced Meciar, and this weak government relied indirectly 

on ethnic minority politicians for support. 

SLOVAKIA'S TREATY WITH HUNGARY 

The treaty between Slovakia and Hungary is an example of a response to international 

pressure and incentives despite strong nationalist opposition. The EU, NATO, the United States, 

the HCNM, and individual EU member states, in particular France, urged the singing of the 

treaty via letters and personal contacts. Although Slovak Prime Minister Meciar tended to shrug 

                                                 
1 "Premier Vladimir Meciar on the controversy over road signs," BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, August 16, 
1993 
2 Letter from the HCNM to Minister for Foreign Affairs Jozef Moravcik, The Hague, 8 November 1993, Reference: 
No 1320/93/L 
3 "Government approves bill on bilingual Slovak-Hungarian signs," BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, May 12, 
1994 
4 Author's interview, Bela Bugar, chief of die Hungarian Party Coalition and longtime deputy, February 7, 2000. 
Such a view was confirmed in an author's interview, foreign policy experts at the Slovak Foreign Policy Associa-
tion, February 8, 2000 
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off international critics, the social influence and incentives worked in this case. They worked be-

cause Meciar saw it in his own personal interest to improve his image with the West and to im-

prove his legitimacy as a statesman. The success of the signing, however, was marred signifi-

cantly by the implementation failure. 

Work on a bilateral treaty to settle relations between Slovakia and Hungary had begun in 

1991 but made little progress primarily because of ethnic politics in both countries. By 1994 it 

became clear that the EU considered the resolution of bilateral ethnic issues and border disputes 

an important preaccession criteria. At the Brussels European Council meeting in October 1993 

the EU approved the Balladur Plan, or so-called Stability Pact, to stem instability from minority 

issues.1 Indirectly, this made the signing of bilateral treaties a requirement for admission. 

As they approached the culmination of the Stability Pact in March 1995 with a confer-

ence on European stability in Paris, the EU, and especially France, pressured Meciar to sign the 

treaty. In Hungary, however, Viktor Orban, chairman of the opposition Federation of Young 

Democrats-Hungarian Civic Party made provocative calls for autonomy and lobbied actively 

against a treaty. Meanwhile, Meciar refused to address the Benes decrees, which provided for the 

expulsion of Germans and Hungarians after the World War II. Thus, the outcome of Meciar's 

visit of January 25 to Budapest surprised even the Slovak opposition media. Within a single day 

the prime ministers achieved progress on most issues, which until then had been deadlocked, and 

agreed that the two countries would conclude a treaty before the March 20 conference. Since 

disagreements were still threatening their ability to reach a mutually acceptable text, however, 

the international institutions maintained their pressure. HCNM van der Stoel visited Bratislava in 

February to urge Meciar to sign the treaty. Other international leaders also stressed the impor-

tance of the treaty,2 and pressured both premier ministers. 

Cooperation grew more difficult, however, as each country put their text on the table and 

in a series of meeting experts began to hammer out the differences. The greatest point of conten-

tion was the issue of the inclusion of CE Recommendation 1201 and any possible references to 

"autonomy."3 On March 5, 1995, the talks at the level of state secretaries collapsed. TheSlovak 

foreign ministry stated that "until Budapest gives up the illusion of a protectorate over Slovak 

                                                 
1 The pact's purpose was "to resolve the problem of minorities and to strengthen the inviolability of frontiers. .. to 
promote good neighborly relations... to facilitate rapprochement between those States and the Union and their coop-
eration with it by helping them to fulfill the condition listed by the European Council in Copenhagen." European 
Commission, The European Councils: Conclusions of the Presidency 1992-1994, Luxembourg: Commission of the 
European Communities, 1995,117 
2 Hungary likely to sign treaties with Slovakia, Romania: Holbrooke," Agence France Presse, February 24, 1995 
3 Article 11 of the CE Recommendation 1201 says, "In the regions where they are in a majority the persons belong-
ing to a national minority shall have the right to have at their disposal appropriate local or autonomous authorities or 
to have a special status, matching the specific historical and territorial situation and in accordance with the domestic 
legislation of the state." Recommendation 1201 (1993) 1 on an additional protocol on the rights of national minori-
ties to the European Convention on Human Rights 
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Republic's citizens of Hungarian nationality an insurmountable obstacle would stand in the path 

of Slovak-Hungarian settlement."1 Hungarian diplomatic sources said that the document was un-

likely to be signed.2 

At this point French Prime Minister Edouard Balladur wrote a letter on behalf of the EU 

to encourage progress on the treaty.3 Both countries stuck to their conditions. Meciar said that 

demands for autonomy and "above-standard" rights for the half-million Hungarians in Slovakia 

prevented agreement.4 The Hungarian state secretary said that the minority rights had to be ap-

propriately guaranteed.5 Talks thus continued to falter but were propelled and reignited continu-

ously by the Stability Pact Conference deadline. The negotiations went to the level of the foreign 

ministers. Both EU and NATO pressure continued. Even U.S. President Bill Clinton urged Me-

ciar to seek a conclusion to the treaty.6 Demonstrating the power of the international pressure, 

the talks went to the level of prime ministers just days before the EU conference deadline. 

Domestic opposition remained considerable. Slovak Foreign Minister Juraj Schenk said 

that six "open questions" remained. "These are problems on which Slovakia cannot yield," he 

stressed.7 The leader of the coalition-member SNS, Jan Slota, stressed that inclusion of CE Rec-

ommendation 1201 in the treaty would lead to rifts in the coalition.8 Laszlo Kovacs, the Hungar-

ian foreign minister, said that the Hungarian government "did not want a treaty with Slovakia at 

any cost," and that no treaty could be concluded based the latest Slovak draft proposal.9 

The EU membership conditionality helped overcome the difficulties on both sides of the 

border. To everyone's astonishment, the two prime ministers reached an agreement after seven 

hours of nonstop discussion.10 Acknowledging that EU membership incentives had driven the 

talks, Meciar said, "We are aware, as one of the [EU] associated countries, that the Stability Pact, 

through its course and actual results, will speed up our bona-fide participation in the European 

Union."11 Democratic Union (DU) representative Roman Kovac, a former deputy premier, said 

that "the agreement forms a certain element of stability ... [and] the expectation of completing 

the agreement for Associate Membership of the European Union."12 French Premier   Edouard   

                                                 
1 "Talks on Slovak Hungarian treaty blocked," CTK National News Wire, March 5, 1995 
2 "Hungarian spokesman on Slovak Hungarian Bratislava talks," CTKNational News Wire, March 6, 1995 
3 "Prime Minister Horn's reply to European leaders," M'Tl Econews, March 10, 1995 
4 "Two open questions hamper signing of Slovak Hungarian treaty," CTKNational News Wire, March 10, 1995 
5 " Hungary to sign basic treaties only if minority rights guaranteed," BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, March 
10, 1995 
6 "Meciar, Horn to discuss bilateral treaty," Deutsche Presse-Agentur, March 15, 1995 
7 "Six open questions between Slovakia and Hungary-foreign minister," CTK National News Wire, March 15, 1995 
8 "Is Hungarian Slovak treaty ticket to NATO and EU," CTK National News Wire, March 17, 1995 
9 "Hungarian Romanian talks fail Slovak radio," CTK National News Wire, March 16, 1995 
10 The agreement included Recommendation 1201, with an addendum clarifying that the recommendation applied to 
individual, not collective, rights 
11 "Premier Meciar speaks at the Stability Pact conference in Paris," BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, March 21, 
1995 
12 "Is Hungarian Slovak treaty ticket to NATO and EU?" CTK National News Wire, March 17, 1995 
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Balladur   reinforced   their   remarks,   saying,   "The agreement is a marked step toward draw-

ing these two countries closer into the structures of Western Europe and the EU continent."1 

Later, Slovak and Hungarian experts also acknowledged that Horn and Meciar had signed a 

treaty mostly because of direct Western—and especially the French—pressure.2 A week later, 

Meciar again stressed that the treaty "puts both countries on the road to European integration,"3 

and that in concluding the treaty, Slovakia had "gained political support" in the West.4 

If the account of the treaty ended here it would stand as a strong achievement of the EU 

and other international actors, given the earlier high degree of contention about the issue. But 

Meciar's government not only failed to ratify the treaty for a year but also blocked its implemen-

tation for years. Although the government coalition had 83 seats in the 150-seat parliament, 

without nine deputies from the SNS, Meciar's HZDS, and the Slovak Workers' Party, it lacked 

two votes to ratify the treaty. SNS leader Jan Slota said that CE Recommendation 1201 on na-

tional minorities "negated" the treaty, and further commented, "The rejection of the basic Slo-

vak-Hungarian treaty is a cardinal question for us. None of the SNS deputies will vote for it, if it, 

God forbid, appears on the parliamentary agenda."5 

The OSCE and the EU urged ratification of the treaty in several ways during the next 

year.6 As it turned out, Meciar had to make a bargain with his minor coalition partner, the SNS, 

and promised the SNS to vote for several controversial pieces of legislation. Thus, Slovakia fi-

nally ratified the treaty in March 1996 but simultaneously passed other legislation against the 

spirit of the treaty, such as the language law and the penal code (discussed below). Slovakia also 

adopted an "interpretive statement" that revoked substantial rights that the treaty accorded to the 

Hungarian minority.7 The government then spent the next two years dodging the implementation 

of the treaty. 

Despite the delayed ratification and the poor implementation, the signing of the treaty 

must be labeled a success, at least from the perspective of the European institutions' managing to 

                                                 
1 "Treaty costs Meciar some friends," Prague Post, March 29, 1995 
2 Balogh, 1995, 839; Chmel 1996; Dunay 1995a, 26-7; Poti and Dunay 1995, 442. Cited in Williams 2000. See also 
Fisher 
3 "Meciar speaks on his first 100 days," CTK National News Wire, March 29, 1995 
4 "Foreign affairs; Interview, premier on political benefit of treaty with Hungary," BBC Summary of World Broad-
casts, March 25, 1995 
5 "Slovak National Party leader 'dreads' treaty with Hungary," BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, March 22, 1995; 
"Ethnic Hungarians on the brink of high treason—Slota," CTK National News Wire, April 27, 1995 
6 In June 1995 the HCNM visited Slovakia and stressed that the ratification of the Slovak-Hungarian basic treaty 
would help solve ethnic minority issues. The fall 1995 EU-Slovak joint parliamentary committee meeting discussed 
the ratification of the Treaty, as did van der Stoel in a January 1996 visit 
7 For a full text of the treaty and the Slovak addendum, see Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Slovak Republic, 
Treaty on Good Neighborliness and Friendly Cooperation between the Slovak Republic and the Republic of Hun-
gary (and the Statement by the Government of the Slovak Republic on the Treaty with the Republic with Hungary) 
and the situation of the Hungarian Minority in the Slovak Republic (a Comparison with the International Docu-
ments), June 1995 
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bring about their stated objective. Whether the EU objective was right is outside the scope of this 

study. Whether it was well conceived is a subject of debate, since it backfired domestically in 

other policies. Nevertheless, at the time the EU did achieve what it wanted and indeed hailed the 

Slovak-Hungarian treaty as the success of the Stability Pact Conference. Thus, even in a case of 

strong domestic opposition, where the leadership faced noncooperative coalition partners, exter-

nal pressure from international organizations worked because the international prestige from co-

operation increased domestic political capital in terms of image improvement and other factors. 

THE PENALTY CODE 

The penalty code is remarkable in that the Slovak government tried to pass it three times, 

showing their strength of preferences, yet eventually abandoned the law because of criticism 

from the EU and other European institutions. When the nationalist SNS formally entered the coa-

lition in 1995, the party primarily focused on the Hungarian minority.1 To criminally prosecute 

members of the opposition, and in particular Hungarian deputies who spoke about Slovakia 

abroad, the SNS thus argued for a penal code amendment. In April 1995 in connection with a 

campaign of civil disobedience to be launched in mid-May by ethnic Hungarians, SNS chairman 

Jan Slota said, "If anyone wants to question Slovak sovereignty, he must be punished accord-

ingly. We want to pass the 'law on the protection of the republic. And then we shall apply it."2 In 

January 1996 the HZDS promised the SNS to pass the law in exchange for SNS votes to ratify 

the Slovak-Hungarian Treaty. 

The HCNM and the EU reacted strongly to the draft bill. In a letter the HCNM tried to 

persuade the government that the amendment contradicted international standards. "[I]t would be 

undesirable to amend the penal code ... the danger would be great that new formulations of the 

law would go beyond the restrictions on the freedom of expression permitted under article 10 of 

the European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms."3 The 

day after, EU Foreign Affairs Commissioner van den Broek called on Slovakia "to further de-

velop and strengthen democratic institutions and to respect ethnic minority rights and freedom of 

speech."4 

                                                 
1 A Slovak political analyst wrote, "The SNS is a "single-issue" party having the Hungarian minority in Slovakia as 
its main theme.. .. The SNS argued that the Slovak Republic, a young state, was confronted with the threat of a 
united opposition, the leaders of the Hungarian minority and the numerous foreign enemies.... Following this line of 
argument were also statements of party leaders that opposition parties were preparing 'political disturbances' (March 
1995) or a 'palace coup' (July 1995), the proposal to forbid the Slovak branch of the Open Society Fund, and the 
suggesting of beginning the criminal prosecution of leader of the Hungarian parties for treason." Global Report 
1995-1996, 22 
2 "Ethnic Hungarians on the brink of high treason—Slota," CTK National News Wire, April 27, 1995 
3 Letter from HCNM van der Stoel to Slovak Minister for Foreign Affairs Schenk, February 26, 1996 
4 "EU still dissatisfied with state of human rights in Slovakia," CTK National News Wire, February 27, 1996 
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Nevertheless, a month later Prime Minister Meciar's  three-party coalition government 

rammed amendments to the penal code through parliament after cutting short a fierce debate.1 

The proposed amendment read, "Anyone who with the intention of harming the constitutional 

order, the integrity of the territory or the defense of the Republic or undermining its independ-

ence organizes public meetings will be liable to a term of imprisonment of between 6 months 

and 3 years or a fine."2 People could be jailed for "disseminating false information abroad dam-

aging to the interests of the republic," or organizing public rallies judged to be "subversive." 

Most importantly, however, the amendment gave no clear definition of the "interests of the re-

public" or "subversion," and critics said the law would lead to political trials, or at least to a new 

atmosphere of fear and self-censorship.3 

A week later the EU clearly linked the issue to EU membership. In a presidency declara-

tion, the EU welcomed the ratification of the treaty with Hungary, but also said, 

The European Union is concerned about certain provisions in the [criminal code] amend-

ments, which appear to affect freedom of expression and other democratic rights and expresses the ex-

pectation that these provisions will be carefully considered with a view to finding solutions in accor-

dance with democratic principles and in a way which is compatible widi the conclusions of the Copenha-

gen Summit of the European Union and with the EU membership for which Slovakia has applied.4 

The EU conditionality had some effect, but the battle continued. Days later, President 

Michal Kovac, already at political and personal war with prime Minister Meciar, returned the 

                                                 
1 The government proposed that deputies' speeches in the debate be limited to ten minutes each. The Opposition 
Christian Democratic Movement (KDH) leader. Jan Carnogursky, spoke against passing a law drawn up by "a 
thrice-punished cop," for which Slota described him as "human ruin." Harsh words dominated the debate, although 
Bartolomej Kunc (SNS) called on deputies to be nonconfronta-tional, defending the amendment on the grounds of 
"the mission of the state as the supreme organisor of a free and democratic society." Peter Weiss, leader of the oppo-
sition Democratic Left Party (SDL), which is the successor to the Communist Party, also described the law as a 
"conscious return" to former habits, allowing for expedient interpretations and suppression of rights and freedoms. 
The SDL believed the amendment negates any good gained by ratifying the basic bilateral treaty with Hungary and 
puts Slovakia into a difficult position regarding eventual membership in the EU. The amendment has been seen as 
one of the conditions set by the SNS in exchange for support of the Slovak-Hungarian bilateral treaty, another point 
on the agenda of the current parliament. The treaty was to settle differences in relations between Slovakia and Hun-
gary, and was considered vital for both countries' EU-membership bids. Weiss said the amendment was not for the 
"protection" of the republic, but rather "a whip to use on people who have different viewpoints." But he said the 
opposition would not be intimidated, and that the SDL would support handing the amendment to the Constitutional 
Court for consideration. KDH Deputy Ivan Simko also described die amendment as "criminal" and compared it to a 
law drawn up in 1948, shortly after Communists seized power in Czechoslovakia. Simko's party colleague Frantisek 
Mikiosko said that the ideology of the "patriots" had been drafted by former StB (communist secret police) agents. 
He warned that the next stage would be the removal of political opponents and their imprisonment Hungarian Chris-
tian Democratic Movement (MKDH) leader Bela Bugar said the amendment was intended to "muzzle" anyone with 
different opinions, while Jan Langos, leader of the nonparliamentary Democratic Party (DS), said the government 
was behaving like a foreign occupier. "Parliament approves 'protection of republic' amendment," CTK National 
News Wire, March 26, 1996 
2 Law on die protection of the republic, Article 92 b sub 1 
3 "Slovaks protest as their freedoms are whittled away fear freedoms are under threat; New and-subversion law con-
firms fears of drift towards totalitarianism, writes Adrian Bridge," The Independent (London), April 1, 1996 
4 Declaration by the Presidency on behalf of the European Union on Slovakia, April 3, 1996. See 
http://ue.eu.int/pesc/article.asp?lang=en&id=19606253 
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amendments to the parliament.1 The government coalition parties nevertheless continued to work 

on passing the law. In May 1996 HCNM van der Stoel visited Slovakia. In June EU Foreign Af-

fairs Commissioner van den Broek warned Slovakia not to assume that enlargement would pro-

ceed even if Slovakia ignored EU concerns. "Amendments to the penal code on subversion and 

the dissemination of information are hard to reconcile with the principles of freedom of assembly 

and the freedom of expression, which are fundamental to any democracy," he said.2 The French 

and German European affairs ministers also warned Slovak officials that the penal code had 

"stirred emotions in the EU."3 

Hungary played right into the hand of the SNS, when the conference held in Budapest, 

"Hungarians and Hungarians Living Abroad," issued a declaration reading that "the formation of 

an autonomy is a basic condition for the maintenance of the identity of Hungarians living 

abroad."4 The SNS warned that Hungary was supporting minorities' hazardous tendencies toward 

autonomy, and promised to re-debate the penal code in the parliament.5 

Concerned with the turn of events, the HCNM wrote another letter with a series of con-

cerns and recommendations, and the CE and the OSCE remained involved in the drafting of the 

law.6 The European Parliament passed a resolution asking Slovakia to respect human rights, eth-

nic rights, democracy, and the rule of law as pledged under the association agreement. This only 

angered nationalists further, and just days later they again placed the criminal code on the 

agenda. 

The parliament soon adopted a second and supposedly milder version of the amendment 

to the penal code. The clauses on treason and calls for mass disturbances remained. During the 

debate, SNS chairman Jan Slota said that "with the help of this law, people who want to break up 

the republic will be where they belong."7 Using a technicality, however, the president returned 

the law again at the end of December.8 In a final attempt, the SNS pushed the amendment on the 

agenda once more in February 1997. This time a united opposition, with the help from HZDS 

and ZRS defections, defeated the amendment. The next day EU External Affairs Commissioner 

                                                 
1 "President does not sign law on 'the protection of the republic,' " CTK National News Wire, April 9, 1996 
2 "EU/Slovakia: Joint Parliament Committee hears strong words from Van den Broek," Europe Information Service, 
Euro-East, June 18, 1996 
3 "Slovakia's political image different than the economic one—EU," CTK National News Wire, July 1, 1996 
4 "National party session; Party criticizes Hungary, wants new debate on Penal Code," BBC Summary of World 
Broadcasts, July 22, 1996 
5 National party session; Party criticizes Hungary, wants new debate on Penal Code, BBC Summary of World 
Broadcasts, July 22, 1996 
6 Letter from HCNM van der Stoel to Slovak Minister for Foreign Affairs Schenk, August 13, 1996 
7 "Slovak parliament passes protection of republic amendment," CTKNational News Wire, December 17, 1996 
8 Referring to Article 87 of the constitution, Kovac claimed that parliament had not fulfilled its duty of discussing 
die law once it was returned by the president in April. Consequendy, parliament could not discuss a further amend-
ment before having discussed the previous version of the law 
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Flans van den Broek welcomed the Slovak parliament's decision not to accept "controversial" 

amendments to its penal code.1 

Was the final rejection the result of international efforts? BeJa Bugar a prominent   Hun-

garian   deputy,   stressed   that   the   international   denouncement was indeed important.2 Oth-

ers agreed that "[o]n the penal code, the International community had a very clear and absolute 

role."3 An opposition deputy underscored the point: "The penal code amendment was not a game. 

The law was aimed at making it possible to punish people like myself.'"4 That the amendment 

actually appeared on the agenda three times also suggests that the government was indeed seri-

ous about the bill. Had it been just a piece of political propaganda, passing the amendment once 

or even twice should have been sufficient. Thus, this is a case in which the European institutions 

contributed to overcoming repeated attempts by nationalists to pass legislation opposed by the 

institutions. 

THE ELECTION LAW 

The issue of the election law, which Meciar fixed along ethnic lines, is an example of 

how the interests of an authoritarian leader conflicted with the goal of joining the EU, which re-

quired adhering to Western democratic standards. Soon after the Meciar government pushed 

through a new territorial administrative division in 1996, the HZDS began to discuss various 

electoral reforms, which, given the new division, would favor the HZDS. In March 1998, as 

elections approached, the parliament finally passed the amendments with some controversy. 

Miklos Duray of the Hungarian Coalition (MK), noted, "By itself, [the law] is not a problem, but 

what is a problem is that it is serves a momentary purpose."5 

After the national election law passed, the European institutions became involved as Slo-

vakia set about passing the local election law. The OSCE sent representatives from the Office for 

Democratic Institutions and Human Rights. Later, in a letter to Zdenka Kramplova, minister of 

foreign affairs, HCNM van der Stoel wrote that "with regard to the draft Law on Local Elections 

... I have serious concerns about its essential thrust and effects. As I understand the bill, its main 

aim is to fix the electoral representation along ethnic lines. I believe this is generally undesirable 

and would in its effects violate the fundamental principle of democracy."6 Finally, the EU joined 

the criticism during an EU-Slovak joint parliamentary committee meeting.7 The EU linked the 

election law changes directly to EU membership. Commenting on a visit to Slovakia in May, EU 

                                                 
1 "EU warns Slovakia on minority rights," Limited Reuters World Service, February 14, 1997 
2 Author's interview, Bela Bugar, February 7, 2000. Author's interview, Gri-gorij Meseznikov, President for the In-
stitute for Public Affairs. February 9, 2000 
3 Author's interview, Peter Hunzik, Founder of the Hungarian Civil Liberal Party, February 9, 2000 
4 Author's interview, Frantisek Sebej, Chairman of the Committee for European Integration, February 8, 2000 
5 "Electoral law amendment not anti-democratic—Duray," CTK National News Wire, March 8, 1998 
6 Letter from HCNM van der Stoel to Minister of Foreign Affairs Zdenka Kramplova, May 29, 1998 
7 "EU concerned about Slovakia's amendment to electoral law," BBC Monitoring Europe—Political, May 26, 1998 
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Foreign Affairs Commissioner van den Broek said, "I am concerned about ... recent changes to 

the electoral law. I therefore called on the Slovak authorities to take steps to address these issues. 

Together with free and fair elections, improvements in this area are instrumental to bringing Slo-

vakia closer to the EU."1 

The parliament nevertheless passed the amendments including the rules for ethnic quotas 

in local governments.2 In a completely illogical reply to van der Stoel's letter criticizing the draft 

electoral law, Minister of Foreign Affairs Zdenka Kramplova wrote to the HCNM that "In con-

nection with the draft Law on Local Elections I have the honour to inform you that this draft law 

has already been adopted in the National Council of the Slovak Republic."3 Thus, the govern-

ment passed the local election law against the preferences of international institutions. 

Underscoring his authoritarian style, Meciar and his government became increasingly in-

different or even hostile toward Western international organization and countries as the election 

neared. Meciar attributed all the responsibility for Slovakia's image and integration difficulties to 

the opposition and to President Kovac. Thus, despite the strong criticism of the European institu-

tions, and the EU's explicit linkage of the issue to admission, the Meciar government ignored all 

advice. By this time Meciar's only concern was reelection by any means. There was simply no 

room in his utility function for the approval of European institutions. Everything else was sub-

servient to this goal. Thus, this case illustrates how an authoritarian leader can indeed completely 

block the efforts of international institutions when his personal power hangs in the balance. 

SCHOOL CERTIFICATES 

The issue of the withdrawal of bilingual school certificates in Slovakia is another exam-

ples of how both institutional persuasion and incentives failed to sway a nationalist government 

for whom the issue became symbolic of its authority and political profile. After the 1995 gov-

ernment-promoted language law came into effect on January 1, 1997, different ramifications of 

the law began to manifest themselves. Thus, soon thereafter the education ministry issued a 

statement requiring school reports to be in Slovak only.4 

While the domestic response from the Hungarian population was strong,5 the initial inter-

national reaction was weak. The first international reaction came from HCNM van der Stoel, 

who discussed the law in his April 1997 visit in. When EU Commissioner for Foreign Affairs 

                                                 
1 "EU envoy slams democracy in Slovakia after visit," BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, June 22, 1998 
2 Law on election to municipal self-government bodies. Act no. 233/1998 Coll 
3 Letter from to Minister of Foreign Affairs Zdenka Kramplova to HCNM van der Stoel, July 13, 1998 
4 The new regulations defined school reports as official documents, which, according to the language law, must be 
issued in state language. "Education Ministry says school reports must be in Slovak," BBC Summary of World Broad-
casts, February 3, 1997 
5 Adding to OSCE efforts to persuade the government to reverse the school certificate policy, fifty-five thousand 
parents of Hungarian pupils signed a petition protesting the cancellation of bilingual school certificates to Slovak 
education minister Eva Slavkovska, and over eleven thousand parents sent protest letters to the government. "Gov-
ernment receives 11,000 protest letters on minority education," CTK National News Wire, May 12, 1997 
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van den Broek visited Slovakia in late May, he said that Slovakia needed to send "positive sig-

nals" and take "practical steps" toward redressing political shortcomings, but he did not mention 

the school certificates and he also assured the government that there was no danger of the EU's 

canceling Slovakia's association agreement. 

Meanwhile, the ethnic Hungarians continued to mobilize mass protests and actually 

placed the issue on the international agenda. After the government fired an elementary school 

teacher for issuing bilingual school- leaving reports to ethnic Hungarian students, the Hungarian 

Coalition sent letter to the top officials in the OSCE, the CE, and the EU.1 

The timing was good, because the EU was just about to issue its Agenda 2000 report and 

thus had a powerful gradual tool at its disposal. The July 1997 EU Agenda 2000 opinion, which 

was a tool for EU decision making about accession, noted, "This ambiguous situation is further 

aggravated by certain government decisions concerning the Hungarian minority such as ... the 

cessation of bilingual school reports in Hungarian schools (a teacher not respecting this rule can 

be dismissed)." 

EU conditionality still failed. Miffed by the EU in general and excluded from the EU's 

first wave of candidate countries chosen for admission, the Slovak government chose to ignore 

the EU for the moment. Perhaps provoked by the lack of response, the European institutions 

upped their engagement. In March 1998 the European Commission released a press statement 

pointing to problem areas, such as the abolition of bilingual school-leaving certificates in schools 

with high minority percentages. Days later a senior delegation led by HCNM van der Stoel, CE 

Political Director Hans-Peter Fuerrer, and EC Central Europe Director Catherine Day arrived in 

Bratislava to discuss the protection of minority languages. 

Now on the campaign trail, and in a battle with the European institutions as well as with 

the Hungarian minority, the government responded a week later by firing the headmasters of two 

schools because they failed to report to the ministry that the pupils refused to accept the school 

reports written only in Slovak. The EU fired back at the EU-Slovakia parliamentary committee 

in May 1998. EC Director-General for External Relations Guenther Burghardt underscored that 

the treatment of minorities must be fully regulated before the EU would negotiate with Slovakia. 

He specifically said that the decision to abolish bilingual Slovak-Hungarian school-leaving cer-

tificates was unnecessary.2 Yet, although the reinstatement of bilingual school reports technically 

would be a very simple legislative adjustment, the government continued its policy. 

                                                 
1 "Ethnic Hungarians request international help over school issue," BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, July 4, 1997 
2 "Slovakia on same level as best EU membership candidates—Sestak," Czech News Agency (CTK) CTK National 
News Wire, May 26, 1998; "EU/Slovakia: Joint parliamentary committee goes over the Same Ground again," 
Europe Information Service European Report, May 27, 1998 
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Thus, this example reveals the stubbornness of the Slovak government in the face of pres-

sure from all three institutions, a united institutional approach, and a clear link between the issue 

and the incentive of EU membership. Why didn't the incentives and the pressure work? The 

stubbornness may be explained by several factors. The most obvious is that the EU was already 

criticizing Meciar on many other issues on which he would not comply because they would 

weaken his power. Thus, although the issue of bilingual reports was linked to opening negotia-

tions, Meciar knew that unless he actually conformed on all the other issues as well, the school 

report issue would have little independent effect on opening negotiations. Thus, the benefit he 

achieved from his constituency outweighed any potential benefit from the institutions. 

LANGUAGE LEGISLATION 

The language law under Meciar is another example of how external efforts were unable 

to change behavior, even over an extensive period of time. It also demonstrates the calculations 

of the Meciar government and how those favored the status quo. 

Slovakia's first post-Communist language law was approved in 1990, when Slovakia was 

part of the Czechoslovak republic and when the issue of minorities was somewhat different. The 

law was quite liberal, allowing for the use of minority languages in official dealings in communi-

ties with an ethic minority of at least 20 percent. Later, when Slovakia joined the CE in 1993, it 

committed to continue to allow minority languages to be used in official contact.1 

After Meciar formed his government with the SNS and ZRS after the 1994 elections, 

however, the January 1995 government program revealed plans for a new law to "protect" the 

state language.2 Despite extensive efforts by the OSCE and the CE to persuade the Slovak gov-

ernment to abandon the bill or at least ensure ethnic minorities of their continued language 

rights,3 the parliament passed the law on the state language without incorporating the 20 percent 

clause.4 This left the minority language issues in a legal vacuum. Slovakia's foreign minister 

                                                 
1 Council Of Europe, Committee Of Ministers, Resolution (93) 33, Invitation to Slovakia to Become a Member of 
the Council of Europe, Adopted by the Committee of Ministers on June 30, 1993, at the 496bis meeting of the Min-
isters' Deputies 
2 "An important condition of fulfilling the national interest of the state-forming nation is the protection of its lan-
guage. The government will prepare a law on the state language in such a way that it satisfy European customs and 
the nation's requirements, and emanate from the Constitution of the Slovak Republic. In this way, the formation of 
dams separating members of various ethnic groups living on the territory of the Slovak Republic can be avoided. All 
citizens of the Slovak Republic will be provided with equal opportunities for success on the entire territory of the 
state." Excerpt from the Program of the Government of the Slovak Republic, adopted January 12, 1995 
3 Letter from HCNM van der Stoel to Minister for Foreign Affairs Schenk, August 24,1995. Letter from HCNM van 
der Stoel to Minister for Foreign Affairs Schenk, November 13, 1995. Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of 
Europe, Committee on Legal Affairs and Human Rights, Honouring of obligations and commitments by Member 
States of the Council of Europe, Slovak Republic, Considerations on the Act of the Slovak Republic on Its State 
Language in the Light of the Standards of the Council of Europe, Strasbourg, January 18, 1996, AS/jur (1996)7 
4 Surprisingly, 108 out of 142 deputies present expressed tiieir support to the adoption of this law. The nationalist 
card was used to influence the vote, with some deputies observing that the territory that is now Slovakia was ruled 
by Hungary for one a thousand years. Zora Lasarova, who represented Meciar's HZDS, said that "anyone who votes 
against that bill is against the fulfillment of the Slovaks' desires and deserves public contempt." An influential factor 
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promised in a letter to van der Stoel that "The use of the national minority languages will be set 

down by a special law. The introductory work on it has already started in the Ministry of Cul-

ture."1 

Encouraged by this, in the spring of 1996 the HCNM , the CE, and the EU continued 

pushing for the passage of a law on minority languages. The HCNM visited in January and fol-

lowed up with another letter.2 The CE released a report arguing that the law left a legal gap on 

the issue of the right of minorities to use their mother tongue in official contacts.3 At a session of 

the Slovak-EU Association Council, EU Foreign Affairs Commissioner van den Broek urged 

Slovakia to pass a law on minority languages.4 

Despite these combined social influences and conditionality efforts, by April 1996 the 

government completely retracted its promise to draft a law on minority languages. In a letter to 

HCNM van der Stoel, the foreign minister wrote that the rights of minorities were already guar-

anteed by several parts of existing laws and thus did not need a separate law.5 The European in-

stitutions were not convinced by this argument, however, and persisted in their demand for a law 

on minority languages. Warnings from the EU and member states continued.6 In November 

1996, when the IICNM visited Slovakia for the seventh time, Meciar told him there was "no 

need" for a minority language law.7 The ministry of culture then issued a report arguing once 

again that existing provisions eliminated the need for a separate law.85 

                                                                                                                                                             
in voting was a HZDS proposal that each deputy state his opinion out loud after his name was called, with die entire 
proceeding broadcast on Slovak television. The opposition parties feared being labeled anti-Slovak if they did not 
support the bill, and several deputies walked out before the vote in an apparent effort to avoid making a decision 
(Fisher 1996, 14-15). In the end, most deputies from the opposition Democratic Union (DU)—formally a "liberal" 
party—and the former Communists' Party of die Democratic Left (SDL) voted in favor of the language bill, al-
though many of their amendments were rejected during parliamentary discussions. They did so, however, based on a 
promise that a law on minority languages would soon follow. Author's interview, Peter Weiss, SDL, February 10, 
2000 
1 Letter from Minister for Foreign Affairs Schenk to HCNM van der Stoel, December 18, 1995 
2 Letter from HCNM van der Stoel to Minister for Foreign Affairs Schenk, February 26, 1996 
3 Council of Europe, Parliamentary Assembly, Committee on Legal Affairs and Human Rights, Honouring of Obli-
gations and Commitments by Member States, Slovakia, Considerations of die Act of the Slovak Republic on Its 
State Language in the Light of the Standards of the Council of Europe, by Dr. Heinz Tichy, Strassbourg, January 18, 
1996, AS/Jur (1996) 7 
4 Second meeting of the association council between the European Union and the Slovak Republic, Brussels, Febru-
ary 27, 1996, RAPID, February 27, 1996 
5 "As regards the connection between this law and the legitimate language rights of persons belonging to national 
minorities, allow me, Your Excellency, to draw your attention to the not entirely accurate quotation on your part of 
para. 4 in the Section 1 of the said law. Under this para., 'die usage of languages of national minorities and ethnic 
groups is arranged by separate laws'; that is, not 'will be dealt with' as you state in your letter. This means diat the 
language rights of persons belonging to national minorities in die Slovak Republic are guaranteed and arranged by at 
least 12 legal norms, including the Slovak Constitution, to the extent corresponding with The Slovak Republic's in-
ternational commitments." Letter from Minister for Foreign Affairs Schenk to HCNM van der Stoel, April 23, 1996 
6 "Slovakia's political image different than die economic one—EU," Czech News Agency (CTK) CTK National News 
Wire,]u\y 1, 1996; "US, EU warns Slovakia on democratic reforms," Limited Reuters World Service, October 21, 
1996. "EU/ Slovakia: Joint parliament committee hears strong words from van den Broek," Europe Information Ser-
vice Euro-East, June 18, 1996; "Ethnic Hungarians complain about minority rights at EU-Slovak meeting," BBC 
Summary of World Broadcasts, October 31, 1996 
7 Restricted Internal OSCE memorandum 
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The CE, the OSCE, and others increased their efforts. Van den Broek stressed that the is-

sue remained a major EU concern,1 and the EU reiterated the link to membership negotiations.2 

The CE said that it would continue to watch the situation of ethnic minorities in Slovakia and to 

focus on their language rights and relevant legislation. In July 1997 the EU dropped its diplo-

matic bomb on Slovakia with the Agenda 2000 opinion, excluding Slovakia from the first wave 

of candidate countries and judging it the only country to still not fulfill the political admission 

criteria. The criticism of the missing minority language law was loud and clear. Besides noting 

several deficiencies of Slovak democracy, the opinion stated, The first problem arises from the 

law on the national language of November 1995, which repealed the earlier provisions allowing the 

use of a minority language for official communications in any town or village where the minority 

represented more dian 20% of the population. The Slovak authorities had given commitments to the 

European Union and the OSCE's High Commissioner for national minorities that it would adopt a 

new law on the use of minority languages. It should also be noted that Article 34(2) of the Slovak 

Constitution expressly states that minorities may use meir own language for official communications 

and that the arrangements for exercising that right should be laid down by law. Nevertheless, Slova-

kia has not yet passed comprehensive legislation on this point and has gone back on the commit-

ments it gave earlier. It is true that other texts govern the use of minority languages in specific 

fields (public life, courts, radio and television, public schools and road signs) but these do not cover all 

situations and there is still no overall text3. 

The Slovak government responded by calling the report unbalanced, and a few days later 

Meciar implied that passing a minority language law would not change the EU treatment of Slo-

vakia. "Let us say openly what could possibly happen by the end of the year. If we were to meet 

all the demands that have been made of us, do you think that the position will change and that 

talks with Slovakia will begin? I can tell you that they will not."4 Thus, Meciar tried to discon-

nect EU membership as an incentive by suggesting that the EU conditionality lacked credibility, 

because the EU could not be counted on to admit Slovakia, even if the government replied with 

this specific request. 

                                                 
1 "Ministry says no need for law on minority languages—Hungarian radio," BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, 
January 24, 1997 
2 "EU warns Slovakia on minority rights," Limited Reuters World Service, February 14, 1997. The institutions got a 
boost from a March 1997 ruling by Slovakia's Constitutional Court that Hungarian did have the right to use their 
own language in official state contacts, although the court did not uphold many of the other language rights. "Mi-
norities have no right to use native language in parliament," BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, March 6, 1998 
3 By June 1997, at a joint EU-Slovak parliamentary committee meeting, the cochairman of the joint committee Her-
bert Boesch, said that the Slovak Republic could not count on an invitation to open talks on joining the union. The 
list of the sins of the current government was very long. The committee issued a statement recommending that Slo-
vakia, inter alia, prepare legislation on the use of national minority languages by the end of November 
4 "Premier accepts country's exclusion from European integration process," BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, 
September 24, 1997 
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In November, after rejecting a minority language law proposed by the Hungarian coali-

tion, the government issued a memorandum claiming that minority rights in Slovakia were al-

ready protected under existing legislation.1 The EU commission disagreed and reiterated its 

point. "The protection of ethnic minority languages is an essential part of the criteria for Slovakia 

to have any possibility of entry into the EU."2 

Thus, the attitude of the Slovak government accounted for Slovakia's relegation to the 

second wave of EU applicants. The November meeting of the EU-Slovak Joint Parliamentary 

Committee concluded that progress had been insufficient: "There has been no legislative pro-

posal to back up a memorandum the Slovak Government has submitted to the EU on minority 

languages."3 

By March 1998 Meciar was juggling the upcoming elections and pressure by the CE, the 

OSCE, and the EU for Slovakia to adopt a law on minority languages. Keen to once again use 

the Hungarian card in this election campaign, adopting the law was not in his plans. Attempting 

nevertheless to appease the institutions, the government invited them to discuss the law. At first 

the Slovak government had thought to meet with the institutions individually, so as to perhaps 

play them against one another. The institutions, however, insisted on a joint effort. Even so, the 

meetings were rather fruitless.4 

The institutions continued to push the issue, and the EU continued to clearly connect it 

with membership. The March 1998 accession partnership with the EU listed as short-term (1998) 

political criteria "the adoption of legislative provisions on minority language use and related im-

plementing measures." Van den Broek said, "I am concerned about provisions concerning the 

use of minority languages. I therefore called on the Slovak authorities to take steps to address 

these issues. Together with free and fair elections, improvements in this area are instrumental to 

bringing Slovakia closer to the EU."5 Further, a June 1998 CE report noted that Slovakia's ethnic 

Hungarians faced discrimination, particularly in restrictions imposed on the use of their mother 

tongue.6 In an interview for the Slovak opposition daily Sme just weeks before elections, German 

Foreign Minister Klaus Kinkel said that "the EU will not admit any new members who have not 

                                                 
1 Foreign Minister Zdenka Kramplova denied at a press conference that the memorandum meant a definitive "no" 
because although the government did not consider the passing of a special law necessary the memorandum "creates 
space for an international analysis."."If that then showed the need for such a law to be passed we are also open to 
such a solution," Kramplova said. In the meantime the memorandum would enable the above-mentioned problem 
not to be "constantly" raised by foreign partners, she added. "No need for minority language law-government," BBC 
Summary of World Broadcasts, November 6, 1997 
2 "Slovakia rejects language law bid," Prague Post, November 19, 1997 
3 "EU/Slovakia: Parliament committee says include Slovakia in enlargement talks," Europe Information Service 
European Report, November 28, 1997 
4 Author's interview, anonymous representative of one of the institutions, 1998 
5 "EU envoy slams democracy in Slovakia after visit," BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, June 22, 1998 
6 "Slovak Press Survey," CTKNational News Wire, September 2, 1998 
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solved their policy towards ethnic minorities" and that "in the Slovak case there are points which 

still have to be made clear," such as the missing law on the use of ethnic minority languages.1 

In summary, the case of the minority language law issue during this Meciar government 

illustrates how even strong persuasion efforts combined with incentives can fail. The failure may 

be explained by several factors. First, domestic preferences: the minor coalition partner, the SNS, 

was strongly opposed to the law, and most of the HZDS felt likewise. Thus, the payoff calcula-

tion included a potential cost of loss of power. Second, lack of credibility of the direct link be-

tween the actions and the reward: because Slovakia was having so many problems with the 

EU—enumerated in the Agenda 2000 opinion and several demarches—Meciar did not believe 

that conformance on this one issue would make a difference in the EU decision to negotiate with 

Slovakia. Third, lack of attraction to the membership award: before 1997, Meciar had been over-

confident that the EU would notactually exclude Slovakia from membership. After 1997, how-

ever, he was so insulted that he perhaps did not care that much for EU membership after all. All 

his energy was focused on winning the upcoming election, and for that the ethnic card was more 

instrumental for him than weak EU promises. 

NEW GOVERNMENT RESOLVE: THE LANGUAGE LAW AND SCHOOL CERTIFICATE ISSUES 

AFTER MECIAR 

The language law and the school certificate issue are good opportunities to examine how 

a change of government facilitated the effectiveness of conditionality. They also show that the 

change of government itself was not sufficient to bring about the change, which is crucial to con-

sider when studying the effect of external actors. 

The 1998 elections brought the Hungarian minority parties into the coalition government 

and put passage of a minority language law on the government agenda. Driven by EU incentives, 

the government soon began to prepare a draft law. Specifying the minority language issue, For-

eign Affairs Minister Eduard Kukan said, "In the first months of 1999 the government wants to 

fulfill the short-term political criteria which should have been fulfilled in 1998."2 Slovak and EU 

deputies alike praised the postelection developments in Slovakia and urged the parliament to 

quickly pass a minority language law. 

Demonstrating that passage could not be taken for granted and thus could not be ascribed 

solely to the change of government, considerable domestic disagreement about the law still ex-

isted. Slovak Prime Minister Mikulas Dzurinda drew fire for making concessions to Hungarians. 

Returning from a working meeting in Brussels, EU chief negotiator Jan Figel said that Slovakia 

had a chance of "approaching the table at which EU membership is under negotiation," but if a 
                                                 
1 "Slovakia to present its new situation at June 1999 EU summit—minister," BBC Monitoring Europe—Political, 
December 28, 1998 
2 "Ethnic languages law needed for EU entry talks," CTK National News Wire, March 19, 1999 
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law on ethnic languages was not adopted, a "big question mark" would hover over the issue.1 

Nevertheless, infighting in the government coalition encumbered progress. HCNM van der Stoel 

and representatives of the CE and the EU held talks in Bratislava for two days. Most contention 

focused on the threshold percentage that would be required for minorities to obtain the rights of 

the law. The Hungarians wanted the threshold at 10 percent, while the rest of the coalition ar-

gued that the threshold should be 20 percent in accordance with tradition. 

As contention about the law grew, so did the role of the EU incentive. Foreign Minister 

Kukan said, "If Slovakia avoids fulfilling this last political criterion, it will not be accepted in the 

first group of EU candidates... . Slovakia cannot rely on EU understanding if it fails to meet this 

requirement."2 The EU ambassador to Slovakia said the EU considered it "very important" for 

Slovakia to pass the law and that this was the "only politicalcriterion" that Bratislava had failed 

to fulfill in order to be invited to accession talks. Slovak Democratic Coalition deputy Ivan Simko 

also said it was necessary to approve the law because it was one of the EU requirements.3 Simi-

larly, the new Slovak president, Rudolf Schuster, urged the government to ignore opposition pro-

tests and stressed that Slovakia should pass the law on minority languages because it has been 

promised to the EU.4 

Further, demonstrating that the passage of the law would not be automatic just because 

the minorities were now part of the government coalition, the government had to approve the 

draft without the support of the Hungarian Coalition Party, which found the law not liberal 

enough.5 Indeed, the ethnic Hungarians accused the government of working to please Brussels, 

rather than to meet the needs of the minorities. A few days later, about a thousand Slovaks pro-

tested in front of the government. "They want to Magyarize all Slovaks," and "Hungarians across 

the Danube" supporters of the nationalist SNS party shouted.6 While continuing to collect signa-

tures for a referendum, Meciar's HZDS tried to postpone the parliamentary debate on the bill, 

saying it must be "widely debated" by the public before the parliament votes on it, and warning 

that its passage now could lead to a "polarization of society."7 In the days before the parliamen-

tary debate, EU embassies strongly encouraged passage. As the vivid debate began in parlia-

ment, however, the SNS and HZDS announced that they had collected the necessary 350,000 

signatures for a referendum. 

                                                 
1 "Language law held up by squabble," Slovak SpectatorJune 7-13, 1999 
2 RFE/RL Newsline, 4 June 1999 
3 "MP appeals to ethnic Hungarians to back minority language law," BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, June 10, 
1999 
4 "Slovak president calls on government to approve minority language bill," BBC Monitoring Europe—Political, 
June 16, 1999 
5 A SMK ideal law would touch on the legal use of minority languages at weddings, burials, in broadcasting for na-
tional minorities, and on the dubbing of video cassettes available in video rental shops in ethnically mixed territories 
6 "Nationalists demonstrate against language law," BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, June 25, 1999 
7 RFE/RL Newsline, June 28, 1999 
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Nevertheless, after a three day debate the parliament approved the bill in the first reading. 

One hundred thirty of the 150 deputies had taken the floor and delivered over four hundred fac-

tual remarks before the final bill passed a few days later. The bill guaranteed the use of minority 

languages in official contacts with state bodies only in those cases in which the minority group 

made up 20 percent of a particular municipality. The Hungarian Coalition Party (SMK), which 

had hoped for a 10 percent threshold, voted against the bill, but their tacit consent was expressed 

in their presence in the chamber, which allowed the needed quorum. The European institutions 

expressed satisfaction with the law, and the president denied a referendum on the grounds that 

the Slovak constitution prohibited plebiscites on human rights issues. 

This case shows an issue in which the linkage of membership incentives to behavior 

clearly was not enough, as demonstrated by the failure of the European institutions, including the 

EU, to get Meciar's government to pass the law during his government. It further shows that a 

change of government was not sufficient to bring about the changes: only the continued in-

volvement by the European institutions maintained the momentum for change. Even with the 

new government, the issue was highly controversial. Indeed, in this case, as several officials 

noted, it was truly a combination of the change in government and the linkage to EU member-

ship that drovethe legislative solution.1 Illustrating the influence of the Brussels enlargement 

process, the Slovak parliament was eager to pass the bill in time for a review by EU officials of a 

Slovak petition requesting inclusion in the December EC, where the EU would decide on what 

countries to include in what was then called the "first round" of EU entry talks. 

The issue of school certificates tells a story similar to that of the language law, though the 

new government was much more accommodating on the school certificate issue. After elections, 

the institutions kept up the criticism of the report issue. The CE published a report criticizing the 

withdrawal of bilingual school reports.2 The EU update report once again mentioned the prob-

lem. On the day of the critical EU report, in which Slovakia had hoped for a better assessment 

given the recent change of government, Deputy Premier Pal Csaky, responsible for minority is-

sues, said that Slovakia would reintroduce bilingual school-leaving certificates already the cur-

rent school year.3 Van der Stoel continued to press for implementation of this promise in a De-

cember visit. In January 1999 the Slovak parliament passed the education act amendment, which 

                                                 
1 Author's interview, Tomas Strazay, Slovak Foreign Policy Association, February 8, 2000; Author's interview, Juraj 
Hrabko, General Director, Section on Human Rights and Minorities, Slovak Republic Government Office, February 
10, 2000; Author's interview, SDL Deputy Peter Weiss, Chairman of the Foreign Affairs Committee, February 10, 
2000; Michael Shafir, "Radical Politics In Post Communist East Central Europe, Part I: 'Reds,' 'Pinks,' 'Blacks,' and 
'Blues', " RFE/RL report on East European Perspectives, 1(1) (November 3, 1999) 
2 Council of Europe, Parliamentary Assembly, Committee on the Honoring of obligation and commitments by 
member states of the Council of Europe, Slovakia, Rapporteurs: Mr. Lesein and Mr. Leoni, Preliminary Draft Re-
port, 23 October, 1998, AS/MON (1998) 50, paragraph 93 
3 "Hungarian ministers in Slovak cabinet solving urgent problems," CTK National News Wire, November 4, 1998 
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made it possible to issue bilingual school report cards both in the state language and a minority 

language for the students of primary and secondary schools. The nationalist opposition unsuc-

cessfully warned that this would spur irredentism in the south.1 By the end of January schools 

once again gave bilingual school reports to some 50,000 pupils in Slovakia's 350 Hungarian pri-

mary and 500 secondary schools. 

This school certificate case clearly demonstrates the importance of the government's dis-

position and the ability of nationalists to block reform. Was the new government's decision to 

reinstate the bilingual reports a result of international pressure, Hungarian participation in gov-

ernment, or public demand? Certainly it was not a popular decision. At the time, a public opinion 

poll showed that only 36 percent approved of the decision to reintroduce bilingual school certifi-

cates, while 51 percent disapproved. Of the ethnic Slovak population, only 29 percent approved.2 

Had the only motivating factor been to please the Hungarian coalition partners, the coalition 

partners might have been expected to drag out the issue. Thus, the international pressure over the 

last year and a half, and the explicit link to EU membership, facilitated the solution by providing 

an easy way for the new government to signal that it was different from the old government and 

that its attention was fully directed toward European integration. 

THE ROLE OF LEADERSHIP: WHAT CAN BE LEARNED FROM THE CASE OF SLOVAKIA? 

Meciar's leadership presents an interesting case for the role leadership. One reason for 

Meciar's lack of response to the EU may have been that heknew that EU membership conflicted 

with his methods of maintaining personal power, and that in reality it would have been better for 

Meciar if he had not been subjected to more intense EU criticism than necessary. Thus, his actual 

attraction and commitment to Western integration was questionable. Even before Slovakia 

gained independence, Slovak political leaders, and in particular Meciar, exploited nationalist 

rhetoric as an electoral tactic (Mego 1999). Meciar's governing methods grew increasingly con-

troversial, and at some point he became an outcast for the West (Pridham, 1999). As the EU con-

tinued to criticize Slovakia and Meciar, he became the political black sheep among the EU can-

didate states, which in some ways made it even harder for him to make concessions, even if he 

wanted to. As one foreign ministry official observed, "Things got worse after the domestic po-

litical situation with the kidnapping of the president's son and the failed NATO referendum.... 

[A]fter these events, there was sort of no way back for Meciar. He had crossed a line politi-

cally."3 As a top Slovak policy experts put it, "There was no compatibility between the national 

                                                 
1 "Amendment to law on bilingual school reports passes first reading," BBC Monitoring Europe—Political, January 
14, 1999 
2 "Slovakia, 1998-1999. A Global Report on the State of Society," Institute for Public Affairs, 1999 
3 Author's interview, Miroslav Wlachovsky, February 7, 2000 
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government under Meciar and the declared foreign policy goals. Meciar declared the EU as a 

goal, but for him it was not in practice a priority."1 

This may have had two causes. First, Meciar was more comfortable with his relations 

with Russia. He signed a large number of agreements with Russia, trade with Russia was impor-

tant, and Slovakia depended on Russia for its energy resources. Russia was also a comfortable 

partner for someone like Meciar who did not speak English, but who did speak Russian. As a 

journalist and government official put it, "Meciar reached a point where he believed that not be-

ing a member of the EU was not the end of the world. In the background he relied on Russia. He 

believed that if he did not have the EU, then he would have Russia."2 Secondly, as discussed, 

Meciar despised the EU's meddling in his governing style and rightly feared that following EU's 

standards of democracy would undermine his corruption-based clasp on power. Particularly, on 

his return to power after the 1994 elections, Meciar and his new coalition staged what came to be 

known as the "night of the long knives." They sacked officials such as the chief prosecutor and 

the director of Slovak TV, installed their own deputies as head of key parliamentary committees, 

reassigned the opposition deputies to the least important communities, and canceled host of pri-

vatization projects drawn up by the previous government. In short, Meciar and his allies seized 

the control of almost all areas of political power.3 

Meciar clearly had good reason to prefer the status quo rather than submission to EU 

standards of behavior. The government's desire for power took priority when it conflicted with 

EU demands (Henderson 1999b, 233). The issue of the Slovakian election law, which Meciar 

fixed along ethnic lines, is a concrete example of how the interests of an authoritarianleader can 

conflict with Western democratic standards. Thus, Meciar referred to not integrate into the EU as 

long as other countries were aj not being integrated."4 On the other hand, Meciar did desire the 

appro-of the West as a statesman and important international actor. If he coul keep his domestic 

policies out of the EU's agenda, he could use EU membership to bolster his image and subse-

quently his popularity. That game'; however, did not work for him; as he increasingly realized 

this, he turned further from any EU aspirations (Vachudova 1997). 

OVERCONFIDENCE, MlXED SIGNALS, AND POOR RESULTS 

In addition, the case of Slovakia under Meciar also provides the best example of the hy-

pothesis about a country having "overconfidence" in its admission. One of the reasons for the 

lack of response to the EU, at least in the cases of the school certificates and the minority lan-

guage law, may indeed very well have been that Meciar believed that the EU would admit Slo-

                                                 
1 Author's interview, Gregorij Meseznikov, president of the Institute for Public Affairs, February 8, 2000 
2 Author's interview, Juraj Hrabko, General Director, Section on Human Rights and Minorities, Slovak Government, 
February 10, 2000 
3 Steve Kettle, "Slovakia's one-man band," Transition, August 23, 1996 
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vakia without these concessions. He argued publicly that Slovakia was too important for the EU 

to shun, and he repeatedly reassured the citizenry that the West "has no other option than to em-

brace Slovakia."1 He believed that Slovakia's geographic location alone was a ticket to the EU. 

At a rally in October 1995, Meciar said that there was no need to worry about the admission of 

Slovakia to the EU, "because they need us, for we are a country with an exceptionally good geo-

political situation."2 Also, in the mid-1990s Meciar relied on Slovakia's economic performance 

to carry weight with the EU. Indeed, in 1997 Slovakia's economic performance was on par with 

the leading EU candidates. Slovakia's per capita gross domestic product exceeded that of Poland 

and Estonia, and of all the EU candidates, only Slovenia and the Czech Republic had a higher 

purchasing power per head. Meciar even continued to uphold his public confidence in EU admis-

sion after the release of the EU Agenda 2000 opinion. In August 1998 he asserted in a radio 

statement that in behind-the-scenes deliberations Slovakia was still mentioned among those 

states that would be admitted first to the EU. He said that Slovakia had already met the criteria 

for membership and could not be excluded for geopolitical reasons.3 

The EU also sent mixed signals to Slovakia, which indeed boosted Meciar's confidence. 

As chapter 2 argues regarding the credibility of an institution, it is key for institution not to ig-

nore norm violations and, most importantly, not to continue to bestow positive benefits or ap-

proval as if nothing had happened. After the 1994 elections, the EU delivered a diplomatic note 

voicing concern over the political turmoil in Slovakia.4 Just one month later, however, and with 

no assurances of changes from Slovakia, the EU granted macrofinancial aid to Slovakia in the 

form of loan to its balanceof payments. Soon thereafter, the EU concluded the European associa-

tion agreement with Slovakia. Thus, economic cooperation thrived in the face of grave political 

concerns, and this probably contributed to Meciar's confidence in EU admission regardless of his 

behavior. 

Although the state of democracy worsened during 1995 in Slovakia, almost a year passed 

without public EU comments. Then in the fall of 1995 EU criticism became more blunt. First, 

four EU ambassadors gave an EU demarche to Meciar at a meeting in October 1995, reminding 

the Slovak authorities of responsibilities Slovakia took upon itself by signing an association 

agreement with the EU. Also, the EU's parliamentary assembly adopted a nonbinding resolution 

warning the Slovak government that "if it continues to follow policies which show no respect for 

democracy, human and minority rights and the rule of law," the EU will have to "reconsider its 

programme of assistance and cooperation under the Europe Agreement, which might have to be 
                                                 
1 Author's interview, members of the Slovak Foreign Policy Association, February 8, 2000 
2 Wlachovsky 1997,46 
3 Uj Szo (Bratislava/Pozsony), August 31, 1998 
4 "Full version of European Union demarche towards Slovakia," BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, November 30, 
1994 
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suspended."1 While the European parliament is weak in policy making on central and eastern 

European issues in comparison with the council and the commission, the action was nevertheless 

noted in Europe. A similar warning came a week later at the constituent session of the European 

parliament and Slovak parliament joint committee in Bratislava. 

Again, however, the credibility of the EU's claim that aid and continued cooperation and 

accession were conditional on political reforms was questionable. Even though Slovakia ignored 

these warnings and soon thereafter passed a controversial language law, the EU did not withdraw 

its cooperation and support as it had implied. The following month the EU allocated 200 million 

ECU in Phare money for 1995-1999 to Slovakia, and 42 million ECU for a 1995 action plan. 

Support continued in the same way in the spring of 1996. The EU made reproaches; Slovakia 

took little notice; the EU withheld no benefits. 

As the messages from the EU became increasingly critical, however,2 the EU nevertheless 

continued to send a mixed message to Meciar. Thus, while van den Broek said that the EU was 

disappointed with the referendum outcome, he also said that there was no danger of the EU can-

celing Slovakia's association agreement.3 Clearly, the "only" leverage being applied now was 

how the EU would place Slovakia in the accession queue, not whether Slovakia would be in the 

queue at all. Finally the EU rendered a direct verdict in the Agenda 2000 commission opinion, 

when Slovakia was the only candidate country deemed as not satisfying the political criteria.4 

Nevertheless, at the Luxembourg Summit the EU decided not to exclude Slovakia from the entry 

talks as the commission had recommended but merely to relegate it to the second group. Slova-

kia was clearly experiencing the consequences of the lack of fulfillment of EU requirements. It 

was credible that the EU would not move Slovakia ahead in the accessionprocess without im-

provements. Van den Broek's comment that there was "no danger" of canceling the agreement, 

however, nullified the threat of interrupting the association agreement based on political and 

human rights concerns, as outlined in clauses in the agreement's preamble.5 It also seemed clear 

that Slovakia would be able to keep its foot in the door to the EU, continue a high level of trade, 

and enjoy financial support regardless of its political behavior. Thus, positive benefits would 

continue to flow. 

                                                 
1 "Full text of European Parliament warning to Slovakia," CTK National News Wire, November 17, 1995 
2 In February 1996 on a trip to Bratislava, European External Relations Commissioner Hans van den Broek said that 
Slovakia would have to allow greater press freedom and respect minority rights if it wanted to take part in prepara-
tions for admission to the EU (Meseznikov 1998,19). The Slovak-EU Association Council meeting pressured Slova-
kia, in a memorandum, to ratify the Slovak-Hungarian treaty and pass a law on minority languages. Second meeting 
of die Association Council between the European Union and the Slovak Republic, RAPID, February 27, 1996 
3 EU strictures on Slovakia," Financial Times, May 30, 1997 
4 The text of the 1997 Commission opinion and other relevant documents on EU enlargement can be found on the 
EU enlargement website at http:// europa.eu.int/comm/enlargement/index.htm 
5 "EU hands Slovakia list of membership conditions," Reuter European Community Report, May 29, 1997 
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Thus, Meciar's overconfidence was to some extent bolstered by the EU's behavior. Be-

tween 1994 and 1996 Meciar came to understand that the EU would criticize him but would still 

continue financial cooperation and trade with Slovakia. When the EU stepped up the criticism in 

1997 and 1998, that lesson had perhaps grown too deep to be modified. This explains why Me-

ciar so seemingly carelessly shrugged off EU criticism when it was not convenient for him to 

pay attention. Thus, although the EU hammered Meciar on the issues of bilingual school certifi-

cates and the passage of a minority language law, Meciar either completely ignored these warn-

ings, continued to make empty promises, or even claimed that the laws were already satisfactory. 

Naturally, all the blame for why some of the attempts to use conditionality failed in some 

cases during the Meciar government cannot be placed solely on lack of EU credibility or on Me-

ciar's early overconfidence for admission to the EU. Domestic politics heavily influenced Meciar 

and often forced his hand—even if he himself may have been willing to compromise with the 

European institutions. To retain power, he simply sometimes had to put clear priority on domes-

tic authoritarian policies. 

CONCLUSION 

While Slovakia never had to address issues related to citizenship, as did Latvia and Esto-

nia, issues of language and education were quite contentions. One language issue concerned the 

use of personal and place names. In this case the CE lost considerable leverage by not having a 

gradual admission process that allowed the institution to secure some compliance before moving 

on to full membership. Thus, Meciar happily signed the CE "to do" list upon joining, only for the 

CE to see the issue shelved completely until there was a change in government and goodwill to-

ward the CE in 1994. 

On five separate issues during Meciar's next four years in office the European institutions 

tried to bring about specific legislative change. Demonstrating that such efforts are less success-

ful with nationalist-leaning leadership, three of these cases—the election law, the school certifi-

cate issue, and the minority language law—failed. In these three cases Meciar tried to disconnect 

his policy from EU membership and portrayed Slovakia's rejec-tion as a product of EU animosity 

rather than as a result of the government's actual behavior.1 The benefit he personally derived 

from the issue politically outweighed any potential personal benefit from the institutions. Thus, 

in true authoritarian style, he ignored the benefit to the country in favor of personal gain. Under-

scoring that international efforts are not completely useless with this type of leadership, however, 

two cases succeeded: the treaty with Hungary, which despite implementation problems was a 

significant achievement, and the eventual abandonment, after three attempts, of efforts to pass a 

                                                 
1 "Premier accepts country's exclusion from European integration process," BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, 
September 24, 1997 
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strict penalty code. On these issues Meciar presumably calculated that his international reputa-

tion would be too greatly damaged if he did not cooperate with the EU. These cases also oc-

curred in the mid-1990s—that is, before the EU's publication of the first report on the candidate 

countries, when Meciar's still believed he had a genuine shot at staying in the first wave of EU 

candidates. Compared with cases in the Baltic States, where there were also strong domestic op-

position, the Slovak cases suggest that narrow extremist opposition, particularly with key leader-

ship riding on its success, is less receptive to external pressure than is broader-based, but less 

extremist opposition. Taken together, however, the cases suggest that although external engage-

ment is less effective with leaders like Meciar at the helm, it can still work. 

Finally, the cases of the language law and the school certificates illustrate how a change 

of government may facilitate the effectiveness of conditionality, but how it nevertheless may not 

be sufficient. In both cases the new government was more open to changes to the law, but, par-

ticularly in the case of the language law and the straggle surrounding its formulation, it was still 

evident that passage of the law was not automatically assured just because the government had 

changed. Some additional impetus from the EU was still necessary. 

[Kelley J. G. “Slovakia: The Meciar Hurdle and Beyond,” Ethnic Politics in Europe (Princeton 

UP, 2004), Ch. 6: 116-140] 

Erin K. Jenne 

Triadic Ethnic Bargaining: Hungarian Minorities in Postcommunist Slovakia and Ro-

mania 

After the Treaty of Trianon stripped Hungary of two-thirds of its land and population in 

1920, a national mythology developed around the nearly 2.5 million Hungarians now residing in 

contemporary Serbia, Slovakia, and Romania—the primary beneficiaries of the postwar border 

adjustments. Hungarian revanchism led Budapest to join the Axis Powers in World War II, al-

lowing it to regain some of its lost territories before losing them again at the end of the war. Al-

though Hungary's involvement with its diaspora was limited during the Cold War, the fall of 

communism in 1989 led politicians and opinion leaders to revisit Trianon in domestic debates 

over the country's identity.1 Public ruminations over possible revisions to the widely reviled 

treaty generated anxieties on the part of Hungary's neighbors while raising the ambitions of 

Hungarians abroad. 

                                                 
1 The issue of Hungarian minorities was not completely dormant during the Cold War. In the 1960s, for example, 
Hungarian Premier Janos Kadar suggested that Hungarians in the diaspora could serve as "Bridges of Friendship" 
between the socialist countries. Indeed, Hungary was concerned about the treatment of its co-ethnics through out the 
Cold War period. However, this interest was subordinated to the maintenance of good diplomatic relations with its 
neighbors. Hungarian minorities reemerged as a major political issue in 1988, when Ceaujescu stepped up his cam-
paign of repression against ethnic Hungarians in Transylvania (see below). I am grateful for Stephen Deets for rais-
ing this point. 
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Although few have called for outright border adjustments, the Hungarian minorities in 

postcommunist Romania and Slovakia have mobilized around claims for language rights and 

even territorial autonomy. Why are these claims being made now? Some scholars argue that, the 

immutable desire to exist as a separate group leads to demands for autonomy.1 Others have 

pointed out that minorities have economic incentives to obtain education and language rights.2 

Although both propositions have some basis in faa, they do not explain why the claims of Hun-

garian leaders have varied from calls for police protection to language rights to territorial auton-

omy, and back. This chapter shows that the main drivers of Hungarian radicalization are minor-

ity perceptions of relative power vis-a-vis the state majority. These perceptions are driven in turn 

by the expected behavior of the minority groups' lobby actor, Hungary, and their respective host 

governments, Romania and Slovakia. To complicate matters, intergovernmental organizations 

(such as NATO, the OSCE, the CoE, and the EU) have used carrots and sticks to influence die 

policies of these governments toward their minorities. This dynamic may be depicted as a series 

of concentric waves rippling inward from me suprastate to the interstate to die substate level. 

To test these hypotheses, I break the two cases of minority behavior into a series of time 

segments, each representing a temporal shift in the demands made by the most popular minority 

leaders. I then use media reports, elite interviews, campaign platforms, and survey data to assess 

whether each observed shift in minority radicalization was preceded by a shift in perceived host 

and lobby state intentions with respect to the group. In the course of this analysis, I pay close 

attention to the influence of supranational players—primarily NATO and the EU, but also the 

OSCE and the CoE—in altering the dynamics of ethnic bargaining at the substate level. As ta-

bles 4.1 and 4.2 indicate, minority claims in Romania and Slovakia fluctuated considerably from 

the time of transition in 1989 until Slovakia and Hungary were admitted to the EU in 2004. 

These shifts cannot be explained by minority grievances or fears of repression alone. They were 

instead driven by host and lobby state signals, which informed minority perceptions of the pre-

vailing state of the world and therefore whether to radicalize against or accommodate the major-

ity. 

                                                 
1 George Schopflin has argued, for example, that language and education rights enable a minority community to 
exist and reproduce itself. Insofar as the Hungarian minorities constitute communities whose future in majority-
controlled states is under threat, they are unlikely to compromise on demands for cultural or linguistic autonomy. 
See especially George Schopflin, "Nationalism and National Minorities in East and Central Europe," Journal of 
International Affairs 45 (Summer 1991): 51-65. 
2 Official languages confer material benefits on the native speakers of these languages at the expense of non-native 
speakers. Each group therefore has an incentive to obtain official status for its language in order to gain advantages 
in civil service employment, university admissions, and so on. See, for example, David D. Laitin, "Language Policy 
and Political Strategy in India," Policy Sciences 22 (1989): 415-36; Paul M. Sniderman, Joseph F. Fletcher, Peter H. 
Russell, and Philip E. Tetlock, "Political Culture and the Problem of Double Standards: Mass and Elite Attitudes 
toward Language Rights in the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms," Canadian Journal of 'Political Science 
22(1989): 259-84. 
 



 478

Slovakia and Romania as Ideal Comparative Cases 

Postcommunist Slovakia and Romania offer a useful comparison for both methodological 

and substantive reasons: 

• Both countries had many domestic features in common, including a similar level of economic 

development, a legacy of communist rule, and the experience of rapid political and economic 

reform. 

• The populations of both countries supported membership in "Western organizations, generating 

electoral incentives for their leaders to meet NATO and EU accession criteria. 

• Both countries had at least some experience of Hungarian suzerainty under the prewar Habsburg 

regime as well as Hungarian irredentism in the twentieth century. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Both countries engaged in ethnic assimilation during the Cold "War and both became nationaliz-

ing states in the postcommunist period. There were also important similarities between the 

groups themselves. In both countries, they constituted the largest national minority. They also 

made up the largest Hungarian settlements outside Hungary and enjoyed close ties with their co-

ethnics over the border.1 Hence, the two minority groups were similarly situated with respect to 

their host governments as well as their shared kin state. Therefore, differences in the behavior of 
                                                 
1 Joseph Rothschild, East Central Europe between the Two World Wars (Seattle: University of Washington Press, 
1974), 155. 
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the two groups are likely to be related to factors at the substate level, whereas similarities are 

likely to be the result of the common impact of their lobby state. Furthermore, their shared cul-

ture, language, and national identity can be ruled out as possible explanations for variation in 

minority claims both over time and between the two cases (see figure 2.7). 

This investigation is also useful for substantive reasons; this is because these are textbook 

cases of intractable language conflicts. Such disputes pose an interesting empirical puzzle due to 

the seemingly trivial issues over which they are waged. At various times, minority Hungarians 

have staked all their political capital on bilingual place-names or report cards for their children. 

The behavior of the Romanian and Slovak governments is more puzzling still, because they at-

tracted international opprobrium and risked delaying their admission to the EU and NATO in 

return for the questionable benefits of restrictive language policies. I will show that these con-

flicts had less to do with the use of language than they did with minority-majority bargaining 

over the distribution of institutional power in the new states. 

Ethnic Bargaining Hypotheses 

The limits on the demands a group may credibly advance are largely determined by in-

ternal sources of power, including group size and territorial concentration. For example, if a mi-

nority does not meet certain size and compactness requirements for independence, its demands 

for statehood are unlikely to be seen as realistic, undermining their usefulness as tools for ex-

tracting concessions from the center. 
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According to the 1991 census, ethnic Hungarians in Romania numbered about 1.7 mil-

lion, or 7 percent of the population. The minority was concentrated in the northwest region of 

Transylvania but dominated only two of the state's forty-one counties—Covasna and Harghita. 

The Hungarian community in Slovakia numbered about 570,000 people, or 11 percent of the 

population, and was concentrated along the Hungarian border from Bratislava to Ukraine. Al-

though almost all ethnic Hungarians lived within this so-called Hungarian Belt, they made up 

only one-third of the region's population.1 The Hungarian groups in both states were therefore 

too small and geographically dispersed to achieve statehood. However, since there were Hungar-

ian majority districts clustered along both borders, they could advance credible claims for border 

adjustments. Moreover, because they were concentrated in particular regions (see map 4.1), terri-

torial autonomy was also a feasible aim for both groups. 

This does not mean, however, that they would necessarily advance such claims; tables 

4.1 and 4.2 show that the leaders of both minorities have varied their demands considerably 

since 1989 as a joint function of host and lobby state signals of behavioral intent. A group may 

mobilize in the first place when it perceives the government or majority to be repressive. The 

ultimate decision to radicalize, however, rests with the minority's perceived bargaining leverage 

vis-a-vis the center. This, in turn, is largely driven by signals of support from external lobby ac-

tors. Hungary was the primary lobby actor for the Hungarian minorities in postcommunist Slo-

vakia and Romania. Hungary's current borders were established by the 1920 Treaty of Trianon. 

As punishment for allying with the Central Powers during World War I, the treaty drew over 3 

million Hungarians outside a truncated Hungary, where they became citizens of Romania, 

Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, Italy, Austria, and Ukraine. During the interwar period, "Trianon 

and its children" served as a potent symbol in shaping Hungary's national identity. Trianon was 

later used to justify Hungary's alliance with Nazi Germany as well as its revisionist incursions 

into Yugoslavia and territorial acquisitions in Slovakia and Romania. Forced to return the terri-

tories after the war, Hungary maintained cordial relations with its neighbors until the 1980s, 

when Romania's assimilationist policies toward ethnic Hungarians in Transylvania galvanized 

demonstrations in Hungary.2 

 

                                                 
1 Edwin Bakker, Minority Conflicts in Slovakia and Hungary? (Capelle an den Ijssel, The Netherlands: Labyrint, 
1997), 43. 
2 There was an implicit agreement among socialist governments to refrain from criticizing one another's domestic 
policies in order to maintain solidarity within the communist bloc. See Gabor Kardos, "The Culture of Conflict: 
Hungary's Role in Resolving Ethnic Disputes," World Policy Journal iz (spring 1995): 102; see also Robert J. Pat-
kai, "Hungarian Minorities in Europe: A Case Study," Ecumenical Review, 1 April 1995, 218. 
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By 1990, Hungary had reestablished itself as the national homeland and champion of 

Magyars everywhere; as a result, the Hungarian diaspora began to look to Budapest for patron-

age and protection as early as the late 1980s. In contrast to the Sudeten German case (chap. 3), 

the balance of power between the minority groups' host and lobby states did not change appre-

ciably in the decade or so following 1989. Fluctuations in minority claims are therefore more 

likely to be a function of changing host and lobby state intentions toward the minority than of 

changes in their relative capabilities. All other things being equal, minority leaders in Slovakia 

and Romania should radicalize their demands when Budapest sends credible signals of support 

and moderate their demands when it indicates a lack of support. If both Hungary and the host 

government signal non-nationalist intent, Hungarian minority leaders should moderate their de-

mands. The associated decline in ethnic salience should also induce political coalitions to form 

across ethnic lines. 

What about other external actors? As noted in chapter 2, the minority's lobby actor need 

not be a kin state. It may be any powerful state, organization, interest group, or military alliance 

that intervenes or threatens to intervene on behalf of the minority against its host government. In 

contemporary Europe, potential lobbyists include the EU, NATO, the CoE, the OSCE, and vari-

ous NGOs. Significantly, however, these bodies did not act, nor did they claim to act, on behalf 

of the Hungarian minorities. Although they certainly influenced minority behavior in these 

cases, they did so indirectly by altering the preferences of the groups' host and lobby states—the 
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main principals of ethnic bargaining.1 I therefore focus on the actions of Hungary, Slovakia, and 

Romania, although I pay close attention to the ways in which external actors such as NATO and 

the EU influenced their preferences through incentives and constraints. We can now test these 

hypotheses using the cases of Hungarian minorities in postcommunist Romania and Slovakia. 

The Hungarians in Postcommunist Slovakia 

1989—Mid-1992: The Velvet Revolution and the Czechoslovak Split 

In November 1989, popular demonstrations swept the dissident playwright Vaclav Havel 

and his opposition movement, the Civic Forum (CF), into power in what became known as the 

Velvet Revolution. In the final weeks of the dying regime, the Czech Civic Forum and the Slo-

vak Public Against Violence (PAV) joined forces against the communist leadership. The revolu-

tion itself took place in an atmosphere of profound inter-ethnic cooperation that extended across 

the country. An ethnic Hungarian deputy recalled a poignant example involving Hungarian mi-

nority activists who had just returned to Bratislava from the scene of the revolution in Prague. 

When they stood up to address a pro-democracy rally and no interpreters could be found, Slovak 

demonstrators shouted out, "Don't translate, we understand you!"2 Over the coming months, a 

number of rallies were held to promote inter-ethnic cooperation, and Havel famously spoke out 

against xenophobia and racial intolerance.3 Minorities were permitted to establish their own par-

ties and encouraged to run on the broad-based CF and PAV candidate lists in the 1990 elections. 

Although Slovak nationalism had already emerged as a political force by mid-1990, the Slovak 

leadership remained quite liberal. The government did pass a language law in late 1990 placing 

restrictions on the use of Hungarian in public administration. 

However, the law was widely seen as a compromise between Slovak nationalists and eth-

nic Hungarians.4 The law was also consistent with prevailing European norms concerning the 

use of minority languages.5 Throughout the first electoral cycle, Slovak representatives focused 

primarily on revising the federal constitution, property restitution, market reform, and privatiza-

tion. 

In Hungary, meanwhile, the communist system formally ended in 1989 following a se-

ries of roundtable talks between communist party leaders and opposition groups. The "October 

Constitution," published in the party's official gazette in October 1989, declared an end to state 

                                                 
1 Zsuzsa Csergo, Language, Division, and Social Integration: Lessons from Post-Communist Romania and Slovakia 
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2007), chap. 3. 
 
2 Interview, Edit Bauer, former deputy chair of the Coexistence Party of Democratic Coalition, Bratislava, Slovakia, 
June 22, 1998. 
3 Lidove noviny, 1 August 1990. 
4 Interview, Kalman Petdcz, Deputy Chair of the Hungarian Civic Party, Bratislava, June 23,1998. 
5 Jan Obrman, "Language Law Stirs Controversy in Slovakia," Report on Eastern Europe, 16 November 1990,13-
16. 
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socialism and single-party rule. By the end of the year, there were over sixty new parties, with 

the Hungarian Democratic Forum (MDF) leading the movement for reform.1 During its first six 

months in office, the caretaker government pushed through economic and political legislation to 

consolidate the still-tenuous transition. The government also negotiated the withdrawal of Soviet 

troops from Hungarian territory and began to make diplomatic overtures to the West. Unsurpris-

ingly, given the nature of these reforms, the most salient political cleavage in the 1990 elections 

was ideological: 

In one of the January editions of his regular radio commentary spot, Istvan Csurka 

(MDF) warned about "the New Lenin Boys who revile Lenin," whilst on the eve of the elections 

Gaspar Miklos Tamas (Free Democrat) .. . admonished voters that if the Free Democrats did not 

win then the country would not see a change of regime or democratic government but at best 

changes in leadership: Backwater and fear—or Free Democratic majority. There is no third 

way," he wrote.2 

Ideological debates such as these dominated the political discourse in the immediate 

postcommunist period while the issue of Hungarians abroad receded into the background. With 

both Budapest and Prague preoccupied with regime change, the Hungarians in Slovakia should 

infer that the state of the world was one of ethnic peace (fig. 4.1, box 4), leading them to support 

moderate aims in cooperation with the Slovaks. Consistent with this expectation, minority lead-

ers maintained an integrationist stance in the first years of transition. Indeed, the Slovaks and 

Hungarians formed an inter-ethnic caretaker government shortly after the revolution.3 The first 

Hungarian party, the Independent Hungarian Initiative (IHI), "defined itself as liberal, placing ... 

me greatest emphasis on upholding individual rights."4 The second Hungarian party, the Forum 

of Hungarians in Czechoslovakia, actually joined the PAV. Both parties ran on the PAV candi-

date list in the 1990 elections. Zsuzsa Csergo observes that from the 1989 revolution to the June 

elections, "there was no evidence of an emerging ethnic division in the political arena between 

Slovaks and Hungarians."5 Despite a smattering of anti-Hungarian rallies in early 1990, relations 

between the two groups remained remarkably calm with regular collaboration between Hungar-

                                                 
1 The 1990 language law had few practical consequences for the Hungarians. The only other reform that adversely 
affected the minority during this time was the increased threshold for entering parliament. However, the new 5 per-
cent threshold was intended to limit the number of small parties in parliament rather than discriminate against ethnic 
Hungarians. 
2 Gaspar Miklos Tamas, "Uj reformkor vagy uj Horthy-korszak," in Mdsvildg Politikai esszek [Otherworld, Political 
Essays] (Budapest: Uj Mandatum Konyvkiado, 1994). 156-57. quoted in Ignac Romsics, Hungary in the Twentieth 
Century (Budapest: Corvina Osiris, 1999). 439 
3 Interview, Bauer, June 22,1998. 
4 Martin Butora Grigorij Meseznikov et al., eds., The 1998 Parliamentary Elections and Democratic Rebirth in Slo-
vakia (Bratislava: Institiit pre verejne otazky [Institute for Public Affairs], 1999), 246. 
5 Zsuzsa Csergo, "Beyond Ethnic Division: Majority-Minority Debate about the Postcommunist State in Romania 
and Slovakia," East European Politics and Societies 16 (2002): 3. 
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ian and Slovak politicians in parliament.1 After the first elections, the Slovak leadership even 

invited the IHI to join the ruling coalition. This alliance remained in power until the 1992 elec-

tions, with a Hungarian vice chairman of parliament and a Hungarian deputy prime minister.2 

Minority demands, too, remained quite moderate during this period. In the first electoral 

cycle, Hungarian leaders sought the restoration of minority schools, expansion of the minority 

press, and reestablishment of faculties of Hungarian history and culture.3 They pursued these 

goals quiedy, however, mainly through backdoor negotiations with government leaders. Minor-

ity representatives thus restricted their demands to cultural and linguistic autonomy in the early 

days of regime change. Meanwhile, political coalitions formed across ethnic lines, confirming 

the model's predictions. 

Late 1992-1993: Constructing a National Slovak State 

Vladimir Meciar's Movement for a Democratic Slovakia (MDS) claimed victory in the 

1992 elections and formed a ruling coalition with the ultra-nationalist Slovak National Party 

(SNP) in preparation for the 1993 Czechoslovak split. Ethnic Hungarians had bitterly opposed 

the breakup of Czechoslovakia because they regarded the federal government in Prague as a vital 

guarantor of their rights.4 The wording of the new Slovak constitution only seemed to confirm 

their fears. Edwin Bakker notes, "Following the first phrase— 'We the Slovak People'-—at every 

turn, the Slovak nation is given a preeminent position.. . . [T]he term 'nation' does not refer to all 

the people living within the territory of the Slovak Republic. Rather, it refers to the Slovak na-

tion, as opposed to those members of minorities and ethnic groups living in Slovakia."5 Although 

the constitution contained provisions for minority protection, the government seemed to be doing 

everything in its power to intimidate the ethnic Hungarians. For example, Slovak Transportation 

Minister Roman Hofbauer ordered the removal of Hungarian street signs ostensibly because they 

violated traffic and other safety regulations. The government also seemed bent on assimilating its 

Hungarian minority. A year into the new administration, the Cultural Association of Hungarian 

Workers of Czechoslovakia (CSEMADOK; the peak Hungarian cultural association in Slovakia) 

                                                 
1 The Slovak and Hungarian Christian Democrats, for example, jointly sponsored legislation on religious issues. See 
Edith Oltay, "Hungarians in Slovakia Organize to Press for Ethnic Rights," Report on Eastern Europe 22,1 June 
1990, 24. 
2 Interestingly, Vladimir Meciar was himself a leading member of the PAV and from 1990 served as prime minister 
of a coalition government that included the IHI. He was ousted from power in spring 1991, at which point he left the 
PAV to form the Movement for a Democratic Slovakia (MDS). 
3 Edith Oltay, "Hungarian Minority in Slovakia Sets Up Independent Organizations," Report on Eastern Europe 
2,16 March 1990,19-20.  
 
4 Interview, Miroslav Kusy, Chair of the Department of Political Science and Human Rights Education, Comenius 
University, and former PAV Member of Parliament, Bratislava, 19 June 1998. 
5 Bakker, Minority Conflicts in Slovakia and Hungary, 52-53. 
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observed that Meciar's government displayed "an obvious intention to damage the Hungarian-

language school system."1 Stefan Wolff writes: 

Since the inception of the new Slovak state in 1993, a growing lack of funding for Hun-

garian cultural organisations and activities has been claimed by minority representatives to cause 

gradual erosion of Hungarian culture in Slovakia. The simultaneous stepping-up of efforts to in-

crease the prominence of Slovak culture, especially in mixed Hungarian and Slovak areas, is seen 

as an attempt of gradual assimilation.2 

With the government promoting Slovak culture and restricting support for Hungarian 

educational and cultural development, the Hungarians had reason to believe that the Slovak 

leadership intended to repress the minority. 

In Hungary, meanwhile, the Democratic Forum (MDF) had won the first multiparty elec-

tions with 43 percent of the vote, making MDF Leader Jozsef Antall the new prime minister. 

Robert J. Patkai notes that Antall "pursued a policy that was virtually the polar opposite of that 

of the communists. The Antall government put the fate of the ethnic Hungarians first in its for-

eign policy aims, causing some degree of alarm in the host-states."3 Antall listed the govern-

ment’s priorities as forging ties with the West, increasing regional cooperation, and protecting 

Hungarian minorities in neighboring countries. He also emphasized that protecting co-ethnics 

abroad would not be subordinated to other foreign policy goals. As if to underscore this point, 

Antall declared himself "die prime minister of 15 million Hungarians," including about 5 million 

outside Hungary's borders. Although he later qualified this by saying that he saw himself only as 

the "spiritual" leader of 15 million Hungarians, the damage had already been done: "[Antall's] 

words were taken as a clear sign of a rebirth of Hungarian irredentism by die governments and 

majority populations in the neighboring countries. Antall's statements were problematic—not so 

much because they were proof of his irredentist intentions, but because they encouraged those 

who harbored such ideas and stirred up fear."4 

In 1992, Hungary began to lobby aggressively on behalf of Hungarians outside its bor-

ders. In February, Defense Minister Lajos Fur proclaimed that the preservation of the Hungarian 

"linguistic nation," was an "essential element" of Hungary's national security.5 Although most 

Hungarian citizens wanted to join the EU as soon as possible—which required good relations 

between Hungary and its neighbors—there was a rising level of nationalism within Hungary to-

                                                 
1 SOS Transylvania—Geneva Committee 1994, 7, quoted in ibid., 78. 
2 Stefan Wolff, "'Bilateral' Ethnopolitics after the Cold War: The Hungarian Minority in Slovakia, 1989-1999," Per-
spectives on European Politics and Society 2 (summer 2001): 179. 
3 Patkai, "Hungarian Minorities in Europe," 218. 
4 Kardos, "Culture of Conflict," 103. 
5 Quoted in Alfred Reisch, "Hungary's National Security and Its Ethnic Minorities," OMRI Daily Digest, 19 Febru-
ary 1992. 
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ward the Hungarian diaspora.1 Antall responded to these competing electoral pressures by for-

swearing irredentism while calling for increased autonomy for Hungarians abroad.2 The gov-

ernment also maintained regular contact with ethnic Hungarian parties in Slovakia and Roma-

nia.3 Slovakia's Coexistence Party enjoyed particularly close ties with the Antall government.4 

Government-sponsored foundations and agencies began to fund Hungarian associations in 

neighboring countries; the Office for Hungarian Minorities Abroad was set up to coordinate 

these activities.5 

In mid-1992, Bratislava and Budapest began bilateral talks in anticipation of Slovak in-

dependence; the status of Hungarians in Slovakia loomed large in tbese negotiations. Returning 

from one such meeting in September, Meciar defiantly declared that minority issues were Slova-

kia's internal affair and that ethnic Hungarians had no need for cross-border contacts with Hun-

gary. Hungary countered by inviting a delegation of minority parties to Budapest for high-level 

talks with the government. On die eve of the Czechoslovak split, Budapest proclaimed that local 

self-government was the best means of guaranteeing the rights of ethnic Hungarians and, by ex-

tension, preventing secession.6 Hungary also used its leverage in international organizations to 

lobby for Hungarian minorities. Already a member of the Council of Europe (CoE), Hungary 

threatened to veto Slovakia's admission to the CoE if it did not enact minority legislation imme-

diately.7 The standoff between the two governments lasted through die end of the year.8Given 

strong signals of support from Hungary and indications of repressive intent from Slovakia, die 

minority should believe the state of the world to be one of conflict (fig. 4.1, box 1), leading Hun-

garian elites to radicalize their demands against the center. At the same time, increased ethnic 

salience on the ground should cause inter-ethnic alliances to fracture. In line with these predic-

tions, minority representatives accelerated their demands considerably during this period. In 
                                                 
1 In 1990, 79 percent of the population favored associate status for Hungary in the European Community (Magyar 
Hirlap, 10 January 1991.) At the same time, 68 percent felt that Hungarian refugees from Romania were poor and 
"should be helped," while 78 percent of Hungarian citizens believed that the loss of Hungarian territories under the 
Treaty of Trianon was the "deepest historical trauma of Hungarian history" (Gyorgy Csepeli and Tibor Zavecz, 
"Conflicting Bonds of Nationality in Hungary: National Identity, Minority Status, and Ethnicity," European Journal 
of Social Sciences 5 [1992]: 77-94) 
2 Alfred Reisch, "Hungary's Ties with Slovakia," OMRI Daily Digest, 24 July 1992. 
3 Bakker, Minority Conflicts in Slovakia and Hungary, 64-65. 
4 Miklos Duray, Coexistence Party Chair, even campaigned for the MDF in Hungary's elections (Soiia Szomolanyi 
and Grigorij Meseznikov, eds., Slovakia: Parliamentary Elections 1994 [Bratislava: Interlingua, 1994], 209). 
5 Besides this, the government also set up Duna Televizio, a Hungarian television station broadcast by satellite to 
Hungarian audiences over the border (Zsuzsa Csergo and James M. Goldgeier, "Virtual Nationalism," Foreign Pol-
icy 125 [July-August 2001]: 76-77; Ignac Romsics, Hungary in the Twentieth Century [Budapest: Osiris Kiado, 
460-61]). 
6 Alfred A. Reisch, "The Difficult Search for a Hungarian-Slovak Accord," RFE/RL Research Report! (23 October 
23 1992): 25-26. 
7 Lynn M. Tesser, "The Geopolitics of Tolerance: Minority Rights under EU Expansion in East-Central Europe," 
East European Politics and Societies 17 (summer 2003): 509. 
8 In late 1993, Hungary suspended treaty talks with Slovakia in protest of Meciar's policies toward ethnic Hungari-
ans. Even Socialist Leader Gyula Horn said at the time that he would sign the treaty only if the Hungarian minority 
were given regional autonomy. 
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summer 1992, Miklos Duray, the Coexistence Party leader, called for "political autonomy" for 

Hungarians in the event of Slovak independence. When Hungary threatened to veto Slovakia's 

admission to the CoE, the Hungarian minority parties drafted a memorandum to the CoE de-

manding that Slovakia be denied membership on the grounds of failing to protect minority 

rights.1 They maintained this position right up until the CoE brokered a compromise between the 

two states in 1993. In response to government efforts to remove bilingual street signs and redis-

trict Hungarian regions, thousands of ethnic Hungarians gathered in the border town of Komarno 

in early 1994 in their first-ever popular protest. Minority representatives also issued a memoran-

dum calling for the establishment of a Hungarian province with "an independent self-

government and public administration."2 These demands were enshrined in the campaign plat-

form of the coalition of Hungarian parties going into the 1994 elections.3 

These elections represent a high-water mark in minority radicalization. By now, most 

minority leaders had joined Duray in calling for territorial autonomy. The moderate Hungarian 

Christian Democrats (HDCM) began to assume a more extreme stance as well, asserting that 

"regions with 300,000—500,000 inhabitants . . . can be an ideal model for self-governing socie-

ties independent from the [Slovak] state."4 Even the liberal IHI (now the Hungarian Civic Party) 

abandoned its pro-government position, having failed to reestablish its alliance with the Slovak 

PAV in 1992. Every major Hungarian party thus ran on a platform of regional or territorial 

autonomy in the 1994 elections.5 We may therefore conclude that the minority leaders had radi-

calized their position against the Slovak government. 

1994: The Liberal Interregnum 

In the context of a growing economic crisis and increasing international isolation, the 

Slovak opposition finally gathered enough votes to oust Meciar from power in March 1994, in-

stalling a liberal government with the backing of the Hungarian parties. This time, the govern-

ment's promises of minority protection were credible because it depended on the minority's sup-

port in parliament for its survival. Almost immediately, Hungary restarted treaty talks with the 

new Slovak government headed by Josef Moravcik. In April, Moravcik announced that Hungary 

and Slovakia must resolve their disputes over minority rights in order to gain entrance to the EU, 

                                                 
1 Alfred A. Reisch, "Slovakia's Minority Policy under International Scrutiny," RFE/RL Research Report г (Decem-
ber 1993): 37. 
2 Sharon Fisher, "Slovakia's Ethnic Hungarians Demand Autonomy," OMRI Daily Digest, 15 December 1993. 
3 The three main Hungarian parties ran together as a coalition in the 1994 elections to ensure that they passed the 
new threshold for entering parliament (Bakker, Minority Conflicts in Slovakia and Hungary, 116).  
4 Ibid., 213. 
5 The most radical Hungarian party, Coexistence, enjoyed the greatest grass roots support during this time—serving 
as further evidence that die minority rank and file had radicalized (Soiia Szomolanyi and Grigorij Meseznikov, Slo-
vakia, 208-9). 
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adding that Slovakia would apply for EU membership later that year.1 True to its word, the gov-

ernment pushed through two new laws favored by Hungarians—one permitting name registra-

tion in one's mother tongue and the second allowing bilingual place names for towns and vil-

lages. The Slovak leadership had initiated the legislation to comply with CoE and EU recom-

mendations and maintain the support of its Hungarian allies in parliament.2 During a two-day 

visit to Slovakia in late 1994, CoE Representative Tarja Halonen stated that the administration 

had "fulfilled and in some ways exceeded" its promises of minority protection, among other 

things.3 One observer noted: "There were no radical changes in Moravcik's government. The 

main thing was a change in the atmosphere. There was a lowered level of suspicions, a lack of 

ethnic provocations by officials and members of the Slovak government. It was possible to [en-

gage in] constructive ethnic dialogue."4 

Despite Slovakia's emerging conciliatory stance, Budapest continued to triangulate, reit-

erating the government's intention to consult with the Hungarian minority parties before submit-

ting any bilateral treaty to parliament.5 With a new pro-minority Slovak leadership and Hungary 

indicating its continued support for the minority, the Hungarians should believe that the state of 

the world had become one of opportunity (fig 4.1, box 2), leading them to mobilize around more 

radical demands. They are also more likely to obtain concessions in this state of the world, given 

the presence of a non-repressive majority. 

Consistent with this expectation, Hungarian representatives escalated their demands to 

territorial autonomy. When the Slovak leadership offered to include Hungarian parties in the 

coalition government, Pal Csaky, the head of the Hungarian coalition, demanded guarantees of 

territorial self-administration in return for their participation. Specifically, he called for the crea-

tion of three autonomous territorial units in which Hungarians would be in the majority.6 One 

minority representative despaired of his leader's extremist stance: "The problem with Duray, and 

also Csaky, is that they don't believe in real cooperation with the Slovaks. This is why I'm nerv-

ous. Because if you don't believe that real cooperation is possible, then your position is [always] 

the same. If your vision is that you will always be an isolated minority fighting for your rights, 

then that is a gloomy perspective."7 

                                                 
1 Jan Obrman, "Slovak Prime Minister Comments on Slovak-Hungarian Relations," OMRI Daily Digest, 29 April 
1994. 
2 Tesser, "The Geopolitics of Tolerance," 515. 
3 Sharon Fisher, "Minorities in Slovakia," RFE/RL Report, 22 November 1994, emphasis added. 
4 Interview, Kusy, June 19,1998. 
5 Judith Pataki, "Horn on Hungarian-Slovak Treaty," OMRI Daily Digest, 5 July 1994. Although pleased with the 
more liberal Slovak administration, Budapest maintained its original position that the rights of Hungarians must be 
guaranteed in the bilateral treaty. 
6 Jiri Pehe, "Slovak Party Leaders' Pre-election Debate," OMRI Daily Digest, 19 September 1994. 
7 Interview, Kalman Petocz, deputy chair of the Hungarian Civic Party, Bratislava, June 24,1998. 
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Nevertheless, Csaky's demands resonated strongly with the Hungarian rank and file. 

Surveys taken in the summer of 1994 indicated that 58 percent of ethnic Hungarians now sup-

ported territorial autonomy for Hungarian regions.1 The Slovaks were aware that their Hungar-

ian compatriots had radicalized—54 percent of Slovaks in the north and 56 percent of Slovaks in 

the south agreed with the statement, "Hungarians keep reinforcing their demands."2 If minority 

behavior were a straightforward function of grievances or fears, then the Hungarians should 

have moderated their claims during this time. Instead, they radicalized against a relatively liberal 

government in response to perceptions of sustained external support. The Moravcik government, 

meanwhile, attempted to meet the minority's demands as far as it was able.3 

1995-Early 1998: Slovakia's Janus-Faced Strategy 

The MDS rode to victory in the fall 1994 elections, and Meciar reassumed the premier-

ship with the nationalist SNP as his junior partner. To international audiences, Meciar pro-

claimed his support for minority rights, but for domestic consumption, he embarked on a series 

of policies targeting the Hungarian community. In 1995, the Education Ministry announced 

plans for an alternative education program under which all schools, including those in exclu-

sively Hungarian regions, would be obliged to teach certain mandatory subjects in Slovak. Later 

that year, the government introduced a new language proposal diat would require the use of Slo-

vak in almost every area of public life. 

Over the following two years, the Meciar government introduced a number of additional 

initiatives that were seen as damaging to the Hungarian community. The Ministry of Culture is-

sued a memo instructing museums to replace Hungarian signs with signs in English. The li-

censes of two Hungarian-language theaters in south Slovakia were revoked, and state funding for 

Hungarian cultural associations was radically reduced. More significantly, the parliament passed 

a law that redrew Slovakia's electoral districts, making Hungarians a numerical minority in every 

district.4 Apart from the law's electoral implications, this also meant that ethnic Hungarians had 

fewer rights to use their native language in public life.5 Meciar further exacerbated tensions at a 

party rally in September 1997 when he suggested that Slovakia's minority issues could be re-

solved by expatriating Hungarians to Hungary.6 The minority took these actions as clear signs of 

                                                 
1 Sandor Bordas, et al., Counter-Proof: The Examination of the Slovak-Hungarian Relationship with Sociological 
and Ethnopsychological Methods in Slovakia (Budapest: Nap Kiado, 1995), 106. 
2 Ibid., 49. 
3 With elections in the fall and opinion polls showing Meciar in the lead, Moravcik's party could ill afford to accede 
to Csaky's demand at this point for fear of alienating Slovak voters. 
4 Martin Butora and Thomas W. Skladony, eds., Sbvakia ipp6-ippj: A Global Report on the State of Society (Brati-
slava, Slovakia: Institute for Public Affairs/Institut pre verejne otazky, 1998), 39-41. 
5 Diana Nemethova and Laszlo Olios, "Hungarians in the Slovak Government," in A New Balance: Democracy and 
Minorities in Postcommunist Europe, ed. Monica Robotin and Levente Salat (Budapest: Open Society Institute, 
2003), 124. 
6 "Minorities Complain about Slovak Premier's Suggestion," OMRI Daily Digest, 12 September 1997. 
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repressive intent; the overwhelming majority of Hungarians felt their situation had worsened 

significantly since the 1994 elections.1 

As Slovak leaders turned up the heat, Hungary began to withdraw its support from the 

Hungarian minorities in neighboring states. This shift occurred under the new socialist-liberal 

government, which had come to power in 1994. On assuming premiership, Gyula Horn pro-

claimed that the government would no longer put the issue of Hungarian minorities above final-

izing state treaties with Romania and Slovakia.2 Horn "signaled his government's [conciliatory] 

intentions by visiting Bratislava just weeks after taking office in August 1994."3 To expedite 

matters, Budapest ruled out the possibility of border adjustments and dropped its insistence that 

Slovakia grant territorial autonomy to its ethnic Hungarians as a condition of normalized rela-

tions. According to Miroslav Kusy, "[b]oth governments needed the bilateral treaty in this pe-

riod, and it was necessary to give some sign of goodwill to the EU—this was why the treaty was 

signed so hurriedly. It was hurriedly prepared, and signed in Paris with great [fanfare]."4 By de-

coupling Hungary's foreign policy from its diaspora issues, Horn was able to conclude a bilateral 

treaty with Slovakia in a matter of months. 

With Hungary backing away from its co-ethnics and Slovakia resuming its policies of 

minority intimidation, ethnic Hungarians had strong reason to believe that the state of the world 

had become one of vulnerability (fig. 4.1, box 3), leading them to support more moderate de-

mands in response to their diminished bargaining leverage. Consistent with this expectation, 

minority leaders soon abandoned calls for Hungarian self-administration and focused instead on 

combating specific policies of discrimination. Hungarian teachers and parents gathered in towns 

across southern Slovakia to protest the government's new education law.5 A second Komarno 

meeting was held in 1995 to rally against the alternative education plan. They petitioned the 

CoE and the EU to intervene on their behalf and drafted counterproposals to each government 

initiative. The Hungarians thus followed a largely defensive strategy during this period.6 Kal-

man Petocz justified their moderated position as follows: "You simply have to be very patient 

with the Slovaks—they have lived fifty years as an isolated nation—since 1938 under Hitler's 

                                                 
1 According to a survey conducted in January 1997, 71 percent of Hungarians agreed that "The Hungarian minority 
has limited rights and possibilities for its development"—only 47 percent had agreed with this statement in 1994. A 
poll taken later that year revealed that 80 percent of Hungarians felt their situation had worsened since the 1994 
elections. Zora Biitorova, ed., Democracy and Discontent in Sbvakia: A Public Opinion Profile of a Country in 
Transition (Bratislava: Institute for Public Affairs, 1998), 152-53. 
2 In early 1995, the EU announced that no state could gain admission before first normalizing relations with its 
neighbors. 
3 Kardos, "Culture of Conflict," 105. 
4 Interview, Kusy, June 19,1998. 
5 Sharon Fisher, "Ethnic Hungarians Hold Protests in southern Slovakia," OMRI Daily Digest, 30 June 1995. 
6 Interview, Pal Csaky, Chair of the Coalition of Hungarian Parties, 1994, and Chair of the Hungarian Christian 
Democratic Party, Bratislava, Slovakia, June 23,1998. 
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rule, then 45 years under communism. Absolutely isolated ... at this point, Hungarians are 

treated as second-class citizens in their own state . .. "1 

The new Hungarian Coalition (Strana Mad'arskej Koalicie, SMK) adopted a program go-

ing into the 1998 elections that reflected this moderation.2 Instead of making overtly separatist 

demands, the SMK advocated a plan that would give the minority a degree of autonomy by way 

of general decentralization and democratization of the state.3 Edit Bauer, a Coexistence Party 

representative, observed that "[o]ur manifesto does not place a major emphasis on minority is-

sues, but rather on the issue of renewing democracy and the rule of law. If these goals are met, 

then the problems of minorities will be solved as well."4 On the strength of this moderate 

agenda, the SMK gained almost the entire Hungarian vote, with only a tiny percentage going to 

other parties.5 We may therefore infer that the Hungarians had de-escalated their claims in spite 

of heightened government discrimination—in confirmation of the model's predictions. 

Mid-1998-2003: Slovak Liberalization 

The 1998 elections were held in the midst of mounting public anxiety over Slovakia's 

growing diplomatic isolation, government corruption, and consequent demotion from die first-

wave EU-accession countries. Although Meciar's party had won a plurality of the vote, parties 

across the political spectrum formed a government under Mikulas Dzurinda's Slovak Democratic 

Coalition (SDK) in a bid to oust Meciar from power. The SMK was invited into the governing 

coalition, even though Dzurinda already had a parliamentary majority without it.6 The Hungari-

ans received three ministerial positions in Dzurinda's twenty-member cabinet. The Human 

Rights and Minorities portfolio went to Pal Csaky, a man who had once demanded a separate 

political status for Hungarian regions. The SMK also received the deputy speakership of parlia-

ment, the chairmanship of the parliamentary committee for human and minority rights, and four 

departmental secretaryships. These gestures were taken as credible signs that the new leadership 

favored building a liberal society. 

In the meantime, Hungary appeared to be moving in the opposite direction. The national-

ist Fidesz (Fiatal Demokratak Szovetsege, Alliance of Young Democrats) party won the 1998 
                                                 
1 Interview, Kalman Pet6cz, Deputy Chair of the Hungarian Civic Party, Bratislava, June 24,1998. 
2 The three largest Hungarian parties merged to form the SMK for the 1998 elections in order to meet the new 
threshold requirements for entering parliament. 
3 The SMK plan would re-divide the country into thirteen regions, one of which would be majority Hungarian. 
These regions were to have extensive powers over education, culture, and language. This plan became a point of 
contention in the post-1998 coalition government. 
4 Quoted in Martin Butora et al., eds., The Parliamentary Elections and Democratic Rebirth in Slovakia (Bratislava: 
Institute for Public Affairs, 1999), 251. 
5 Ibid., 252. With over 9 percent of the popular vote, it appears that nearly the entire Hungarian population had 
voted for the SMK. 
6 The SDK and the SMK had signed a pre-election agreement the previous year that paved the way for the inter-
ethnic government. After signing the agreement, SMK Chair Bela Bugar stated in satisfaction that "90 percent of the 
Coalitions program priorities have been included in the government program" (Ethan Frame, Hungarian Minorities 
Monitor, October 28,1998, http://www.hhrf.org/monitor/). 
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elections, and Viktor Orban became the new prime minister. As the self-described inheritor of 

Antall's earlier nationalist government, Orban had campaigned on the promise to reach out to 

Magyars abroad. Orban eventually made good on his pledge by initiating the so-called status 

law.1 This law, passed by the Hungarian parliament in 2001, extended numerous benefits to 

Hungarians in Slovakia, Romania, Ukraine, Yugoslavia, Croatia, and Slovenia. In its original 

form, the law included the right to work in Hungary for three months each year. It also made 

scholarships, travel subsidies, medical and pension benefits, and financial aid available to indi-

viduals and organizations in the diaspora.2 

Although Romania and Slovakia reacted very negatively to these developments, Hungary 

managed to maintain a working relationship with its neighbors both before and after the law was 

passed.3 Moreover, Orban affirmed mat it was in Hungary's interests to see its neighbors admit-

ted to the EU as soon as possible.4 In contrast to the previous nationalist government, which had 

attempted to block Slovakia's admission to the CoE, the Fidesz government actually supported 

Slovakia's application to the EU and NATO, even holding discussions with the Czechs about 

how to get Slovakia re-inducted into the first-wave accession countries.5 

To understand Orban's mixed signals during this time, it is important to bear in mind that 

the status law had been primarily intended for a domestic audience. As the 2002 elections ap-

proached, Orban attempted to reconnect with his supporters by honoring his promise to push 

through a status law on behalf of minorities in neighboring countries. However, the government 

began to distance itself from the law once it became clear that it might inhibit the government's 

ability to achieve its other goals—namely, EU integration. When formal negotiations over EU 

accession began in 1998, Hungarian legislation received a thorough going-over to see whether it 

complied with EU standards. From the very start, the status law attracted significant criticism 

from international bodies. Before it was even passed, the CoE pointed out that the law did not 

conform to European principles of nondiscrimination because it extended benefits on an ethnic 

basis to citizens of Austria—then an EU member. The parliament obligingly rewrote the pro-

posal to exclude Austria from the scope of the law. After it was passed, the CoE asserted that the 

                                                 
1 Interview, Zoltan Kantor, Laszlo Teleki Institute Research Fellow, Budapest, December 1, 2003. 
2 Eugen Tomiuc, "Hungary: Status Law Causing Dispute with Neighbors," RLE/RL Newsline, 4 October 2001, 
http://www.rferl.org/features/2001/10/04102001 123954.asp. The two most likely explanations for the status law 
are: (1) that Fidesz initiated the law to appeal to its constituents' nationalist preferences and (2) that the government 
wanted to ensure that Hungarians in the diaspora had no economic incentives to emigrate to Hungary once the coun-
try gained EU membership. Although there may be something to both accounts, the first is more plausible because 
concerns about immigration cannot explain why Hungarians in Austria (already an EU country) had been included 
in the original proposal. Moreover, the fact that Fidesz accelerated its efforts to push the bill through parliament in 
the run-up to the 2002 elections suggests that the law was more politically motivated. 
3 It should be noted that Romania and Slovakia had already enacted their own status laws, which contained many of 
the same provisions they found objectionable in the Hungarian law 
4 Michael Shafir, "Orban on Relations with Neighbors," REE/RL Newsline, 21 December 1998. 
5 P.B., "Czechs, Hungarians Look to Bring Slovakia Back into the Fold," REE/RL Newsline, 12 October 1998 
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law still did not meet European standards, so the government promised to amend it. Hungary 

also pledged to negotiate with Romania and Slovakia over implementing the law in a way that 

would not discriminate against non-Hungarians. Hungarian Foreign Ministry Spokesman Tamas 

Toth affirmed Hungary's conciliatory intentions toward its neighbors: "[The status law] would be 

an internal affair of Hungary [if it did not have] external implications. So that's the core of the 

problem. That's why it's difficult, because this is a Hungarian law, but we want to make it in a 

way that it would be acceptable for the neighbors ... [so that the benefits] will not be limited to 

ethnic Hungarians but also [extended] to Slovaks."1 

Despite their strong condemnation of the law, Slovak leaders maintained an ongoing dia-

logue with Hungary throughout the crisis. Slovak leaders stated that, although they regretted 

Budapest's decision to act unilaterally with respect to its diaspora, they would not retaliate. Dep-

uty Foreign Minister Jaroslav Chebo offered, "I think nobody here has got in mind . . . any coun-

termeasures to be introduced to somehow oppose the intention of the Hungarian legislators. But 

anyway, we have to find out a way in which the support—the cooperation between Hungary and 

the ethnic Hungarians living in Slovakia—can be conducted in a way that is compatible with 

Europeanism as such."2 In the end, die government effectively gutted the law in response to sus-

tained international criticism.3 The amended law was shorn of most of its original benefits, in-

cluding the right to work permits and access to health care and pensions in Hungary. Diaspora 

Hungarians could still obtain identity certificates, but these would not be official identity cards.4 

The status law had thus been reduced to little more than a symbol, mainly as a result of EU con-

ditionality. 

The predictions of ethnic bargaining would seem to be indeterminate in light of Hun-

gary's mixed signals. However, I argue that the status law was not a credible sign of interven-

tionist intent for two reasons. First, Hungary maintained cordial bilateral ties with Slovakia 

throughout this period, in contrast to the previous Antall administration, which had refused to 

declare its borders inviolable and declined to normalize relations with Slovakia over minority 

issues. Second, the status law would have dispensed benefits within Hungary proper and there-

fore had no direct bearing on the minority's relations with its host government. Finally, by re-
                                                 
1 Quoted in Eugen Tomiuc, "Romania/Slovakia: Authorities Highly Critical 
of Hungarian 'Status Law,'" REEIRL Newsline, 6 March 2003, 
http://www.rferl.org/features/2oo3/o3/o6o32003i64i45.asp. 
2 Eugen Tomiuc, "Hungary: Status Law Causing Dispute with Neighbors," REE/RL Newsline, 4 October 2001. 
3 In contrast, Zsuzsa Csergo argues that whatever influence outside actors had in this decision, the change in the 
status law occurred primarily because the more liberal Socialists had come to power in 2002 (Csergo, Language, 
Division and Social Integration, chap.3). While the change in government certain facilitated the amendment to die 
status law, it must be remembered that the law had been passed in 2001 with the support of almost every party in 
parliament {including the Socialists). The amendment therefore cannot be explained solely by a change in political 
leadership. Moreover, it is very possible that EU pressures were also responsible for bringing the more liberal gov-
ernment to power, as happened in Slovakia in 1998. 
4 "Ditching the Diaspora?" The Economist, 4 September 2003. 
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moving the most objectionable portions of the law, Hungary had shown that it was willing to 

renege on its promises to ethnic Hungarians abroad in order to meet the conditions of EU acces-

sion. 

With a noninterventionist lobby state and conciliatory host government, the Hungarian 

minority had reason to believe that the state of the world was one of peace (fig. 4.1, box 4), lead-

ing minority representatives to advance integrationist demands in cooperation with the Slovak 

majority. Consistent with this prediction, Hungarian leaders pursued a modest agenda of cultural 

autonomy. They formulated their demands in the framework of actual legislation such as a lan-

guage law that would expand the minority's right to use its mother tongue in official business; 

they also sought the establishment of Hungarian educational facilities in south Slovakia.1 A new 

language law was passed in summer 1999 with the support of their Slovak allies in government. 

Although the SMK was not entirely satisfied with the law, and had yet to obtain Hungarian fac-

ulties, its leaders refrained from radicalizing. Instead, they joined Slovak parties in pushing 

through a raft of reforms that had no direct bearing on minority issues. Despite accusations by 

Hungarian nationalists that the party had "sold out Hungarian interests in the name of Slovak 

democracy," the SMK gained a valuable reputation as a dependable junior partner. In 1999, 

Dzurinda praised the SMK as "the most stable part of the government."2 

In the 2002 elections, the SMK received an overwhelming popular mandate from its con-

stituents with over 11 percent of the vote. It was consequently invited into the second Dzurinda 

government, and Pal Csaky was appointed deputy prime minister, indicating a level of ethnic 

accommodation not seen since the early days of the revolution.3 In this position, Csaky defended 

Slovakia's minority policies and argued for the country's swift accession to the EU. Strikingly, 

Csaky himself favored amending Hungary's status law to comply with European standards, stat-

ing that the dispute could be resolved "within 48 hours" if both Hungary and Slovakia demon-

strated the "political will to do so."4 He even acted as a mediator in bilateral negotiations over 

the law in 2002.5 From these events, we may infer that Hungarian minority leaders retained their 

moderate stance while using their leverage in government to obtain concessions in the areas of 

language and education. Moreover, they did so in cooperation with the Slovak leadership, in line 

with the predictions of ethnic bargaining. 

                                                 
1 Michael Shafir, "Autonomous University Faculty for Slovak Hungarians," REE/RL Newsline, 18 August 1999. 
2 Speech delivered to the SMK Congress in Komarno, November 1999, quoted in Ne-methova and Olios, "Hungari-
ans in the Slovak Government," 129. 
3 The Hungarians received three other positions in the cabinet as well, including the Agricultural and Regional De-
velopment ministerships; these portfolios were especially important to the minority because the Hungarian regions 
of south Slovakia were predominantly agricultural. 
4 Quoted in Michael Shafir, REE/RL Newsline, 14 January 2002. 
5 Balazs Jarabik, "Recent Developments in Slovak Political Life," in A New Balance: Democracy and Minorities in 
Postcommunist Europe, ed. Monica Robotin and Levente Salat (Budapest: Open Society Institute, 2003), 147-48. 
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The Hungarians in Postcommunist Romania 

1989—Early 1990: The Revolution and Its Aftermath 

In December 1989, opponents of Ceausescu's regime—both Romanians and ethnic Hun-

garians—rallied in support of Liszlo Tokes in the Romanian border town of Timijoara. Tokes, 

the dissident pastor of the Hungarian Calvinist Church, had preached against totalitarianism as 

well as xenophobia; mixed marriages between Hungarians and Romanians were commonplace 

in his congregation. When Romanian authorities, fearful of his growing popularity, attempted to 

remove Tokes, a crowd of about 5,000 Hungarians and Romanians gathered around the pastor's 

house in defiance of the regime. Thus began a four-day standoff between Tokes s unarmed sup-

porters, on one side, and the Securitate (the Romanian secret service), the militia, and the army, 

on the other. Several hundred citizens of both ethnicities died in this and subsequent battles.1 By 

December 20, the army had gone over to the side of the revolutionaries, and the next day about 

10,000 Hungarian and Romanian civilians and soldiers gathered in the town's main square 

chanting, "We are ready to die!"2 The revolution quickly spread to Bucharest and other cities 

across the country. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
                                                 
1 Judith Pataki, "Free Hungarians in a Free Romania: Dream or Reality?" Report on Eastern Europe, 23 February 
1990, 18-19; "The Timisoara Declaration," Report on Eastern Europe, 6 April 1990, 41. 
2 Timisoara Declaration," 41. 
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In a little over a week, Nicolae Ceausescu was overthrown, and the Romanian authorities 

established the National Salvation Front (NSF) to oversee the transition. The NSF set up a care-

taker government, which made overtures to the Hungarian minority.1 Ion Iliescu, NSF leader and 

head of the interim government, sought ethnic Hungarian support by promising to implement 

minority protections. On January 5, the NSF "solemnly declared that it would guarantee individ-

ual and collective rights and freedom for ethnic minorities," pledging to establish a ministry for 

minorities.2 Inter-ethnic cooperation was evident at the grass roots level as well; shortly after the 

revolution, Romanians assisted the Hungarians in reopening a Hungarian radio station that had 

been closed since 1985. 

The Hungarian government, too, assumed a non-nationalist posture during this time, ex-

tending diplomatic and material support to all citizens of Romania regardless of ethnicity. In re-

sponse to the revolutionary crisis, Hungary sent humanitarian aid over the border, including 

much-needed food and medical supplies.3 Romanians initially greeted Budapest's overtures with 

mistrust; however, a spirit of ethnic harmony arose as it became clear that Hungary was offering 

unconditional assistance to all. Army and border guards became friendly and courteous to visi-

tors from Hungary "almost overnight."4 At the same time, the NSF government established rela-

tions with the Hungarian government, and Budapest and Bucharest entered an unprecedented 

period of cooperation. A New York Times reporter wrote exuberantly of these events: 

During the fighting in Romania, Hungarians wept for those killed by Ceausescu's forces 

and were anguished when the revolution seemed to falter. They shared joyfully the final success 

of those they were thinking of as brothers. There is now the chance that out of fearful bloodshed 

two adjacent countries, with intermingled, once quarrelling populations, can make their land fit 

for heroes to live in with reciprocal amity.5 

With Hungary providing support to/backing the NSF and the NSF pledging to protect 

minority rights, ethnic Hungarians should believe that the state of the world was one of ethnic 

peace (fig. 4.2, box 4), leading Hungarian representatives to pursue moderate aims in coopera-

tion with the government. Indeed, the Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in Romania 

(DAHR)—the only major Hungarian political organization in the postcommunist period—

                                                 
1 This represents a significant departure from Ceausescu's policy of ethnic assimilation through the "systematization 
of settlements," under which numerous Hungarian villages were destroyed in the 1980s. For a discussion of 
Ceausescu's policies toward Hungarians in Transylvania, see Rudolf J06 and Andrew Ludanyi, eds., The Hungarian 
Minority's Situation in Ceausescu's Romania (Highland Lakes, N.J.: Atlantic Research and Publications, 1994). See 
also George Schopflin and Hugh Poulton, Romania's Ethnic Hungarians (London: Minority Rights Group, 1990), 
12-18. 
2 Radio Bucharest, 5 January 1990, 10 p.m., quoted in Pataki, "Free Hungarians in a Free Romania," 21. 
3 Wendy Hollis, Democratic Consolidation in Eastern Europe: The Influence of the Communist Legacy in Hungary, 
the Czech Republic, and Romania (Boulder: East European Monographs, 1999), 207. 
4 Pataki, "Free Hungarians in a Free Romania," 19. 
5 New York Times, 2 January 1990, quoted in ibid. 
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strongly supported Iliescu and the NSF in the months following the revolution. The DAHR was 

founded in December 1989 as a broad-based coalition of political platforms, cultural and youth 

organizations, and educational institutes. It had a well-established political hierarchy, and its 

leaders were directly elected from the bottom up—its program thus serves as a reasonable proxy 

for the preferences of Hungarians as a whole.1 

The DAHR assumed a strongly conciliatory posture toward the new Romanian govern-

ment. It recognized the NSF as the sole legal authority of Romania and proclaimed that it was 

every citizen's duty to support the achievements of the December revolution regardless of na-

tional origin.2 In die beginning, prominent Hungarian leaders, including Tokes and Geza Do-

mokos, were themselves members of the NSF. Etbnic Hungarians were given places in the care-

taker government, and it was even rumored diat Tokes would become die first Romanian minis-

ter of minorities. In return for tbeir support, the DAHR leaders called for expanded minority 

education, the reestablishment of a Hungarian university in Cluj, and the right to use Hungarian 

in official business in Transylvania.3 Despite their outspoken demands, they promised to pursue 

these goals in cooperation with the government. 

Mid-1990-Early 1992: Constructing a National Romanian State 

Romania's inter-ethnic tranquility was disrupted in early 1990 when clashes broke out in 

the Transylvanian town of Tarqu-Mures. On March 19, supporters of the nationalist Vatra Ro-

maneascd (Romanian Cradle) attacked representatives of the Hungarian community with axes 

and clubs. On the second day of the violence, the Hungarians began to retaliate. The army fi-

nally intervened on March 21 to end the crisis, but not before eight people had been killed and 

more than three hundred injured—mostly Hungarians.4 Iliescu downplayed the seriousness of 

the attacks, calling them "regrettable events," and delayed an official inquiry into the conflict. 
                                                 
1 Interview, Tibor Szatmari, DAHR adviser on international relations, Bucharest, Romania, May 26, 1998. In the 
1990s, the DAHR consistently obtained around 7 percent of the popular vote in national elections. Because ethnic 
Hungarians made up around 7 percent of the Romanian population, we may infer that the Hungarian minority voted 
as a bloc for die DAHR. This, together with the fact that its leaders were democratically elected and its platform 
established at the local level, means that the position of the DAHR should reflect prevailing minority preferences on 
the ground. 
2 Pataki, "Free Hungarians in a Free Romania," 21 (emphasis added). 
3 Schopflin and Poulton, Romania's Ethnic Hungarians, 20. 
4 Vladimir Socor, "Forces of Old Resurface in Romania: The Ethnic Clashes in Tarqu-Mures,," Report on Eastern 
Europe, 13 April 1990, 36. It is quite likely that the Vatra Romdneascd played a key role in the clashes, possibly 
wim the support of the Securitate, which was then facing major budget cuts and institutional subordination to the 
army. According to most accounts, the Securitate bused in Hungarians and Romanians from surrounding villages, 
armed them with weapons, and provoked them to attack one another. After a few days, the Securitate intervened to 
restore order, mereby demonstrating the usefulness of an independent, well-funded secret service (interview, Gy-
orgy Tokay, Minister for National Minorities, Romanian government, Bucharest, 2 April 1998). Events in Hungary 
may have also contributed to the conflict. Significantly, the attacks occurred just days after the anniversary of the 
1848 Hungarian Revolution. With the borders now open, thousands of Hungarian citizens streamed into Romania to 
join their relatives in Transylvania for national celebrations. The Hungarian flag was flown in towns across Tran-
sylvania, lending credibility to warnings of Hungarian irreden-tism. To make matters worse, the candidates in Hun-
gary's national elections were campaigning on promises to defend the Hungarian diaspora. The convergence of these 
events greatly increased the likelihood of conflict.  
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By siding with the Vatra Romaneascd and other right-wing elements that enjoyed strong support 

in Transylvania, Iliescu hoped to boost the government's flagging popularity in the region. The 

Vatra Romaneascd was also given considerable column space in pro-government newspapers, 

where it openly disseminated its anti-Hungarian views. Pardy because of this, its opinions came 

to be associated with the NSF itself.1 

The NSF emerged victorious in the May 1990 elections and aligned itself with the na-

tionalist parties, including the National Unity Party of Romanians (PUNR), the political wing of 

the Vatra Romdneascd. Soon after the elections, NSF leaders began to renege on their promises 

to the Hungarian minority. In 1990, the parliament approved a law that further restricted mi-

nority education.2 The government also removed DAHR representatives from the Mures County 

Council and the Tarqu-Mures City Council and replaced them with Vatra Romuneascd mem-

bers.3 The two main nationalist parties, the PUNR and the Greater Romania Party (GRP), re-

peatedly introduced legislation to disband the DAHR, branding the Hungarian deputies as na-

tional traitors and stooges for the Hungarian government. Prime Minister Petre Roman even as-

sisted the GRP in launching Romania Mare, a xenophobic weekly publication that enjoyed a 

wide readership.4 

In late 1991, the parliament passed a constitution that pronounced Romania a "sovereign 

and independent, unitary and indivisible Romanian national state" [Article 1(1)], founded on 

"the unity of the Romanian people" [Article 1(4)]. It also ruled out autonomy for Hungarian re-

gions.5 The NSF continued to cooperate with the nationalist parties throughout the first electoral 

cycle, effectively abandoning the DAHR in favor of the Romanian ultra-nationalists. 

Hungary maintained a remarkably noninterventionist stance during this period, all things 

considered. Budapest condemned die "explicitly anti-Hungarian atrocities" in Tarqu-Mures and 

accused the Romanian government of sanctioning national chauvinism. However, it refrained 

from direct confrontation and instead appealed to international bodies to sanction Bucharest. The 

government wrote a letter to the UN secretary general, stating, "The Hungarian side does not 

wish to interfere in the internal affairs of Romania, nevertheless, we cannot remain silent about 

the severe violations of minority rights embodied in several international instruments. . . . the 

                                                 
1 Tom Gallagher,  "Vatra Romaneasca and Resurgent Nationalism in Romania, Ethnic and Racial Studies 15 (Octo-
ber 1992): 582-83 
2 Carmen Pompey, "Decision on Education Protested by Minorities," Report on Eastern Europe, 6 July I990, 46 
3 Gallagher, "Vatra Romaneasca," 578 
4 Michael Shafir, "The Greater Romania Party," Report on Eastern Europe, 15 November 1991, 26. 
5 A full text of die Romanian constitution can be found at http://domino.kappa. ro/guvern/constitutia-e.html#ai8, 
accessed May 2006. 
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international community should render assistance to curb the Romanian nationalist actions vio-

lating the provisions of the UN Charter."1 

Despite his manifest displeasure with the Romanian government, Antall affirmed his 

wish to negotiate a bilateral treaty with Bucharest.2 To expedite matters, the government at-

tempted to contain cross-border tensions with Romania. When the World Federation of Transyl-

vania organized a protest march in Timisoara on the sixtieth anniversary of Trianon, Antall 

warned that the demonstrations could harm the status of Hungarians in Romania.3 With almost 

80 percent of the Hungarian public favoring accession to NATO, the CoE, and the EC, the gov-

ernment endeavored to resolve disputes over minority issues through bilateral diplomacy rather 

than direct intervention.4 

Given Hungary's noninterventionist signals and Romania's increasingly nationalist orien-

tation, the Hungarians should perceive the state of the world to be one of vulnerability (fig. 4.2, 

box 3), leading them to accommodate the majority while remaining mobilized along ethnic lines. 

As predieted, the minority largely refrained from radicalization. An ethnic fears approach might 

expect the Hungarians to pursue some degree of separatism in the wake of Tarqu-Mures as a 

means of guarding against future aggression. Instead, DAHR representatives tried to negotiate 

better police protections and expanded minority education; DAHR leaders joined moderate Ro-

manians in calling for guarantees of minority rights in accordance with the Helsinki Final Act. 

At the first DAHR congress in April 1990, Acting President Domokos declared that it had not 

been a mistake to support die NSF government and called for continued cooperation with liberal 

Romanian parties. The DAHR went into the 1990 elections on a platform of ethnic accommoda-

tion.5 

Hungarian representatives maintained their conciliatory posture through 1991. When re-

strictions were placed on the minority press in February, the Hungarian deputies reacted mildly, 

proclaiming their solidarity with Romanian moderates. Right-wing elements in the NSF and the 

Vatra RomAneasca also launched a campaign to ban the DAHR, accusing it of fomenting ir-

redentism. In response, the DAHR Congress issued an "Appeal to the Entire Romanian Society" 

pleading for inter-ethnic calm and voicing concerns that in the "atmosphere of suspicion that has 

been created . . . anti-Hungarian feelings may be ignited at any time through false accusations or 

                                                 
1 Quoted in Judith Pataki, "The Hungarian Authorities' Reactions to the Violence in Tarqu-Mures,," Report on East-
ern Europe, 13 April 1990, 24. Radio Free Europe received a translation of the letter from the Hungarian Mission of 
the United Nations in New York 
2 Karoly Okolicsanyi, "Prime Minister Presents New Governments Program," Report 
on Eastern Europe, 8 June 1990, 22. 
3 Alfred Reisch, "Hungarian Parties Seek to Reassure Romania on Border Issue, Report on Eastern Europe, 15 June 
1990, 30. 
4 See Alfred Reisch, "Primary Foreign Policy Objective to Rejoin Europe, Report on Eastern Europe, 28 December 
1990; Karoly Okolicsanyi, "Relations with the European Community," Report on Eastern Europe, 26 July 1991. 
5 Judith Pataki, "Ethnic Hungarians Contest Romanian Elections," Report on Eastern Europe, 1 June 1990, 40-43. 
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misrepresentation of minority demands."1 At the second DAHR congress in May 1991, Tokes 

(now honorary chairman of the DAHR) declared that Hungarians "do not want to be the minor-

ity facing the majority nation, we want to become the equal partners of Romanians in [a] com-

mon homeland."2 The organization made a point of eschewing calls for territorial autonomy, not-

ing that such an arrangement would leave many Hungarians outside autonomous minority re-

gions.3 In the absence of external backing, the Hungarian leadership thus maintained a position 

of accommodation even in the face of majority threat. 

Mid-1992-1995: Bilateral Treaty Talks 

Iliescu's new Party of Social Democracy in Romania (PDSR) prevailed in the 1992 elec-

tions but failed to gain an absolute majority in parliament. Iliescu therefore established a minor-

ity government with the support of the two nationalist parties. Meanwhile, Gheorghe Funar, the 

PUNR leader, was elected mayor of the Transylvanian capital of Cluj, where he began to change 

the names of Hungarian streets and monuments, ban Hungarian street signs, and generally re-

strict DAHR activities in town.4 Despite domestic and international condemnation of these ac-

tivities, Iliescu declined to sanction Funar for his behavior, even though the PUNR was a close 

government ally—election results and opinion polls at the time indicated considerable popular 

support for ethnic extremism.5 

Around this time, Hungary began to intervene more aggressively on behalf of its co-

ethnics in the context of bilateral treaty talks with Romania. Budapest's increasingly confronta-

tional posture was evidenced by Defense Minister Lajos Fur's announcement that Hungary 

"should do everything in [its] power, using all legal and diplomatic means, to end the threat to 

the minorities and guarantee their survival."6 Already a member of the CoE, Hungary threatened 

to block Romania's admission to the body if it failed to improve its treatment of ethnic Hungari-

ans. It also refused to sign a treaty with Romania without a side agreement on minority protec-

tion. Romania responded by complaining of Hungarian meddling in its domestic affairs, accus-

                                                 
1 Romania Magyar Sz6, April 10, and June 7,11, and 13,1991, quoted in Edith Okay, "The Hungarian Democratic 
Federation of Romania: Structure, Agenda, Alliances," Report on Eastern Europe, 19 July 1991, 32. 
2 Quoted in Edith Oltay, "The Hungarian Democratic Federation of Romania: Structure, Agenda, Alliances," Report 
on Eastern Europe, 19 July 1991, 30 
3 Michael Shafir and Daniel Ionescu, "The Minorities in 1991: Mutual Distrust,' Social Problems and Disillusion," 
Report on Eastern Europe, 31 December 1991, 30 
4 Aurel Zidaru-Barbulescu, "Romania Seeks Admission to the Council of Europe, RFE/RL Research Report г, Janu-
ary 8,1993. 
5 According to a March 1993 poll, 27 percent of Romanians felt their country needed an "authoritarian, iron-handed 
leadership"; this was reflected in the Greater Romania Party platform (Michael Shafir, RFE/RL Research Report, 2 
April 1993). In the 1992 elections, the nationalist PDSR and the two ultra-nationalist parties together garnered over 
one- half of the popular vote. 
6 Oj Magyarorszdg, го February 1992, quoted in Edith Oltay, "Minority Rights Still an Issue in Hungarian-
Romanian Relations," Report on Eastern Europe 20 March 1992,17. 
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ing Budapest of conspiring to annex Transylvanian territory.1 The talks soon reached an im-

passe. 

The two governments resumed their negotiations in March 1993, but not before a DAHR 

delegation was invited to Budapest, where minority representatives were assured of Hungary's 

support for the minority's "legitimate aspirations," including "internal self-rule in accordance 

with Romanian and international law."2 Budapest and Bucharest reached another stalemate over 

minority issues, with each side accusing the other of intransigence. The Socialists came to power 

in Hungary in mid-1994 with the two sides still trying to hammer out a compromise. Just as ne-

gotiations began to look promising, the nationalist elements in Romania turned up the heat. The 

parliament passed a controversial education law that would force Hungarians in Romania to 

learn at least some Romanian, and in July the mayor of Cluj approved a request for an archeo-

logical excavation under Hungarian national monuments. DAHR leaders again traveled to Buda-

pest to appeal for support and were promised that (1) Hungary would consult with minority lead-

ers before it signed a bilateral treaty and (2) any acceptable treaty must include protections for 

ethnic Hungarians. The government continued to meet with minority representatives throughout 

1995, repeatedly assuring them that Budapest supported autonomy for Hungarian regions in Ro-

mania.3 

With Hungary assuming a more interventionist posture and Romania signaling a strongly 

nationalist orientation, the Hungarian minority should perceive a state of the world of conflict 

(fig. 4.2, box 1), leading DAHR representatives to radicalize in response to perceptions of 

heightened leverage. In line with this prediction, the Hungarians lost little time in accelerating 

their demands. Shortly after the 1992 elections, DAHR leaders issued the Cluj Declaration, in 

which they called for self-determination and communal autonomy for Hungarian regions.4 The 

declaration represents the most radical minority demand to date and attracted criticism not only 

from Romanian nationalists but also from their moderate Romanian allies in the Democratic 

Convention (DC).5 Meanwhile, pressure mounted on the ground for assuming a more confronta-

tional stance to the government. When Funar ordered the removal of Hungarian place names in 

                                                 
1 Ibid. 
2 Alfred Reisch, "Magyar Ethnic Leaders from Romania Visit Hungary," OMR1Daily Digest, 1 March 1993. 
3 Karoly Okolicsanyi, "Hungarian Official Says Autonomy Inevitable for Minorities, OMR1Daily Digest, 26 Octo-
ber 1994. 
4 At this point, a factional split appeared in the DAHR Laszlo Tokes began to advocate more extreme separatist de-
mands, claiming that "small steps" had yielded nothing but frustration for the Hungarian minority. TSkes and other 
radicals asserted that "[b]y sanctifying compromise as part of the [DAHR] credo, .. . the moderates are not display-
ing realism but accepting the perpetuation of the existing situation" (quoted in Michael Shafir, ) 
5 The Democratic Convention was the main opposition bloc in the Romanian parliament, consisting of over a dozen 
parties. The DAHR joined the DC in 1991 but ran on separate candidate lists in the elections, enabling the DC to 
protect itself against accusations that it was allied with Hungarian revisionists (Hollis, Democratic Consolidation in 
Eastern Europe, 232-34). 
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Cluj, 5,000 people marched through the city in protest.1 This was the first time in more than fifty 

years that Hungarians in Transylvania had demonstrated over minority issues. 

DAHR leaders stopped short of demanding territorial autonomy at their 1993 party con-

gress, limiting their demands to communal autonomy.2 Territorial autonomy did not enjoy the 

backing of the Hungarian government at the time; Romanian moderates, too, considered claims 

for territorial autonomy too incendiary. Such calculations were also apparent in the choice of the 

new DAHR leadership. At the DAHR convention, party representatives elected Bela Marko as 

president—someone who, as Expres put it, "is more radical than [current president] Domokos 

and more moderate than Laszlo Tokes."3 The Hungarian rank and file thus selected a more radi-

cal leader to press their radicalized agenda, but were careful not to overplay their hand.4 As 

treaty talks threatened to stall once again over minority issues, Bela Marko took advantage of 

the minority's heightened leverage by escalating his demands to territorial autonomy where 

"compact Hungarian populations live." Marko called on Hungary to insist that provisions for 

such arrangements be included in its basic treaty with Romania.5 In January 1995, the DAHR 

further upped the ante by creating a council to coordinate local governments for Hungarians un-

der one autonomous zone. When bilateral talks restarted in fall 1995, Marko sought and received 

assurances from the Hungarian prime minister mat Budapest would continue to support auton-

omy for ethnic Hungarians in Romania. Bishop Tokes went even further, proposing that Roma-

nia devolve power to Hungarian regions along the lines of South Tyrol.6 Hungarian minority 

leaders thus radicalized their position in reaction to the increased leverage they enjoyed in the 

context of eleventh-hour treaty negotiations between Hungary and Romania. 

Ethnic tensions in Romania ran high during this period. Perceptions of minority extrem-

ism led to fissures in the fragile coalition between the DAHR and Romanian moderates in the 

DC. One DC representative proposed mat the Hungarians be ejected from the convention if they 

failed to recant their calls for territorial autonomy.7 This led to a formal split between the DAHR 

                                                 
1 Dan Ionescu, "Ethnic Tension Rises in Transylvania," OMRI Daily Digest, 7 December 1992. 
2 Territorial autonomy would grant the designated group a degree of self-rule over a bounded territory, whereas 
communal autonomy would give the group a degree of self-administration in the areas of education and culture on a 
иои-territorial basis. Communal autonomy is therefore more akin to cultural or linguistic autonomy than it is to ter-
ritorial autonomy. I am grateful to Stephen Deets for this point. See Stephen Deets and Sherrill Stroschein for a dis-
cussion on the problems with implementing territorial autonomy (Stephen Deets and Sherrill Stroschein, "Dilemmas 
of Autonomy and Liberal Pluralism: Examples Involving Hungarians in Central Europe," Nations and Nationalism 
11 [2005]: 285-305). 
3 Shafir, "HDFR Congress," 38 
4 Tom Gallagher, "Ethnic Tensions in Cluj," RFE/RL Research Report 2 (26 February 1993) 
5 Michael Shafir, "Hungarian Minority Claims Stir Angry Romanian Reaction," OMRI Daily Digest, 11 August 
1994 (emphasis added). 
6 Michael Shafir, "Transylvanian Bishop Makes Alternative Reconciliation' Proposal," OMRI Daily Digest, 1 No-
vember 1995. 
7 Michael Shafir, "Democratic Convention of Romania to Sever Hungarian Ties," OMRI Daily Digest, 10 February 
1995 
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and the DC, demonstrating that inter-ethnic coalitions are difficult (if not impossible) to sustain 

in a climate of high ethnic salience. 

1996-2003: Liberalization and Uneasy Coexistence 

Treaty talks between Hungary and Romania dragged into 1996. The main sticking point 

was Romania's refusal to sign the CoE Recommendation on Minority Protection; it was feared 

that the provision for minority self-government would provide a legal basis for Hungarian sepa-

ratism.1 In 1995, the United States, EU, and CoE began to insist that the two governments settle 

their differences as a prerequisite for full membership in NATO and other European bodies.2 In 

1995, NATO issued a document that read in part: "States which have ethnic disputes or external 

territorial disputes, including irredentist claims . .. must setde those disputes by peaceful means 

in accordance with OSCE principles. Resolution of such disputes would be a factor in determin-

ing whether to invite a state to join the Alliance."3 The United States urged Bucharest in particu-

lar to make concessions to its Hungarian minority, noting that its failure to do so had hindered 

the country's accession to NATO.4 In March 1996, the U.S. secretary of state announced that 

NATO was now ready to expand eastward provided that these countries resolved their disputes 

with their neighbors, among other things.5 Debates in the Hungarian parliament now raged over 

whether the government should simply sign a treaty with Romania and be done with it. The 

Hungarian government had become increasingly willing to compromise on diaspora issues to 

conclude a basic treaty with its neighbor.6 The Romanians were even more eager to join the EU 

and NATO. Opinion polls conducted in 1996 showed that 95 percent of the population favored 

NATO membership and 97 percent EU membership.7 With NATO indicating its willingness to 

consider Romania's application that year and fall elections fast approaching, Iliescu launched a 

desperate bid to start Romania down the path toward accession, even if this meant granting con-

cessions to the ethnic Hungarians. In August, the two governments reached a compromise: "Mr. 

Iliescu, eyeing Romania's November 3 presidential elections and in need of a foreign-policy vic-

tory, proposed that an annex be added to the treaty, clearly stating it did not allow for collective 

                                                 
1 Edith Oltay, "... While Hungary, Romania Continue to Disagree," OMRI Daily Digest, 17 March 1995. 
2 Michael Shafir and Matyas Szabo, "Romanian President Meets with Clinton," OMRI Daily Digest, 27 September 
1995. 
3 Study on NATO Enlargement, 1995, http://www.nato.int/docu/basictxt/enl-9501. htm, chap. 1, para 6, accessed 
May 2006. 
4 Michael Shafir, "Congress of Hungarian Minority Party in Romania," OMRI Daily Digest, 29 May 1995. The 
DAHR objected strongly to resolving the standoff by compromising on minority issues. At a party congress in May, 
Marko reiterated Hungarian demands for territorial autonomy and criticized Hungary and the U.S. government for 
undermining the minority's position. 
5 Dan Ionescu, "Hammering on NATO's Door," Transition, 24 June 1996. 
6 Edith Oltay, "Hungarian Debate on Treaties," OMRI Daily Digest, 23 February 1995. 
7 Adevarul, March 9-10,1996, in Ionescu, "Hammering on NATO's Door." 
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rights. Hungary, over the protests of many Hungarians in Romania—and aware that preliminary 

NATO talks begin this winter—agreed to the annex."1 

Hungary had thus effectively reneged on its promises to the Hungarian minority, sending 

a strong signal of noninterventionist intent. Romania, too, began to change its orientation toward 

the minority. Despite Iliescu's efforts to recapture popular support by moving to the center, the 

moderate DC emerged victorious in the 1996 elections. To shore up their base of support and 

establish their liberal credentials, DC leaders invited the DAHR into the governing coalition 

even though they had a bare parliamentary majority without it. With relations between Budapest 

and Bucharest normalized and the moderates in control of the Romanian government, the Hun-

garian minority should infer that the state of the world had become one of ethnic peace (fig. 4.2, 

box 4), leading minority representatives to moderate their demands. At the same time, political 

alliances should form across ethnic lines. True to this expectation, DAHR leaders abandoned 

their demands for territorial autonomy in exchange for concrete amendments to Romania's edu-

cation and language laws. The DAHR worked closely with its Romanian allies to achieve these 

goals and obtained positions, in the government.2 Meanwhile, the party began to diversity its 

platform. Whereas previously it had focused almost exclusively on matters of interest to the mi-

nority, the DAHR now adopted policies on a range of issues, including budgetary reform, priva-

tization, taxation, monetary and fiscal policy, and EU and NATO integration.3 Tibor Szatmari, 

public relations head of the DAHR office in Bucharest, said of this time: 

[A]fter being in government, we realized there are different ways of securing the rights of 

Hungarians and avoiding discrimination. In the past, autonomy was the solution to discrimina-

tion against Hungarians and lack of investment in these regions. Now, Hungarians have a Hun-

garian minister of territorial development—he is the guarantee that there will be no more dis-

crimination against Hungarians.4 

The new government succeeded in meeting most of the DAHR's language and cultural 

demands over the next two years, sometimes against considerable opposition. When they failed 

to obtain the necessary votes to pass the controversial amendments, the government issued 

emergency decrees.5 The Romanian leadership also fulfilled its campaign promise to reopen the 

Hungarian consulate in Cluj, which had been closed since 1988.6 The DAHR and its Romanian 

partners even tentatively agreed that a Hungarian university would be established in Tarqu-

                                                 
1 Michael Jordan, "Hungary and Romania Get an Offer They Can't Refuse: Make Up or Else," Christian Science 
Monitor 4 October 1996. 
2 Interview, Tokay, 2 April 1998. 
3 For a comparison, see Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in Romania, Documents, Cluj, 1994; Democratic Alli-
ance of Hungarians in Romania, Documents and Brief Presentation, Cluj-Napoca, 1998. 
4 Interview, Szatmdri, 26 March 1998 (emphasis added). 
5 Zsolt-Istvan Маю, "Romanian Coalition Conflict Continues," RFE/RL Newsline, 
6 Micahel, Shafir, "Transylvania's Glass Still Half-Empty," RFEIRL Newsline, 15 August 1997. 
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Mures. Mainstream minority leaders had thus moderated their demands from territorial auton-

omy to cultural and linguistic rights. Moreover, they were working with the Romanian leadership 

to achieve their goals. 

Impact of the Hungarian Status Law in Romania 

As noted above, the 1998 elections in Hungary brought the nationalist Fidesz party to 

power with Orban as the new prime minister. Both during and after the elections, Orban and 

other Hungarian politicians asserted that Budapest "represented Hungarians both at home and 

abroad" and that Hungary had a moral obligation to lobby for the rights of beleaguered Hungari-

ans in neighboring countries. After years of debate, the Orban government finally introduced the 

proposed status law in the run-up to the 2002 elections. With broad popular support, the proposal 

was passed in 2001 with the backing of all major parties in parliament. 

In assessing the impact of these events on ethnic relations over the border, it is important 

to remember that Orban's nationalism differed fundamentally from that of the previous Antall 

government, which had refused to normalize relations with Romania over its treatment of edinic 

Hungarians and had attempted to block the country's admission to the CoE. In contrast, Orban 

maintained an open dialogue with Romania throughout his term of office, supporting the coun-

try's accession to European bodies and negotiating with Bucharest over how best to implement 

the status law.1 In response to complaints that the status law violated Romanian sovereignty, 

Orban assured his Romanian counterpart that their differences could be resolved through nego-

tiations.2 Indeed, just months after the status law was enacted, Hungary and Romania signed a 

Memorandum of Understanding making all Romanians (not just ethnic Hungarians) eligible for 

three-month work permits in Hungary.3 The government finally excised the controversial por-

tions of the law in 2002. 

In Romania, interethnic cooperation continued to grow. The DAHR obtained a number of 

new positions in government, including the portfolios of Health and the Protection of National 

Minorities. In 1999, the parliament finally approved long-sought amendments to the education 

and local administration laws, institutionalizing the emergency decrees of 1997.4 When Iliescu 

regained power in 2000, many feared a return to his nationalist policies of the early 1990s. How-

ever, Iliescu recognized which way the wind was blowing and exchanged his xenophobic nation-

alism for a tamer brand of European socialism. His new Social Democratic Party (PSD) aligned 

                                                 
1 Quoted in Eugen Tomiuc, "Hungary: Status Law Causing Dispute with Neighbors," RFE/RL Newsline, 4 October 
2001. 
2 Ibid. 
3 "Viktor Orban, an Assertive Hungarian," The Economist, 2 March 2003; Monica Ciobanu, "Problems of Democ-
ratic Consolidation in Eastern Europe: The Case of Romania in Comparative Perspective (Part 2)," RFE/RL East 
European Perspectives, 20 August 2003 
4 Csergo, "Beyond Ethnic Division," 23-24. 
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itself not with the GRP, its earlier ally and second most powerful party in parliament, but with 

the DAHR. The government signed a Political Protocol with DAHR leaders promising them 

more than they had enjoyed under the previous regime in return for their support in parliament. 

The protocol was reaffirmed in 2002.1 During his first two years in office, Iliescu made good on 

several of his pledges to the Hungarians—pushing through key legislation on property restitution 

and local administration. 

With Hungary signaling its lack of support (having placed EU accession over the inter-

ests of its diaspora) and Romanian leaders working closely with DAHR representatives in par-

liament, the bargaining model predicts that minority leaders would continue to seek moderate 

goals in cooperation with the Romanian government. Although most of this period was indeed 

marked by inter-ethnic cooperation, Orban's early nationalist signals did appear to have influ-

enced minority behavior in Romania. Indeed, an open split emerged in the DAHR as the radicals 

attempted to use their ties with nationalist elements in Hungary to undermine the mainstream 

Marko leadership. These tensions surfaced at a DAHR party congress in June 1998, immediately 

after Fidesz had swept to power. One observer noted that Orban's nationalist campaign in Hun-

gary appeared to have increased popular support for the radicals.2 Before the assembled dele-

gates, the radicals proclaimed—to audible sounds of assent—that the moderates had sold out the 

interests of ordinary Hungarians to secure a place in government. They then revived an old de-

mand for a Hungarian university in Cluj as well as territorial autonomy for Hungarian regions.3 

The growing mutiny within the rank and file led mainstream DAHR leaders to escalate their de-

mands against the Romanian government in order to maintain the support of their constituents in 

the context of a leadership challenge. 

For the most part, however, the DAHR moderates stayed the course in government—

working with their Romanian partners to hammer out concrete legislation related to Hungarian 

interests. In doing so, they retained the support of the minority rank and file; according to a 2000 

opinion poll, 85 percent of DAHR supporters favored the leadership's decision to stay in gov-

                                                 
1 The protocol included a promise to ratify the EU Regional and Minority Languages Charter by 2002, provisions to 
ensure that police officers in minority regions spoke the minority language, guarantees that national minorities 
would be represented in local and national governments, and provisions for the creation of new Hungarian faculties 
and research chairs at the Babe§-Bolyai University and other universities in Transylvania (Ana-Maria Dobre, "EU 
Conditionality Building and Romanian Minority Rights Policy: Towards the Europeanisation of the Candidate 
Countries," Perspectives on European Politics and Society 4 [2003]: 71, 80 n. 40). 
2 Interview, Julius Rostas, government adviser, Department for the Protection of National Minorities, government of 
Romania, Bucharest, 22 July 1998. 
3 Some of these radicals left the DAHR to form the Szekely National Council and die Hungarian National Council 
of Transylvania in 2003 with the support of nationalist organizations abroad. Their aim was to achieve "internal 
self-determination" and "self-administration" (territorial autonomy) for ethnic Hungarians—goals no longer cham-
pioned by the mainstream leadership. 
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ernment.1 Like its counterpart in Slovakia, the DAHR even acted as a mediator in the dispute 

between Hungary and Romania over minority issues. As tensions arose over how to implement 

the status law in Romania, Магкб adopted a neutral position, stating only, "[w]e would favor a 

very simple, clear, and objective preparation procedure on Romania's territory."2 When in late 

2003, the Fidesz party (now out of government) expressed its support for the radicals' demand of 

territorial autonomy, Marko denounced Fidesz interference in Romanian affairs as "an unwise 

move" that would harm the interests of the Hungarian minority.3 One member of the Romanian 

government offered this evaluation: "DAHR is not an extremist party, although there are certain 

extremists included. Generally, I perceive them as a moderate party with European values. . . . 

[the] DAHR is a pragmatic party, and they have programs the goals of which are not only ethni-

cally oriented, but European."4 The gradual normalization of the DAHR is well documented as 

its leaders focused increasingly on issues that concerned the entire citizenry. 

From this discussion, we may conclude that the deepening rapprochement between Ro-

mania and Hungary in the context of EU and NATO conditionality led the minority leadership to 

seek moderate goals in cooperation with the Romanian majority. This is consistent with the ex-

pectations of ethnic bargaining given minority perceptions that the state of the world was one of 

ethnic peace. 

Comparing the Hungarian Movements 

I now provide a comparative analysis of the two Hungarian minority movements to 

evaluate the competing theories of minority claim-making. Primordialist theories would expect 

both groups to pursue a degree of separatism in the postcommunist period due to their cohesive 

national identities as well as their linguistic, regional, religious, and cultural distinctiveness. 

Thus, the minority groups should seek a separate status once they have the opportunity to do so. 

Although these theories correctly anticipate the lines of conflict as well as the basis upon which 

people mobilized, they explain neither why both groups failed to pursue autonomy before 1992 

nor why they abandoned autonomy demands in the late 1990s to gain more moderate benefits 

such as property restitution and Hungarian faculties. 

Economic opportunism also fails to account for Hungarian claim-making in these cases. 

Both minority groups were concentrated in agricultural areas, which were less developed than 

the state as a whole. Regional economic data show that the agricultural regions of south Slovakia 

                                                 
1 Zsolt-Istvan Маю, "Romania's Hungarian Democratic Federation Experiences Turmoil Again," RFE/RL Newsline, 
11 July 2000. 
2 Quoted in Eugen Tomiuc, "Hungary: Status Law Causing Dispute with Neighbors," RFE/RL Newsline, 4 October 
2001. 
3 Michael Shafir, RFE/RL Newsline, 22 December 2003. 
4 Irinel Popescu, NPCDP, State Secretary to the Minister of Health, quoted in Dan Chiribuca and Tivadar Magyari, 
"Impact of Minority Participation in Romanian Government," in A New Balance: Democracy and Minorities in 
Postcommunist Europe, ed. Monica Robotin and Levente Salat (Budapest: Open Society Institute, 2003), 94-95. 
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had a relatively high rate of unemployment in the 1990s, ranging from 18 to 21 percent (Slova-

kia's overall unemployment rate was 13-15 percent).1 Economic factors alone predict that Hun-

garians in Slovakia would not seek territorial autonomy because the regions stood to lose from 

severing their ties with the comparatively rich Slovak center. In Romania, the Hungarian regions 

had unemployment rates ranging from 4.3 percent in Covasna to 8 and 8.2 percent in Harghita 

and Mures counties, respectively (Romania's overall unemployment rate was 6.6 percent).2 Al-

though these differences are relatively slight, the Hungarian regions in Romania were somewhat 

worse off than the country as a whole and therefore would be ill-advised to seek fiscal autonomy 

from the center. Finally, the material benefits to minority members of expanded Hungarian lan-

guage education and the right to use their language in official business may explain why these 

demands were made in the first place. However, they do not explain why they were periodically 

exchanged for autonomous demands or abandoned altogether. 

Elite arguments generally hold that charismatic leaders manipulate ethnic divisions in so-

ciety to gain or maintain power or wealth. An analysis of elite behavior in these two cases is il-

luminating in this respect. Both groups had charismatic leaders who called for noncooperation 

with their governments. Slovakia's minority extremists included Miklos Duray and, to a lesser 

extent, Pal Csaky; Romania had Bishop Tokes, Interestingly, all three men changed their politi-

cal positions markedly over the period of observation. In the early to mid-1990s, Csaky and 

Duray called for noncooperation with the Slovaks and a separate political status for Hungarian 

regions. Both later abandoned these positions in favor of more moderate demands and even 

joined successive post-1998 Slovak governments (Csaky serving as deputy prime minister of 

Slovakia). In Romania, Bishop Tokes originally advocated ethnic tolerance and integration, but 

later championed territorial autonomy and federal status for Hungarian counties. He was side-

lined by the late 1990s once Hungary and Romania normalized bilateral relations, paving the 

way for inter-ethnic cooperation in Romania. These patterns suggest that minority elites must 

adapt their position to the prevailing bargaining dynamic between the minority and the center or 

succumb to marginalization or political irrelevance. 

According to ethnic fears explanations, minorities pursue separatist agendas as a means 

of protecting themselves against assimilation, discrimination, or annihilation. These accounts, 

however, do not tell the whole story. The Hungarians in Slovakia, for example, faced their great-

est threat during the 1995-1998 Meciar period, when the government undertook a campaign of 

linguistic and cultural assimilation, treating the Hungarians like a fifth-column minority. Minor-

                                                 
1 Slovenskej republiky [Statistical Office of the Slovak Republic], in Adrian Smith, "Ethnicity, Economic Polariza-
tion and Regional Inequality in Southern Slovakia," Growth and Change 31 (spring 2000): Appendix, Table 4. 
2 Anuarul Statistic al Romtniei [Romanian Statistical Yearbook] (Bucharest, Romania: Comisia Natbnala pentru 
Statistica, 1997), 818. 
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ity leaders responded by petitioning international bodies and organizing protests; however, they 

failed to radicalize their claims against the center. In Romania, the minority faced its greatest 

danger after the 1990 Tarqu-Muref clashes when the government aligned itself with Romanian 

ultra-nationalists. Rather than launching a separatist bid, however, Hungarian representatives 

sought promises of police protection and a full investigation into the conflict in cooperation with 

Romanian moderates. These cases show that minorities often accommodate threatening govern-

ments, contrary to the expectations of ethnic fears theories.1 

Ethnic bargaining provides the most satisfactory account of minority claim-making in the 

two cases. In Slovakia, the Hungarians began to radicalize in 1992 as Hungary initiated treaty 

negotiations with the new Slovak state. Budapest called on Bratislava to sign the CoE recom-

mendation allowing for minority self-government and threatened to block Slovakia's admission 

to the CoE if it failed to do so. Hungarian representatives responded to their heightened leverage 

by pushing for territorial autonomy; they maintained this position even after a pro-minority gov-

ernment had come to power in 1994. Minority leaders muted their demands once Hungary and 

Slovakia had concluded a treaty, indicating that the minority no longer enjoyed external lever-

age. Consistent with the predictions of the spatial model, periods of non-nationalist signaling (the 

immediate post-concluded a bilateral agreement with Hungary in 1995 and the antiminority Ili-

escu who signed the controversial CoE Recommendation on Minority Rights in 1996. When Ili-

escu regained office in 2000, he formed an alliance not with the resurgent nationalist parties but 

with the DAHR—a coalition that would have been unthinkable in the early 1990s. External or-

ganizations also convinced Hungary to alter its incendiary status law on ethnic Hungarians in 

neighboring countries in the early 2000s. These events demonstrate that NATO and EU condi-

tionality was consequential in altering the preferences of the Hungarian, Romanian, and Slovak 

governments toward the Hungarian minorities. The resurgence of nationalism in Hungary and 

Romania in the late 1990s might have led to civil or even international conflict had not the EU, 

NATO, CoE, and OSCE continued to pressure these governments to negotiate compromises with 

one another. The policy lesson is that external actors aiming to protect the rights of minorities 

would do well to focus on altering the preferences of the powerful players engaged in ethnic bar-

gaining rather than intervening directly on behalf of beleaguered minorities. To do otherwise is 

                                                 
1 Milada Vachudova writes that EU and NATO pressures contributed to ethnic peace in central Europe borh direcdy, 
by encouraging illiberal governments to adopt more liberal minority policies, and indirecdy by strengthening the 
hand of the liberal opposition, thereby inducing the emergence of more liberal regimes (Milada Anna Vachudova, 
Europe Undivided: Democracy, Leverage, and Integration after Communism [Oxford, U.K.: Oxford University 
Press, 2005], chap. 6). Judith Kelley, too, argues that the material incentives offered by international organizations 
induced domestic policy changes in these countries, noting that EU membership conditionality has had a particularly 
potent effect in this regard (Judith G. Kelley, Ethnic Politics in Europe: The Power of Norms and Incentives [Prince-
ton: Princeton University Press, 2004], chaps. 6-7) 
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to risk encouraging minority rebellion while raising the salience of ethnic divisions in already 

divided societies. 

[Jenne, E. K. Ethnic Bargaining: The Paradox of Minority Empowerment (Ithaca and London: 

Cornell University Press, 2007), Ch. 4: 91-125] 

 

 

10. Рома в постсоциалистической ЦВЕ 

Zoltan D. Barany   

Living on the Edge: The East European Roma in Postcomunist Politics and Societies 

You watch your pocket. Gypsies. They don't work, only steal, and make children so the 

government will give them money every time. 

Nadine Gordimer1 

"I am no racist," he said. "But some Gypsies you would have to shoot." Jozef Pacai, 

mayor of the Slovak village of Medzev2 

The east European communist regimes, in contrast to their frequently repeated claims, 

not only did not weed out nationalism in their domains but in some cases attempted to manipu-

late and exploit it for their own purposes. Nonetheless, since the collapse of communism the re-

gion has experienced a robust resurgence of at times violent ethnic conflicts and racism ex-

plained by the simultaneous occurrence of several factors accompanying the postcommunist 

transition process. These include the enduring and profound economic problems resulting in in-

tensifying competition for scarce commodities, the ideological vacuum left by the decline of 

marxism-leninism, the rescindment of restrictions on free speech and association, the end of So-

viet political and military domination, the tendency to scapegoat in difficult periods, etc.3 

These and a host of other related phenomena have resulted in particularly trying times for 

the region's largest ethnic minority, the Roma (Gypsies).4 Historically they have not formed an 

                                                 
1 See her splendid short story, "My Father Leaves Home," The New Yorker (7 May 1990): 41.  
2 Cited in The New York Times, 29 November 1993. 
3 For a detailed exposition along these lines, see Zoltan D. Barany, "Mass-Elite Relations and the Resurgence of 
Nationalism in Eastern Europe," European Security 3, no. 2 (March 1994): 161-79 
4 Although "Gypsies," notwithstanding its pejorative connotations, is still widely used even in academic parlance, I 
elected to use "Roma" (singular Rom, adjective Romani) which most Roma prefer. The actual size of eastern 
Europe's Romani population is disputed. First, censuses in most of the region are unreliable, as they have either 
grossly underestimated the Romani population or did not even allow "Rom" to be listed as an ethnic category. See, 
for instance, Andre Liebich, "Minorities in Eastern Europe: Obstacles to Reliable Count," RFE/RL Research Report 
1, no. 20 (15 May 1992): 32-39; and "The Ethnic Mosaic," Geopolitique, no. 35 (August 1992): 37-40. Second, 
Roma frequently identify themselves with the dominant population group or Slavic Review 53, no. 2 (Summer 1994) 
as another minority in the place where they reside, either because they were truly integrated or due to their fear of 
persecution. At the latest Romanian census, for example, in counties like Harghita and Covasna about 70% of the 
Roma registered as Hungarians (Rompres [in English], Bucharest [22 May 1992]). During the December 1992 Bul-
garian census many Roma declared themselves Turks (see Ivan Ilchev and Duncan Perry, "Bulgarian Ethnic Groups: 
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integral part of the societies in which they have lived, and have suffered from particular and sys-

tematic disqualifications from representation and participation in state affairs; their ethnic iden-

tity has been either unrecognized or threatened; and the state has been markedly less responsive 

to their needs and desires than to those of other groups. Furthermore, the Roma's history, tradi-

tions, culture, language and appearance are sufficiently distinctive from their surrounding popu-

lations that their integration and/or assimilation has posed seemingly insurmountable* difficul-

ties to them as well as to their fellow citizens. 

The underlying argument of this essay is that the problem of mar-ginality in eastern 

Europe is persistent and recurs under different political systems, regimes and economic condi-

tions. Historically the states and societies of eastern Europe, like most of their modern counter-

parts elsewhere, have failed to formulate realistic approaches to national integration: they have 

been unable to provide individuals and collectivities with choices other than the alternatives of 

total assimilation or totaL rejection and marginality. The problem is aggravated by deficiencies 

in state and economic development, subject as they have been to devastating interruptions and 

changes in modern times. For the communist regimes, as well as for a wide variety of state and 

regime types that preceded them, the Romani minority was synonymous with an intractable di-

lemma. Partly due to the myopic policies of the past and to current accelerated deterioration of 

Romani conditions, what the communists had considered their "Gypsy problem" has become the 

Gypsy problem, writ large, of their successors. 

In this paper I will examine the socio-political and economic situations of the Roma in 

postcommunist eastern Europe and analyze the continuing dangers to the maintenance of their 

identity and of their domestic and international security. I will look at some theoretical and con-

ceptual aspects of Romani marginality and identity, examine their conditions in contemporary 

east European societies, and assess their record of and options for political participation and rep-

resentation. Lastly, I will address the international dimension of the "Gypsy ques tion," with par-

ticular attention to international organizations and the Romani migration. 

"Marginality" denotes a condition of separation or isolation from other groups, and col-

lective exclusion from political, social, economic and cultural goods and services. A marginal 

condition might result from a variety of sources: distinctive appearance, race, ethnic origin, im-

migration, culture, etc. Conversely, marginality might be eliminated or alleviated by a number of 

                                                                                                                                                             
Politics and Perceptions," RFE/RL Research Report 2, no. 12 [19 March 1993]: 38). Third, census officers were 
often unable to calculate the exact number of Roma because many of them had no fixed addresses. Romani activists 
tend to inflate their numbers and authorities are inclined to do exactly the opposite. According to an independent 
source {Der Spiegel [3 September 1990]), the Romani population of east European states is as follows: Albania 
62,000; Bulgaria 800,000; former Czechoslovakia 800,000; Hungary 600,000; Poland 50,000; Romania 2 million; 
and former Yugoslavia 800,000. (Only in the case of Poland does this estimate seem unreasonably high. Both the 
Warsaw government and local officials put the number of the Roma there at 15,000.) 
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methods: state policies and legislation, changes in societal attitudes, assimilation, emigration, etc. 

Marginality may be perpetuated by the reaction of the marginal group to its peripherally and/or 

by the persistence of a dominant group's discriminatory policies, laws and attitudes. 

A dominant group explicitly and/or implicitly discriminates against marginal groups 

through official policies and/or attitudes shared by a substantial proportion of that group. Al-

though state policies might unambiguously prohibit discrimination (or marginalization) of any 

sort, such discrimination may persist through dominantly accepted views, mores and customs, 

and due to ineffective protective mechanisms for the marginal group. The dominant group need 

not outnumber the marginal group, as is evidenced by the situations of South African Blacks and 

of Albanians in Kosovo. 

Marginality is manifested in a variety of ways: by limitations on political representation, 

denial of cultural rights, exclusion from certain professions, restrictions on housing, refusal of 

public and/or private services, etc. Forms of marginalization (political, social, economic, cul-

tural, etc.) may not, indeed, often do not coincide; a given population (e.g. the Jews in the 

Austro-Hungarian Monarchy) might be politically marginalized (e.g. barred from public office) 

but economically dominant, possibly marginalizing others (e.g. refusing to employ members of 

other ethnic groups). And marginality is not a static condition; through time and across bounda-

ries marginal status may change. For instance, Russiansin Estonia enjoyed a dominant position 

during the Soviet period but since 1991 under home rule they have been politically marginalized. 

And while ethnic Turks suffer from discriminatory state policies and social prejudices in Bul-

garia, they dominate in Turkey, and can and do marginalize the Kurds. 

The Roma's marginal condition is the result of exclusionary dynamics in several dimen-

sions. Since their arrival in eastern Europe some 700 years ago, they have been politically, so-

cially, culturally and economically marginalized by the dominant populations of the region. On 

the other hand, the Roma themselves have cultivated their marginal status by preserving their 

distinctive identity and resisting recurrent attempts at assimilation and integration by dominant 

groups in the area. Their exclusion has varied at different times and in different states. At one 

time they may have been politically but not economically excluded; at another they may have 

been economically but not politically marginalized. .Although political systems and their policies 

toward the Roma have changed, system, regime and policy variations have had little apparent 

effect on the Roma's marginalization. The most important reasons for this appear to be the con-

stancy of negative popular attitudes toward them and the Roma's own reluctance to conform to 

social expectations, let alone to be assimilated. Whether state policies reinforced popular preju-

dices toward the Roma (as they did until the end of World War II) or discouraged them (as they 

occasionally have done in some east European countries during the communist and postcommu-
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nist eras), these policies appear not to have made much difference. The seemingly interminable 

nature of negative social attitudes (to a large extent based on real or perceived differences in cus-

toms, values, behavior, appearance, etc.) to some degree explains the continual marginal status of 

eastern Europe's Romani population; but their status cannot be understood without acknowl-

edgement of their steadfast preservation of their identity. 

But is there a distinctive Romani identity and if so what determines it? It is often forgot-

ten that in a European environment the Roma are a quintessentially Asian people (many of 

whom have conserved their traditions since their departure from what is today's northwestern In-

dia and Pakistan a thousand years ago).1 The east European Roma are often assumed to be an 

ethnologically and socio-culturally homogeneous group notwithstanding the amazing diversity 

among them with clear distinctions in occupation, language/dialect, lifestyle, geographical back-

ground, etc. In the former Yugoslavia alone, there are some twenty principal Romani tribes many 

of which can be further subdivided.2 Some of the east European Roma are economically al-

though not culturally integrated, others exist on the fringes of society in every respect. Further-

more, Romani groups may well hold each other in such contempt that their members are more 

likely to marry non-Roma (gadje) than Roma belonging to other groups.3 

Another widespread misconception holds that the Roma are, or until recently have been, 

a nomadic people. Even casual study of Romani history quickly dispels this myth, for the over-

whelming majority of east European Roma have long been sedentary.4 In Hungary and Slovakia, 

for example, many Roma settled in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries; an 1893 census re-

vealed that of the 36,000 Roma in Slovakia less than two percent were nomadic.5 Although it is 

estimated that only 25 percent of the Polish Roma were settled in 1949, this number may be quite 

misleading because nearly the entire Romani community there was either uprooted during World 

War II or fell victim to Hitler.6 Nor are the Roma homogenous in their use of language: in Ro-

mania, for instance, an estimated 60 percent speak Romani in the family (most also speak Hun-

garian or Romanian); in Hungary only 20 percent of the Roma can speak a dialect of the Romani 

language.7 Comprising a heterogeneous set of communities, their diversity is such that it is not 

                                                 
1 For an excellent analysis of some stereotypes regarding the Roma, see Peter D. Bell, Peasants in Socialist Transi-
tion: Life in a Collectivized Hungarian Village (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1984), 283-96 
2 Angus Fraser, The Gypsies (Oxford: Blackwell, 1992), 293 
3 See, for instance, Zsolt Csalog, "Jegyzetek a ciganysag tamogatasanak kerdes-erol," Szocidlpolitikai Ertesito 2 
(1984): 39; Jerzy Ficowski, The Gypsies in Poland: History and Customs (Warsaw: Interpress, 1985), 56; Elena 
Marushiakova and Vesselin Popov, "Political Socialization of Gypsies in Bulgaria," presented at the "Ethnic Issues 
in Bulgaria" conference, Munich, 13 September 1992 
4 See, for instance, Gabor Havas, "A cigany kozossegek torteneti tipusairol," Kultura es Kozosseg 4 (1989): 3-21. 
5 Willy Guy, "Ways of Looking at Roms: The Case of Czechoslovakia," in Farn-ham Rehfisch, ed., Gypsies, Tinkers 
and Other Travellers (London: Academic Press, 1975), 211 
6 Ficowski, The Gypsies in Poland, 49 
7 Zoltan D. Barany, "Democratic Changes Bring Mixed Blessing for Gypsies," RFE/RL Research Report 1, no. 20 
(15 May 1992): 41. Since 1989 some Roma have been "rediscovering" their linguistic heritage and many Romani 
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clear what the Romani identity is, especially since many Roma do not consider themselves 

members of a cohesive ethnic group but instead identify with the subgroup to which they belong. 

Fundamentally, however, all east European Roma share to some extent the same origins, lan-

guage, culture and historical experiences in Europe.1 For reasons of space, I shall employ this 

highly generalized concept of the Romani people while recognizing their social, economic, lin-

guistic and cultural diversity. 

The Roma must be, and for the most part are, alert to external expectations at the same 

time that they try to resist social engineering and to maintain their own separateness.2 In eastern 

Europe and elsewhere, the Roma have been surrounded by a hostile social environment which 

has compelled them to follow strategies, such as "pretending" assimilation by conforming to the 

dominant groups' demands, assuming lifestyles and customs alien to them, even denying their 

ethnic identity in censuses, etc., while conserving their culture and traditions. In sum, they have 

been forced, and to some extent have succeeded in "negotiating Gypsiness" in public while pre-

serving it in private.3 

As I stated before, state policies toward the Roma have varied from assimilation, which is 

the outright absorption into a dominant group with subsequent loss of ethnic distinctions, to inte-

gration, which denotes peaceful cohabitation and the retention of separate ethnic identities. Both 

assimilation and integration are dependent on the receptivity and willingness of the dominant 

group to accommodate themarginal population. Typically, regimes that strove to assimilate or at 

least integrate the Roma encountered problems. For instance, while a given Romani community 

may consider itself fully assimilated, the surrounding community may consider it distinctly Ro-

mani. Economically integrated Roma might also find that they remain ostracized by the domi-

nant population because, notwithstanding long-term conventional employment, they have per-

sisted in "unconventional" economic activities, such as trading horses or reading palms. Con-

versely, integrated Roma might well face the rejection of their more "traditional" kin. The 

chances for Romani assimilation are very small since it would entail a considerable disadvantage 

(i.e., loss of distinct identity) for themselves. Moreover, many of their traditional values and be-

liefs discourage participation in the political and socio-economic systems of the dominant groups 

                                                                                                                                                             
leaders have become fluent in the language. A recent international conference set out to standardize the large variety 
of dialects to improve communications among the Roma throughout the world (see International Herald Tribune, 28 
August 1990). 
1 On this issue, see Konrad J. Huber, "The Roma: Group Identity, Political Activism, and Policy Response in Post-
1989 Europe," Helsinki Monitor: Quarterly on Security and Cooperation in Europe 4, no. 3 (1993): 45. 
2 Judith Okeley, "Trading Stereotypes: The Case of English Gypsies," in Sandra Wallmann, ed., Ethnicity at Work 
(London: Macmillan, 1979), 33. 
3 See Carol Silverman, "Negotiating 'Gypsiness': Strategy in Context," Journal of American Folklore 101, no. 401 
(July-September 1988): 261-75; and Michael Stewart, "Gypsies, Work and Civil Society," The Journal of Commu-
nist Studies 6, no. 2 (June 1990): 152-5 
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around them.1 Thus they maintain their own marginalization; when the choice is between that 

status and assimilation, as it often has been, many Roma opt for preserving their cultural iden-

tity.2 

For nearly 700 years the Roma have remained one of the most visible minorities in 

Europe. The Romani culture and the resistance of many of them to assimilation are the curse and 

salvation of this people. Their marginality has not only rendered them readily identifiable but 

also has enabled them to maintain their unique identity in spite of (and perhaps because of) 

amazing obstacles. As a perceptive observer of the Roma has noted, "The Gypsies, for all the 

abuses of them, and for all their poverty, are still free."3 

Although there were significant variations in the east European communist states' ap-

proaches to the Roma, the goal was everywhere to transform them into "useful" members of 

those societies. Initially, at least, the communist regimes' notion of assimilation appeared to be as 

simple as the "application of a formula: (Gypsy) + (Socialist wage-labor) + (Housing) = (Hun-

garian worker) + (Gypsy folklore)."4 The means to realize Romani assimilation were often care-

lessly chosen and insensitively implemented, and at times resulted in increased exclusion of the 

Roma.5 For the communist states the Romani minorities rep resented a nuisance that impeded 

their construction of a new society. In a plethora of publications the conditions of the Roma were 

painstakingly described and decried, but the causes of these conditions were rarely investigated.6 

For instance, the complex reasons for the low educational level of the Roma were frequently ig-

                                                 
1 Ted Robert Gurr, Minorities at Risk: A Global View of Ethnopolitical Conflicts (Washington: US Institute of Peace 
Press, 1993), 40 
2 For a well informed account of Romani traditions, see Walter Otto Weyrauch and Maureen Anne Bell, "Autono-
mous Lawmaking: The Case of the 'Gypsies'," The Yale Law Journal 103, no. 2 (November 1993): 323-99 
3 William O. McCagg, "Gypsy Policy in Socialist Hungary and Czechoslovakia, 1945-1989," Nationalities Papers 
19, no. 3 (1991): 330 
4 Stewart, "Gypsies, Work, and Civil Society," 142 
5 For valuable studies on communist policies toward the Roma (aside from those already cited), see David Crowe 
and John Kolsti, edsr, The Gypsies of Eastern Europe (Armonk: M. E. Sharpe, 1991); Agnes Diosi, Cigdnyut (Buda-
pest: Szepirodalmi, 1988); Jerzy Ficowski, "Polish Gypsies Today," Journal of the Gypsy Lore Society 29, no. 3 
(1950): 92-102; Istvan Kemeny, "A magyarorszagi cigany lakossag," Valosdg 17, no. 1 (January 1974): 63-72; 
David J. Kostelancik, "The Gypsies of Czechoslovakia: Political and Ideological Considerations in the Development 
of Policy," Studies in Comparative Communism 22, no. 4 (Winter 1989): 306-22; I. Marek-Kaminski, The State of 
Ambiguity: Studies of Gypsy Refugees (Gothenburg: Gothenburg University Press, 1988); Halina Mrozek and Da-
nuta Egierska, "Wedrowki i wykroczenia," Zagadnienia Karno, no. 1 (1965): 1-16; J. Sus, Cikdnskd otdzka v CSSR 
(Praha: SNPL, 1961); Gerhard Seewann, "Zigeuner in Un-garn," Sudost-Europa 36, no. 1 (January 1987): 19-31; 
Michael Stewart, "Gypsies, the Work Ethic, and Hungarian Socialism," in С. М. Hann, ed., Socialism: Ideals, Ide-
ologies, and Local Practice (London: Routledge, 1993): 187-203; Otto Ulc, "Communist National Minority Policy: 
The Case of the Gypsies in Czechoslovakia," Soviet Studies 20, no. 4 (April 1969): 421-43; and "Gypsies in 
Czechoslovakia," Eastern European Politics and Societies 2, no. 2 (Spring 1988): 306-32; Josefat Zywert, "Poglady 
Cyganow na atrak-cyjnosc zawadow," Studia Socjologiczne, no. 1 (1971): 211-22 
6 For a representative sample of this literature, see Tadeusz Bartosz, "Gdzie jestes Cyganie? Cyganie w woj. kiel-
ckim," Tygodnik Kulturalny, no. 25 (1966): 7; Waleria Drygalowa, "Ostatni Mohikanie? Problem cyganski," Po-
morze, no. 8 (1962): 1-3; Andrzej Mirga, "Me som Rom, tumen sam gadze," Etnografia Polska 22, no. 2 (1978); 
Tomas Holomek, "Problematika Cikanu ve svetle zakonne upravy," Demografie 9, no. 3 (1969): 210-213; Laszlo 
Dezsery, "A felvasarolt falu," Valosdg 18, no. 6 (June 1975): 62-71; Imre Sajo, "A ciganyok," Elet es Tudomdny, 
no. 15 (1960): 471-74 
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nored. Romani children did not have the opportunity to study in their native tongue; those chil-

dren who could not speak the languages of the dominant populations were at an obvious disad-

vantage, one that many prejudiced teachers "remedied" by putting them into classes for retarded 

children or into segregated institutions. At school they were discriminated against by their peers 

and teachers alike: no wonder that many left school early, especially since their parents rarely 

insisted that they stay.1 

The integration policies of the east European communist regimes did, however, decrease 

the economic and socio-cultural exclusion of the Roma: their educational level was raised and 

their living standards were improved with the provision of free medical care, subsidized housing 

and guaranteed (and compulsory) employment. From the Roma's point of view, however, the 

cost of integration was extremely high and some of the benefits—an eight to ten hour workday, 

mandatory education and so on—were not only of nebulous value, but often in conflict with their 

traditions. 

Most east European Roma welcomed the recent revolutions only to realize that subse-

quent political and socio-economic developments have provided mixed blessings.2 The post-

communist developments there confirm the dynamic nature of marginality: while the social and 

economic exclusion of the Roma has increased, they have become politically and culturally less 

marginalized. The negative public image of the Roma has continued or increased, and their eco-

nomic situation has clearly deteriorated, exacerbating endemic social problems. The new gov-

ernments of the region, however, have not accorded adequate attention to what they frequently 

call their "Gypsy problem." In the absence of a Romani "homeland" or "mother state," no exter-

nal actor is sufficiently strong and/or concerned to compel the "host" governments to offer pro-

tection and enforce minority rights. Increasingly anti-Roma attitudes, permeating nearly every 

socio-economic interaction, are driving the Roma deeper into their marginal status. At the same 

time, one should not ignore the fact that the Roma contribute to their marginalization: poverty 

need not induce crime, educational opportunities could be utilized even in the face of prejudice, 

and members of marginalized groups can often succeed in spite of discrimination. 

Because of an unwillingness by many Roma to use contraception and because of state-

provided per-child subsidies, in many cases the only source of regular income to Romani fami-

lies, the Romani birthrate has been increasing far more rapidly than that of any other nationality 

in eastern Europe. Two or three decades ago most Roma still lived in rural areas, while now the 

                                                 
1 On this issue, see for instance, Josefat Zywert, "Problemy mlodziezy cyganskiej w szkole podstawowej," Kwartal-
nik Pedagogiczny, no. 1 (1968): 103-9; Aladar Salata, "Deti ciganskych spoluobcanov," Ceskoslovenskd pediatrie 
13, no. 3 (1976): 267-71; Istvan Kotnyek, "A leghatranyosabb helyzetben," Tdrsadalmi Szemle 11 (1972): 69-74; 
Smar-anda Enache, "Die Minderheit der Roma in Rumanien," Glaube in der 2. Welt 20, no. 4 (1992): 22; Stojan 
Grebenarov, "Gypsy-Bashing," The Insider (Sofia), no. 1 (1992): 20  
2 For an analysis along these lines, see Barany, "Democratic Changes Bring Mixed Blessing for Gypsies," 40-48 
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majority of Bulgarian, Czech, Hungarian, Macedonian and, to a lesser extent Slovak Roma have 

become city dwellers.1 In many cities, as in rural areas previously, Romani communities have 

become segregated and ghetto-like as a result of communist urban planning and Romani mar-

ginal status.2 Since geographical isolation is a factor of a marginal condition, it is fair to say that 

the recent trend toward urbanization has somewhat changed the identity of the Roma: they are 

now physically proximate not only to a larger number of other Roma, but also to the geographi-

cal centers of political and economic power and to the intelligentsia, in whom they might evoke 

compassion. 

Public attitudes toward the Roma have become even more disparaging since 1989. Ac-

cording to one Romani activist, "There are no longer many Jews in Romania. Therefore we have 

been allocated the role of scapegoat."3 A number of recent public opinion polls confirm that the 

Roma are by far the most disliked ethnic minority in the east and central European countries 

where there are substantial Romani communities. For example, a 1991 study comparing racial 

attitudes in three east central European states revealed that 78 percent of the people surveyed had 

a negative attitude toward the Roma.4 A Romanian poll indicated that 41 percent of the respon-

dents thought that Roma should be poorly treated; a survey in Czechoslovakia disclosed that 87 

percent considered the Rbma's behavior "provocative."5 The only improvement in the public's 

appraisal of the Roma was recorded in Hungary where more respondents professed tolerant 

views toward them in the 1990s than previously.6 One of the few remaining similitudes in these 

increasingly dissimilar societies is contempt toward the Roma. 

In general, the east European media does little to alleviate social tensions and Romani 

marginalization by routinely portraying the Roma in an unflattering light. Romanian newspapers, 

                                                 
1 See, for instance, AFP (Bucharest), 30 October 1992; Otto Ulc, "Integration of the Gypsies in Czechoslovakia," 
Ethnic Groups 9, no. 2(1991): 111 
2 See, for instance, Struggling for Ethnic Identity: Czechoslovakia's Endangered Gypsies (New York: Human Rights 
Watch, 1992), 53-74; Destroying Ethnic Identity: The Gypsies of Bulgaria (New York: Human Rights Watch, 1991), 
20-29. For studies on the Roma's urban segregation in the Hungarian capital, see Janos Ladanyi, "A lakasrendszer 
val-tozasai es a cigany nepesseg terbeni elhelyezkedesenek atalakulasa Budapesten," Va-losdg 32, no. 8 (August 
1989): 73-89; and "Patterns of Residential Segregation and the Gypsy Minority in Budapest," International Journal 
of Urban and Regional Research 17, no. 1 (March 1993): 30-41. 
3 Nicolae Gheorghe cited in Der Spiegel (3 September 1990): 44. See also Janos Kenedi, "Why is the Gypsy the 
Scapegoat and not the Jew?" East European Reporter 2, no. 1 (1986): 11-14 
4 See "Democracy, Economic Reform, and Western Assistance in Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and Poland: A Com-
parative Public Opinion Survey," prepared by Penn and Schoen Associates, Inc., Washington, DC, April 1991; and 
The Washington Post, 19 May 1991 
5 See the report "Prospects for the Roma in a New Europe" of the Helsinki Committee of the International Romani 
Union at the Conference for Security and Cooperation in Europe: The Human Dimension, Moscow, September 
1991; and Jiri Pehe, "Law on Romanies Causes Uproar in Czech Republic," RFE/RL Research Report 2, no. 7 (12 
February 1993): 20 
6 See Koztdrsasdg, no. 13 (10 July 1992); Amaro Drom (September 1992): 24-25; and Magyar Nemzet, 21 June 
1993. 
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for instance, frequently display anti-Roma prejudice and occasionally clearly incite hatred.1 They 

have published falsehoods about the Romani origins of unpopular leaders of the past and present, 

among them former president Nicolae Ceausescu, current president Ion Iliescu and former for-

eign minister Adrian Nastase, arguing that "such men could not have been born by Romanian 

mothers."2 A report presented to the April 1993 session of the Conference on Security and Coop-

eration in Europe (CSCE) found that even in the Czech Republic, arguably the most developed 

state in the region, the media presented a very negative picture of the Roma. For instance, in 

crime reports only Romani suspects are identified by ethnicity.3 In Hungary, where such selec-

tive discrimination was prohibited years ago, the media's role appears to be more constructive 

although, according to Romani leaders, far from satisfactory.4 

Many east Europeans blame the Roma for their problems. Nearly everyone has a "Gypsy 

story": a purse snatched, a pocket picked, having been cheated in a business deal and so forth. 

The Roma are blamed for begging and stealing instead of working but what many critics do not 

seem to realize is that social problems like crime are to a large extent socio-economically prede-

termined phenomena. In fact, the Romani predicament may well be explained by a vicious circle 

that starts with inadequate education, continues with inferior work opportunities and ends in 

crime and other social ills. The result is that, by current economic and sociological criteria, east 

European Roma present "the typical symptoms of an underdeveloped people living within coun-

tries of (at least) a medium level of development."5 

Since 1989 no inroads have been made in the Roma's profound educational problems. To 

be sure, in such a short time, particularly considering persisting economic difficulties, drastic 

changes should not be expected; on the other hand, more attention should have been focused on 

the many segregated schools and the widespread discrimination against Romani children in the 

classroom.6 At the university level, important advances have been made by the creation of Ro-

mani programs in the Czech Republic (Prague), Macedonia (Skopje) and Slovakia (Nitra); a sec-

ondary school for Romani children was recently opened in Hungary (Pecs).7 The situation ap-

                                                 
1 For instance an article in April 1991 hailed Marshall Ion Antonescu, Romania's wartime dictator, for having de-
ported the Gypsies and accused the Roma of being "enemies desiring Romania's destruction" (cited in Dan Ionescu, 
"Violence Against Gypsies Escalates," Report on Eastern Europe [21 June 1991]: 26). See also Der Spiegel, 7 Sep-
tember 1992; and The Los Angeles Times, 12 October 1992 
2 See, for instance, Dan Pavel, "Wanderers," The New Republic 4 March 1991: 13; and Cuvintul, 25-31 May 1993 
3 See NCA (Prague), 27 April 1993; he Monde (Paris), 4 September 1992; Struggling for Ethnic Identity, 127-29. 
For the Bulgarian case, see Destroying Ethnic Identity, 45-46 
4 See The European, 26 March-1 April, 1992. 
5 Nicolae Gheorghe, "Roma-Gypsy Ethnicity in Eastern Europe," Social Research 58, no. 4 (Winter 1991): 837 
6 See Enache, "Die Minderheit der Roma, 21-22; Die Presse, 7 July 1992; Prague Post, 27 October-2 November 
1992; and Marta Gyenei, "A letminimum alatt—jajhalom (I)," Statisztikai Szemle 71, no. 1 (January 1993): 16-32 
7 See Struggling for Ethnic Identity, 16; Hugh Poulton, "The Roma in Macedonia: A Balkan Success Story?" 
RFE/RL Research Report 2, no. 19 (7 May 1993), 44; Magyar Hirlap, 23 April 1992; and Pesti Hirlap, 29 March 
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pears to be the worst in Romania, where a recent large-scale inquiry1 found that, while a few 

thousand Romani entrepreneurs were doing very well, the overwhelming majority lived in "in-

credible" poverty. Only 51.3 percent of Romani children attended school regularly, 79.4 percent 

of the adults had no professional training, only 16.5 percent had modern professions; and unem-

ployment was endemic (77.9%). 

Perhaps the most important product of the Roma's educational exclusion is their eco-

nomic marginality. One of the main features of the ongoing economic transformations in eastern 

Europe is the trimming of the labor force, a process that particularly affects unskilled laborers. 

Because 70-80 percent of the Roma are unskilled and because of deep-rooted prejudices in per-

sonnel departments, the Roma are nearly always the first to be dismissed. As a result, Romani 

unemployment has skyrocketed and averages 60-70 percent across the region although in some 

areas it approaches 100 percent.2 While in some countries, especially in the Czech Republic, Po-

land and Romania, xe-nophobes have claimed that some Romas' ostentatious lifestyles are sup-

ported by black marketing, wealthy Roma are extremely rare. 

The circle of inadequate education and economic exclusion is completed by crime. Since 

the revolutions of 1989 crime rates have risen precipitously and, to a large extent, the Roma have 

been blamed for this phenomenon.3 Nevertheless, criminal statistics are frequently unreliable, do 

not include the ethnic origin of perpetrators, or they reflect arrests and not convictions, a distinc-

tion that is all the more germane given widespread police discrimination against the Roma. Un-

doubtedly the Roma commit proportionally more crimes than the dominant groups with which 

they live; most of these, however, are economic in nature (such as subsistence-theft) and non-

violent. Moreover, there is no reason to believe that the Roma commit more crimes than people 

of similar social and economic status; poverty, marginality and lack of education customarily 

lead to crime, irrespective of ethnicity. 
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2 See, for instance, The European, 26 March-1 April 1992; Die Presse, 16 November 1992; Magyar Hirlap, 14 June 
1993; Marushiakova and Popov, "Political Socialization of Gypsies," 10. 
3 There are a plethora of articles examining this phenomenon. For articles dealing with the whole region, see Der 
Spiegel, 3 September 1990; The Los Angeles Times, 20 December 1991; The Christian Science Monitor, 4 March 
1993; The Miami Herald, 4 May 1993. As for specific countries: Bulgaria: Duma, 18 February 1991; Ilchev and 
Perry, "Bulgarian Ethnic Groups," 39; Grebenarov, "Gypsy-Bashing," 22-23. Former Czechoslovakia: Reuter (Os-
trava), 16 October 1990; Pehe, "Law on Romanies," 19-20; Le Monde, 22 January 1993. Hungary: Pesti Hirlap, 14 
April 1992; Magyar Nemzet, 21 June 1993; Nepszabadsag, 26 June 1993. Romania: Dan Stancu, "The Black Market 
in Romania," Radio Free Europe Research, 8 August 1990; The New York Times, 27 November 1991 and 12 June 
1992 
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The relative leniency of the postcommunist regimes toward expressions of nationalist 

views has been interpreted by some groups as permission to display openly racist sentiments. 

Given their lack of resources, states cannot control extremist groups, many of whom have tar-

geted their frustration at the Roma. In Romania, the virulently nationalist organization Vatra 

Romaneasca (Romanian Hearth) has openly called for a bloody war against the Roma.1 In Hun-

gary, the skinhead band Gypsy Destroyer Guard Regiment has been drawing large audiences to 

hear its hit song "Gypsy Free Zone" (lyrics include: "exterminate the Gypsies / whether child, 

woman or man").2 Physical violence against the Roma has occurred in virtually every country of 

the region. Romani dwellings have been burned down, many Roma men killed, women raped.3 

In September 1993 the Transylvanian village of Hadareni was the scene of the most serious at-

tack on the Roma to date: 750 ethnic Romanians and Hungarians killed 4 Roma, destroyed 17 

Romani dwellings and forced 130 to flee.4 As a general rule, the police are reluctant to interfere 

and do not provide sufficient protection. Governments have either neglected these problems, as 

have those of Albania and Bulgaria, or have blamed the Roma for growing crime and economic 

problems. Some governments, such as the Romanian, have urged the Roma to move on.5 In 

Hungary and the former Czechoslovakia, politicians have not taken sufficiently strong measures 

to halt anti-Romani violence committed by extreme nationalist elements.6 In the republics of the 

former Yugoslavia armed organizations have attempted to force the Roma to join their battles; 

many Roma have responded by abandoning their homes and migrating to more peaceful areas.7 

At the same time, there are indications that the cultural marginalization of the Roma is 

decreasing. The region-wide resurgence of nationalism has sparked Romani nationalism as well.8 

Although they are now free to openly defend their interests, voice their concerns and present 

their diverse cultural traditions to the public, since 1989 only a relatively small group of Romani 

                                                 
1 See Tom Gallagher, "Vatra Romaneasca and Resurgent Nationalism in Romania," Ethnic and Racial Studies 15, 
no. 4 (October 1992): 570-99 
2 The New York Times, 2 November 1992. See also Laszlo Kurd, "Rocking the State: Youth and Rock Music Culture 
in Hungary," East European Politics and Societies 5, no. 3 (Fall 1991): 483-513 
3 There is plenty of solid evidence, see for instance, The Sunday Times, 12 April 1990; Reform, 14 September 1990; 
The Daily Telegraph, 26 October 1990; Ionescu, "Violence against Gypsies Escalates," 23-26; Enache, "Die 
Minderheit der Roma," 21-22; The New York Times, 12 June 1992; Der Spiegel, 7 September 1992; Die Tageszei-
tung, 29 August 1992; The European, 14-17 October 1993; The New York Times, 27 October 1993 
4 See Magyar Nemzet, 23 September 1993; Frankfurter Rundschau, 27 September 1993; and The New York Times, 
27 October 1993 
5 See Dan Ionescu, "Migration from Romania," Report on Eastern Europe, 1 December 1989, 19; Turkkaya Ataov, 
"Bulgaria Represses All Minorities," Macedonian Review 20, nos. 1-2 (1990): 90-96; Los Angeles Times, 20 De-
cember 1991 
6 According to authorities in the Czech Republic, where sixteen Roma were murdered in 1990-1993, at least ten 
different skinhead factions carry out regular armed attacks on the Roma. The leader of the Republican Party, Miro-
slav Sladek, told supporters that the party would give an Alfa Romeo automobile to the local community that 
evicted the most Roma. See Jeremy Smith's report, Reuter (Prague), 9 February 1994 
7 The Globe and Mail (Toronto), 21 August 1992 
8 For a spirited debate between Romanologists on the issue of Romani nationalism, see Nationalities Papers 21, no. 
2 (Fall 1993): 269-92 
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intellectuals, artists and artisans have taken advantage of the new opportunities. With the liber-

alization of press and association laws, literally hundreds of Romani newspapers, clubs and cul-

tural organizations have been established across the region. In some countries these enjoy finan-

cial support from the governments and from various domestic and foreign foundations. Such 

non-political organizations play a major role in maintaining Romani ethnic identity by keeping 

alive and spreading their culture, language and traditions.1 

The fall of communism has generally ended the political marginalization of the Roma. In 

most east European states their distinct ethnic identity has been recognized, institutionalized dis-

crimination against them has stopped and their concerns have received some attention. Still, they 

are not proportionately represented in the new national and local legislatures, and their political 

power remains negligible. More importantly, Romani politics has become the bailiwick of a rela-

tively small group of Romani intellectuals and activists who have not been able to draw the mil-

lions of Roma of the region into political processes. 

Following the revolutions of 1989, eastern Europe's ethnic minorities received the oppor-

tunity to participate in politics for the first time.2 The Roma, who have had no prior experience in 

forming political organizations, established parties everywhere with the exception of Bulgaria, 

where the new constitution did not permit the organization of political parties based on ethnic-

ity.3 The new Romani associations and parties have been plagued by many problems, however, 

most of them similar throughout the region. Internal dissension (which, to be sure, is a problem 

shared by many other parties) is most detrimental to the authentic representation of the Roma. 

Since 1989 Romani parties have typically formed around leaders who attract or appeal to a spe-

cific constituency, none of whom is willing to share power. A rift therefore occurs in the leader-

ship with the result of splinter groups and parties that do their best to undermine each other. Even 

leaders with impeccable credentials have not been immune from the barrages of accusation and 

innuendo in the process.4 (A more bizarre type of Romani "leader" belongs to the "royal family" 

in Sibiu, Romania, whose coronation has received a great deal of publicity.5 These individuals 

are, in essence, self-promoting "entrepreneurs" who can use family influence to create momen-
                                                 
1 For an excellent general treatment of this issue, see Ian Hancock, "Gypsies: The Forming of Identities and Official 
Responses," Immigrants and Minorities 2, no. 1 (March 1992): 3-20. For some of these organizations and their ac-
tivities, see for example, Frankfurter Rundschau, 23 November 1990; Koztdrsasdg, 3 July 1992; Ней Vildg-
gazdasdg, 2 January 1993; Suddeutsche Zeitung, 5 February 1993 
2 One important exception is Phralipe ("brotherhood" in Romani), an organization that originates in the successful 
campaign opposing the creation of a new ghetto in the Hungarian city of Miskolc. Phralipe is also unique to the ex-
tent that, for a short while at least, it managed to link Romani and non-Romani intellectuals with "ordinary" Roma. 
See Janos Ladanyi, "A miskolci gettougy," Valosdg 34, no. 4 (April 1991): 45-54 
3 See Luan Troxell, "The Bulgarian Gypsies: Numerically Strong, Politically Weak," RFE/RL Research Report 1, 
no. 10 (6 March 1992): 58-61 
4 See, for instance, Pesti Hirlap, 23 March 1992 
5 See The Times, 2 September 1992; The Guardian, 22 February 1993; and The Economist, 15-21 May 1993. For 
interesting accounts of the history of Romani kings in Poland, see Ficowski, The Gypsies in Poland, 15-22; and 
Marek-Kaminski, The State of Ambiguity 



 522

tary political spectacle but can seldom command respect or authority outside their immediate 

surroundings.) 

Since the Romani population of every east European country consists of many diverse 

groups, it thus would be unreasonable to expect a single homogeneous Romani party. The ab-

sence of even loose alliances between their parties during election campaigns, however, has been 

detrimental to all Roma. Many Romani parties have been created amidst great fanfare only to 

fade into oblivion a few months later, so that tracking them is very difficult. In some countries, 

such as Hungary, organizations of marginal populations receive state support. Owing to the large 

number of Romani groups, however, the financial aid each receives is very small.1 In fact, Al-

adar Horvath, a Hungarian Romani leader, claims that many organizations that claim "national" 

status consist of single families, do not have more than two or three members and are founded 

purely for financial gain.2 Today in most east European states there are dozens of competing 

Romani parties vying for the Romani vote; thus, notwithstanding the end to their political dis-

crimination, Romani interests are not represented in proportion to their numbers.3 Although their 

numbers should render the Roma the strongest minority group in Hungary, the Czech Republic 

and arguably in Romania as well, they remain politically weak. There are more than 150 Romani 

organizations registered in Hungary, yet none of them have any representatives in parliament.4 

Two of the three Roma who now sit in the Budapest legislature were ceded their places in a com-

promise: during the 1990 electoral campaign the Federation of Free Democrats, now one of the 

main opposition parties, promised to take two Romani candidates on its roster if the Roma would 

vote for them.5 In the 1990 Czechoslovak elections the Romani Civic Initiative, which ran under 

the umbrella of the victorious Civic Forum movement, won five seats in the federal and Czech 

national parliaments;6 in subsequent elections, however, they have not placed any of their candi-

dates in the legislature. In the Romanian parliament Gheorghe Raducanu of the Romani Democ-

ratic Union is the lone Romani representative. 

In order to reduce the fragmentation of Romani political parties, umbrella organizations 

have been setup in several countries to include not only independent political parties but also as-

sociations which are mainly cultural or economic, such as trade unions. These organizations, 

                                                 
1 In 1992, over 100 organizations divided Ft. 90 million (about $1 million)(Koztdrsasdg, 3 July 1992) 
2 Budapest Week, 9-15 September 1993 
3 Other ethnic minorities have been relatively successful in creating parties which enjoy their support come election 
time. In Romania, for instance, nearly all Hungarians vote for the single Hungarian party (see Katherine Verdery, 
"Nationalism and National Sentiment in Post-socialist Romania," Slavic Review 52, no. 2 [Summer 1993]: 189). See 
also Glaube in der 2. Welt 20, no. 4 (1992): 27; and The New York Times, 18 October 1992. 
4 Magyar Nemzet, 21 June 1993 
5 See Zoltan D. Barany, "On the Road to Democracy: The Hungarian Elections of 1990," Sudost-Europa 39, no. 5 
(May 1990): 318-30. Tamas Peli, representing the Hungarian Socialist Party, has taken a seat in the legislature since 
then 
6 Dei- Standard, 17 May 1990; Reuter (Ostrava), 16 October 1990 
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such as the Democratic Union of Roma in Romania, the Romani Democratic Congress in the 

Czech Republic or the Roma Parliament in Hungary, attempt to coordinate the policies of their 

member groups in areas of mutual concern.1 Although they have been more effective in calling 

attention to Romani concerns than unaffiliated groups, they do not represent all Romani parties 

and there are often disagreements among the ones they do.2 Nevertheless, they have been quite 

successful in developing contacts- with Romani and other international organizations. 

The political programs of Romani parties are often determined by the aspirations of indi-

viduals. There is therefore little cohesion, it is seldom clear who represents whom, and the vast 

majority of the Roma who live in ghettoes and settlements are scarcely if ever heard. The pro-

grams of the Romani parties, insofar as they possess coherent objectives at all, are quite similar 

across the region and much like those of other minorities. They include full recognition and mi-

nority rights, civil rights enforced by effective legal instruments, schools with Romani as the 

second language of instruction, affirmative action in public offices (such as local administrations 

and the police force), broadcast time in the state-owned media proportionate to the size of the 

Romani population and its fair portrayal therein, and state-supported social and economic pro-

grams to alleviate their disadvantaged position. 

Thus far the Roma have clearly proved themselves unable to capitalize on their political 

opportunities. To rectify this situation, the large pool of politically apathetic Roma should be en-

couraged to participate in politics. Romani intellectuals, who either have abandoned their ethnic 

heritage or have become frustrated with the self-destructive machinations of rival Romani par-

ties, ought to be enlisted as active supporters. Domestic or international organizations might sup-

port the education and coaching of Romani politicians. Most importantly, the fragmentation and 

proliferation of Romani parties and associations should be discouraged or, at least, coalitions 

should be established prior to elections. 

Perhaps one of the most momentous changes that has taken place in state policy toward 

the Roma in eastern Europe is that now in several countries (Czech Republic, Hungary) they are 

granted "distinct ethnic group" or "national minority" status, a classification which most Roma 

prefer.3 The Romanian government recognized the Roma as a "trans national non-territorial mi-

nority," and the new constitution gives them the right to preserve and develop their ethnic, cul-

tural and religious identity.4 In Bulgaria, however, the Roma are still not legally acknowledged 

as a distinctive ethnic group and are still legally treated as outcasts. 

                                                 
1 Koztdrsasdg, 3 July 1992; Der Standard, 12 August 1992; Pehe, "Law on Romanies," 21 
2 See, for instance, Nepszabadsdg, 8 April 1993 
3 It is worth noting that in Yugoslavia, alone in the socialist bloc, the Roma were recognized as an ethnic group. For 
a detailed examination of state policy toward the Roma in the Balkans, see Hugh Poulton, The Balkans: Minorities 
and States in Conflict (London: Minority Rights Publications, 1993, 2nd ed.). 
4 Rompres (Bucharest), 29 April 1993; and The Economist, 15-21 May 1993 
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Although the institutional political marginalization of ethnic minorities has been stopped 

everywhere except in Bulgaria, there are differences between the minority policies of east Euro-

pean states which are reflected in their treatments of the Roma. In the highest political offices, 

aside from some notable exceptions, there appears to be goodwill toward the Roma. Heads of 

state, among them Arpad Goncz of Hungary, Vaclav Havel of the Czech Republic and Zhelyu 

Zhelev of Bulgaria, have met Romani leaders on a number of occasions, and have attended Ro-

mani festivals and conferences, but they can do little more than offer symbolic support. All have 

condemned discrimination against and attacks on the Roma and have criticized their govern-

ments for not doing more to protect them.1 In general, high ranking officials have also displayed 

sympathetic attitudes toward the Roma and voiced intentions to improve their conditions. Aside 

from some notable exceptions, e.g. the Slovak government's rejection of the Roma's demands for 

cultural and social development,2 the problems appear to be not at policy-making but at policy-

implementation levels. In the lower tiers of government, attitudes toward the Roma have 

changed little. 

The central governments of virtually every country of the region have established agen-

cies to deal with minority affairs. Characterized by lofty ideals and intentions but limited re-

sources and opportunities, these agencies enjoy little institutional prestige or political authority. 

Hungary's National and Ethnic Minority Office (NEMO), which replaced its communist prede-

cessor in September 1990, is a good example. The office is not charged with representing the in-

terests of minorities; its task is to coordinate the implementation of the government's minority 

programs and the relevant tasks of the various governmental bodies. Directed by a state secre-

tary, NEMO supports an active government minority policy designed to grant additional rights 

(e.g. positive discrimination) and full cultural autonomy.3 But the fact that the office, through its 

"Gypsy Department," deals with dozens of Romani and other minority groups has made its coor-

dinating task extremely difficult.4 

The disintegration of the region's two federal states, Yugoslavia and Czechoslovakia, has 

had a particularly damaging effect on their Romani communities. The Roma in the former Yugo-

slavia are especially difficult to track owing to their forced participation in the war, mass migra-

tion and to the general turmoil in these societies.5 In the former Czechoslovakia most Roma hold 

                                                 
1 See Zoltan D. Barany, "Hungary's Gypsies," Report on Eastern Europe 1, no. 29 (20 July 1990): 28; and jiri Pehe, 
"Racial Violence Increasing," Report on Eastern Europe 1, no. 20 (18 May 1990): 17 
2 NCA/CTK (Kosice), 3 February 1993 
3 Alfred A. Reisch, "First Law on Minorities Drafted," Report on Eastern Europe2, no. 50 (13 December 1991): 16. 
See the interview with Janos Wolfart in Amaro Drom (August 1992): 5-7; and (September 1992): 4-5 
 
4 See, for instance, Magyar Nemzet, 23 January 1991 
5 In Slovenia, for instance, the Roma were forcibly prevented from voting during the 1990 elections (see "Prospects 
for Roma in a New Europe," a report presented by the Helsinki Committee of the International Romani Union at the 
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Slovak citizenship, but many have lived and worked for years in the territory of the new Czech 

Republic. Since the partition thousands of Roma from Slovakia have attempted to migrate to the 

Czech Republic because of the latter's more favorable economic prospects. Partly as a result of 

their increasing numbers, anti-Roma discrimination in some areas of the Czech Republic has be-

come so unabashed that "No Gypsies Allowed" signs are now commonplace in bars and restau-

rants. Although such signs are illegal under the Czech constitution, local authorities are unwill-

ing or unable to enforce the laws.1 Furthermore, local government agencies have requested new 

powers to repatriate "undesirables" to Slovakia. New Czech citizenship and naturalization regu-

lations, which require at least two years of continual, permanent residence and five years with a 

clean police record, also bar Romani emigration. Given the natural mobility of their people, Ro-

mani leaders have demanded the alteration of these disadvantageous provisions but the Czech 

government has demonstrated no intention either to modify the law or to implement it differently 

with respect to the Roma.2 In Slovakia many local decrees have been passed that sanction dis-

crimination against the Roma; some Slovak villages, for instance, imposed a curfew (from 11 

p.m. to 4:30 a.m.) on "the Gypsies and other suspicious persons."3 

Although official recognition and the granting of various opportunities for political par-

ticipation have signified a reversal of the longstanding political exclusion of the Roma, in the last 

three years no east European party (Romani or otherwise) has offered either theoretical or practi-

cal solutions to their problems. The capacity of the postcommunist states to resolve the problems 

of marginality is, at best, questionable. The former Yugoslav republic of Macedonia, where the 

Roma make up three-five percent of the population, has been the most successful east European 

state in shaping its relationship with the Roma and has already implemented some policies relat-

ing to them.4 Following a long practice established in the communist period, President Kiro 

Gligorov has not only repeatedly and explicitly recognized the Roma as full and equal citizens, 

but has achieved real progress on concrete issues. Since education has been pegged as the prior-

ity, substantive issues are regularly discussed between the Ministry of Education and Romani 

leaders. A Romani primer has been approved, a 40,000-word Macedonian-Romani dictionary is 

under preparation, and a comprehensive educational program which includes two hours of Ro-

                                                                                                                                                             
September 1991 meeting of the CSCE in Moscow). In the Serbian city of Kursumlija, for instance, the police dis-
missed a series of "mysterious" fatal accidents with the comment that it does not hurt if "even more [Gypsies] burn" 
(see "Stop Persecution of Gypsies!" Women and Revolution, no. 38 [Winter 1990-1991]: 3) 
1 The Independent, 13 January 1993. President Havel, who has been very sympathetic toward the Roma, has ac-
knowledged that promoting "a climate of tolerance, cooperation, and coexistence" might prove harder than adopting 
laws or decrees (see The New York Times, 10 December 1993). 
2 NCA (Prague), 27 April 1993. See also, The Economist, 31 July 1993; and Tom Gross's report for the Tolerance 
Foundation (Prague), "The Czech Republic: Citizenship Research Project." 
3 Suddeutsche Zeitung, 12 July 1993. For a more comprehensive account, see Sharon Fisher, "Romanies in Slova-
kia," RFE/RL Research Report 2, no. 42 (22 October 1993): 54-59 
4 See Poulton, "The Roma in Macedonia: A Balkan Success Story?" 42-45 
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mani instruction per week will be introduced in grades one through eight. A new Department of 

Romani Studies to train teachers, researchers and activists is scheduled to open at Skopje's Sts. 

Kiril and Metodij University by 1995. The weekly Romani language programming of the Mace-

donian Television and Radio will soon be increased from its current thirty minutes to two and a 

half hours, respectively. Some of these achievements are the result of campaigns by a relatively 

well organized Romani party which only, has one rival in the country. Although the Macedonian 

Roma have also suffered from the socio-economic problems accompanying the transitions, a po-

litical leadership that is willing to take concrete steps and the general absence of violently racist 

attitudes have made a positive difference in their situation. 

The end of the cold war had important consequences for the international security of the 

Roma. With the opening of international borders arose the possibility of hundreds of thousands 

of refugees migrating to more prosperous regions of Europe.1 The westward migration of the so-

cially and economically marginalized and traditionally mobile Roma, then, was quite predictable. 

Arguably, many Roma have long wanted to leave eastern Europe but they have been prevented 

from doing so by travel restrictions imposed by the communist regimes. 

The "new migration" of the Roma effectively makes their plight a European problem be-

cause their destination is usually western Europe, particularly Germany. It also confirms the fact 

that hatred of and discrimination against the Roma are pan-European phenomena, for public atti-

tudes toward them in Germany and Sweden are hardly different from those in Slovakia and Bul-

garia. The post-1989 migration wave has resulted in the creation and re-creation of marginal 

populations, in reinforced prejudices and in drastic increases in nationalist/ racist attacks on mi-

grants in the countries to and through which the Roma have traveled on their journeys. Their 

status as Romani refugees puts them into an extremely vulnerable position which has been fre-

quently exploited; in Hungary, for instance, dozens of farmers have been fined for keeping Ro-

manian Roma in virtual slavery doing work "no Hungarian would be ready to do."2 

Tens of thousands of east European Roma, mostly from Bulgaria, Romania and the for-

mer Yugoslavia, have made their way to or toward Germany, chosen as a destination because of 

its high standard of living and, until recently, relatively liberal immigration policy.3 In 1992 

                                                 
1 On these issues, see for instance, F. W. Carter, R. A. French and J. Salt, "International Migration between East and 
West in Europe," Ethnic and Racial Studies 16, no. 3 (July 1993): 467-91 
2 Magyar Nemzet, 3 February 1993; and AFP (Budapest), 3 February 1993. It appears that history reproduces itself 
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William Rogers Brubaker, ed., Immigration and the Politics of Citizenship in Europe and North America (Lanham: 



 527

alone some 130,000 Romanian and Bulgarian citizens sought asylum in Germany, most of them 

Roma.1 Initially the German authorities stopped at the Polish border Roma who sought to enter 

Germany illegally; there they set up camps waiting for an opportune moment to attempt crossing 

the border again. In September 1992 the German Interior Ministry arranged with the Romanian 

government to repatriate the Roma to Romania, eliciting widespread criticism from the interna-

tional Romani and human rights communities. German Interior Minister Rudolf Sei-ters called 

the agreement "an important success to return rejected asylum seekers quickly."2 While Germany 

pledged $20 million to reintegrate the Roma, the latter were not convinced that funds earmarked 

to alleviate their problems would be used for that purpose. (Moreover, the mass deportation of 

the Roma from Germany has sharpened racial tensions in Romania, where both ethnic Romani-

ans and Hungarians have expressed resentment over their return.3) The German Foreign Ministry 

claimed that the deportation policy "in no way" was aimed at any single ethnic group but against 

the "citizens of one country who reside illegally in another."4 Nonetheless, Bonn's attitude to-

ward the Roma was clearly indicated by the fact that Germany was the only state to decline sign-

ing a Council of Europe resolution urging improvement in the Roma's situation.5 Germany is not 

the only country that has deported Roma but, owing to its large refugee population and its mass 

extermination of Jews and Roma during the nazi period, it has received the most criticism. More 

than 1,000 Polish Roma sought refuge in Sweden following a mob attack on the Romani com-

munity in the central Polish town of Mlawa; all of them were repatriated by Swedish immigra-

tion authorities.6 

Due to rapidly increasing numbers of refugees and mounting public protest in Germany, 

deportation could not indefinitely continue. In 1993 following a long legislative process, a new 

refugee policy and asylum law was introduced, intended to drastically reduce the number of asy-

lum claimants.7 On 1 July 1993 Germany amended its constitution to deny application for asy-

lum to anyone coming overland since they could apply in countries bordering on Germany.8 Al-

though many human rights groups have criticized Bonn's action, Germany itself has been in the 

midst of an economic recession and has faced abundant socio-political problems as a result of the 
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1 The New York Times, 7 February 1993 
2 The Washington Post, 18 September 1992 
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4 See the Detroit News, 12 November 1992 cited in Buhazi: Newsletter of the International Romani Union (Winter 
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1990 reunification. The number of refugees choosing Germany as a destination has increased in 

the meantime, from barely 100,000 in 1988 to approximately 440,000 in 1992.1 

The situation of the Roma in Germany is hardly better than in eastern Europe. Neofascist 

and skinhead attacks directed against them and other refugees have increased precipitously and 

frequently enjoy the support of local populations. In the first six months of 1993 authorities re-

ported 1,008 such attacks and 8 deaths, 30 percent more than in the same period of the preceding 

year.2 Owing to their high visibility and vulnerability, the Roma have been singled out as easy 

targets by extremist groups, such as the Free German Workers' Party, an unabashedly nazi or-

ganization.3 

As mentioned above, migration is also a problem within east European states. In several 

of them large numbers of Roma have sought to resettle in more prosperous regions, precipitating 

tensions between Prague and Bratislava, for instance, as both governments attempt to shift the 

Roma to the other's territory.4 Czech authorities have deported Roma to Slovakia for lack of 

permanent addresses.5 Romanian and Bulgarian Roma en route to Germany customarily pass 

through Hungary, Slovakia, the Czech Republic and Poland,.where their appearance has been 

met by helpless government officials and enraged citizens. The western border areas of Poland, 

where thousands of Germany-bound Romanian and Bulgarian Roma have been camping for 

years, has been particularly affected.6 In May 1993 Warsaw and Bonn signed a treaty which in-

cludes $76 million of German aid to Poland to care for refugees, improve border security and 

process asylum applications.7 Another important consequence of the Romani migration is that it 

further divides the Roma themselves; e.g. Poland's established, middle-class Roma may sympa-

thize with the refugees' plight but consider them an obstacle toward their own social integration. 

A Polish Romani leader said that "when the Romanian Roma came to Poland, I even considered 

going on TV and saying that they are not part of us. They dirty Polish territory."8 

In the absence of strong and effective national organizations the Roma have recently 

turned to a number of international bodies to gain protection, some of them created by the Roma 
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themselves. The most significant is the International Romani Union (IRU), a successor of the 

International Gypsy Committee established in 1965, which adopted this name in 1978. Over 70 

Romani organizations in some 28 countries have been members of IRU. World Romani con-

gresses have been held since 1971, the fourth in April 1990 at Serock near Warsaw.1 But it seems 

that the IRU itself is not immune to the problems besetting local Romani organizations. Recently 

IRU President Rajko Djuric has accused two senior and internationally respected IRU officials of 

embezzling $1,000,000 of the organization's funds, precipitating the IRU's growing disintegra-

tion. Since the IRU was organized during the communist period, many of its leaders resided in 

east European countries (especially Yugoslavia) and were influenced by communist politics. 

Some Romani politicians therefore feel that the IRU's demise may be a blessing in disguise for it 

had not adapted itself to the changed political climate and could not appropriately react to the 

Roma's deteriorating socio-economic conditions and international migration after 1989. A break-

away organization, the International Roma Federation (IRF) was incorporated in New York in 

1993 to provide world-wide representation for the Roma. The IRF has already been registered 

with the UN and has representatives in 20 countries. 

In 1979 the Roma were given observer status in the United Nations Council for Social 

and Economic Questions. Since then, the IRU has gained representation in the Council of 

Europe, in several other organizations of the United Nations (e.g. UNICEF, UNESCO) and has 

sent a permanent representative to the CSCE meetings dealing with minorities. Furthermore, the 

Roma have also been represented at the Geneva Conference on Minorities, an integral part of the 

Helsinki process.2 A number of resolutions have been passed by various United Nations commis-

sions, such as the UN Sub-Commission on the Prevention of Discrimination and Protection of 

Minorities, recognizing the vulnerability of Romani communities and recommending measures 

to guarantee their protection and security.3 In August 1992 Romani leaders from 22 Romani or-

ganizations from 10 countries established the European Roma Parliament (EUROM) in Budapest 

to fight discrimination and to promote Romani culture.4 Clearly, there is an increasingly active 

Romani international movement that has been quite effective in publicizing the Roma's situation 

in eastern Europe and other areas. Considering that less than two decades ago the world's ap-

proximately 12 million Roma enjoyed neither worldwide attention nor any sort of representation, 

the accomplishments of Romani and other activists are considerable. Non-governmental organi-

zations in the west, such as Human Rights Watch, Amnesty International and others, have also 

                                                 
1 For a brief history of Romani international organizations, see Ian F. Hancock, "The East European Roots of Ro-
mani Nationalism," Nationality Papers 19, no. 3 (Fall 1991): 261-65. For reports on the Fourth World Romani Con-
gress, see The Chicago Tribune, 13 April 1990; and The Economist, 21 April 1990 
2 The London Times, 11 July 1991 
3 The Romani-]ewish Alliance Newsletter, April 1992, 3 
4 The Independent, 29 August 1992 
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made serious efforts to publicize discrimination against the Roma.1 The Project on Ethnic Rela-

tions, a group financed by the Carnegie Foundation, has done similar work and recently co-spon-

sored a meeting of Romani leaders and immigration officials of 14 central and east European 

countries. 

International organizations do an invaluable service to the Roma by calling world atten-

tion to their conditions. One might say that one of the main reasons for the increased awareness 

and recognition of the Roma's plight and multidimensional marginalization is the ongoing work 

of these groups. Important as they are, however, the Roma's problems can only be solved at the 

national level; united action by the Romani communities is one of the fundamental prerequisites 

for the improvement of their lot. 

Simple solutions to the Romani predicament will not be found. There are some policy 

choices available to east European regimes that, if sensibly implemented, may hold the promise 

of reducing the Roma's marginalization and relieving societal pressures in the short and medium 

term.2 

• These regimes should support Romani groups that encourage the formation and growth 

of their communities' self-respect and sense of ethnic identity. 

• They should offer to talented Romani youth fellowships and educational opportunities 

(that do not require them to lose their identity), ultimately providing the Roma with leaders who 

could effectively represent their interests. 

• They should support Romani cultural centers and ethnic festivals; these could further 

appreciation of the Romani culture by Roma and gadje alike, and contribute to ethnic tolerance. 

• Television and radio time should be allocated to programs for and about the Roma; their 

negative portrayal should be discouraged, and objective and balanced reporting ought to be the 

rule. 

• Regimes should explicitly and unambiguously prohibit any form of discrimination 

against ethnic minorities and consistently impose penalties harsh enough to deter potential viola-

tors. 

• They should introduce training and retraining programs, enforce equal employment op-

portunities and/or adopt policies of positive discrimination in hiring procedures (while this may 

not be an easy task given current social pressures, it may yield considerable long-term benefits). 

                                                 
1 Helsinki Watch, a division of Human Rights Watch, has published several comprehensive reports (some of them 
quoted in this essay) examining the situation of the Roma in east European countries) 
2 If insensitively and rigidly implemented, however, some of these policies actually might be used to further margin-
alize the Gypsies. See, for instance, Thomas Acton, Gypsy Politics and Social Change: The Development of Ethnic 
Ideology and Pressure Politics among British Gypsies from Victorian Reformism to Romani Nationalism (London: 
Routledge 8c Kegan Paul, 1974). I am indebted to David D. Laitin for bringing this point and the source to my atten-
tion. 
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• The Roma should be encouraged to maintain their traditional skills and to further de-

velop their aptitude for business (low-interest, long-term loans could help them get started). 

• In Bulgaria, Hungary and Romania there is well documented Romani demand for agri-

cultural land,1 yet postcommunist land-redistribution schemes have ignored them. This is a mis-

take that should be rectified. 

Such policies can only lead to positive outcomes for the Roma in the long term if coupled 

with some sort of institutional solutions that structurally link them to protective laws. Liberal 

laws that actually go beyond the demands of the Roma would only be part of the answer since 

implementation and enforcement could be affected by many uncontrollable variables. Perhaps 

some arrangement that has been successful in consociational democracies might be the key to a 

more satisfactory solution.2 Although the Roma are not regionally concentrated and thus cer-

tainly do not fit perfectly into the consociational model, there are elements of it that could be 

profitably adopted by east European states. For instance, especially in states with large Romani 

minorities, a Romani minister could be appointed who not only would represent Romani interests 

but would also have veto power on issues of direct concern to the Roma. Alternatively, a perma-

nent advisory commission might be set up that could counsel policy makers about the potential 

effects of policies and laws on the Roma. Once effective and relatively unified Romani organiza-

tions are set up, shifting the responsibilities of managing Romani educational and/or cultural af-

fairs to them should be viable. 

Although the Roma have been an organic part of east European societies for centuries, 

most people there as elsewhere are remarkably ignorant about them. Reducing this ignorance 

would seem to be an important first step in solving the dilemma they present to the states and 

societies of postcommunist eastern Europe. 

[Barany, Z.  “Living on the Edge: The East European Roma in Postcomunist Politics and Socie-

ties,” Slavic Review 53:2 (1994): 321-344] 

 

 

Zoltan Barany 

Orphans of Transition: Gypsies in Eastern Europe 

                                                 
1 See Zoltan D. Barany, "Nobody's Children: The Resurgence of Nationalism and the Gypsies in Postcommunist 
Eastern Europe," in Joan Serafin, ed., East Central Europe in the 1990s (Boulder: Westview Press, 1994). 
2 For an eloquent exposition of this subject, see Arend Lijphart, "Consociational Democracy," World Politics 21, no. 
2 (January 1969): 207-25. See also Juerg Steiner, 'The Principles of Majority and Proportionality," in Kenneth D. 
McRae, ed., Consociational Democracy: Political Accommodation in Segmented Societies (Toronto: McClelland and 
Stewart, 1974), 98-106. 



 532

For the approximately six million Roma (Gypsies) who live in Eastern Europe, the transi-

tion from communism has been an altogether deplorable experience.1 Though entire sections of 

society (unskilled laborers, pensioners, and so on) have been hurt by the marketization processes 

that began nearly a decade ago, none has been more adversely affected than the Roma.  

A wide variety of long-marginalized groups whose exclusion had been based on ethnic-

ity, gender, sexual orientation, or other grounds had greeted the fall of the ancien régime enthu-

siastically, expecting an end to state-sanctioned discrimination and societal prejudices. On the 

whole, marginal groups--and especially ethnic minorities--have been more successful in acquir-

ing rights and stopping discriminatory practices in countries where democratization has ad-

vanced rapidly than in countries where the process has been sluggish.2 One feature common to 

all East European states, however, is the desperate situation of the Gypsies.  

Reliable estimates put the world's Gypsy population at about 10 million. Europe is home 

to about 8 million Roma, almost three-fourths of whom reside in Eastern Europe. Another mil-

lion live in the United States. In a number of Western democracies, the Roma continue to suffer 

discrimination--some of it de jure, but most of it de facto.3 Even though the Roma of Western 

Europe tend to be at the bottom of the socioeconomic scale in the countries where they live, their 

standards of living are far superior to those of their East European brethren.  

In Eastern Europe, a relatively prosperous region by global standards, the vast majority of 

Gypsies live in misery and want. Prejudice against them is wide and deep, and, on several occa-

sions since 1989, has led to vigilante-style violence and pogroms. The Roma's progress in attain-

ing political representation in proportion to the size of their communities has been halting at best; 

their political power remains minimal. Perhaps most troubling of all, the key markers of their 

predicament are nearly identical in all of Eastern Europe. Their situation poses a threat to the 

democratic society that political and civic elites aspire to consolidate.  

A good handle for understanding the Romani predicament is provided by the concept of 

marginality (which, put simply, denotes the domination of one group of people by another). 

Marginality is a multidimensional notion with separable political, social, and economic aspects. 

A group such as the Chinese in Indonesia and Malaysia or people of Indian ancestry in Trinidad 

                                                 
1 I am using "Roma" ("men" in Romani language) and its derivatives (singular "Rom," adjective "Romani") inter-
changeably with "Gypsies." The size of Eastern Europe's Romani population is a heavily debated issue. See, for in-
stance, Jean-Pierre Li'egeois, Roma, Gypsies, Travelers (Strasbourg: Council of Europe Press, 1994), 29-36.  
 
2There are some exceptions, to be sure, such as the conditions of the Russian minority in the otherwise quickly de-
mocratizing Baltic states, but these are largely explained by historical and geostrategic circumstances rather than by 
some sort of institutionally supported campaign against ethnic minorities.  
3See, for instance, Tomas Calvo Buezas, Espana racista? Voces Payas sobre los Gitanos (Barcelona: Editorial An-
thropos, 1990); David Sibley, Outsiders in Urban Societies (Oxford: Blackwell, 1981); Luise Rinser, Wer wirft den 
Stein? Zigeuner sein in Deutschland (Stuttgart: Weitbrecht, 1985); and Wim Willems and Leo Lucassen, "A Silent 
War: Foreign Gypsies and Dutch Government Policy," Immigrants and Minorities 11 (March 1992): 81-101.  
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and Tobago may be economically influential but politically marginalized. Moreover, marginal 

status itself may change: a group or an entire nation that was once politically excluded may, in 

time, find itself in the dominant position (as did Estonians with the demise of the Soviet Union).  

A People with No Home  

The uniqueness of the Gypsies lies in the fact that they are a transnational, non-

territorially based people who do not have a "home state" that can provide a haven or extend 

protection to them. For the Roma "every country is a 'foreign' country, a 'country of residence'; 

there is no homeland to go back to, or even to turn to in a symbolic capacity."1 This explains 

why Romani communities do not, strictly speaking, constitute a diaspora. There are, to be sure, 

other ethnic groups whose situations are somewhat similar: the Kurds, for instance, are trans-

national and without a motherland, but they are territorially based; the Jews are also transna-

tional and used to be non-territorially based until the birth of the modern state of Israel; the 

Berbers of northern Africa are transnational and seminomadic, but they, too, have a homeland, 

west of Tripoli, to which they periodically return. On the other hand, the Gypsies--whose dis-

tant origins can be traced to northern India--are unique in their homelessness, a situation that, 

in important respects, explains their marginality as well as their relationship to the states of 

Europe and beyond. If, following Karl Deutsch, we envision ethnic stratification as a "layer 

cake," then the Roma have remained firmly ensconced at the bottom tier throughout their long 

existence in Europe.2 Characterizing the Roma as a pariah group subjected to widespread and 

intense societal rejection, Frederik Barth writes that their identity "impose[s] a definition on 

social situations which [gives] very little scope for interaction with persons of the majority 

population."3  

Throughout their existence in Europe the Gypsies have been comprehensively marginal-

ized.4 Nonetheless, over time, the nature and specific dimensions of their marginality have 

changed. Although the Roma have always been economically marginalized, in the imperial states 

of Central and Eastern Europe they found an economic niche. In these (by West European stan-

dards) backward economies, demand was high for the Gypsies' traditional skills in metalwork, 

gunsmithing, and other trades. In fact, in the Romanian principalities of Moldavia and Wallachia, 

the Roma's mastery of valued crafts and propensity to migrate led to centuries of enslavement. 

The belated arrival of the Industrial Revolution, however, dealt a major blow to the Romani way 

                                                 
1 Li'egeois, Roma, Gypsies, Travelers, 225.  
2 Karl W. Deutsch, Nationalism and Its Alternatives (New York: Knopf, 1969), 45.  
3 Fredrik Barth, "Introduction," in idem, ed., Ethnic Groups and Boundaries: The Social Organization of Culture 
Difference (Boston: Allen and Unwin, 1970), 31.  
4 For a fine scholarly treatment of Romani history, see Angus Fraser, The Gypsies (Oxford: Blackwell, 2nd ed., 
1995).  
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of life. Economic progress gradually reduced the demand for typical Romani crafts, ultimately 

threatening the Gypsies' status as productive members of society.  

Discrimination and exclusion have been a constant feature of the Romani experience. The 

conservative societies of Eastern Europe regarded Gypsies as alien and exotic intruders, a group 

to be feared and despised at the same time. The Roma seemed all the more different and danger-

ous because of their steadfast refusal to integrate--let alone assimilate--with the populations sur-

rounding them. Even though entire peoples were absorbed by larger, socioculturally more power-

ful ethnic groups in the region throughout the Middle Ages, the Roma managed to maintain their 

singularity.  

The societal response to the Gypsies' resolute independence has oscillated between perse-

cution and indifference. Throughout most of its existence, the Hapsburg Empire simply ignored 

its Gypsy population. The exception to this longstanding pattern was the reigns of Maria Theresa 

(1740-80) and her son Joseph II (1780-90). These "enlightened" absolute monarchs embarked on 

a campaign to "civilize" the Roma and transform them into supposedly useful members of soci-

ety. These objectives were to be attained through forced labor, the breakup of Gypsy families, 

prohibitions on travel, the banning of the Romani language, and the assigning of a designation--

"new peasants"--to Gypsy communities. The dismal failure of this enterprise discouraged further 

imperial attempts at social engineering. The Ottoman Empire concerned itself primarily with 

maximizing tax revenues from the Roma, forcing Muslim Gypsies to pay substantially higher 

taxes than their fellow believers, but eschewing Hapsburg-style assimilation efforts. The East 

European states of the interwar era either ignored the Roma (Hungary) or limited their political 

liberties to forming cultural organizations and printing newspapers (Czechoslovakia and Roma-

nia). The onset of fascism in the region spelled repression for most Gypsies, and physical exter-

mination for nearly a quarter-million of them.  

Contemporary observers are often surprised to learn that many Roma have developed an 

apparent "nostalgia for communist times." A close look at communist rule reveals that the often 

well-intentioned, if ill-conceived policies of state socialism, in addition to their undeniably dam-

aging effects, brought substantial benefits to Eastern Europe's Romani communities.  

The communist states, not surprisingly, wanted above all to bring the "unruly" Gypsy 

populations under their strict authority. Like the Hapsburgs, the communists tried forcibly to as-

similate the Gypsies through the confiscation of their means of travel, coercive settlement, and 

mandatory employment and education policies. An anticipated consequence of these policies was 

the Romani communities' widely lamented loss of traditional ways. Yet there is another side to 

the story that should not be overlooked.  
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Communist-imposed mandatory schooling (generally up to the age of 16) considerably 

raised the educational level of the Roma. Although remaining at the bottom according to most 

measurements of scholastic achievement, they became almost entirely literate. Furthermore, the 

inconsistently pursued policy of positive discrimination, through which authorities selected 

"promising" Romani youths for higher education, created a minuscule Gypsy middle class that 

was to play a crucial role once democratization permitted ethnic mobilization. Compulsory-

employment policies helped to raise standards of living and to increase Gypsies' awareness of 

their own productivity. Moreover, universal and free health-care coverage allowed remarkable 

increases in Romani life expectancy. Although anti-Gypsy prejudices did not disappear, they 

were muted by official proscriptions of overt ethnic conflict. To be sure, by the time communism 

fell, the Roma still occupied the lowest rungs of the socioeconomic ladder--as demonstrated by 

statistics on education, employment, and housing, as well as on crime and other social ills. But 

the gains made under communism were equally indisputable. It is these gains that partly explain 

whatever longing for the old regime is now to be found among the Roma.  

The Travails of Postcommunism  

Eastern Europe's gradual metamorphosis from an inefficient, centrally planned economic 

system to a market- and performance-oriented one has essentially reversed whatever socioeco-

nomic headway the Gypsies made under state socialism, and has led to profound and widespread 

poverty among them. This phenomenon is an unfortunate but logical consequence of the post-

communist economic transition.  

In every East European state the full-employment principle of state socialism has been 

gradually replaced by that of labor rationalization. In practice, this means that individuals whose 

labor is expendable for a given enterprise or production unit are laid off. People with no market-

able skills and weak employment records are hit especially hard. Romani communities have suf-

fered far more from this change than others because the large majority of Gypsies are unskilled 

laborers whose work performance has often been hampered by irregular attendance and low mo-

rale. In the postcommunist period, the Roma tend to be fired first and hired last, both because of 

these objective circumstances and because of remaining prejudice against them. One of the un-

derlying problems is that most Roma lack the kind of training that would make them attractive to 

prospective employers. As János Wolfart, the former head of the National Ethnic Minorities Of-

fice in Budapest, asked, "How do you retrain someone with no convertible skills?"1  

In parts of contemporary Eastern Europe, unemployment among Gypsies is staggering. In 

some particularly underdeveloped regions of Slovakia, Hungary, Romania, and the former Yugo-

slavia it approaches 90 to 100 percent. With unemployment benefits, social security, and welfare 

                                                 
1 Author's interview with Wolfart (Budapest, June 1994).  
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payments erratically available at best, many Roma have turned to begging, prostitution, and 

crime. Roma criminal activities are reported extensively and often unfairly in the media, thereby 

adding to the Gypsies' alienation.  

This situation is expected to get worse, as Romani school attendance has plummeted 

across the region. Communist social workers often herded reluctant Gypsy children to school, 

something that most contemporary East European states no longer have the resources to do. The 

shrinking Romani presence in higher education is also troubling, for it stifles the growth of the 

nascent Gypsy middle class and robs the Romani community of role models. There have been 

attempts in Hungary, Slovakia, and elsewhere to finance secondary and postsecondary education 

specifically for Gypsy children and their teachers from public and private funds. Such efforts 

have been few in number, however, and are unlikely to provide a satisfactory solution to the is-

sue, particularly given the rapid growth of the Romani population.  

The emergence of extreme nationalism since 1989 has at times made the Gypsies (as well 

as other ethnic and racial minorities) targets of violence. Across the region, "skinheads" and or-

dinary citizens motivated by Gypsy crimes, by the alleged wealth of a small number of Romani 

entrepreneurs, and in some cases by pure racism, have killed dozens of Roma and burned down 

hundreds of their dwellings, in many cases under the eyes of indifferent police authorities. Al-

though in recent years more vigorous police involvement has made such attacks less frequent, 

the loss of physical security combined with their increasing poverty has driven tens of thousands 

of Roma to seek asylum in Western Europe and North America, thereby transforming the 

"Gypsy problem" from a national into an international issue. In 1997 alone, thousands of Roma 

from Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Romania, and Slovakia requested political asylum in Can-

ada, Germany, Ireland, and the United Kingdom, straining relations (resulting in renewed visa 

requirements) between their countries of origin and of destination.  

Another profound and, for once, positive change in Romani marginality in the postcom-

munist period has been the diminution of their political exclusion. Like other previously disen-

franchised groups, the Gypsies have sought to capitalize on the opportunity to organize and gain 

interest representation through participation in the political process. For a number of reasons, 

however, they have been remarkably unsuccessful in furthering the Romani cause.  

Successful ethnic political mobilization is contingent upon several criteria that the Roma 

do not satisfy at present, nor can be expected to satisfy in the foreseeable future. First, Gypsy 

ethnic identity is extremely weak. According to a recent monograph on the subject, "with the ex-

ception of Gypsy intellectuals who run the Rom[ani] political parties, the Rom[a] do not have an 
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ethnic identity" at all.1 Even settling on a precise ethnic definition is difficult, since the Roma 

vary considerably in language, dialect, lifestyle, occupation, socioeconomic status, and religion. 

Most Gypsies do not consider themselves part of a cohesive ethnic group, but identify instead 

with the subgroup to which they belong. In northeastern Bulgaria alone, there are nineteen Ro-

mani tribes, each with its particular customs, traditional trades, and other distinctive features. A 

large proportion of East European Gypsies (at least 80 percent in Hungary, for instance) speak no 

Romani at all. Furthermore, until a few years ago, Romani was not even a written language, 

which helps to explain most Gypsies' ignorance about and lack of interest in their background. 

Second, the Roma have neither a history of mobilization nor a set of political resources to draw 

upon. Third, when it comes to the highly important "conventional" factors that determine a 

group's political success (leadership, programs and objectives, party organizations and participa-

tion), the Roma have thus far been singularly ineffectual.  

Leaders Without Followers  

Most Gypsy leaders are intellectuals who were identified by the communist regimes as 

potential role models for their communities. Some are genuine activists but, as in mainstream 

political life, many enter politics for personal or material gain. Most Romani parties have fol-

lowed a similar trajectory across the region since 1989.2 Typically, a "party" is organized with 

several leaders at the helm, all of whom strive to appeal to a specific constituency. A leadership 

rift soon occurs, resulting in the creation of a number of breakaway parties that do their best to 

undermine one another. In nearly every case, the number of active, dues-paying members is neg-

ligible. In countries such as Hungary, and to a lesser extent the Czech Republic and Romania, 

there are dozens of Romani organizations and many more political leaders, but seldom do any of 

them enjoy much authority in their communities. Consequently, one must look with skepticism 

on their claims to represent these communities. In a few areas, especially where nomadism was 

abandoned only relatively recently (that is, in the communist era), some traditional leaders 

(known as bare or voivode in Romani) do have sway with their people, but their standing is often 

purely local. Most have been reluctant to associate with gadje (non-Gypsy) politicians, primarily 

for cultural reasons, preferring to communicate with them via educated Roma who have been 

successful in both cultures.  

Passivity aside, the greatest obstacle to the authentic representation of Romani interests 

has been the internal dissension and the subsequent proliferation of numerous Romani groups. 

After 1989 many Romani activists saw the political party--rather than any cultural or socioeco-

nomic organization--as the primary vehicle for ethnic mobilization. In several countries, such as 
                                                 
1 Michael Stewart, The Time of the Gypsies (Boulder, Colo.: Westview, 1997), 28.  
2 See Zoltan Barany, "Living on the Edge: The East European Roma in Postcommunist Politics and Societies," 
Slavic Review 53 (Summer 1994): 333-35.  
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Hungary and Romania, organizations for ethnic minorities receive state support. Given the fis-

siparousness of Romani groups, however, none of them receives much. Likewise, hundreds of 

competing Romani parties in Eastern Europe fritter away the Gypsy vote at election time. The 

few attempts that Gypsy parties have made to form electoral coalitions with outside parties have 

failed, for alliance with the vastly unpopular Roma is not a winning strategy. The least cohesive 

Romani communities of the region (in Hungary and Romania) have produced the largest number 

of political parties, while in countries with smaller and more homogeneous Romani populations 

(such as Macedonia and Poland), Gypsies have established fewer and more unified organiza-

tions.  

The aspirations of individuals often determine Romani party programs. At the elite level, 

therefore, there is little consensus and much uncertainty about which leaders represent what 

goals. Still, the general aims of these organizations are similar across the region and much like 

those of other marginalized ethnic minorities. They include: full minority rights and civil rights 

enforced by effective legal instruments; schools with Romani as the second language of instruc-

tion; the use of "affirmative action" in filling public offices (such as local administrations and the 

police force); broadcast time in the state-owned media and fair portrayal of the Gypsies therein; 

state-supported social and economic programs to alleviate disadvantageous conditions; and other 

more specific local objectives.  

In sum, the various Romani political parties, elites, and programs have not done much to 

articulate and represent Gypsy interests. Despite their growing inclusion in the political process, 

Gypsies are not represented in proportion to their numbers. None of the more than 250 Romani 

organizations registered in Hungary enjoys parliamentary representation. There is only one 

Gypsy currently in the Hungarian parliament and even she represents a non-Romani party (the 

Alliance of Free Democrats). In the Czechoslovak elections of 1990, the Romani Civic Initiative 

won a total of five seats in the federal and Czech-national parliaments, but in subsequent elec-

tions the Gypsies have been unable to win any. Similarly, Romanian Gypsies have established 

dozens of organizations, but still have only the lone parliamentary representative guaranteed to 

them as a legally recognized national minority. Romani parties also have no representation in 

Bulgaria, Poland, or Slovakia. The Gypsies constitute the largest ethnic minority group in Hun-

gary and the Czech Republic, and around one-tenth of the population in Bulgaria, Macedonia, 

Romania, and Slovakia, yet they remain divided and politically ineffective. As a result of such 

mobilizational haplessness, changes in the Roma's political and socioeconomic conditions have 

been largely driven by the minority policies of the state.  

Lackluster State Responses  
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Although there is considerable variation in state policies toward the East European Roma, 

several factors affect state behavior everywhere.1 These factors tend to be disregarded by those 

Gypsy activists and their supporters who protest the low priority that the Romani issue holds on 

the agendas of East Europe's governments and who often level unreasonable demands at them.  

First, the proportion of Gypsy communities to the overall populations of Eastern Europe 

is small, even in countries where the Roma constitute the largest ethnic minority. Second, the 

Roma's economic resources are meager and their political power, while growing, remains insig-

nificant. Moreover, unlike other ethnic minorities in the region, the Gypsies have no "mother 

state" to protect their interests or speak out on their behalf. Third, the Roma have been tradition-

ally viewed with a general lack of sympathy in East European (and other) societies. An impres-

sive array of recent public opinion polls confirms the fact that the Gypsies are by far the most 

unpopular social group in the region, widely considered a major burden on slender public re-

sources. Fourth, the postcommunist transition and consolidation process has presented a tangle of 

political, economic, and social problems to democratizing states; the Gypsy question has been 

only one concern, and a relatively minor one at that. Fifth, in view of the demands of economic 

transition and the modesty of state budgets, the new governments have had very limited re-

sources for relieving the Roma's social ills. The upshot is that the Gypsies' plight has not been a 

pressing issue for Eastern Europe's emerging democracies.  

Although the Roma question has not been central to the democratization process, the re-

gion's governments have come increasingly to recognize its importance. Since the early 1990s, 

there has been a discernible, if gradual, trend toward increased state attention to the Gypsies' 

situation. This policy shift from neglect to at least some concern has been partly due to: 1) the 

state's recognition of the deepening gap between the Romani situation and that of other ethnic 

groups, and particularly of the high rates of reproduction among the former; 2) intensifying criti-

cism of state policy by liberal parties and international organizations; and 3) the activities of 

Romani political and social organizations.  

When discussing the postcommunist state's policies toward the Roma, one must distin-

guish among different political institutions. The most pertinent of these are the presidency, the 

national government, the governmental agency responsible for minority (and, especially, Gypsy) 

affairs, and local governments. The perspectives of these institutions clearly differ, typically ac-

cording to the extent to which each interacts with the Roma.  

The East European heads of state are generally sympathetic to the Gypsies' plight. Presi-

dents Václav Havel of the Czech Republic, Arpád Göncz of Hungary, and Kiro Gligorov of Ma-
                                                 
1 See Zoltan Barany, "Ethnic Mobilization and the State: The East European Roma," Ethnic and Racial Studies 21 
(March 1998): 308-27.  
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cedonia seem especially concerned with and well informed about the Romani minorities in their 

countries, and have repeatedly expressed their support for constructive policies toward the Gyp-

sies. Chief executives elsewhere in the region may not be so enlightened in their views, but nei-

ther set is typically in a position to make much of a difference in the ordinary Rom's life. Indeed, 

some presidents can afford to be highly sympathetic in their public statements in part because 

their actual power--especially in pure parliamentary systems like the Czech Republic and Hun-

gary--is quite limited.  

As a general rule, national governments tend to be less sympathetic than presidents to the 

situation of minorities, particularly that of the Roma. Ordinarily, national governments are in 

more regular contact with local authorities and are more intimately familiar with the problems 

that local officials face. The attitude of state agencies concerned with minority affairs depends to 

a large extent on their ministers or directors (and on those who appointed them). These agencies 

are usually the primary institutional loci of individuals with training and expertise in minority 

affairs, and thus are the best place to turn for realistic views of the Roma's problems and sound 

ideas for potential solutions.  

The local authorities' attitudes toward the Gypsies tend to be the most problematic. Offi-

cials at this level are typically the least educated and harbor the most prejudice. In their capaci-

ties as local bureaucrats, aid administrators, policemen, and social workers, they are also the ones 

who maintain the most frequent contact with the Roma. They often contend that the empathy and 

enlightened views of national officials are naive and idealistic, for they are rarely matched by 

actual experience with the Gypsies. Although many local officials are genuinely concerned with 

improving the conditions of the Romani community, such noble intentions are all too often for-

gotten in a daily routine characterized by poor working conditions, inadequate resources, and 

low pay.  

Compassionate presidential declarations, progressive governmental policies, and intelli-

gent central directives mean little if not implemented locally. For example, while the minister of 

the interior might order county police captains to enforce federal antidiscrimination regulations, 

it is up to the policeman on the street to arrest those attacking the Roma and to close down res-

taurants displaying "No Gypsies Allowed" signs. More often than not, however, policemen share 

the anti-Gypsy biases of the general population. In sum, however enlightened a policy might be, 

the overwhelmingly negative societal attitude toward the Roma inevitably affects its implemen-

tation.  

Across the region, the most common complaint one hears from government officials deal-

ing with minority affairs has to do with their often desperate search to find credible and reliable 

partners among Romani activists and politicians. In nearly all the states of Eastern Europe funds 
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are available for the support of Gypsy political, social, and cultural organizations, but state ad-

ministrators are seldom able to identify individuals who truly represent the Romani communities. 

Once monies are allocated, charges of mismanagement, corruption, and bribery follow with tire-

some regularity, from both the mainstream and the Gypsy media. As noted earlier, a key problem 

is that since 1989 many Romani organizations have been created with great fanfare, only to dis-

appear without a trace, often along with the state subsidies that they requested and received.  

Some New Efforts  

Several East European states (most notably the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, and 

Romania) have established new agencies for the management of minority policies, with special 

attention to the Gypsies. The ministries of education, labor, public welfare, and the interior were 

deemed critical to the solution of the Roma's problems throughout the region. In a number of 

states, these ministries set up special departments focusing on Gypsy affairs, and increasingly 

staffed them with Roma. Although Gypsy activists frequently castigate their governments for the 

small number of Gypsies in these offices, the truth is that qualified Roma who have remained 

aloof from the virtually unintelligible squabbles between and within Gypsy organizations are al-

most impossible to find.  

A number of state agencies have studied the social and economic issues pertaining to the 

deteriorating conditions of the Roma. Educational and training programs have traditionally en-

joyed priority, including specialized instruction for teachers, fellowships for Romani youth in 

high schools and universities, new schools for Gypsy children, and the like. Given limited state 

resources, these projects have failed to offset the negative effects of the economic transition. 

Still, they demonstrate the authorities' willingness and ability to engage the Romani issue after 

years of relative neglect. This growing state concern with the Romani predicament has also been 

evident in the increasingly clear stance of East European governments toward perpetrators of 

anti-Gypsy violence and discrimination. Although few would deny that there is still much to be 

done in this respect, recent vigorous prosecutions of policemen, skinheads, and restaurant owners 

signal the authorities' diminishing patience with acts of bigotry and intolerance.  

State policy, while important, will not by itself improve the condition of the Gypsies. In 

relatively prosperous countries such as the Czech Republic, Hungary, or Slovenia, Romani living 

standards tend to be higher than in less fortunate areas like the Balkans, government policy not-

withstanding. Though there is ample room for progress everywhere in the region, Hungarian 

policies toward the Roma have been the most broadminded. Aside from the frequently voiced 

concerns of leading Hungarian politicians about the Gypsies' plight and a number of well-

functioning programs, what clearly sets Hungary apart is its creation of a network of state-

supported and autonomous local self-government units for all minorities, among whom the 
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Roma are by far the most numerous. Poland and Slovenia have also been quite responsive to the 

Gypsies' problems, despite the extremely small proportion of Roma (less than 0.5 per cent) in 

their populations. In Macedonia, where the Gypsy population is far larger, the government's fa-

vorable treatment of the Roma may partly be explained by the fact that the Roma pose little 

threat to the dominant group, compared with the considerably larger and politically stronger Al-

banian minority.1  

Although Romania has received a great deal of justified criticism for its minority policies, 

critics have largely ignored recent improvements in Bucharest's policies toward the Roma.2 Per-

haps the most interesting case is that of the Czech Republic. Widely considered a leader in East 

European democratization, Prague's approach to the Gypsies--particularly its restrictive citizen-

ship law and the openly discriminatory policies of many local administrations--has fueled ethnic 

tensions and provoked widespread condemnation abroad.  

The Roma's socioeconomic situation appears to be gravest in Bulgaria, Bosnia, Serbia, 

and Slovakia, where their often desperate poverty is exacerbated by the near-total indifference of 

the government to their problems. The prize for the most overtly anti-Gypsy public statement by 

a leading East European politician would probably go to Slovak prime minister Vladimir Meciar, 

who declared that the Gypsies constituted a "socially unadaptable population" with a high birth 

rate of "children who are poorly adaptable mentally, poorly adaptable socially, children with se-

rious health disorders, children, simply, who are a great burden on this society."3  

Given the shortcomings of the Gypsies' political mobilization and the reluctance of East 

European states to devote more attention and resources to their problems, the role of interna-

tional and nongovernmental organizations has been extremely important. To be sure, interna-

tional organizations regularly condemned the minority policies of Eastern Europe's communist 

states but their criticisms at the time fell on deaf ears. Since 1989, however, international organi-

zations have been far more effective, in large part because the key foreign policy objective of 

nearly all of the region's states is integration into Western Europe's political, economic, and mili-

tary alliances. Among the criteria these organizations have set for prospective members are the 

strict enforcement of minority and civil rights and the settling of interethnic conflicts.  

Three types of international organizations figure prominently in Romani affairs. The first 

type, international Gypsy organizations, have been actively publicizing the Roma's plight and the 

prevalence of anti-Gypsy discrimination since the 1970s, but before 1989 they enjoyed little or 

                                                 
1 Zoltan Barany, "The Roma in Macedonia: Ethnic Politics and the Marginal Condition in a Balkan State," Ethnic 
and Racial Studies 18 (July 1995): 515-31.  
2 Zoltan Barany, "Minorities in Romania: Favorable Trends for Romania's Roma," Transition 1 (20 October 1995): 
26-31.  
3 Quoted in Henry Kamm, "In New Eastern Europe, an Old Anti-Gypsy Bias," New York Times, 17 November 1993, 
A6. 
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no influence in Eastern Europe. Since the fall of communism, they have been more effective in 

general and particularly successful in sharing their findings with other international associations. 

The second group comprises organizations like the European Union (EU), the Council of Europe 

(CE), and the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE). In recent years, 

several of them have set up ad hoc or permanent committees to study the problems of the Euro-

pean Roma. Furthermore, they have funded many projects dealing with Gypsy employment, 

education, and human rights. Finally, West European, North American, and even East European 

nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) have proliferated in the region. Although their rates of 

success are admittedly variable, they have often been effective in creating self-help groups, pub-

licizing human rights violations, and accumulating data about the region's Romani communities.  

International Organizations and State Policy  

Perhaps the most important achievement of international organizations has been their 

demonstrated success in influencing state policy toward minorities. Powerful organizations such 

as the EU and the OSCE have publicized the Roma's living conditions, criticized state policy, 

and threatened to refuse membership to states that do not improve their records on minorities. 

For instance, one of the several reasons Slovakia was not included in the first group of states 

slated for NATO membership was its dismal treatment of ethnic minorities, including the Roma. 

Another recent example is the alteration of the Czech citizenship law as a result of persistent 

charges by the OSCE, the CE, and a number of other international organizations and NGOs that 

this law discriminated against the Czech Republic's Gypsy community. By continually monitor-

ing and relentlessly criticizing state policies, international organizations have done an invaluable 

service for the Roma, given that most East European states--eager to become members of West-

ern-dominated international organizations--have been quite sensitive to such censure.  

The Roma have been Europe's most comprehensively marginalized ethnic group since 

their arrival some seven centuries ago. The fall of communism has aggravated their predicament 

by widening the socioeconomic gap between them and the surrounding majority populations. 

The region's Gypsy elites have not succeeded in improving their communities' conditions 

through political mobilization and participation. Many blame the state for their failures, without 

realizing that democracy does not denote automatic equality between dominant and marginal 

ethnic groups. What mature democracies do provide is the freedom for a minority group to "or-

ganize to pursue its interests--and so vastly increase its political weight--on issues that matter 

most to it."1 In order to better their conditions, the Roma must become more effective at political 

mobilization.  

                                                 
1 John Mueller, "Minorities and the Democratic Image," East European Politics and Societies 9 (Fall 1995): 520-21. 
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At the same time, the East European states ought to appreciate the magnitude of the 

Roma's problems and the danger that further delays in tackling the issue might present to the 

building of stable democratic societies. They must find ways to help their Gypsy citizens leave 

their marginal existence behind. In particular, states should do much more to alleviate the Gyp-

sies' profound educational deficiencies, which greatly limit their employment opportunities. 

Moreover, states ought to play a larger role in promoting ethnic tolerance and in enacting and 

strictly enforcing human, civil, and minority rights legislation. The alternative may well be hun-

dreds of thousands of young, uneducated, and desperately poor Roma with nothing to do and lit-

tle to lose, save their lives. Romani communities themselves should actively contribute to their 

emancipation. They should strive to reduce their marginality by attacking its sources, some of 

which lie in their own traditions. The Roma must candidly acknowledge their own share of the 

blame and make a concerted effort to become part of the political and socioeconomic fabric of 

the societies in which they live. The only viable long-term strategy for the Roma in Eastern 

Europe and elsewhere is social, economic, and political integration.  

[Barany, Z. “Orphans of Transition,” Journal of Democracy 9:3 (1998): 142-156] 

PAVEL BARSA 

Ethnocultural Justice in East European States and the Case of the Czech Roma 

Will Kymlicka's central question of the applicability of the concepts of Western liberal 

theory of ethnic relations to the current political predicaments in Eastern Europe may be fruitful 

not only from the perspective of developments in the region. Western political theory itself may 

gain, if only from a heightened consciousness of its own limitations and blind spots. Recall that 

it was precisely the myth of ethnocultural neutrality of the liberal-democratic state that made 

Western political thought look so helpless and futile when faced with the outbursts of national-

ism in Eastern and Central European countries after the collapse of Communism. 

Taken by surprise by this development, Western observers interpreted nationalism as yet 

another competitor of liberal democracy, that is, as an Ersatzideologie to Communism. This may 

be correct so far as exclusivist, collectivist, and authoritarian features of East European national-

ism, in general, are concerned. But it is wrong when we consider that liberal democracy and na-

tionalism are two responses to two different questions which not only have not been in conflict 

but historically have even complemented one another. While democracy is an institutional ex-

pression of the tenet of self-rule of the people, nationalism addresses the problem of who 'the 

people' are by identifying cultural borders with political borders. 

Before 'the people' decide on the nature of their political regime, they must have already 

been associated into one collective body, recognizing themselves as 'one people'. Establishing 

the political community—that is, the state—is prior to and distinct from instituting a political 
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regime. The legitimacy of the state and that of the regime are thus two separate levels of political 

legitimacy.1 The first level concerns the state's boundaries and its internal structure according to 

the political standing of ethnocultural groups and the distribution of political power among 

them. It is on this level that questions arise of which ethnocultural groups should belong to a 

given state and which should have special status within the state. The problems of minority 

rights and ethnofederalism—in Kymlicka's words, of 'ethnocultural justice'—fall obviously on 

this level of legitimacy. 

The break-up of the Soviet Union, Czechoslovakia, and Yugoslavia provided spectacular 

illustrations of the urge of post-Communist societies to transform themselves on both levels of 

political legitimacy. They were faced with two problems at once—the demarcation of an ap-

propriate political unit, including the internal distribution of power among ethnocultural groups, 

and the establishment of liberal democracy. The success of nationalists stemmed from their abil-

ity to translate the issues of democratization into the language of national self-determination 

and thus to reduce the question of the legitimacy of a political regime to that of the legitimacy of 

the political unit or its structure. Liberals tried to do the same but in the opposite direction. By 

considering the sense of communal and national identity as ideas used only by demagogues and 

anti-democratic power-seekers, and irrelevant to democratic political life, the liberals reduced the 

problems of the politics of identity to those of the political regime and the values it embodies. 

This is the equivalent of saying that people hold together as one political body only by subscrib-

ing to liberty and equality, if they are democrats, or to hierarchy and community, if they are au-

thoritarians. Liberals lost on many of the intellectual and political battlefields of the post-

Communist world precisely because they did not acknowledge that there is an ethnocultural di-

mension of political modernity that is not reducible to the question of universal political values. 

This strategy of denial leads nowhere: standard liberal norms and institutions simply do 

not address the issues of clashes of ethnic and national identities. Kymlicka's 'good news' is that 

the western world has already developed some conceptual and practical tools, however imper-

fect, to tackle these issues: liberal theory has realized that it cannot address the current political 

predicaments unless it enlarges its scope to encompass the relations between identity groups. 

Kymlicka's own reconstruction of liberal justice—through its extension to inter-ethnic and inter-

nation relations—represents one attempt to address this issue. Although he developed his con-

cept in response to Western problems, in doing so he targeted precisely those drawbacks of stan-

dard liberal theory that hindered its application to post-Communist politics. The experiences of 

the last decade in this part of the world have overwhelmingly confirmed his position: if liberal 
                                                 
1 John Herz notes the difference between 'the legitimacy of the unit as such and that of its internal system', J. H. 
Herz, "The Territorial State Revisited: Reflections on the Future of the Nation-State', in J. Rosenau (ed.) Interna-
tional Politics and Foreign Policy (New York, NY: The Free Press, 1969) 83. 
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theory does 0Ot want to doom the multinational and multicultural states of Central and Eastern 

Europe to interminable civil strife and mimetic irredentism, it must acknowledge that alongside 

economic interests and moral and political ideas, the cultural identities of citizens are legitimate 

political concerns. 

The three following comments should be understood in the context of my general en-

dorsement of the propositions put forward in Kymlicka's paper. First, I want to show that a de-

sired reconstruction of liberalism cannot be completed unless we also critically assess liberal na-

tionalism alongside the liberal neutralism criticized by Kymlicka. Second, in contrast to Kym-

licka, I will defend the distinction between immigrant and European countries as empirically— 

though not normatively—important. Third, I will apply Kymlicka's approach of ethnocultural 

diversity to Czech Roma to show that his concepts and their practical implications can be helpful 

even for the descriptive and normative assessment of groups that do not fit neatly into either of 

the two basic categories he proposes. 

Neutralism and Nationalism: Two Sides of One Liberal Coin 

With respect to the legitimacy of the state—or, more generally, of a unit of political or-

ganization—the mainstream of liberal political theory has wavered between two contradictory 

positions: neutralism and nationalism. Kymlicka criticizes the former by dismissing the assump-

tion that adherence to the principles of liberal democracy provides the glue for national cohesion. 

Accordingly, he rejects the idea of a 'civic nation' defined only by membership in an already ex-

isting state embodying those principles. 

Kymlicka sides with liberal nationalism, which acknowledges the cultural specificity of 

any feasible liberal-democratic state. He perceives this stance as superior to its culturally blind 

brother. I think, on the contrary, that their respective drawbacks are quite symmetrical. As with 

neutralism, liberal nationalism has no idea of how to deal with the problem of ethnic and cultural 

plurality within a state except through assimilation. The difference is that whereas neutralists can 

hide behind a facade of alleged cultural impartiality, liberal nationalists confess their partiality 

for forward nations upon which is conferred the moral right to absorb groups that lag behind in 

their historical progress. According to J. S. Mill, it is to the advantage of more backward portion 

of the human race to merge and be absorbed in another' which is superior and advanced. He gave 

as examples Bretons and Basques in relation to the French, and Welsh and Scots in relation to 

'the British nation'—obviously a euphemism for the English nation.1 

                                                 
1 J. S. Mill, Considerations on Representative Government (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1946 (1861)) 294-5. Kymlicka 
lists J. S. Mill among those great liberals who did not pay any sustained attention to the justification of nation-
building processes. Mill's opinions on this matter may lack systematization, but he in no case avoided the issue. On 
the contrary, he was aware of its crucial importance. 
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Furthermore, Mill contended that a culturally homogenized, state-constituent people—

that is, a nation—is the prerequisite of liberal democracy, since '[f]ree institutions are next to im-

possible in a country made up of different nationalities. Among a people without fellow-feeling, 

especially if they read and speak different languages, the united public opinion necessary to the 

working of representative government cannot exist.'1 According to the tradition, represented by 

Mill, the liberal order of plurality of interests and ideas is to be erected on the unifying ground of 

a common identity. It comes as no surprise that this kind of theory cannot be of any more help 

than neutralism in situations where the common identity of a people is problematic.2 

Whereas liberal neutralists virtually dismiss the very question of the legitimacy of a given 

political community or of the political standing of an identity group within it, liberal nationalists 

demand the coincidence of cultural and political borders. At the end of the day, however, both 

positions amount to the same: the starting point of liberal politics is supposed to be a homoge-

nized nation-state taken by its citizens for granted as the proper unit of their political organiza-

tion. The only difference is that one camp acknowledges the culturally distinct character of this 

political nation while the other denies it. In the context of Central and Eastern Europe, both ap-

proaches have to be rejected. Neither liberal neutralism nor liberal nationalism is able to deal 

with the diversity of identity groups within one state, especially when they are seeking some 

kind of political consideration, recognition, or, in the extreme, autonomy or secession. 

Once we have dismissed both the neutralist delusion of the possibility of a culturally im-

partial liberal state and the liberal nationalist delusion of the possibility of a perfect coincidence 

of ethno-cultural and political borders, we have to consider the justifiability of imposing the par-

ticular societal culture of a national majority upon minorities. In other words, if we accept the 

necessity of the existence of a national culture, albeit thin, as a prerequisite for the stable func-

tioning of liberal society and, at the same time, take as inevitable the internal cultural plurality of 

those societies, then we have to explore the question of the moral admissibility of various forms 

of nation-building. Just as the core of social justice lies in the definition of the conditions for the 

legitimacy of social inequality—for example, Rawls's difference principle—the core of ethnocul-

tural justice lies in the definition of the conditions for the legitimacy of majority nation-building. 

                                                 
1 Ibid., 292. 
2 The same position as Mill's has been taken and reformulated more than one hundred years later by political scien-
tists D. A. Rustow and R. Dahl. Rustow sets national unity as the main background condition for a successful transi-
tion to democracy and explicitly excludes from his theory of transitions to democracy situations of collapsing Em-
pires beset by secessionist movements. He goes even further by requiring that national unity be unthinkingly and 
silently taken for granted by the people: 'Any vocal consensus about national unity, in fact, should make us wary.' D. 
A. Rustow, 'Transitions to Democracy: Toward a Dynamic Model', Comparative Politics (April 1970) 351. R. Dahl 
states that 'the problems of the proper scope and domain of democratic units'—that is, of the legitimacy of the 
state—lie outside democratic theory and democratic practice: 'If the unit itself is not [considered] proper or right-
ful—if its scope or domain is not justifiable—then it cannot be made rightful simply by democratic procedures.' R. 
Dahl, Democracy and Its Critics (New Haven, CT, and London: Yale University Press, 1989) 207. 
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Kymlicka's concept of two basic kinds of ethnocultural diversity is useful precisely as a 

conceptual tool for solving the problem of the normative differentiation of various minorities' 

demands vis-a-vis the majorities that control and impose a dominant societal culture. I think he is 

right in claiming that in principle these concepts can be applied to the ethnocultural diversity of 

Eastern and Central Europe and I will try to show this by using them to analyse the problem of 

the Czech Roma. Before dealing with this subject, however, I raise some objections to Kym-

licka's dismissal of the relevance of differentiating between the national identities of Old and 

New World countries. 

European and Immigrant Nations 

In contrast to Kymlicka, I think that in comparing the various ways of dealing with eth-

nocultural diversity in different societies we have to keep in mind the basic difference between 

the immigrant countries that arose from European colonization and the European countries them-

selves. While the identities of the former were defined through projects for the future, the identi-

ties of the latter flowed from their relationship to the past. The identity of an American is based 

on his or her free will to abandon Europe and begin a new life in America, whereas the identity 

of a European stems from the relationship to his or her forefathers who have lived on the same 

land for centuries. The first stance is voluntaristic, the second deterministic. This is so even in 

the case of that nation which, since Ernest Renan, boasted that it was continually emerging from 

an 'everyday plebiscite': even in republican France the history textbooks used to begin with the 

expression nos ancetres les Gaulois. 

Politically speaking, a national of an immigrant country is not defined by ancestry but by 

participation in a common project of a people with various ancestries. That is why in principle 

those nations are more receptive towards ethnocultural diversity. Everybody, except for descen-

dants of native people, is by definition from somewhere else and carries the traces of his or her 

origins, be it skin colour, religion, customs, or language. In contrast, the Europeans tend to be-

lieve in the continuity of one culturally distinct people living on the same territory and having 

rights to that territory. So immigrants are usually-taken as something exceptional and foreign, 

possibly threatening the identity of the country. 

This dichotomy is obviously ideal-typical and reflects not reality but an ideological self-

consciousness of two kinds of nations. This holds both for European countries, whose identities 

have been of course the result of many migratory processes, and for the immigrant ones, which 

for most of their histories conducted exclusionary and racist immigration policies and were seg-

regationist—not to mention their genocide of native peoples. Moreover, on either side of the di-

chotomy there are various degrees of orientation to the future or to the past, to voluntarism or 
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determinism, and to inclusive openness towards ethnocultural 'otherness’1 or exclusive confine-

ment to one's own particular identity. 

On top of that, in the context of an immigrant country, an openness to the future and a 

readiness to include participants from various ethnic backgrounds may be in effect assimilation-

ist, whereas a greater clinging to the past may entail more tolerance towards the maintenance of 

cultural diversity. To illustrate, it could be claimed that the main difference between the USA 

and Canada is that Americans are more future-oriented by virtue of their break with the United 

Kingdom.2 Migration to Canada could occur without any strong changes to a migrant's identity, 

since he or she still remained within the borders of an ethnically plural Empire. This may be one 

of the reasons why, once 'Britishness' came under siege both from within—the quiet revolution 

in Quebec—and from without—the unsustainability of the British imperial idea as a result of de-

colonization—Canada chose as part of its new identity a cultural pluralism, rather than a melting 

pot. Bilingualism and multiculturalism as answers to the challenges of the 1960s can therefore be 

construed as a democratization of the hierarchical cultural plurality of the vanishing Empire. 

As to the built-in xenophobia of European countries, there are big differences. These 

stem from the countries' historical encounters with non-Europeans, or lack of such contacts—this 

is the difference between countries with and without overseas colonies—and from their use of 

either a more ethnic or a more civic definition of a nation. Most countries of Central and Eastern 

Europe, including Germany, score badly on both points and so are predisposed by their history to 

be very xenophobic. For instance, the Austro-Hungarian Empire, of which many Central Euro-

pean countries used to be part, did not have overseas colonies. Also, nationalism in this region, 

in general, over-stressed the ethnic component of nationhood at the expense of the civic one, 

largely because these countries emerged and developed out of opposition to an imperial political 

structure—or against political fragmentation in the case of Germany—with the purpose of estab-

lishing an alternative kind of political organization, that is, a nation-state. Hence, it is not by co-

incidence that the ethnic concept of a nation is also called 'Eastern'. With the absence of a legiti-

mate political framework as the starting point, the basis of such a future state could lie only in a 

pre-political identity group: an ethnic community was thus a prior and constitutive condition 

with respect to political community. 

It is quite understandable, then, that the states established after the collapse of the three 

big empires of Central and Eastern Europe at the end of World War I were defined and consti-

                                                 
1 Nathan Glazer, 'The Emergence of an American Ethnic Pattern', in Ronald Takaki (ed.) From Different Shores. 
Perspectives on Race and Ethnicity in America (New York, NY, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994) 19. 
2 Multi-ethnic states such as Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia were built upon an idea of Slavic nations as members 
of a larger but nevertheless ethnically-based 'family of nations' or as 'brother nations'. 
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tuted as the states of their majority ethnic nations.1 This concept was adopted by Communist 

ethnofederalism—in the USSR each republic had its own 'titular nationality'—and its grip still 

holds today. Majority nations in Central and Eastern Europe have the tendency to conceive of the 

state in which they are dominant as 'their' state, that is, linked with their ethnically conceived his-

tory and symbols, filled out with their particular contents. If many of them are not even able to 

accept as equal citizens those members of another nation who have resided on the territory of 

their state for centuries, it should come as no surprise that they do not see their countries as 

points of immigration for other ethnic groups. 

Normatively, I think that European countries do not have ways open to them of dealing 

with ethnocultural differences other than multinational federalism and multicultural integration 

as defined by Kymlicka. Empirically, however, it is clear that given the different historical back-

grounds it is a tougher job to promote these policies in Europe than in the New World and, 

within Europe itself, tougher in the East than in the West. The implementation of these policies 

entails substantial changes in the identities of European nations. 

Kymlicka's minimization of the difference between New and Old World does not seem to 

me very convincing. For instance, his reference to the successful integration of immigrants in 

France does not take into account that the French 'success' concerned mainly immigrants from 

Latin and Roman Catholic countries. This 'success' did not extend to the big non-European and 

non-Christian waves of immigration in the 1960s and 1970s. Moreover, the French republican 

integration was distinctively assimilationist; it did not leave any room for public development of 

group differences within the nation, une et maiviswie. indeed, it was the opposite of the multicul-

tural integration Kymlicka himself advocates and, hence, can serve as a counterexample of his 

thesis.2 

The British reception of non-European immigrants, on the other hand, was not based, 

prior to the Commonwealth Immigration Control Act of 1962, on a liberal tolerance of differ-

ences. On the contrary, it was the result of previous colonization, that is, based on the fact that 

the immigrants were already British subjects. More recently, the British have developed more 

culturally pluralist approaches, but only because of the tradition of a hierarchical pluralism of an 

Empire which boasted of its inclusiveness of many peoples, all ruled, nevertheless, by the domi-

nant English. Because of this distinctively pre-modern yet surviving idea of a multinational Em-

                                                 
1 For a brief review of the main European approaches towards post-war immigration see Umberto Melotti, 'Interna-
tional Migration in Europe: Social Projects and Political Cultures', in Tariq Modood and Pnina Werbner (eds.) The 
Politics of Multiculturalism in the New Europe. Racism, Identity and Community (London, New York, NY: Zed 
Books, 1997) 72-92. 
2 For East European countries, the prototype for such a redefinition could be represented by the change of citizen-
ship law promoted in Germany by the Greens. By allowing dual citizenship for German Turks, this law would strike 
a deadly blow to the ethnic definition of the German nation-state. 
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pire, Great Britain has been rather an exception among modern European nation-states and, 

hence, cannot serve as a paradigm. 

As to Kymlicka's stress on the difference between Australia and Canada on the one hand, 

and the USA on the other, I think that it does not override their common traits as immigrant 

countries. The above-mentioned absence of any strong rupture from the past in Australia and 

Canada and their position as 'colonial outposts' does not erase the real and symbolic importance 

of immigration. The fact that migration occurred for a long time within the British Empire, and 

was racially or even ethnically restricted, does not make those countries any less immigrant. This 

characteristic proved crucial for the ability of Canada and Australia to carry out the shift to more 

universalistic and pluralistic policies. Once the political and cultural revolution of the 1960s 

gained momentum, nothing more was needed than to extend the range of people who were al-

lowed to immigrate as future citizens and make room for pluralism and recognition of group 

identities. 

If the aim of Kymlicka is to distinguish two kinds of national integration or nation-

building—one qualified and self-limiting, respecting the entitlement of members of minorities to 

recognition of their group identities, the other absolutist and limitless, with no respect for cul-

tural 'otherness'—then it corresponds to the contrast between immigrant and non-immigrant 

countries and, on a more specific level, between the European West and East. Looking at Kym-

licka's distinction between liberal and illiberal politics of nation-building, I risk making a conjec-

ture that at least five out of those nine differences— from 4 to 9—could also be taken as defini-

tional for the ideal-typical difference between New and Old World countries and within the latter 

between Eastern and Western ones. These differences are: 1. greater inclusiveness, if assimila-

tionist, 2. a thinner concept of national identity, 3. debunking the sacred idea of nation and al-

lowing more space for other identities, 4. pluralistic openness to intercultural exchanges within 

one societal culture, and 5. the tendency to allow multiple or hyphenated identities, dual nation-

ality, or even dual citizenship. 

In contrast to Kymlicka, I think that recognition of the substantial differences between 

the New and Old Worlds does not prevent us from applying to both worlds his conceptual 

scheme of distinguishing between two basic types of ethnocultural diversity, where one consists 

of the political co-existence of different nations or national minorities in one state, and the other 

where immigrant groups maintain some cultural differences while integrating into a dominant 

national culture. Thanks to the difference in national self-definitions between the New and Old 

Worlds, however, the implementation in Europe of policies implied by this conceptual frame-

work consists not simply of a quantitative extension of inclusiveness to other ethnocultural 

groups and non-European races but rather of a qualitative transformation of the European type 
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of national identity towards that kind of open identity already latent in the concept and reality of 

the immigrant countries. As suggested above, moreover, this shift will be much more demanding 

for its Eastern than for its Western part where this transformation has already been taking place 

for some time.1 

Czechs and Roma: Which Kind of Ethnocultural Diversity? 

Let us move finally to the question of how useful Kymlicka's framework could be for 

analysing the situation of Roma living in the Czech lands. Like other regions in Central Europe, 

the Czech lands used to be an ethnoculturally diverse country—Slavs, Jews, and Germans had 

lived there for centuries. World War II changed this demographic situation drastically: the ma-

jority of Jews were exterminated and in the wake of the war most of the Germans were expelled. 

The small minority of Roma—around 6,000 before the war—were almost exterminated too. 

Since the end of the war there has been some migration of Slovaks to the Czech lands and sev-

eral massive waves of Roma from Slovakia. In contrast to the Slovaks who tended to assimilate, 

the Roma, coming from poor agrarian villages to an industrialized urban setting, with their tradi-

tional family structure and non-European pedigree, have tended to stick together and be recog-

nized as a minority'. There are estimated to be at least 120,000 Roma currently living in the Czech 

Republic, one of the few significant minorities. 

The Communists tried to force them to assimilate. In 1958, a law was passed forbidding 

them to travel—at that point, however, this ban concerned only some 15 per cent of the Roma as the 

rest had already settled—and they were dispersed among the rest of society. The Communists did 

not recognize Roma as a 'nationality', which meant that they did not allow them to develop their 

own cultural and social life. After 1989, the Roma were recognized as a minority with entitlement 

to some support for the development of their culture, associations, and media. They have lost, 

however, the caring hand of a paternalistic state, which had previously provided them with 

apartments and jobs. The Roma found themselves in a situation of triple exclusion. Socio-

economic exclusion is illustrated by a 75 per cent rate of unemployment, low standards of housing 

and health, subordinate social status, and a disproportionately high involvement in crime. Their 

cultural exclusion is evidenced by the high number of Roma children transferred from elementary 

schools to the so-called 'special' schools for mentally retarded children, the insignificant percent-

age of Roma with high school or university degrees, and the absence of recognition of their cul-

ture, be it in the Czech school curricula or Czech public culture. Their political exclusion is shown 

by their almost complete absence in the political, administrative, and law-enforcement bodies of 

the state. If we reject this triple exclusion as morally and politically unacceptable, the Czechs and 

                                                 
1 Of course de jure they are not, because they migrated within one state— Czechoslovakia. 
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Roma have to explore ways of changing the terms of their coexistence. But what kind of group 

vis-a-vis Czech society are the Roma, if we assess them by Kymlicka's criteria? 

Kymlicka himself sets the Roma in Central and Eastern Europe aside as a special case for 

which the Western experience does not provide a useful model. His main reason is the absence of a 

Roma homeland, drawing a possible parallel between them and African-Americans. In my view 

this comparison is fitting only in two ways: both groups have lost any real connection to their 

original 'homelands'—India and Africa, respectively—making a return unrealistic; and both are ter-

ritorially dispersed, making autonomy within the state in which they live also unrealistic. There are, 

however, two big differences between them: first, Blacks in the USA stem from various ethnic 

groups and have formed a unified identity only because of the systematic repression and elimina-

tion of those original tribal differences. In contrast, a significant number of Roma living in Central 

Europe, despite the progressive withering away of their traditional way of life, still use various dia-

lects of their language and maintain the sense of common ethnic descent; in other words, they are not 

a 'race' constructed by the contingent fact of white slavery, but an ethnic group. Second, Blacks 

were ferried to the USA in chains, while Roma came to central Europe voluntarily and, for most of the 

period of their presence, laws were passed and decrees issued to exclude and banish them—the as-

similationist project of Maria Teresa and Josef II at the end of the eighteenth century was an excep-

tion to the rule. Thus, while the former were forced to come and stay, in the case of the latter, at-

tempts were made, albeit unsuccessfully, to make them go away. Obviously, this point has impor-

tant negative bearings on the possibility of using an analogy with Blacks to justify a policy of af-

firmative action for the Roma. The widespread endorsement of affirmative action for the Blacks in 

the late 1960s and 1970s was a reflection of the felt need of just compensation for the serious his-

torical grievance inflicted by Whites in the enslavement and transatlantic transfer of Blacks. 

The position of Roma within an industrialized society like the Czech lands seems more 

similar to that of indigenous peoples in Northern America or Australia. Like many members of 

these tribes, most Roma have lost their original way of life linked to the agrarian economy and now 

survive on the margins of modern society, carrying out the least qualified jobs and often completely 

dependent on the caring hand of the welfare state. If we add to this sociological likeness the historical 

fact that the Roma as an ethnically distinct group came to Central Europe at the beginning of the 

fifteenth century, we could draw the conclusion that Roma—similar to indigenous people in Kym-

licka's typology—should be classified as a national minority with the right to self-government. In any 

case, it appears that Roma should be given a much stronger standing than that of an ethnic minority 

recently arrived into an already established modern nation-state. The Roma might be likened to 

the Hungarian minorities in Transylvania or Slovakia, which perfectly fit Kymlicka's definition of 

a national minority. I will suggest, however, four main reasons why Roma do not fit into this cate-
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gory and why the parallel with immigrant ethnic groups is more fruitful, at least in terms of for-

mulating an appropriate policy of integration. First, thanks to their itinerant way of life, unlike all 

other minorities who lived for centuries in Central Europe with the exception of Jews, Roma did 

not work the land and did not congregate geographically. As already mentioned, they do not 

have a territorial basis in Central Europe that could substitute as a new 'homeland' for the mythi-

cal India. The absence of strong claims to land does not allow them to raise demands for terri-

torial autonomy as is the case with indigenous people or European national minorities. 

Second, unlike most other national minorities in Central Europe, the Roma are not Euro-

peans. The types of difficulties affecting their coexistence with Central European ethnic groups 

have many similarities to the relationship of aboriginal peoples to their colonizers, and to non-

European groups that came to the industrialized countries of Europe and North America from not 

yet industrialized parts of the world. 

Third, the parallel with recent non-European immigrants to the developed countries can 

be further strengthened by the fact that, in spite of the presence of Roma in Central Europe for 

centuries, those Roma now living in the Czech lands came after World War II to this already in-

dustrialized country from the primarily agrarian Slovakia. Their population in the Czech lands is 

now at least twenty times more than before the war. So de facto they are recent immigrants to 

this country.1 

Fourth, not only do Roma not have a territorial base from which they could claim the 

rights of self-government, but their language and literary culture in its present state could not 

serve as the medium for development of a societal culture that would fit the needs of a modern 

post-industrial society. In other words, they lack the cultural resources necessary to develop their 

own distinct society, if such a society should participate in the achievements of modernity. 

In sum, on the one hand, the similarity of Roma to recent non-European immigrants is 

contradicted by their centuries-long presence in Europe while, on the other hand, their similarity 

to national minorities is undermined by the lack of a territorial base and of those cultural re-

sources indispensable for a modern way of life. Kymlicka proposes for immigrants the policy of 

multiculturalism, conceived as a way of integrating them into a mainstream societal culture, and 

for national minorities the policy of ethnofederalism as a way to mutually accommodate distinct 

societies. If descriptively Roma do not fit into either of those ideal-typical categories, practically 

the policies for managing their problematic relationship with the Czech majority should draw on 

                                                 
1 Virtually all measures I have mentioned coincide with the idea of multiculturalism as defined by Kymlicka. One 
difference concerns special political representation for discriminated groups. Kymlicka sees this as a third form of 
dealing with ethnocultural diversity, distinct from ethnofederalism for national minorities and multiculturalism for 
immigrants. See his Three Forms of Group-Differentiated Citizenship in Canada', in Seyla Benhabib (ed.) Democ-
racy and Difference. Contesting the Boundaries of the Political (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1996) 
153-70 
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the parallel with immigrant ethnic groups. The aforementioned four points evidence that the ba-

sic prerequisites for Roma self-government and their development of a societal culture are miss-

ing. Therefore, the most realistic way of overcoming their triple exclusion is a policy of integrat-

ing them, in a multicultural context, into Czech societal culture. 

Just as Canadians are able to include immigrant groups into their Canadian political iden-

tity and to add diverse cultural identities as new parts of an extended common heritage, while 

still maintaining the same French or English societal culture and language, the Czechs should 

make a space within their own political identity for Roma. Here, however, we encounter the ba-

sic difference between immigrant and East European countries. For Canadians the endorsement 

of multiculturalism was a handy solution once the 'Britishness' of Canada was not tenable any 

more—not to mention the balancing role which it has played with respect to the nationalism of 

the French-Canadians. This amounted to the continuation of the cultural pluralism of Empire 

without its imperial roof, that is, without the idea of a hierarchy of cultures. For Czechs, the en-

dorsement of multiculturalism would amount to a substantial transformation of the concept of 

their society and state. 

Creating a space for Roma within the framework of the Czech political identity would 

imply differentiating the Czech identity into its civic—if culturally specific—and ethnic parts, 

which have to date been conflated in the idea of an ethnic state. In other words, the con-

sciousness of being a member of the Czech state with a Czech societal culture should be differ-

entiated from the sense of membership in an ethnic group of Czechs. Only after this has hap-

pened could a Czech Roma recognize himself or herself as a member of the Czech political na-

tion and, at the same time, remain loyal to his or her own ethnic group. In order to make such a 

change happen, Czechs are required to transcend the framework of their national identity as it 

was constructed during the nineteenth century and stabilized in the twentieth century. Still, ac-

cording to a reconstructed concept of liberal justice—that is, one enlarged by an ethnocultural 

dimension—Czechs cannot claim to be forming a liberal society unless they are able to set out 

on this route. 

The minimum condition for the development of this dual identity is to expand the curric-

ula at elementary and secondary schools so that Roma history and culture would constitute a part 

of the history and culture of the Czech lands as the common homeland of both ethnic Czechs and 

Roma. There should also be preparatory classes for Roma children to help them bridge the gap 

between their background and the requirements of Czech schools—many such classes have in 

fact been established since 1993. In the case of schools with a higher percentage of Roma pupils, 

optional courses of Roma language, history, and culture would be desirable. Public support for the 

foundation and development of Roma cultural institutions—museums, folklore ensembles, thea-
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tres, magazines, and publishing houses— should be a matter of course—to some extent, this has 

been carried out since 1989. Alterations of national symbols and national holidays should also be 

considered: for instance, the Czech state emblem consists of four squares—in one is a Moravian ea-

gle, in another a Silesian eagle, and in the remaining two a Czech lion. Why could not one of the 

Czech lions be replaced by the Roma wheel? 

Because economic and social advancement and integration is directly proportional to, and 

dependent on, the level of education and qualifications, supporting the ethnic identity of the Roma 

has to be complemented and limited by their assimilation into Czech societal culture through the 

educational system. Reinstatement of the original Roma way of life, either nomadic or settled, is af-

ter many decades of interruption a Utopian idea. In an urbanized and post-industrial society it is 

not only unfeasible, but undesirable, because it would simply confirm the role of pariahs that most 

Roma play in Czech society today. 

As the cultural and economic situation of the Roma is reaching the point of exclusion, so 

also is their political position, as they hardly participate in the democratic process. The usual chan-

nels of political influence are at the mercy of the Czech majority, which monopolizes all political 

power. Given this political alienation and the resulting mistrust in the government and its law-

enforcement apparatus, the situation could lead to ethnic conflict in the absence of group-

differentiated political measures and procedures. The spontaneous call for the establishment of a 

Roma home guard in reaction to escalating xenophobic skinhead violence and similar radicalization 

on the Czech side can be seen as an ill omen. In the present situation the only realistic policy is the 

systematic consideration of Roma by the authorities and within political procedures. Roma advisors 

should be appointed in city and county councils, and measures should be taken to increase the num-

ber of Roma employed in public administration and the police—official initiatives in that direction 

have been developed since 1997. Finally, we should search for ways to include Roma in the process 

of political representation, either by special representation on party lists or by guaranteeing Roma 

some places directly in the parliament or Senate and in city councils where warranted by their pro-

portion of the local population. 

[Barsa, P. “Ethnocultural Justice in East European States and the Case of the Czech Roma,” in 

Kymlicka, W. and M. Opalski. Can Liberal Pluralism Be Exported? (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2001): 

243-258] 

 

Серия статей о цыганах. National Georgraphic Апрель 2007: 40-65 

Каждый год 24 мая в маленький городок Сент-Мари-де-ля-Мер на острове Камарг, 

словно застрявшем между грязными пальцами дельты Роны, со всей Европы съезжаются 

около десяти тысяч цыган, чтобы поклониться своей покровительнице, Черной Саре. Сара 
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-не канонизированная святая. Есть странная логика в том, что у людей, всегда и всюду ос-

тающихся чужаками, даже покровитель не признан официально. Но цыгане-католики ис-

тово верят в легенду о Саре, служанке Марии Иаковлевой и Марии Саломеи, теток Иису-

са, которых римляне, распяв Христа, отправили в море в лодке без весел. Лодку прибило 

волнами к берегу Камарга, края французских пастухов. 

Черная деревянная статуя святой Сары в золотой тиаре и розовом кружевном пла-

тье, расшитом блестками, стоит в сводчатом склепе под городской церковью. (Поскольку 

Сара не канонизирована церковью, статуя не может быть выставлена на освященной зем-

ле наверху.) Паломники проводят руками по ее лицу, уже истертому прикосновениями 

многих пальцев. Некоторые оставляют у ее ног обувь. Ящик для пожертвований забит за-

писками с благодарностями, стены увешаны табличками с выражениями признательно-

сти: за зачатого ребенка, за выздоровление матери. 

За несколько дней до главной церемонии - ритуального омовения статуи в Сре-

диземном море - в городских кемпингах уже стоят около 1600 автоприцепов цыган. 

Большая часть из них не традиционные кибитки, а дома на колесах со спутниковыми та-

релками. Их хозяева в майках с логотипами Nike ведут бесконечные разговоры по мо-

бильным телефонам. 

Но почтенные жители Сент-Мари не слишком рады видеть у себя цыган. Некото-

рые торговцы закрыли свои магазины, заколотили досками витрины и двери и покинули 

город. 

Одноглазый владелец одного из местных кафе марокканец Магрид не упускает 

случая высказать мне свое возмущение: «Я потерял глаз в драке с цыганом, он меня ткнул 

ножом». Здесь почти каждому есть что рассказать о вспыльчивости и жестокости этих чу-

жаков. Человеку оседлому всегда был свойствен страх перед кочевником, и страх этот жив 

до сих пор. 

Враждебное отношение к цыганам существует с тех самых пор, когда они впервые 

появились в Европе в XIV веке. Происхождение цыган до сих пор остается загадкой. Ана-

лиз диалектов их языка, романи, позволяет предположить, что цыганские музыканты, тор-

говцы и кузнецы тысячу лет назад пришли из Северной Индии на Ближний Восток. Евро-

пейцы же ошибочно назвали их Egyptians, со временем сократив слово до Gypsies. Систе-

ма кланов, в основе которой лежит деление по роду занятий и месту проживания, сделала 

их чрезвычайно раздробленным народом; объединяются цыгане только перед лицом вра-

ждебности представителей других национальностей, которых они называют «гадже». 

В Европе гадже вскоре начали преследовать цыган, церковь считала ересью их га-

дания, властям казался подозрительным кочевой образ жизни. В разные периоды истории 
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им запрещали говорить на родном языке, носить отличающие их яркие наряды, пу-

тешествовать, жениться на женщинах своего племени и заниматься традиционными ре-

меслами. В некоторых странах цыгане попали в рабство: в Румынии, например, они были 

освобождены только в середине XIX века. Позднее цыгане стали жертвами чудовищной 

нацистской истерии, около полумиллиона их погибло во время геноцида. В Западной Ев-

ропе травля цыган продолжалась и после войны: их лошадей убивали, с кибиток снимали 

колеса, женщин стерилизовали, а детей отдавали на усыновление в нецыганские семьи (в 

Швейцарии эта практика была отменена лишь в 1973 году). Цыгане опровергли неодно-

кратно высказывавшиеся мрачные предсказания о том, что они перестанут существовать 

как особая этническая группа. Их численность растет: сегодня по Европе, по разным оцен-

кам, разбросано от шести до двенадцати миллионов человек. Точное число определить 

сложно. Цифры постоянно занижаются властями, которые стремятся преуменьшить значе-

ние их общности, и завышаются цыганскими активистами - с обратной целью. Сотни ты-

сяч эмигрировали в Северную и Южную Америку. За некоторым исключением цыгане не 

выражали большого желания создать государство, которое могли бы назвать своим, в от-

личие от евреев, чью судьбу нередко сравнивают с судьбой цыган. 

«Романистан - это место, где стоят мои ноги», -сказал однажды Рональд Ли, цыган-

ский писатель, живущий в Канаде. 

Цыгане покинули Индию более тысячи лет назад по причинам, никому не извест-

ным. Кочевые племена, живущие близ индийского города Биканер (вверху справа), - отго-

лосок того исхода, хотя цыганами они не являются. В английском местечке Эпплби каж-

дое лето собираются цыгане со всей страны - формально для торговли лошадьми (в сере-

дине), но больше для общения. Роберт Адаме из Флориды продает роскошные спортив-

ные автомобили (внизу). Этот «Феррари 360 Модена» стоит 180 тысяч долларов. 

Пепе ле Флер - ветеран паломничеств в Сент-Мари, он приезжает сюда уже сорок 

лет. Деревянная кибитка Пепе разрисована цветами и украшена бордюром из королевских 

лилий. У него тринадцать детей и шестьдесят пять внуков, большая часть из них помогает 

Пепе в его бизнесе, как он помогал когда-то своим родителям - их семья плетет мебель из 

ротанга. Но эта преемственность иллюзорна. «Пришли другие времена, - говорит Пепе ле 

Флер. - Мы вот не ходили в школу. Мы постоянно переезжали, нас гнали из одного город-

ка в другой, часто приходилось прятаться в лесу. Сейчас полегче, потому что в каждом 

городе Франции с населением больше пяти тысяч человек по закону должно быть поле, 

закрепленное за цыганами. Но пройдет время, и здесь не останется цыган. Они покупают 

дома, оседают, женятся на ком попало. Раньше выйти замуж за не цыгана было делом не-

слыханным, а сейчас моя дочь замужем за французом». 
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Ночью цыгане превращают город в огромную площадку для вечеринок. Их люби-

мое место -маленький бар «Ле Ваг», гудящий до зари. Когда я прихожу, звяканье бокалов 

и гул осипших от дыма голосов смолкает, уступая место акустическим гитарам. Семеро 

мужчин запевают быструю балладу, похожую на фламенко. На сцене семья Рейсе из со-

седнего Арля, не раз покорявшая мировые хит-парады под именем Gipsy Kings. 

Несколько дней спустя в другом цыганском баре, мрачном «Леклюз» на шоссе не-

подалеку от Арля, я встречаюсь с «папой» Жаном Рейесом, патриархом музыкальной ди-

настии, братом легендарного исполнителя фламенко Хосе Рейеса. На его лице отражаются 

прожитые годы и выпитый алкоголь. Он заливает пастис в просвет в седой бороде и по-

правляет бандану от Шанель. «Моя семья всегда была связана с лошадьми: мы их по-

купали, разводили, укрощали, ставили на них, -вспоминает он. - Моей лучшей лошадью 

был арабский жеребец, я сам нашел его в Алжире. Я ездил без седла и поводьев, просто 

держась за гриву. Но жизнь так изменилась. В молодости я не мог спать в обычной крова-

ти. А сейчас у большинства моих детей солидные дома с мебелью и картинами. Но я не 

смог бы жить в доме, для меня это все равно что тюрьма». 

Жизнь цыган во Франции, Италии и других странах Западной Европы разительно 

отличается от жизни их собратьев в Восточной Европе, где сосредоточена большая часть 

цыган. Те пережили полвека коммунистического режима, когда их заставляли переходить 

на оседлый образ жизни, расселяя но крохотным квартирам в спальных районах. Лишь 

немногие из них кочуют и сегодня. 

Словакия - дом для полумиллиона цыган. При общей численности населения в пять 

миллионов человек это один из самых высоких показателей соотношения цыган к гадже в 

мире. Большая часть живет близ старых деревень, укрывшихся в холмах у подножия Татр 

в восточной, сельской части страны. 

Одна из таких деревень - Германовце. Здесь существует социальная иерархия: чем 

ты беднее, тем ниже по склону ты живешь. Главный гут - Мики Горват. У него крашенные 

хной волосы и светло-голубые глаза, длинные усы и расплывчатая татуировка на правом 

бицепсе, изображающая девушку. «Здесь родилась моя пра-пра-прабабушка, — говорит 

он. - А до того мы переезжали из страны в страну. Я не знаю, откуда пришли мои предки. 

Мы слышали, что происходим из Индии. По крайней мере, так говорят белые. Они нам 

кричат: "Убирайтесь в свою Индию!"» Мики приглашает меня в свой дом на вершине 

холма. Внутри удивительно чисто и уютно. Его семья собралась у телевизора, они смотрят 

свой любимый мексиканский сериал. 

Ни у одного цыгана здесь нет работы. «Последний раз я работал примерно в... - 

Мики чешет голову, - в 1989 году. Кажется. Я копал рвы. Никто нас не хочет нанимать. 
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Мы ходим на биржу труда в город, ищем работу. Но когда видят, что ты цыган, тебя от-

правляют восвояси. Я мечтал быть официантом в баре, подавать еду и выпивку. Пытался 

поступить в школу официантов, но нечем было платить за обучение». 

Как и многие другие цыгане Восточной Европы, Мики говорит, что при социализ-

ме жить было лучше. «У нас была работа, социальные пособия были больше, никто нас не 

притеснял. А сейчас на нас нападают скинхеды, когда мы идем в город за пособиями». 

Цыганам Германовце свойственно острое чувство принадлежности к собственному 

клану, они с презрением относятся к цыганам из соседней деревни Хминянске-Якубовани. 

Ирена Чонкова понижает голос и шипит: «Они едят собак. Мы бы умерли от омерзения, 

если б ели собак». Но это нисколько не мешает торговым отношениям. «Мы часто прода-

ем им собак, - говорит Ирена. Только на днях они взяли двух дохлых дворняг из нашей 

мусорной кучи и заплатили нам за них старыми часами». 

Спустя несколько дней в Хминянске-Якубова-ни останавливаюсь в местном мага-

зине, чтобы оценить настроения. Продавщица-словачка с трудом скрывает свою нена-

висть. «Они как саранча. Когда закрылся старый колхоз, они все растащили за две недели: 

крыши, окна, двери. Они все воруют: наших собак, коров, овощи из наших огородов. Они 

только и могут, что пить, курить и плодить детей. Пятьдесят лет назад здесь жили всего 

три цыганские семьи. Сейчас нас здесь четыреста, а их тысяча четыреста. Скоро так будет 

по всей стране!» 

Ее тираду прерывает приход Томаса Горвата, местного цыгана. Я спрашиваю, нет 

ли у него собачьего жира на продажу, и он приглашает меня следовать за ним в деревню. 

Здесь стоят основательные деревянные коттеджи, это одна из самых зажиточных дере-

вень, которые я видел в Словакии. Меня немедленно окружает огромная толпа, многие 

протягивают мне банки застывшего собачьего жира. «Мы кормим собачьим жиром наших 

младенцев, они от этого становятся сильными, -говорит Горват. - Мы добавляем собачий 

жир в суп и чай, едим с хлебом. Если намазать им грудь, он вылечит астму, бронхит, эм-

физему. Мы соскребаем жир с собачьей шкуры - лучше всего собака лет восьми-десяти - и 

варим его». 

После Второй мировой войны правительство переселило многих словацких цыган 

из сельской местносги в индустриальные районы на территории Чехии для работы на 

фабриках. Но после бархатной революции 1989 года многие заводы пришли в упадок, и 

цыгане стали первыми жертвами массовых увольнений. От социалистических времен, 

правда, осталась небольшая прослойка ассимилированной цыганской интеллигенции. 

В тюрьме в пражском пригороде Риканы более четверти заключенных - цыгане, 

что намного выше, чем средний процент цыган по Чехии. Каждый вечер перед сном они 
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бренчат в камерах на гитарах и поют горестные песни о женщинах, которых когда-то лю-

били. Большинство осуждено за хулиганство и воровство. 

«С самого младенчества, — жалуется Андрей, один из заключенных-цыган, - белых 

детей учат, что цыгане плохие. Шаблонный цыган, которого показывают по телевизору, 

беден и необразован. Но у нас есть и артисты, музыканты, есть и богатые люди. Только 

когда у цыгана появляются деньги и он становится на ноги, ему проще не оглядываться 

назад. Цыган, которые возвращаются в табор, пытаясь помочь другим, можно пересчитать 

по пальцам одной руки». 

Один из таких — Мирослав Зима, директор цыганского центра в Брно. Зима восем-

надцать лет отслужил в чешской армии и вышел в отставку в чине майора, что очень не-

обычно для цыгана. Он спокойно говорит о сложных отношениях образованных цыган и 

их безграмотных собратьев. «То, чем я занимаюсь сегодня, - это не работа, это миссия. Я 

чувствую свой долг по отношению к цыганской общине, поскольку долгие годы от нее 

отворачивался. Многие представители цыганской интеллигенции покидают общину, что-

бы прошлое не затянуло их обратно, или же их самих отвергают за общение с гадже». 

Во время нашего разговора мимо в голубом дыму, пошатываясь, проходит группа 

молодых цыган с остекленевшими взглядами... 

«После падения коммунизма цыгане впали в состояние шока от хаоса демократии, 

- говорит Зима. - Они привыкли к зависимости». 

Но Зима отвергает позицию жертвы, которую так любят некоторые активисты-

цыгане. «Цыганские общественники наперебой обвиняют во всех своих бедах расизм. Но 

каждый раз, когда хочешь помочь цыганам, они протягивают руку и требуют большего. 

Мы пытаемся научить их быть самостоятельными». 

В Румынии, являющейся крупнейшим в мире регионом цыганской культуры, цыга-

не (а их здесь около двух миллионов) вынуждены были стать самостоятельными - сущест-

вовать на крошечные социальные пособия практически невозможно. Потеряв работу в 

колхозах и на заводах, многие, чтобы выжить, вернулись к традиционным занятиям — 

торговле лошадьми, работам по металлу. 

Несмотря на то что в Румынии есть отчаянно нуждающиеся цыгане, именно в этой 

стране рушатся стереотипные представления о «бродячих оборванцах». Я отправляюсь на 

запад от мрачного бетонного городка Александрия. В свете утреннего солнца передо мной 

встает мираж - над плоскими коричневыми полями поднимается море башенок, крытых 

серебряной черепицей. Эта архитектурная галлюцинация, помесь баварского замка с 

японской пагодой, - сумасшедший цыганский Диснейленд. Соревнующиеся друг с другом 
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в роскоши дворцы возвышаются над городком Бузеску, где живет более тысячи цыган-

кэл-дэраров (или котляров - когда-то они занимались изготовлением и лужением котлов). 

Самая большая из вилл принадлежит Марину Стойке, булибаше, неофициальному 

главе деревни. Его самого сейчас нет: он лежит в больнице, лечится от диабета. Дом мне 

показывает его внучка Даниэла Константин. Ее улыбка открывает четыре блестящих зо-

лотых передних зуба - золотых не из стоматологических, а из эстетических соображений. 

На руках и ногах у нее тоже золото. И как почти все цыганки здесь, она носит монисто из 

больших австро-венгерских монет. 

«Эти дома выросли после румынской революции 1990 года», -рассказывает она. 

Мы идем по похожим на пещеры комнатам с мраморными полами, мимо компьютеров и 

широкоэкранных телевизоров, гобеленов и итальянской мебели под старину. «До рево-

люции, - продолжает она, - мы боялись показывать свое богатство, потому что Чаушеску 

захотел бы узнать, откуда оно у нас». Румынский диктатор Николае Чаушеску заставил 

цыган поселиться в предоставленных властями домах, которые превратились для них в 

гетто, пытался уничтожить их культуру. Золотые монеты, копившиеся во многих семьях 

годами, были конфискованы печально известной тайной полицией секуритате. 

Муж Даниэлы Штефан Михай говорит, что нечасто сталкивался с предвзятым от-

ношением к цыганам, но у него самого, как у многих других обеспеченных кэлдэраров, 

такая предвзятость все-таки есть. «Мы ни за что не станем вести дела с незнакомыми цы-

ганами. С румынами - другое дело. Они люди честные, мы их нанимаем водителями и ох-

ранниками». Неприязнь, впрочем, обоюдна. В соседнем городке я знакомлюсь с общиной 

цыган-фульгаров, сборщиков пуха. Они зарабатывают себе на пропитание, разъезжая в 

запряженных лошадьми кибитках по фермам и скупая у крестьян утиный пух, который 

потом продают оптовым покупателям. Фульгары считают свою бедность доказательством 

честности. «Эти, из Бузеску, воруют, -говорит их предводитель Флореа Сима, - а мы чест-

ные. Бедные цыгане - честные. Все богатые занимаются нелегальным бизнесом». 

В тот же вечер я возвращаюсь в Бузеску на цыганское крещение в румынской пра-

вославной церкви. Во время церемонии радостная болтовня цыган заглушает торжествен-

ные слова священнослужителя. «Их мировоззрение отличается от нашего, - говорит позд-

нее священник Марини-ка Дамиан. — Однажды я крестил девятилетнего мальчика, а в 

двенадцать я уже его венчал! По цыганскому закону они должны жениться как можно 

раньше, чтобы семя сохранялось в семье». 

Позднее, на празднике в честь крещения, около меня вертятся мальчики-подростки. 

Все они уже женаты. Самому младшему четырнадцать лет. На нем надетая задом наперед 

бейсболка, говорит он высоким, несломавшимся голосом. Спрашиваю, живет ли он в од-
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ном доме со своей женой. «Конечно, мы спим в одной постели!», — гордо отвечает он. Но 

когда я интересуюсь, есть ли у него дети, смущенно опускает глаза. «Нет, пока еще нет», - 

признается он и убегает играть с другими ребятами. 

Большинство детей из цыганской деревни Германовце (Словакия) не владеют сло-

вацким - это считается достаточным основанием, чтобы отправлять их в школы для 

умственно отсталых 

Клановые и имущественные различия, подобные существующим между кэлдэрара-

ми и фульгарами, углубленные веками кочевничества, рабства и географической разоб-

щенности, привели к формированию цыганской диаспоры, в которой отсутствует центра-

лизованная иерархия. Это одна из причин социальной незащищенности цыган. Но поло-

жение дел меняется. В 1971 году в Англии состоялся первый Всемирный цыганский кон-

гресс, в котором участвовали представители четырнадцати стран. Были утверждены гимн 

и флаг цыган, а также предприняты попытки стандартизации языка. С 1979 года в Эконо-

мическом и социальном совете Организации Объединенных Наций существует постсо-

ветника по цыганскому вопросу. Сейчас функционируют ряд международных цыганских 

организаций, которые следят за соблюдением гражданских прав цыган, добиваются пре-

кращения дискриминации, веду г переговоры о выплате компенсаций жертвам геноцида. 

Несколько лет назад в Румынии я наблюдал еще одну попытку выдвинуть лидера 

цыганского мира. Флорин Чиоаба в последние годы своей жизни (увы, этот достойнейший 

человек скончался вскоре после нашего с ним знакомства) носил титул международного 

короля цыган. Так было написано на его визитке, где была еще фотография Чиоабы в тя-

желой золотой короне и с золотым скипегром в руке. Его черный «мерседес» также наме-

кал на королевский титул: на номерном знаке стояло RGE— так было передано румынское 

слово rege— «король». 

«Мой отец, первый король, был единственным цыганским лидером, признанным 

Чаушеску», -рассказывал мне Чиоаба. (Ион Чиоаба действительно сыграл важную роль в 

борьбе за права цыган. — Ред) - После 1990 года, когда вдруг воз никло множество цы-

ганских организации, мы подумали, что нужен цыганский король всего мира, кто-то, кто 

спасет их». 

В маленькой трансильванской деревне Деалу-Фрумос мне довелось столкнуться с 

той стороной цыганской природы, о которой меня неоднократно предупреждали, но кото-

рой до сих пор мне удавалось избегать. Молодой человек с друзьями рассказывают мне о 

tsigani de casatsi -«домашних цыганах»: «Они плохие, они не работают на земле, как мы, а 

живут только воровством». Внезапно он выхватывает у меня из рук ноутбук и толкает ме-

ня к машине. Меня бьют по почкам и выкручивают руки за спиной. К шее приставляют 
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лезвие, и внезапно мы оказываемся окружены орущими цыганами, а из домов выбегают 

все новые. Моего переводчика Михая бьют по голове. «Деньги! Деньги! Деньги!» - вопят 

его мучители. Мне разрешают залезть в машину за сумкой, но Михая держат снаружи как 

заложника. Я достаю из кошелька все деньги, Михай вырывается на свободу и бросается 

на заднее сидение. На обратном пути мы подсчитываем убытки. Помимо синяков и шока 

главным потрясением для меня стала утрата милого образа цыган как оболганного и не-

понятого народа. 

Я вспоминаю слова Николая Пауна, цыганского политика, с которым я познако-

мился в Бухаресте: «Если цыган совершает преступление, - говорит он, - к нему не отно-

сятся как к индивидууму: за это расплачивается вся община, страдает честь всех цыган». 

И все же я стараюсь, как могу, винить в случившемся только участников. 

Одним из способов, которым гадже веками наказывали цыган за то, что считалось 

асоциальным поведением, была депортация. Так, какое-то число цыган попало в Се-

верную Америку вскоре после отцов-пилигримов в качестве заключенных или наемных 

рабочих: их выслали из Англии по законам вроде Акта о наказании бродяг и упор-

ствующих нищих. Но большая часть цыган, живущих сегодня в Соединенных Штатах (по 

разным оценкам, от семидесяти пяти тысяч до миллиона), родом из Восточной и Цен-

тральной Европы. 

Джордж и Вероника Каслов живут в Ист-Вил-лидж в Нью-Йорке, в крошечной 

квартирке на первом этаже, зажатой между салоном татуировок и забегаловкой, где про-

дают фалафель. В одной из комнат Вероника устроила гадальный салон; это же помеще-

ние служит офисом Адвокатского комитета цыганских прав, общества по борьбе с преду-

беждениями против цыган в США, которое основал Джордж. В качестве доказательства 

подобных предубеждений цыганские активисты приводят факт существования специаль-

ных подразделений полиции, отшеживающих цыганские мошенничества (хотя в самой 

полиции отрицают, что такие структуры есть). 

«Мы хотим сохраниться как народ, - говорит Каслов, чей дед-кэлдэрар перебрался 

из России в Америку почти сто лет назад. - Все остальные эмигранты обычно через не-

сколько поколений ассимилируются, теряют свои обычаи и язык. Но не цыгане. Мы дер-

жимся до конца». 

Одним из факторов, препятствующих ассимиляции, является цыганский кодекс 

магримэ, сложный набор запретов. Например, полотенце для нижней части тела не долж-

но касаться ничего выше пояса. Магримэ распространяется также и на другие сферы жиз-

ни: отношения, темы разгово ра и еду. Нарушение кодекса может повлечь за собой ис-
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ключение из сообщества. Все не цыгане считаются нечистыми именно потому, что они не 

соблюдают правила магримэ. 

А мериканские цыгане-кэлдэрары — одно из самых замкнутых цыганских сооб-

ществ в мире. Отчасти это объясняется тем, что многие из них происходят от крепостных 

румынских цыган, освобожденных только в середине XIX века и всегда подозрительно 

относившихся к гадже. Только с помощью Каслова мне удается встретиться с Джо Мар-

ксом, цыганским бароном из Филадельфии. 

«Обычно мы не приглашаем гадже к себе в гости, - признается Джо, когда я при-

хожу к нему на ужин. — Не хотим, чтобы они совали нос в наши дела». Его жена вносит 

кусок ветчины, запеченной в тесте, а затем, по цыганскому обычаю, уходит на кухню. 

Джо и его жена до свадьбы встречались всего шесть раз, и ни разу - наедине. Его зять, 

Пол МакГилл, объясняет, что у них приняты ранние браки — чтобы дети оставались в 

рамках своей культуры. Он уже присматривает цыганскую невесту для своего 17-летнего 

сына, Брайана. «Он мне помогает, — говорит Пол. - Подсказывает, кому позвонить. Сей-

час есть цыганские чаты в Интернете, они там тоже знакомятся». 

Сын Джо, Келли, провожает меня до машины. В ковбойских сапогах из крокодило-

вой кожи и джинсах он выглядит стопроцентным американцем. «Боюсь, у нас нет костров, 

кибиток и платков, серег и скрипок, — шутит он. — Мы не крадем детей и не шарим по 

карманам, может, мы для вас не совсем цьп ане?» И добавляет, уже серьезно: «Мы выгля-

дим современными, и снаружи может казаться, что мы приспособились, но внутри мы - 

чистые цыгане. Конечно, мы скрытны, но ведь мы пережили века гонений». 

Цыганам — людям без страны, которую они могли бы назвать своей, живущим в 

стремительно меняющемся мире, предрекают мрачное будущее. Но история показывает, 

что они владеют искусством выживать среди тех, кто всегда обладал большей силой и 

нравами, чем они; умеют выносить и враждебность, и медвежьи объятия насильственной 

ассимиляции, при этом вечно оставаясь кочевниками духа. 

Пери, деревне цыган-котляров близ Петербурга, с самого утра царит оживление: из 

дома в дом ходят женщины — кто с ведром воды, кто с мешком лука, кто со свежими но-

востями. Они то и дело останавливаются посреди улицы перекинуться парой слов - и 

спешат дальше. Мужчины вынесли на улицу круглый стол, покрытый клеенкой с вино-

градной лозой, и заняли наблюдательный пост перед домом Михаев -те сегодня выдают 

замуж младшую дочь, пятнадцатилетнюю Чудо. 

У котляров (цыган румынского происхождения, раньше занимавшихся изготовле-

нием и лужением котлов) со свадьбой связано множество традиций. Про свадьбу, сыгран-
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ную по всем правилам, говорят: «Это был романо абав\» - то есть настоящая цыганская 

свадьба. 

Романо абав начинается со сватовсгва. «Лучше всего для котляра, если девушка 

тоже котлярка, но из другого табора, - объясняет отец цыганского семейства Богдан Ро-

манович. Ему едва за сорок, но у него уже четыре женатых сына. - Из своего табора тоже 

можно брать, но свежая кровь лучше. Девушка чаще всего ровесница парня или старше, 

младше стараются не брать - ведь ей семью строить, должна быть ответственная! Ну и 

красота важна - это верный спутник здоровья». 

Когда невеста выбрана, в город или поселок, где живет семья присмотренной де-

вушки, приезжают родители парня, крестные, другие уважаемые родственники. Юношу 

тоже берут с собой. Останавливаются у знакомых и приглашают других членов табора на 

застолье. То есть как бы сватают сначала у всего табора и уж потом, если уважаемые цы-

гане «дали добро», — у семьи девушки. 

В дом невесты приходят не с пустыми руками, а с плоской - бутылкой шампанско-

го, на которуюповязана красная ленточка с золотой монетой. Это все символы: шампан-

ское — свадебный напиток, завязанная красная лента - узы брака, золотая монета — веро-

ятно, намек на монисто (украшение замужней женщины) или на выкуп. 

Если отец невесты отказал сватам, он должен возместить им расходы. Если же бы-

ло получено согласие, за невесту платят выкуп: семь, десять или двенадцать золотых мо-

нет. Это могут быть настоящие монеты (больше всего ценятся старинные австро-

венгерские, передаваемые из поколения в поколение через старших детей) или изго-

товленные специально для сватовстваю Если гостинец принимают - значит, есть шанс. 

Если отец невесты открывает плоску - свадьбе быть; принимает, но не открывает — берет 

время на размышление. На раздумья обычаи отводят не больше трех дней. Из той же пло-

ски будут поить гостей во время вручения подарков. «Открытая бутылка — это чтобы дом 

был полной чашей, -добавляет жена Богдана Романовича Мария. -Шампанское все время 

доливают - бутылка не должна опустеть. Когда невеста уходит в дом жениха, она забирает 

эту плоску с собой». 

«Прежде чем заговорить о деле, цыгане должны призвать на собеседника и всю его 

родню счастье и здоровье словами "дай тебе Бог", - рассказывает Богдан Романович. - По-

том произносят главные слова: "Мы хотим с вами породниться, чтобы наши дети сблизи-

лись, чтобы ваш род не остановился, чтобы наш род не остановился"». 

 «Жалеть деньги на свадьбу у нас не принято, - говорит Мария. - Бывает, последнее 

с себя снимают. Если семья бедная, весь табор скидывается, чтобы праздник получился по 

всем правилам». Крестный и крестная благословляют девушку, дарят ей памятный пода-
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рок: серьги, перстенек, монетку - обычно золотые. «Золото счастье к себе притягивает, — 

поясняет старая цыганка Рада и добавляет: - Помни, дочка: дареное и семейное золото 

нельзя продавать! Можно только в ломбард снести, если сможешь потом выручить. А ес-

ли сгинет — тогда удача от тебя отвернется». 

Во время застолья мужчины и женщины сидят за разными столами или даже в раз-

ных помещениях. «Цыгане на свадьбе не напиваются, - говорит Богдан Романович. - Пья-

ным на людях показаться неприлично, хотя выпить цыган любит». 

Если у русских мальчишник устраивается до свадьбы, то у цыган - во время. Про-

сидев сколько положено для соблюдения приличий, жених удирает на улицу — играть в 

футбол или, если постарше, курить и вести «мужские разговоры». Девственность невесты - 

непременное условие ро-мано абав. Простыню после первой брачной ночи выносят на по-

гляд, как в средневековой Европе. Свекровь танцует с ней, как с шалью. Цветы, розданные 

гостям после подтверждения «чистоты» невесты, ставятся к иконе: они принесут молодой 

счастье. Наутро после брачной ночи молодой делают новую, «замужнюю» прическу: две 

косы, заплетенные на висках - амболдинари. 

В тот же день гости дарят подарки. Выносят большой поднос, накрытый платком. 

«Чтобы не было видно, кто сколько положил, — поясняет Богдан Романович. - Дарят 

обычно деньги и золотые украшения. Крупные подарки вручают отдельно — технику ка-

кую-нибудь или что-то для дома полезное. Но это только сейчас так делают, раньше 

большие вещи не дарили - на что при переездах тяжесть лишняя». 

На третий день молодой муж просит у тестя позволения увести жену в свой табор. 

Отец требует выкуп вином и отпускает дочь. 

Вот так и прошла свадьба в Пери - цыгане, несмотря на свое обыкновение перени-

мать привычки того народа, рядом с которым они живут, свадебные традиции чтут свято. 

Вечером гости не спешат расходиться по домам - женщины вместе с новоиспеченной 

свекровью стоят перед ее домом, скрестив руки на груди, и обсуждают события прошед-

шего дня. «Романо абав», - авторитетно произносит кто-то. 

В России цыгане появились триста лет назад. Первые таборы пришли со стороны 

Польши и практически сразу получили российское подданство. Сенатским указом 1733 

года им разрешили «жить и торговать лошадьми», а также дозволили приписываться к 

любому сословию. Так, кроме цыган-крестьян появились цыгане-мещане и купцы, а ХГХ 

век ознаменовался и многочисленными браками между русскими дворянами и солистками 

цыганских хоров. 

Положение цыган в Российской империи можно назвать даже привилегированным. 

К примеру, любой «беспачпортный бродяга» подлежал отправке по этапу по закону о бро-
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дяжничестве - только не цыган. Закон, конечно, не переписывали, просто решили, что он 

не про вольные таборы писан. 

Вплоть до революции основными занятиями русских цыган были мена и перепро-

дажа лошадей, но пришла новая власть, которая считала торговлю крайне подозритель-

ным занятием. Однако цыганские активисты выдвинули тезис о «народе в лохмотьях». 

Это на время смягчило сердца большевиков, именно тогда на волне умиления был орга-

низован театр «Ромэн». Но идиллия длилась недолго. Вскоре начались расстрелы, облавы 

и массовые высылки в Сибирь. 

Несмотря на все страдания ко время Великой Отечественной войны цыгане добро-

вольно уходили в партизанские отряды и сражались в рядах Красной Армии, в том числе и 

в артиллерийских, танковых, летных войсках. Многие из них были удостоены боевых на-

град. Так что у фронтовика Будулая из знаменитого кинофильма Александра Бланка не-

мало реальных прототипов. 

Около четверти советских цыган погибло во время геноцида. Потери были бы 

больше, если бы не помощь славянского населения, Цыган предупреждали о появлении 

карателей и прятали с риском для жизни. Объяснялось это в том числе и тем, что цыгане 

приносили местным крестьянам ощутимую пользу: одни снабжали мужиков дешевой ку-

старной продукцией, другие подряжались вскапывать огороды, возить дрова и торф. 

После войны попыток навязать цыганам оседлый образ жизни не предпринималось 

до 1956 года, когда был издан указ, поставивший бродяжничество под запрет. 

В начале 1990-х годов жизнь цыган вновь изменилась. Они стали первыми «челно-

ками» во время перестройки. Ныне, увы, многие семьи погрязли в криминальном бизнесе 

— наркоторговле. Но по-прежнему существует и цыганская интеллигенция, артисты и му-

зыканты; многие цыгане работают на производстве и в строительстве. 

По официальным данным, численность российских цыган — 183 тысячи человек. 

Но словом «цыгане» обозначается множество разных этнических групп, из которых в Рос-

сии представлено более двадцати; мы описали некоторые из них. 

Рускарома 

ЗАНЯТИЯ Торговля лошадьми, гадание, музыка.  

ИСТОРИЯ Пришли в Россию в начале XVIII века. Уже в XIX веке русские цыгане были 

не только кочевниками, но и артистами, купцами и крестьянами. Ныне большипство име-

ет хорошее образование и владеет различными профессиями.  

ОСОБЕННОСТИ Самая многочисленная группа. Русско-цыганский диалект - язык меж-

группового общения. Очень гостеприимны; легко идут на контакт с представителями дру-

гих национальностей 
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Сэрвы 

ЗАНЯТИЯ Мена лошадей, кузнечное дело, гадание, музыка (исполняют' песни русских 

цыган).  

ИСТОРИЯ Украинские цыгане. Пришли с румынских земель, проживают на Украине с 

начала XVII века, значительное их число осело в России (Ростов, Воронеж, Самара). 

ОСОБЕННОСТИ Одна из самых образованных этногрупп. Многие известные цыганские 

артисты России (Сличенко, династия Эрденко) - сэрвы. 

Крымы 

ЗАНЯТИЯ Торговля, кузнечное дело, гадание.  

ИСТОРИЯ Перекочевав на Крымский полуостров, приняли ислам, в диалекте появилось 

много заимствований из языка крымских татар. Голод 1930-х годов вынудил часть крымов 

переместиться в Закавказье, на Украину и в Россию. 

ОСОБЕННОСТИ Считаются лучшими танцорами. Консервативны. Прочие цыгане пред-

почитают не иметь с ними конфликтов. 

Киитневцы 

ЗАНЯТИЯ Торговля, гадание. 

ИСТОРИЯ После отмены крепостного права перекочевали из Молдавии на Украину и в 

Россию. До революции происходил процесс формирования 

купечества. До указа 1956 года имели криминальные заработки, но с переходом на осед-

лость занялись легальным бизнесом. 

ОСОБЕННОСТИ Сохраняют свой диалект, в котором много молдавских слов, чтут ста-

ринные обычаи. Зажиточны, строят просторные красивые дома - образцы «цыганского 

вкуса». 

Мадьяры 

ЗАНЯТИЯ Музыка и ремесла (изготовление кирпича, плетение корзин). 

ИСТОРИЯ Несколько столетий жили оседло, подверглись сильной ассимиляции. В грани-

цах СССР появились в середине XX века после присоединения Закарпатья. В советские 

годы работали на заводах и в сельском хозяйстве. Посте 1990 года многие лишились рабо-

ты и стали 

выезжать в Россию. 

ОСОБЕННОСТИ Говорят по-венгерски. По вероисповеданию католики и протестанты. 

Аовари 

ЗАНЯТИЯ Торговля лошадьми, гадание. ИСТОРИЯ Первые таборы перебрались в Россию 

из Венгрии в 70-х годах XIX века. Не выдержали конкуренции с русскими цыганами — 

торговцами лошадьми, лучше знавшими рынок, и долгое время жили на заработки жен-
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щин-гадалок. ОСОВЕННОСЛ И Сейчас завершается переход от католичества к правосла-

вию. Имеют среди цыган репутацию богатых и несколько заносчивых людей. 

Влахи 

ЗАНЯТИЯ Кузнечное дело и гадание. ИСТОРИЯ Предки проживали в придунайском 

княжестве Валахия уже в XVII веке. Наиболее многочисленны на Украине и в южных об-

ластях России. ОСОБЕННОСТИ Женщины до сих пор носят национальные костюмы. Со-

храняют свой диалект цыганского языка. Большинство занимается мелкой торговлей и 

малоквалифицированным трудом. До сих пор изготавливают тяпки, подковы, цени и т. п. 

Аюли (мугат) 

ЗАНЯТИЯ Ремесла, мена скота, музыка, гадание. ИСТОРИЯ Прямые ночомки выходцев 

из Индии, осели в Средней Азии, не дойдя до Византии. Многое в обычаях и в одежде за-

имствовали у коренного населения (хотя, например, паранджу среднеазиатские цыганки 

никогда не носили). ОСОБЕННОСТИ Мусульмане. Родные языки -таджикский и узбек-

ский. После 1992 года вынуждены были выбираться на заработки в Россию и на Украину. 

Мужчины нанимались на ссльхозработы и стройки, но зачастую единственным источни-

ком доходов становился сбор подаяния. 

Аингурары 

ЗАНЯТИЯ Изготовление деревянных ложек, корыт и прочей утвари. 

ИСТОРИЯ Часть лингураров перекочевала н Молдавию из балканских стран в середине 

XX века. ОСОБЕННОСТИ Православные христиане. Цыганский язык лингурарами утра-

чен - говорят по-молдавски. Подвержены ассимиляции. Женщин, продающих ложки, 

можно встретить и сейчас, в том числе за пределами Молдавии. 

Урсары 

ЗАНЯТИЯ В прошлом - выступления с дрессированными медведями. 

ИСТОРИЯ Молдавские цыгане, православные. В XIX веке главным ремеслом мужчин 

стало кузнечное дело; женщины в советское время нанимались на сельхозработы в колхо-

зы и совхозы. ОСОБЕННОСТИ Продолжают жить и работать в Молдавии, редко выезжая 

за ее пределы; несколько семей до сих пор выступают с медведями. 

Котляры (кэлдэрары) 

ЗАНЯТИЯ Лужение посуды, изготовление котлов, гадание, перепродажа металла.  

ИСТОРИЯ Румынского происхождения, православные. Переселились в Россию в конце 

XIX- начале XX века, живут большими замкнутыми общинами. 

ОСОБЕННОСТИ Имеют богатый фольклор, соблюдают строгий свод нравственных норм, 

основанный на понятии «осквернения» — пэкэлимос. Женщины продолжают заниматься 

гаданием. 
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[Серия коротких статей в русским издании National Geographic, апрель 2007: 40-65] 

 

 

11. Национальные меньшинства в Венгрии и венгерские национальные меньшинства 

Fedor Mediansky 

National Minorities and Security in Central Europe: The Hungarian Experience 

Nothing, I venture to say, is more likely to disturb the peace of the world than the treat-

ment which might in certain circumstances be meted out to minorities. 

Woodrow Wilson at the Paris Peace Conference, 31 May 1919 

Minority Definitions 

national, ethnic, religious, cultural and linguistic groups which in significant ways differ 

from the majority and are non-dominant in the societies in which they live 

Asbjorn Eide [study for] UN, Human Rights Commission, Sub-Commission on the Pre-

vention of Discrimination and Protection of Minorities 

any numerical minority within a state, which though nationals of the state have ethnic, re-

ligious or linguistic features different from those of the rest of the population and are guided by 

the will to safeguard their culture, traditions, religion or language 

European Commission for Democracy Through Law 

National minorities are: a group of persons in a state who 

(a) reside on the territory on that state and are citizens thereof, 

(b) maintain long standing, firm and lasting ties with that state, 

(c) display distinctive ethnic cultural, religious or linguistic characteristics, 

(d) are sufficiently representative, although smaller in number than the rest of the 

population ..., 

            (e) are motivated by a concern to preserve their culture, their traditions, 

their religion or their language. Council of Europe, draft of proposal for an additional pro-

tocol to the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms, Con-

cerning National Minorities and Their Members 

Historical Background 

The practice of protected groups has long existed in Islamic law. In Europe, the develop-

ment of the state system and the notion of territorial sovereignty came to displace the ethnic and 

religious basis of political organization. Territorial boundaries divided various groups and the 

treatment of these groups was a reason for intervention by neighbouring states. The protection of 
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minorities became part of Europe's relations with Turkey. A complex of agreements was adopted 

for the Balkans between the mid-19th century and World War I. 

The ethnic heterogeneity of Central and Eastern Europe has led to the development of a 

state system in which multi-national states have been the norm. By the onset of World War I, the 

region was dominated by three empires; the Austro-Hungarian, Russian and German. All were 

multi-national. 

The Paris peace settlements established the European state system after World War I. Vic-

torious allies redrew the strategic map of Central and Eastern Europe which delineate the present 

national minority groups of the region. The Paris accords also introduced the normative goal of 

'national self-determination' and a multilateral system for the protection of minorities. So, the 

accords can be seen as both having created today's minority problems as well as having put in 

place international arrangements for the management of those problems. 

The 'self-determination' objective proved incompatible with the strategic interests of the 

leading entente powers who set about creating a new regional balance; one in which their allies in 

Eastern Central Europe would serve to guard against the resurgence of the Russian or German 

empires. This objective called for the creation of strong regional states and that is how the victori-

ous powers constituted Poland, Romania, Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia. Ethnically delineated, 

these states would not have been strong enough to realize their strategic purpose and so their 

boundaries were expanded to incorporate sizeable territories and populations from the defeated 

neighbouring countries. Thus, the multi-national empires of the pre-World War I period were dis-

placed by the newly constituted large regional states, made stronger by having become multi-

national. The new strategic design created regional powers with large national minorities: Poland 

- 31.2 per cent; Czechoslovakia - 34.6 per cent; Romania - 28.8 per cent; and Yugoslavia (already 

an ethnic amalgam) with additional minority populations of - 20.7 per cent. The defeated powers 

on the other hand became ethnically far more homogeneous; for example, Austria's minorities 

were reduced to 3.3 per cent and Hungary's to 10.4 per cent; at the same time, these two countries 

lost significant population numbers who became the minorities in the neighbouring countries.1 The 

impact of the new boundaries fell particularly hard on Hungary where about 30 per cent of the 

population assumed minority status in the neighbouring countries. 

The victors at the Paris conference recognized that the creation of large minority popula-

tions was a potential source of regional instability. One solution would have been to adopt federal 

systems. This was not adopted because the strategic role of the newly constituted regional states as 

balancers pointed to the need for strong central governments. Consequently, it was decided that 

minorities would be protected by multilateral instruments of the newly created League of Nations. 

                                                 
1 Jozsef Goltantai, Trianon and the Protection of Minorities, Corvina, Budapest, 1992, table 1, pp. 15-16. 
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The protection of national minorities was enshrined in the peace treaties signed with the 

four enlarged powers as well as the peace treaties with the defeated regional states. The provi-

sions in these treaties still serve as benchmarks for minority protection today. Under the minority 

protection provisions of the Paris accords, the regional states were obliged to guarantee all their 

subjects equal protection and equal civil liberties. As well, minority populations were guaranteed 

the right to live in their homelands and the right to use their mother tongue in religious practice, in 

publications, in public meetings and in the courts. As well they were free to maintain separate 

religious, charitable and educational establishments at their own expense. The minority protec-

tion provisions of the treaties were guaranteed by the League of Nations. Any member of the 

Council of the League had the right to raise breaches of minority protection obligations. Differ-

ences between the Council and the treaty state could, at the request of any Council member, be re-

ferred to the Permanent Court of International Justice. 

There was considerable debate in the 1920s as to the scope of the minority protection 

provisions. The debate centred on whether right to autonomy -cultural, political, or even territo-

rial - should be internationally guaranteed. Most minority organizations and those countries whose 

population had become minorities, favoured such an interpretation, while states with large minor-

ity populations did not. 

At the League, minority protection was the responsibility of the Council. Minorities could 

petition the Council directly but petitions needed the support of a permanent member of the 

Council before they could be formally considered. While only a small number of petitions actu-

ally reached the Council, the right to petition seems to have had a salutary affect on the responsi-

ble states. When the Council took up a petition, it tended to act as an arbiter. When arbitration 

failed, the matter could be referred to the Permanent Court of International Justice for an advisory 

opinion or a ruling. Relatively few cases were referred by the Council to the Court. Playing the 

role of arbiter, the Council preferred to seek advisory rulings and on the whole, these seem to 

have been sufficient to achieve a satisfactory resolution. 

The legal status of the minorities and their right to petition the League encouraged them 

to organize; most did so, with the German and Jewish groups being the most effective. The or-

ganized minority groups formed the international Congress of European Minorities in 1925. The 

Congress held annual meetings; its main aims were to promote the observance of international 

guarantees and to promote the cause of cultural autonomy. Membership expanded into Western 

Europe; by 1930 Basques from Spain and Greeks from Italy sent delegates. The main weakness 

of the international movement was its failure to agree on strategic goals. While most supported 

the goal of cultural autonomy, others wanted to press further towards territorial autonomy, yet 

others favoured a more integrationist course. Reflecting their differing circumstances, it is not 



 574

surprising that the minority groups achieved only a limited consensus. The experience of the 

Congress showed the impossibility of finding a universally-valid solution to the problems and 

aspirations of the heterogenous minorities in Eastern Central Europe. 

The minority protection regime worked reasonably well through the 1920s and several 

conclusions can be drawn from the experience of that decade. First, that the complex condition of 

the minorities of East Central Europe defy a single formula. Second, that an international protec-

tion regime must have the cooperation of the states and minorities. Third, that a relatively limited 

and modest set of guarantees, implemented responsibly and flexibly and within a framework that 

allows for evolution proved effective. Fourth, that minority protection is something of a two 

edged sword; it can foster political integration of minorities and yet that integration proved to be 

conditional and linked to the demands for maintaining a separate identity. Thus, minority guaran-

tees do not foster assimilation; indeed, their logic points in the opposite direction. Fifth, that mi-

nority protection played a positive role in the introduction of the post-War regional state system 

and contributed to regional stability. 

The international system for minority protection was wrecked in the 1930s by the politics 

of Nazi Germany and its regional allies at the League as well as by their supporters at the Con-

gress of European Nationalities. International protection for national minorities by treaties fell 

out of favour after World War II. 

The UN and Minorities 

Minorities were not mentioned (with the exception of the Italian Peace Treaty) in the 

peace treaties concluded after World War II, nor in the the UN Charter or, in the Universal Dec-

laration of Human Rights. 'The Secretariat, in 1947, took the the view that the League's minori-

ties system as a whole had "ceased to exist", in favour of a new universal and individualistic con-

ception of human rights.'1 Minority protection fell within the domain of the UN's Commission on 

Human Rights; this Commission created the Sub-Commission on the Prevention of Discrimination 

and Protection of Minorities in 1947. The Sub-Commission was given a dual mandate to pro-

mote the prevention of discrimination of national, linguistic and religious minorities and to pro-

mote equality of treatment; also to promote the rights of minorities to retain their identity and to 

be free from 'undesired assimilation'. For most of its existence, 'the Sub-Commission has concen-

trated on the discrimination side of its terms of reference.'2 

The second branch of the Sub-Commission's work was on the codification of minority 

rights through its work on the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. In 1950, the 

                                                 
1 United Nations Commission on Human Rights, Sub-Commission on Prevention of Discrimination and Protection of 
Minorities, 41st Sessn, E/CN.4 Sub2/1989/43, 4 July 1989, p. 3. 
2 Ibid, p. 2. 
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Sub-Commission produced a draft of Article 27 of the International Covenant on Civil and Politi-

cal Rights which states that: 

Persons belonging to ethnic, religious or linguistic minorities shall not be denied the 

right, in community with other members of their group, to enjoy their culture, or to profess and 

practice their own religion, or to use their own language. 

This draft was approved with minor amendments. The Sub-Commission then turned its 

attention to studies on the applications of Article 27. The problem of formulating a general defi-

nition of minorities, and of minority rights has been long recognized and considerable work has 

gone into addressing this problem. In 1978 an open-ended Working Group of the Commission 

was established to draft a declaration 'on the rights of persons belonging to national, ethnic reli-

gious and linguistic minorities'. The Working Group continued to report through the 1980s. 

In 1990 the Working Group produced a draft of its Declaration on the Rights of Persons 

Belonging to National, Ethnic, Religious and Linguistic Minorities. After a review process 

within the UN system, the General Assembly approved the Declaration on Minorities in February 

1993. The Declaration adopts a loose definition of minorities by referring to 'persons belonging to 

national or ethnic, religious and linguistic minorities'. The nine articles of the Declaration deal in 

the main with the various rights of minorities and the measures which states should take to pro-

tect them. Thus Article 1 enumerates the positive rights of minorities to practice their own cul-

ture, practice their own religion and use their own language 'in private and public'. Articles 2 

deals with the rights of minorities to participate in public life without discrimination but in a 

'manner not incompatible with national legislation'. The sovereign prerogative of states is again 

recognized in Article 8(4). Article 2 provides for the right to maintaining separate associations. It 

also provides for 'peaceful contacts' across borders with other members of their group and Article 

6 provides for cooperation between states on minority issues. Article 3 provides that minority 

rights can be exercized both individually and collectively and it leaves the individual free to ex-

ercize (or not) these rights. Articles 4, 5, 6 and 7 deal with the obligations of states to ensure the 

practice of minority rights. There are no provisions for complaints or for implementation, though 

the General Assembly resolution which adopted the Declaration requests the Secretary General 

to report on implementation in the course of the report on human rights questions. 

The declaration is a step forward in that it recognizes minority rights explicitly. Yet the 

provisions are brief and generalized. Thus while there is provision for the use of minority lan-

guages in public life, there are no explicit provisions for the use of minority languages in educa-

tion, the courts and public administration. Again, while there is recognition that minority rights 

can be exercized collectively, the more contentious claim to the right to any form of autonomy or 

separate development is not mentioned. 
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It became evident by the late 1980s that efforts to develop universal provisions on minority 

protection were moribund and falling behind innovative policies that were developed by some 

states on 'ethnodevelopment'. In 1989 the Sub-Commission embarked on a new direction when it 

commissioned Asbjorn Eide to prepare a report on national experiences in the constructive solu-

tion of minority problems. Eide has been publishing progress reports annually from 1990 on-

wards. 

Recognizing that disparate circumstances mitigate against the formulation of universally 

applicable norms on minority protection, Eide has opted for some 'basic principles on minority 

rights which have to be adhered to at all times'.1 His starting point is that minority rights are in 

part an application of internationally recognized norms on human rights, especially the principal 

of non-discrimination. Minority rights are seen as having both negative (non-discrimination) and 

positive (special assistance/status) dimensions. It is recognized that minority rights have to be 

harmonized with other international norms, including the principle of non interference in domes-

tic affairs and the need to promote friendly relations between states; and, that economic devel-

opment can play an important part in removing ethnic frictions and in promoting cooperation. 

Finally, that the promotion of minority rights should not be at the expense of the human rights of 

the majority. These guidelines attempt to provide a framework in which minority rights are har-

monized with more widely accepted international principles, especially that of state sovereignty. 

As well, there is an explicit recognition that some minorities pursue strategies which are destruc-

tive and destabilizing. Eide identifies 'only three basic limitations': minorities cannot demand 

special privileges which would result in a 'better status than others in society'; the exercize of 

minority religion and culture should not impede the religious and cultural practices of others; 

and, that minority activities should not disturb public order as that is understood 'in a fully de-

mocratic society.'2 

The study quotes an observation made at the 1990 meeting of the Sub-Commission which 

links the successful promotion of minority rights to three conditions: 

the political will of the State having the minorities; the will of the various communities to 

live together in peace and harmony, and consequently, to get to know and respect one another; 

and the cooperation and positive assistance of the State which felt itself concerned by a minority 

problem even though it was not the State in which the minorities lived.3 

The Hungarian Experience 

                                                 
1 United Nations Commission on Human Rights, Sub-Commission on Prevention of Discrimination and Protection of 
Minorities, 43rd Session, 24 June 1991, p. 5. 
2 Ibid, p. 5. 
3 Ibid., pp. 10-11. 



 577

The entire sub-region of Central Eastern Europe is speckled with minority populations. 

While reliable figures are not readily available, Table I provides an indication of the size and 

spread of the minority populations in the region. 

TABLE I 

Minorities in Central Eastern Europe 

Romanians 3.5 million in Moldova and Ukraine 

Germans 2 million in former USSR (about half speak German) 

Albanians 2.5 million in former Yugoslavia 

Poles 1.2 million in Russia, Ukraine and Lithuania 

Russians 15-20 million in former USSR 

Gypsies 3-4 million throughout Central East Europe 

Source: From Speech by State Secretary Geza Entz, 'The National and Ethnic Problem in 

Central and East Europe', June 1992, p. 5 

Up to about 3.5 million Hungarians live in the countries surrounded by Hungary. See Ta-

ble II. 

 

TABLE II Hungarians in the Carpathian Basin 

 

 Official Est. Hune. Est. 
Romania 1,600,000 2,000,000 
Slovakia 567,000 650,000 
Serbia 340,000 400,000 
Ukraine 160,000 200,000 
Croatia 25,000 40,000 
Slovenia 8.500 10.000 
Total 2.700.500 3.300.000 
The Hungarian government regards these as 'the native Hungarian population of the Car-

pathian basin who have been forced into minority existence' by the Paris peace treaty by which 

Hungary lost about two thirds of its territory and one third of its population. 

The circumstances of the various Hungarian minorities living beyond the borders vary as 

do their objectives as minority communities. Most wish to maintain their cultural identity as dis-

crete Hungarian communities and for that reason wish to maintain some level of educational fa-

cilities in the Hungarian language. Access to Hungary, both in the physical and cultural sense, is 

considered important and consequently, emphasis is placed on rendering the borders with the 

mother country more permeable. 

Ukraine was the first neighbour state to recognize the collective rights of minorities. Its 

attitude should be seen in the context of the cooperative relationship which it is building with 
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Hungary. Budapest was an early supporter of Ukraine's independence; and subsequently a range of 

cooperative agreements have been negotiated. Hungary represents an important bridge for 

Ukraine to the West. The two states have made a joint declaration on minorities which enables 

their respective citizens the freedom to choose their national affiliation and provides for protec-

tion of linguistic, cultural and religious identity. In Beregova Raion within the Western Ukraine, 

a Magyar 'national district' has been established. 

Hungary regards the agreement on minorities concluded in November 1992 with Slovenia 

as a model agreement. The preamble commits the two states to the preservation of the identity of 

their respective national minorities and recognizes that this objective requires 'special individual 

and community rights'. The agreement provides for: the respect for each other's minority lan-

guages, religion and culture; provides for education in their own language; use of minority lan-

guage in private and public life including the use of geographic names and public inscriptions; 

and provides for minority language broadcasting. There is also provision for: political representa-

tion and for economic measures to support minorities. The agreement however recognizes that 

minority rights are within the domestic jurisdiction of each state. Finally, the agreement provides 

for monitoring the implementation of the agreement through a bilateral committee. 

The Hungarian population in Transylvania is the largest of those in the neighbouring 

countries and their dispersed locations in Romania is an added complication. Differences be-

tween the two states over the treatment of minorities have seriously strained their relations. Eth-

nic clashes in Transylvania and the consequent harsh treatment of the Hungarian minority are 

regarded as repressive and discriminatory by Budapest. Hungary has attempted to put diplomatic 

pressure on Bucharest over the issue by claiming that Romania's minority record fails to meet 

'European norms' and is thus an impediment to the Romanian objective of closer ties with the 

West. Budapest has supported the demands of the Transylvanian Hungarians for 'cultural auton-

omy' and political representation. At the same time, the Foreign Minister, Geza Jeszenszky, has 

repeatedly stated that Hungary has no territorial claims in Romania and will adhere to the Hel-

sinki declaration on border changes. 

The Hungarian minority of the Voivodina region in northern Serbia is a community under 

pressure. Much of that pressure has arisen from the politics of the brutal civil war in the former 

Yugoslavia. Serbia has abolished the autonomous status enjoyed by Voivodina under the Yugo-

slav federation and Hungarian language schools have been curtailed. There is also widespread 

belief among the Hungarian minority that their numbers conscripted into the civil war are dis-

proportionate and many have escaped the country to avoid conscription. Faced with a growing 

internal refugee population, the Serbian government has begun to re-settle displaced Serbians in 

Voivodina. The Serbian authorities regard vacant housing as suitable for the accommodation of 
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refugees. Voivodina Hungarians feel that the policies of the Serbian government amount to a form 

of ethnic cleansing, by changing the ethnic composition of the region and that this in turn, will 

undermine their standing as a national minority in Serbia. 

In response to these developments, the Democratic Community of Hungarians in 

Voivodina (DCHV) has launched a campaign for Hungarian autonomy. Its claim rests on the 

premise that the civil war in former Yugoslavia demonstrates that the sovereign state is incapable 

of resolving the internal tensions in countries with multi-national populations. Its case is but-

tressed by the growing number of European instruments on minority protection: these include the 

final documents of the CSCE, the Charter of Paris for a New Europe and the European Charter of 

Local Self Government. 

The DCHV argues that Hungarian territorial autonomy is warranted on the basis of ethnic 

concentration and the relatively homogeneous economic and cultural character of the Hungarian 

areas which provide for a coherent administrative unit capable of self government. The DCHV 

calls for the 'autonomy of Hungarian communities within an autonomous Hungarian region'. 

These units are to be given self-governing institutions with wide ranging legislative, executive 

and some judicial authority. International safeguards should be provided to the Hungarian 

autonomous region by Serbia negotiating [with unspecified authorities] provisions for monitoring 

the autonomy provisions. The DCHV's proposal leaves a number of problems unaddressed. First, 

the relationship to exist between the autonomous area and the central government. Second the 

rights of the minority(ies) within the autonomous region for their cultural development and their 

own political representation and separate administration. 

Slovakia became an independent state in January 1993. It has a population of about five 

million, including 1.5 million minority people. Its Hungarian minority constitutes over 10 per 

cent of the entire population and is concentrated along the border. As a newly formed small state, 

with a large minority population, Slovakia's minority record is not impressive. The Slovak consti-

tution gives expression to the national aspirations of the Slovak people. The Hungarian minority 

organizations believe that the government is unsympathetic to their aspirations for 'cultural self-

rule'. Hungarian political parties have sent representatives to the national legislature and have 

joined the opposition. The Hungarian language schools are considered inadequate and there is 

also dissatisfaction with the broadcast time allowed on national radio and television. Other Hun-

garian grievances include the removal of public signs in the Hungarian language; obstruction in 

the registration of Hungarian names at birth; discrimination in state budget allocation to Hungar-

ian cultural organizations; and discrimination in compensation for state appropriated property. 

Hungarian claims encompass cultural autonomy, official bilingualism and self government 

in the 'linguistic zones'. Hungarian political parties in Slovakia are pressing the government to 
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provide legal guarantees for 'European norms' on minority rights; they argue that adherence to 

these norms should be a pre-condition for Slovak efforts to join European institutions. As in the 

case of the autonomy claims in Voivodina, the demands are expressed in broad terms yet they 

clearly point towards a degree of separation which can safeguard cultural development. Again, as 

in Voivodina, the demands for separation fall short of secession. 

In Hungary as elsewhere in the region, the transition to democratic political systems has 

enabled minority issues to re-surface on the political agenda. There is a deep-seated concern 

about the fate of Hungarians beyond the borders. In part this concern is due to the large portion 

of the population who have friends and relatives living as minority people in the neighbouring 

countries and partly because of wounded national pride about the imposition of 'unjust borders' 

which have denied Hungary about two thirds of its 'historic territory' and which have created the 

minority populations. Consequently, while there are significant differences on minority policy be-

tween the major political parties, no popularly elected government can side step the fate of the 

Hungarian minorities. The major parties however also recognize the dangers associated with pur-

suing an active policy on minorities. Such a policy has severely strained relations with neighbour-

ing states and is potentially destabilizing to the security of the entire region. Consequently all the 

major parties denied that their minority programmes represent Hungarian irredentism and so they 

have repeatedly expressed the willingness to accept Hungary's present borders. 

Involvement in minority issues was severely suppressed during the post-World War II 

communist phase of Hungarian history. While the government followed the line of 'proletarian 

internationalism', the issue could not be raised between states sharing the same political system. 

Official involvement in minority issues was institutionalized in late 1989 when the Office for 

Hungarian Minorities was opened under the Prime Minister's Department; the Office also dealt 

with national minorities within Hungary. In June 1992, separate offices were created for minorities 

living within and beyond the borders and these are now independent of the Prime Minister's Of-

fice. The Office for Hungarians Living Outside of Hungary describes its objectives as working 

towards more permeable borders and the creation of national and international guarantees that 

recognize the individual and collective rights of Hungarians who live in the neighbouring states. 

The championing of the minority rights of ethnic Hungarians in the surrounding states is 

one of the major objectives of Hungary's foreign policy. It dominates the agenda of its bilateral 

relations with all its neighbours (except with Austria). It is also the dominant concern of its multi-

lateral diplomacy, especially at the UN, the CSCE and with the Council of Europe. The other ma-

jor objective of Hungarian foreign policy is integration within the Western European community. 

Budapest has made impressive gains on the integration front, being the first regional state to be-

come a full member of the Council of Europe and having associate membership with the Euro-
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pean Community (EC). It is now actively seeking full membership in the EC and is attempting to 

gain membership of other major European institutions including NATO and the Western Euro-

pean Union (WEU). A major complication for Hungarian foreign policy is that its two principal 

objectives are not easily reconciled. The danger is that its minority diplomacy strains its relations 

with most of its neighbours and highlights an issue which is potentially destabilizing for the en-

tire region. These factors make Hungary a less attractive candidate for integration into Western 

Europe. Integration however is critical for its economic transformation and to some extent its po-

litical transformation as well. If kept out of Western Europe, Hungary faces prolonged isolation, 

a more dangerous security environment and reduced international influence (and this in turn will 

weaken its minority diplomacy). 

The end of the cold war has fundamentally altered the security environment in Central 

Eastern Europe in ways that make minority conflicts within and between the regional states a 

major destabilizing prospect. The civil war in former Yugoslavia demonstrates the intra-state di-

mensions of the problem. The implications of minority conflicts between the regional states is 

also considerable, though this dimension has received less attention. 

In the post-Cold War environment the previous distinctions between internal and external 

security have become blurred. Conflicts rooted in historic, social and economic conflicts now 

have freer reign. There is also the danger that states strained by the difficult processes of social, 

economic and political transition will be tempted to pursue more aggressive nationalistic or xeno-

phobic policies. 

With the collapse of Soviet hegemony, the regional states are no longer subject to verti-

cally imposed cohesion and so find themselves free of the discipline of bloc politics and the wider 

strategic influences of bipolarity. In the past these factors had provided a rigid framework for the 

conduct of bilateral relations and served to suppress nationally generated concerns. In the present 

transitional phase, relations between the neighbouring states are still rudimentary and there is lit-

tle experience in building bilateral cooperation, or in conflict management. In this environment 

minority conflicts are leading to new security coalitions. Germany, with its own revisionist sym-

pathies, is supportive of Hungarian policy and Budapest finds common ground with Moscow 

which has the region's largest trans-border minority population. On the other side, Romania, Ser-

bia and the Czech and Slovak republics have a common interest in reviving the inter-war 'little 

entente' against what they see as German and Hungarian revisionism. 

The Hungarian government has repeatedly claimed that it has a legitimate responsibility 

for Hungarian minorities. For example. Prime Minister Antall has stated that it is the 'constitu-

tional duty of the Hungarian government to take responsibility for Hungarians beyond the bor-
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der'.1 Hungary has looked to the minority communities to define their own objectives and has 

supported these with few reservations except that it is not prepared to back 'illegal' activities, nor 

will it support border changes. 

It is recognized that the circumstances of the various Hungarian minorities vary and so 

Budapest has not defined minority rights beyond stating broad principles. The aim is to promote 

separate cultural development by recognizing the right to use the 'mother tongue' in education 

from elementary school on to tertiary education in some cases and/or, to be sufficiently educated 

in the Hungarian language to be able to complete education in Hungary. The allocation of state 

resources for separate cultural activities, including the allocation of broadcasting time and the 

right to publish in Hungarian are also regarded as core rights as is the right to separate religious, 

cultural and political organization. 

The minimum aim of Hungary's minority diplomacy is to create a climate that discour-

ages discrimination. Thus it is often emphasized that cultural pluralism has become a widely ac-

cepted 'European norm'. Cultural pluralism in turn is offered as supporting the argument that an 

individual's citizenship is not synonymous with his or her nationality. The embryonic nature of 

European minority norms is however reflected in the call of Foreign Minister Jeszenszky in an 

article in the NATO Review (June 1992) for the adoption of an all-European code of conduct to 

safeguard minority rights. These 'norms' have been presented as being antipathetic to state poli-

cies that aim at assimilation. An official statement expresses this objective unambiguously: 'the 

goal of our minorities policy is to create conditions in which minorities are given the possibility 

to halt or reverse the process of assimilation.'2 

Official statements generally support minority demands for separate constitutional ar-

rangements. Where the Hungarian minority constitutes a local majority, administration should be 

conducted at least bilingually. Where the Hungarian minorities have called for local or even re-

gional autonomy, that has also enjoyed support. Recognizing the differing circumstances of mi-

norities in the surrounding countries, various levels of autonomy have been canvassed. These 

cover 'personal autonomy in diasporas, self-administrative autonomy in case of local minorities, 

and territorial autonomy where a sub-regional majority is concerned. '3 

The promotion of minority rights is frequently advocated through rendering borders more 

'permeable' to the movement of peoples, ideas and commerce. Much diplomatic effort has been 

directed towards opening Hungary's borders with its neighbours. In this context it is argued that 

in the post cold war environment, marked by the movement towards integration, European norms 

                                                 
1 The European, 8-11 October 1992. 
2 The Hungarian Government's Minority Policy Programme, no author or date. 
3 Foreign Ministry Press Release, 'Statement by the Government of the Republic of Hungary on Hungarian Minorities', 19 
August 1992, p. 2. 
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transcend borders and assertions of national sovereignty not withstanding, can no longer be ac-

cepted on face value. 

Hungary attempts to enshrine minority rights within a framework of legal instruments. 

These include guarantees within the legal framework of the neighbouring states. Budapest is also 

pressing for individual treaties with its neighbours which provide for monitoring implementation 

by joint bilateral commissions. These agreements should reflect 'European norms'. The apposite 

model commonly referred to is the South Tyrol agreement between Austria and Italy. 

Hungarian foreign policy has made minority rights a central factor in relations with its 

neighbours. Jeszenszky quoted to his Bratislava audience the 18 August 1992 declaration of his 

government that the constitutional recognition of minority cultural rights is a precondition to 

harmonious relations. The priority given to the issue is reflected by closely linking minority pro-

tection with the sensitive issue of the borders. The government's security policy explicitly makes 

this linkage by stating that: 

our conduct must reflect the principle that we view the assurance of the rights of the 

Hungarian minorities as a fundamental requirement for desirable neighbourly relations ... in re-

solving this question, we reject both alteration by force of existing borders and the artificial al-

teration of the ethnic consistency of the population by any means.1 

The security dimension of the minority issue was also stressed by Deputy State Secretary 

Ivan Baba when he said: 'in our understanding, the codification of the rights of ethnic and national 

minorities is closely linked to the question of frontiers. Only by guaranteeing minority rights can 

you guarantee the borders, for the absence of the former can result in the rejection of the latter, 

creating a vicious circle.'" Baba also links minority issues to regional stability as does State Sec-

retary for minorities Geza Erntz who said that the choice was between minority autonomy and 

civil strife. He has argued that the abuse of minority rights in Romania and Slovakia and else-

where 'will sustain a system of violence, further economic decline ... [which] will force people to 

leave the country, leading to uncontrolled migration within the region and out of the region.'2 

The state of Hungary's relations with its neighbours is largely dominated by the minority 

issue. Bilateral relations are developing satisfactorily with Slovenia, Ukraine and Croatia where 

agreements on minorities have been concluded. Relations with the remaining ex-communist 

states are strained by the minority issue to the point where no basic agreement has been concluded 

on the management of cross border cooperation. The minority issue has impeded a cooperative 

framework with Romania to the point of blocking a summit meeting between the two leaders. Ro-

mania rejects the legal basis for collective minority rights, claiming that international conventions 

                                                 
1 "The Basic Principles of the Security Policy of the Republic of Hungary', no author or date, p. 6. 
2 East European Reporter, July-August 1992, p. 57. 
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confer human rights on individuals. For Romania, Slovakia and Serbia, the call for cultural 

autonomy represents a prelude for secession and an attempt to regain at least some of the territory 

lost by the World War I peace treaty which is universally regarded in Hungary as unjust. 

Repeated official statements from the highest levels of government that Hungary accepts 

the present borders and adheres to the Helsinki Final Act repudiating the forceful changing of 

borders are, however, undercut by a number of often quoted statements that can be interpreted as 

reflecting veiled irredentism. Among these is Prime Minister Antall's August 1990 statement that 

he is the Prime Minister of 15 million Hungarians throughout the world. Also, Antall's comment 

of July 1991 that Hungary's southern border as drawn at the Trianon peace treaty applied to the 

Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, and not just Serbia, was interpreted in Belgrade as a call 

to review the status of Voivodina after the break up of Yugoslavia. The revelation that Hungary 

sold light arms to Croatia in October 1990 also exacerbated suspicion in Belgrade. Likewise, 

strong objections were raised by Romania and Slovakia after the previous Defence Minister, La-

jos Fur, linked the condition of the minorities in February 1992 to the security of Hungary. 

Hungarian multilateral diplomacy has been used to put pressure on its neighbours to rec-

ognize minority rights. The objective is to place the issue on the agenda of major European insti-

tutions - the CSCE and the Council of Europe - to work for the formulation of legal instruments 

on minority protection and to then call on its neighbours to adhere to 'European norms'. Thus 

Hungarian statements link accession to European institutions with the need for its neighbours to 

adhere to the instruments created by these institutions. 

Hungary has also attempted to use its membership in major multilateral bodies to 

strengthen international protection for minorities. Its diplomatic efforts are primarily focused on 

the UN, where it served on the Security Council 1992-93, at the Council of Europe and at the 

CSCE. 

The summit meeting of the Security Council in January 1992 provided Hungary with a 

major opportunity to press the argument that minority rights were not merely a legal and humani-

tarian question but integral to international peace and security and therefore a responsibility for 

the Council. The summit was particularly well timed for such an initiative, being held in the wake 

of the Gulf War when opinion was favourably disposed to expanding the mandate of the Security 

Council in the field of humanitarian intervention. Foreign Minister Jeszenszky argued in the 

Council that intervention against Iraq created a new precedent in extending its role to the protec-

tion of minorities. He also urged the Council to support the efforts of the Hungarians in 

Voivodina for autonomy. Jeszenszky used the occasion to state his government's view that re-

gional security depended on three principles: renouncing the change of borders by force, recog-

nizing the right to self determination and enforcing human rights. The reluctance of the perma-
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nent members to extend the Security Council's responsibility to human rights, except on a case by 

case basis, did not deter further Hungarian efforts in the General Assembly. 

A further attempt to inject minority protection into the reform agenda of the UN was 

made the following October at the General Assembly when Jeszenszky placed the issue within the 

context of the Secretary General's report, the Agenda for Peace. Jeszenszky argued that in re-

sponding to the situation in Bosnia Hertzegovina the Security Council set precedents which di-

rectly link human rights, including minority rights, to international peace and security and thus 

these issues could no longer be considered as falling within the jurisdiction of a single state. He 

then called for a range of measures that would strengthen the UN's capacity for political and 

military intervention. 

In the regional context, the Council of Europe has taken minority issues on to its agenda. 

Its approach has been essentially legal and aimed at establishing regional norms through the 

formulation of legal instruments to which its members can accede. 

The Council established the European Commission for Democracy Through Law which 

prepared a basic document on minority rights which could be incorporated into a legal instru-

ment. The Commission drew up a draft treaty of five parts. The first covers 'general principles' 

and provides a definition of minorities as being 'any numerical minority within a state, which 

though nationals of the state have ethnic, religious or linguistic features different from those of the 

rest of the population and are guided by the will to safeguard their culture, traditions, religion or 

language'. The document recognizes minority protection as a basic element of the peace and se-

curity in Europe, yet it also states that protection measures should not violate the principles of 

state sovereignty. The next section deals with minority rights and these are so drafted as to pro-

vide collective recognition. The following two sections deal with the obligations of the state and 

the minorities. While the last section addresses the thorny question of protection machinery, it 

merely recommends further study of the possibility of establishing a European mechanism for mi-

nority protection. 

The advocates of minority protection received a setback when the Assembly of the Council 

of Europe rejected the draft in favour of the existing machinery. As well, it was decided to formu-

late a less ambitious instrument in the form of the European Charter for Regional and Minority 

Languages. The Charter is in four parts. The first sets parameters to minority protection by rec-

ognizing the principles of state sovereignty and territorial integrity and by calling on the acced-

ing states to specify the minority languages that fall within the terms of the Charter. The second 

part recognizes minority languages in positive terms and provides for their encouragement. Part 

three provides for the use of minority languages in education, the judiciary, in public administra-

tion, the media, in cultural activity and in economic and social life. The final part deals with 
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compliance through calling for periodic reports to the Secretary General. The Charter was 

adopted by the Council of Europe in June 1992; but accession has been slow with 11 states ac-

ceding and among the larger states only Germany having done so. 

The draft text of an additional protocol on minorities for the Convention for the Protec-

tion of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms has also been published. This text was pre-

pared by the Assembly of the Council of Europe which has been urging the Committee of Minis-

ters to clear the draft for adoption by the heads of government meeting in October 1993. While 

the draft protocol breaks little new ground, it is significant in two respects. First, it attempts to 

move beyond non-discrimination provisions to include the positive rights. Second, it broaches the 

issue of compliance, at least for new members; thus the Assembly has instructed the Committee 

on Legal Affairs and Human Rights to 'make scrupulously sure' when examining requests for ac-

cession to the Council that the rights covered by the minority protocol are respected by applicant 

states. 

The Council's Steering Committee for Human Rights (CDDH) has also been working on 

minority protection by examining implementation measures that could be sponsored. The focus 

has been on machinery, standard setting and confidence building measures (CBMs). The ma-

chinery considered is non-judicial and non-binding and aimed at facilitating the peaceful resolu-

tion of minority problems. Work in this area has been suspended because of similar interests at 

the CSCE. Work on standard setting appears to be not well advanced with concern directed at 

identifying gaps within the existing international instruments on minority protection. Likewise 

the work on CBMs is concerned with identifying relevant measures that could be adopted. 

By the final years of the Cold War in Europe, the Conference on Security and Cooperation 

in Europe (CSCE) recognized human rights issues as a dimension of the evolving security envi-

ronment. The report of the 1986 Vienna meeting of the CSCE put forward consultative measures 

aimed at furthering the Human Dimensions of the CSCE, the heading under which human rights 

and related issues are now discussed. In June 1990, the Conference on the Human Dimension 

was held in Copenhagen which was the preparatory meeting for the Heads of Government Meet-

ing in the following November. This summit produced the Charter of Paris for a New Europe 

which has become a key CSCE instrument in the minority protection field. The work of the Paris 

summit led to the establishment of the Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights 

(ODIHR) in Warsaw which has become the CSCE's institutional arm on minority protection. The 

summit also launched the CSCE meetings of experts on national minorities whose deliberations 

are fed into CSCE conferences on the Human Dimension. The first meeting of experts on na-

tional minorities was held in Geneva in 1991. The report of this meeting reaffirmed principles 

enshrined in existing international instruments; it canvassed administrative arrangements which 
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included local autonomy, and self administration in key concerns such as education. It also rec-

ognized the importance of cross border facilitation for minorities. 

The report of the Geneva meeting began to address many of Hungary's key concerns on 

minorities, at least at the working level of the CSCE. The 1992 Helsinki Summit made further 

advances on the architecture of post-Cold War security in Europe. It underscored the importance 

of the Human Dimension of the CSCE which were described as 'matters of direct and legitimate 

concern to all participating states [which] do not belong exclusively to the internal affairs of the 

state concerned'. The linkage between minorities and security was explicitly recognized in the 

statement that these 'pose a special threat to the peaceful development of society, in particular in 

the new democracies'. 

The major development coming out of the Helsinki Summit was the appointment of the 

CSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities. The mandate of  the High Commissioner is to 

act under the aegis of the CSCE's executive officer, the Chairman in Office (CSO), to provide 

early warning and early action on minority issues which can lead to conflict within the CSCE 

area. The High Commissioner is guided by CSCE principles and works independently of the par-

ties involved in tensions. The High Commissioner is supported by the limited resources of the 

ODIHR which is the CSCE's principal institution on the Human Dimension. 

A further initiative in this field is that on cross border cooperation between territorial 

communities or authorities on a wide range of issues including commerce, tourism, ecology and 

administration. While the aim is to broadly promote friendly relations between states and while 

there is no mention of minorities, the injunction that cooperation should be as comprehensive as 

possible, provides some legitimation for Hungary's objective to create more permeable borders 

with its neighbours. 

In acknowledging the security dimensions of human rights conflicts, the CSCE has taken 

a step which the UN Security Council has so far declined. Its modest institutional initiatives, 

ODIHR and the High Commissioner for Minorities, provide limited and untested mechanisms 

for early warning and crisis prevention. Progress on CBMs has not progressed beyond the broadly 

phrased call for cross border cooperation. 

Conclusion 

The spread and size of minority populations in central and eastern Europe and the current 

inter- and intra-state conflicts over minorities make the issue a major regional security challenge. 

While the importance of minority issues in the post-Cold War regional environment is now 

widely recognized, responses have been modest and often hesitant. 

The UN has traditionally regarded the issue in legal terms as part of its human rights 

agenda. The issue has received low priority with only about 1 per cent of the UN regular budget 



 588

being devoted to the work of human rights treaty bodies. While minority conflicts in Iraq have led 

to UN intervention, the permanent members of the Security Council have been reluctant to ac-

cept minority conflicts as falling within their sphere - except on a case by case basis. 

Minority protection issues have now established themselves on the European regional 

agenda. The Assembly of the Council of Europe is focusing on establishing legal instruments 

which define minority rights and thereby create yardsticks for assessing the performance of its 

members. Due to resistance from some of the larger members, progress on the codification of mi-

nority rights has been slow; and the creation of monitoring and enforcement mechanisms are still 

some way off. The CSCE has adopted a political approach to the problem with emphasis on 

CBMs, early warning, and crisis prevention measures. Its achievements have also been limited. 

Developments elsewhere are still at an early stage. The European Community has only recently 

begun to focus on the security dimension of minority issues through its work on the Baladur pro-

posals. The NATO defence ministers' meeting of October 1993 which has agreed to associate the 

former Warsaw Pact states more closely might also prove an impetus for focusing more closely on 

minority related security issues1. 

Given the deep and widespread nature of popular sentiment on minorities, it is unlikely 

that any democratically elected government in Budapest can disengage from the issue. Efforts 

through multilateral diplomacy have realized limited results. The prospect of coalition building 

with like-minded states seems limited. (Germany is also sensitive to minority issues. However, 

there are risks in cooperation between two states who are both vulnerable to accusations of revi-

sionism. While Russia also shares a minority problem and one whose scope overshadows that of 

the other regional states, Moscow's priorities are bound to lie elsewhere in the foreseeable future.) 

With limited scope for multilateral or coalition diplomacy, Hungary is thrown onto bilateral 

efforts. Yet this path is fraught with dangers. The differences over the issue have already strained 

relations with Romania, Serbia and Slovakia with durable solutions not in sight. The issue has 

exacerbated nationalist rhetoric on both sides of the border at a time when these three bordering 

states are already experiencing severe internal strains associated with the post-communist transi-

tion process. Hungarian statements linking the minority issue with the security of the borders is 

bound to add further pressure on its less stable neighbours. Taken together, these forces have a 

significant destabilizing influence on the entire region. 

Given the dangers associated with Hungary's bilateral minority strategies, it seems pru-

dent to so frame these as to minimize the dangers. Official statements that are open to accusations 

of irredentism are unlikely to further the cause of minority rights. As well, by threatening the se-

curity of the neighbouring states, they can also prove to be destabilizing. Bellicose official rheto-

                                                 
1 International Herald Tribune, 29 January 1993 
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ric is also bound to isolate Hungary and reduce the scope for international support. Again, the 

linkage between minority rights and the stability of borders with neighbouring states can only be 

destabilizing and isolating. 

The policy of supporting the demands of the Hungarian minorities with the barest of cave-

ats is ill advised for at least two reasons: first, because such an unqualified position does little to 

constrain the more extreme demands of the minority communities; and second, because it draws 

Budapest into the internal politics of the neighbouring states on terms that might prove more dif-

ficult to defend. It therefore seems prudent to formulate minority protection aims in terms that 

are closely tied to, and located within, the emerging European norms in this field. 

A strategy which balanced demands with positive inducements is more likely to achieve 

the desired outcomes. CBMS could play a major role, though it must be recognized that the litera-

ture in this field is still embryonic. There is a need for innovative and creative approaches. The Hun-

garian proposal to create more permeable borders appears a promising approach which should be devel-

oped so as to meet the circumstances of each bordering state in terms that incorporate positive induce-

ments. Another approach which could be explored is to place cultural development in the context of 

regionalism. In this context the emphasis would shift from the separate identity of the minority group to 

that of the region inhabited in terms which encompass the rest of its population. For example, the con-

cerns of the Transylvanian Hungarians could be cast in less zero-sum terms by placing them in a re-

gional context which incorporates the interests of the Transylvanian Romanians. Bilateral initiatives 

on regional economic development in multicultural regions might provide positive inducements. 

In the final analysis, the internationalization of minority protection is less regionally destabiliz-

ing, it is also more compatible with Hungary's other major objectives and it is more likely to impose 

the kind of discipline on state and non-state actors which renders the issues manageable. 

[Mediansky, F. “National Minorities and Security in Central Europe: The Hungarian Experi-

ence,” in Pavkovic, A., Koscharsky, H. and A. Czarnota, ed. Nationalism and Postcommunism 

(Aldershot: Dartmouth, 1995): 101-120] 

 

George  Schoepflin 

HUNGARY AS KIN-STATE 

Anyone looking at the broad canvas of post-communist international affairs must be 

struck by the comparative calm in Hungary and the turmoil of post-Yugoslavia. There is, of 

course, regular speculation about the Hungarian minorities living in Serbia, Slovakia and Ruma-

nia and the relationship between these groups of ethnic Hungarians and Budapest as a source of 

instability. All the same, while there has certainly been friction between Hungary and its 

neighbour, the overall situation has remained relatively calm and Hungary's behaviour towards 
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its co-ethnics has be in complete contrast to that of Serbia. These two patterns illustrate the po-

tential range of responses currently open to kin-states in the post-communist world. 

To some extent, the relative calm in Hungary is a direct consequence of the upheavals in 

former Yugoslavia. Hungary and its neighbours seem ready to go some distance to avoid blood-

shed and to try and find a political solution to what will always be a complex relationship, de-

spite repeated outbursts of nationalist polemics and rhetoric. 

Kin-states, that is states with sizeable numbers of co-ethnics just across its border, living 

as citizens of another state, are to be found in many parts of the world, not just post-communist 

Europe. Such states will always be sensitised to the problems and aspirations of these co-ethnics. 

And the state in which they live, the home-state, will likewise be concerned about the loyalties of 

these ethnic minorities. The Hungarian case has the unusual feature of being very longstanding, 

so that Hungarian attitudes can be studied over time. 

The basic data are these. After the collapse of Austria-Hungary in 1918, the old kingdom 

of Hungary lost large chunks of its territory to the successor states, Czechoslovakia, Romania 

and Yugoslavia (as well as smaller areas to Austria and even two tiny pocket-handkerchiefs of 

land to Poland). Much of the territory lost by Hungary was inhabited by non-Hungarians, but 

what most Hungarians found it hard to take was that around 3 million ethnic Hungarians found 

themselves living in the successor states, often in the immediate vicinity of the Hungarian state. 

This loss of empire led Hungary to side with the Axis powers during the Second World 

War. It regained sizeable parts of the lost areas between 1938 and 1941, only to lose them once 

more in the post-1945 territorial dispensation. Under communism, the ethnic Hungarians became 

a taboo subject and over time, Hungarian society grew used to having lost the territories, though 

it retained an active interest in the fate of their co-ethnics. There are about 0.6 million ethnic 

Hungarians living in Slovakia; somewhere between 1.7-2.0 million in Romania (the figures are 

contested); and c.0.35 million in Serbia. There are smaller and politically less important minori-

ties in Ukraine, Slovenia, Croatia and Austria. With the collapse of communism, the new gov-

ernment that took power in 1990 under the prime ministership of Jozsef Antall pursued a policy 

that was virtually the polar opposite of that of the communists. The Antall government put the 

fate of the ethnic Hungarians first among its foreign policy aims, much to the alarm of the home-

states. Both these processes were summed up when Antall declared himself the prime minister 

('in spirit') of 15 million Hungarians, which includes those living beyond the frontiers of the 

Hungarian state, and by the universally negative response to this from Bratislava, Bucharest and 
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Belgrade.1 Certainly, Antall's formula seemed to imply something like a dual loyalty for the eth-

nic Hungarians, both to the state of which they were citizens and to the Hungarian state. 

Antall's policy declaration was no doubt intended to send a message to the Hungarian 

minorities that the Hungarian state would no longer neglect them in the way that the communists 

had. Yet as well as doing this, Antall's message that he was the 'prime minister' of all Hungarians 

was also subject to interpretation by the home-states and they understood his words very differ-

ently. 

Not least, it was a political and legal absurdity for Antall to claimed that he was the prime 

minister of Hungarians who w~ not citizens of the Hungarian state and who did not vote him (or 

against him). A more experienced politician might thought more carefully about the wording of 

his message. 

Yet despite its inexperience, the Antall government did one major ethnic success story to 

its name, the treaty with Ukraine. In exchange for the absolute inviolability of the Hung-

Ukrainian frontier, peaceful means included, the Ukrainian government has guaranteed extensive 

rights to the с  160,000 ethnic Hungarians who live in Transcarpathia. This treaty could doubt-

edly have a model function. 

In fact, despite repeated polemics between Hungary and its neighbours, the relationship 

between Budapest and the other I capitals never deteriorated to a crisis. Friction there has b 

aplenty, but all sides seemed ready to recognise that there more to lose than to gain by letting 

matters escalate. 

The ethnic Hungarian minorities themselves are one further political actor to be assessed 

in this complex game. It would be wholly misleading to assume that their interests are identifi-

able with those of the Hungarian state, far from it. Indeed, one can almost go so far as to suggest 

that there is more than a degree of tension between Hungary and the Hungarians of Romaniai 

who have a strong and clear-cut identity of their own. It is fail to say that all the minorities have 

sought to use Budapest for their own purposes, which did not automatically coincide with those 

of the Hungarian state. 

Public opinion in Hungary itself responded to this four-year process in a somewhat con-

tradictory fashion. Although initially there was a good deal of sympathy for Hungary's co-

ethnics» gradually, as the Antall government emphasised the fate of the minorities as a central 

objective in its foreign policy strategy. Hungarian opinion began to tire of this rhetoric. Antall's 

party, the Hungarian Democratic Forum (MDF), became Peter Boross party after Antall's death 

                                                 
1 In fact, there are not 15 million Hungarians. The population of Hungary is 10.4 million, but well over 500,000 of 
these are not ethnic Magyars, but Roma (Gypsies), Germans, South Slavs, Slovaks and Romanians. Even if one in-
cludes Hungarians in the diaspora, in North America and Western Europe, it is difficult to arrive at a figure of 15 
million. This statistic should therefore be understood as a national myth. 
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(1993). In the 1994 elections the MDF's vote dropped to 9.6 per cent from 42 per cent in 1990. 

One of the reasons for such severe punishment was that Hungarian society had had enough of a 

government that seemed more concerned with non-citizens of Hungary than with its own voters. 

This gave the new Hungarian Socialist Party-Alliance of Free Democrats (SZDSZ) coalition, un-

der the prime ministership of Gyula Horn which took power after the 1994 elections, a strong 

base from which to launch to more conciliatory foreign policy. Horn explicitly declared that he 

was the prime minister of 10.4 million Hungarians. The Hungarian connection is a complex one 

and there are various answers as to why, despite the occasional alarms, it has not led to a full-

scale crisis. Some of the answers are structural; the very complexity of the Hungarian connection 

makes all the participants move with caution, seeing that outcomes are very uncertain. The com-

plex web of political relationships operates on at least three levels. There is the relationship be-

tween Hungary and each ethnic minority; that between Hungary and the government of the state 

of which the minorities are citizens; and there are the attitudes of the minorities themselves to the 

Hungarian state. Each of these basic relationships is further complicated by political and power 

relationships internal to the various actors. Thus the relationship between the Hungarian gov-

ernment and Hungarian opinion, between the Hungarian minorities and the government of the 

state in which they live and within the Slovak, Romanian and Serbian majorities all help to make 

these interconnections highly complex and sensitive. 

Furthermore, the presence of the West, to which both Hungary and the home-states look 

as a source of both political and economic support, acts as another inhibitor. Integration in the 

West is conditional on the reduction of tension and various Western organisations, not least the 

High Commission on National Minorities of the OSCE and the Council of Europe, have played 

an active role in minimising it. 

At the same time, it should be noted that most if not all of the political actors in the Da-

nube region have only limited experience of the politics of compromise and it has taken them 

time to acquire the necessary experience. The communist system, with its emphasis on clear-cut, 

black-and-white attitudes, was hardly the best school for the new breed of post-communist poli-

ticians who have had a completely different set of tasks to tackle. Post-communist politicians 

have had to learn on the job and there is little doubt that they have made many mistakes. 

Not least, their task has been made more difficult by the way in which a minority of poli-

ticians have listened to the siren call of extreme nationalist sentiment as the easy way of mobilis-

ing political support. In every post-communist state there is a well-defined constituency of mem-

bers of the ethnic majority who will listen to nationalist demagogues: as a rule, those who have 

most to lose by the transformation from a communist to democratic-market system. Istvan 

Csurka in Hungary, Ghreoe Funar in Romania, Vladimir Meciar in Slovakia and, of course Slo-
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bodan Milosevic, have all played the nationalist card from t to time. What is especially notewor-

thy in this connection is that in Hungary, Csurka failed completely at the polls, whereas щ oppo-

site numbers have propered to a greater or lesser extent, is a key factor in this context. 

There are several lessons to be drawn from the Hungary case-study: in the first place, 

while it is extremely painful for the members of an ethnic group to be divided among two or 

more states, it is possible for all concerned to come to terms with this and to move away, how-

ever slowly, from the traditional imperative of the nationalists to unite all members of a nation to 

a single state. The Hungarians since 1918 admittedly have had to accept that membership of the 

cultural community (the ethnic , group) does not have to mean automatic membership of the po-

litical community (the state), but it is a lesson that other divided, nations might care to note. This 

does imply, though, that time is a key factor in this context. 

The role of elites is another relevant factor here. There have been two major transforma-

tions of the ruling elite in Hungary (in 1944-48 and 1989). Different elites have rejected or es-

poused the policies of their predecessors, resulting in changes in public opinion formation in 

Hungary and thus in the nature of popular pressures on the Hungarian government. As the ex-

perience of the Antall government shows, there are limits as to how far a government can go 

against the grain of public opinion. 

Budapest has been gradually learning that it can achieve more for its co-ethnics by pa-

tient negotiation man by megaphone diplomacy. It is clear enough that this is ultimately easier 

for Hungary, an ethnically near-homogeneous state, than for the successor states, given that the 

latter have the far more difficult task of constructing a multi-ethnic system that will satisfy both 

majority and minority. Running a multi-ethnic state will work only if the emphasis is on citizen-

ship as the primary constituent factor determining the relationship between rulers and ruled. If 

ethnicity is given this role, the minority will inevitably see itself as disadvantaged, because by 

definition it cannot share in the political goods of the state in the same way as the ethnic major-

ity. The role of the kin-state is limited in this area. There is a very little that Hungary can do to 

promote the emergence of a civil society in other states. At best it can do its utmost to avoid giv-

ing a pretext to extremists for mobilising along ethnic lines and thus impede the strengthening of 

citizenship. Perhaps this should be seen as a facet of democratic self-limitation. 

The way in which a kin-state treats its own minorities can also be a relevant factor affect-

ing the kin-state/home-state dynamic, particularly where —as in the Hungarian case—roles are 

reversed and the kin-state becomes a home-state for minorities from its neighbours (Slovaks, 

Romanians, South Slavs, Germans; the Roma are not important in this context). Here, Hungary 

has sought to establish a relatively liberal minorities regime, partly as an aspect of democratisa-
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tion, but partly also to serve as a moral justification for its stance towards the Hungarians in the 

kin-sates. 

A particularly sensitive area of kin-state—minority relations turns on how the kin-state 

government deals with a political organisations of the kin-minority. This concerns issues like 

subsidies to political parties, to minority publications, to the enhancing or downgrading of the 

status of minority politicians and to the way in which kin-minority affairs are treated in the kin-

state electronic media (under government control) and print media (largely free of government 

control). This can be especially significant during elections in the home-sate, when support from 

the kin-state can actively influence electoral outcomes in another state. And the exposure given 

to ethnic minority leaders in Hungary can have and has had an impact on the inter-state relation-

ship between Hungary and its neighbours. 

In this connection, the fragmentation of Hungarian foreign policy during the Antall pe-

riod was not helpful. In many respects, Hungary had four separate foreign policy making bodies, 

the Foreign Ministry, the Ministry of Defence, the Prime Minister's office and the Office for 

Hungarians Abroad. Not all of this was negative. Relations between the Hungarian and Roma-

nian defence ministries have been close and much better than in other areas. But overall, the fact 

that Hungary did not operate a coherent foreign policy was unhelpful to Hungary's image in the 

West, vis-a-vis its neighbours and probably did not help the minorities either. The broader impli-

cation of this point is that it is essential for kin-states to speak with one voice, which implies that 

different governmental agencies should accept that there be a hierarchy in the determination of 

foreign policy priorities. 

Furthermore, the process of fragmentation is not all one-The ethnic minorities can and do 

use the Hungarian state their own purpose. This is a complex relationship with politic-economic, 

cultural and psychological dimensions. To take last first, regardless of the political colouring of 

the Hung government and the mood of current opinion in Hungary, there will always be a sense 

of residual unease about the ethnic Hungarians. How this expresses itself will vary, but it will 

definitely involve a measure of guilt that Hungary is not doing enough for the ethnic Hungarians. 

For the ethnic Hungarians themselves this presents an opportunity to play on this guilt and to use 

it for their own purposes. There are, of course, limits to this game, but it is real all the same. Po-

litically, the relationship is involved, in that it affects different political groupings in the succes-

sor state (as in Slovakia) or within the ethnic Hungarian organisation (as in Romania and Serbia). 

These different political groups will appeal to their counterparts in Hungary for moral and prac-

tical support. A good example of this was the way in which the electronic media in Hungary re-

flected the election campaign in Slovakia in 1992 or 1994. The various competing political 

groups within the Hungarian minority naturally sought to use the Hungarian media to their ad-
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vantage. It is ultimately impossible for Hungary to be neutral — indeed the very existence of the 

Hungarian state is perceived as an irritant by its neighbours-but whether Hungarian television 

exercised sufficient discretion, sensitivity and impartiality is still an open debate. 

There is always a danger here that a political party in Hungary which enters this game of 

using the minorities for its own purposes will tend to overemphasize its minority policy, to the 

detriment of other policies. Clearly, this was the trap into which the MDF was led. The alterna-

tive is to underestimate the significance of the minority issue and to ignore it; the SZDSZ's posi-

tion was not too far from this. Gaps of this nature allowed the different ethnic Hungarian groups 

to appeal to the diversity of the Hungarian political scene and generate other political benefits. 

Cultural funding is evidently among the most important. It would be helpful, though very diffi-

cult to achieve, if all the Hungarian groups concerned — in Hungary and in the successor states 

— were to recognize the complex nature of the processes and to move with care and sensitivity 

in this area. 

Economic factors have undoubtedly played a role in these processes as well. First, atti-

tudes in Hungary towards the minority Hungarians were clearly influence by the presence of 

Hungarians from Romania on the labour market in Hungary. The fact that minority Hungarians 

were prepared to work for lower wages was strongly resented. Second, rather more indirectly, 

Hungarian opinion may also have been informed by the difficulties that Germany has had in in-

tegrating East Germany. If the largest, wealthiest and most powerful state in Europe should find 

the absorption of territory so painful, then — the argument goes —what chance would Hungary 

have if any of the minority-inhabited areas were to be reattached to Hungary? In this context, 

despite the pain of the loss of empire imposed on Hungary in 1918-20, the fact that it brought an 

ethnically homogeneous Hungarian state into being could be seen as a blessing in disguise. 

The Hungarian case sheds light on the principles by which the kin-state determines it 

policies. Here the Budapest government has several factors to balance. It must satisfy Hungarian 

public opinion; it must pay heed to the cultural needs of the ethnic Hungarians; it must do this 

with sufficient sensitivity to avoid raising the hackless of the ethnic majority and the govern-

ments of its neighbouring states; and whatever it does, Hungary must also be aware of the de-

mands of international and regional stability, something which the West is monitoring with 

greater awareness of the dangers of destabilisation through ethnic conflict than was the case be-

fore the disintegration of Yugoslavia. In this sense, Hungary has a fourfold responsibility. The 

Antall government discharged this responsibility with only partial success. It will be interesting 

to see how the Horn government fares in this area. 

Hungary and its neighbours 

Preliminaries  
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The problem of the tripartite relationship involving Hungary, its neighbours and the eth-

nic Hungarian minorities, although largely neglected in Western writing during the Soviet pe-

riod, is clearly5 the second most sensitive security issue in Central and Eastern Europe after the 

war of Yugoslav succession; through this war,' Hungary might indeed have become involved in a 

wider conflict. Ethno-national disputes, and these are already entangled with other issues which 

are not strictly anything to do with ethnicity (e.g. the Gabcikovo-Nagymaros Barrage — GNP), 

could readily engulf all aspects of inter and intra-state relations. 

The role of the West in this respect is clearly a highly influential one, both as mediator 

and as a source of moral-political support for democratic forces that look for solutions through 

negotiation rather than through zero-sum games and violence. 

History 

By the Treaty of Trianon, Hungary lost about two-thirds of its territory to its successors.1 

This constituted a two fold loss. Territory, meaning prestige, status and power had to be ceded, 

but so also (lid large numbers of ethnic Hungarians, in severe violation of the Wilsonian princi-

ple of national self-determination. In Hungary, Trianon is still regarded as a major catastrophe 

for which France is held responsible as the patron of the Little Entente and as the dominant ele-

ment in the occupation of 1919. Many Hungarians are reluctant to accept that peacemaking in 

1919-20 was a crude process, legitimated in some respects by the principle of national self-

determination, but based also on Realpolitik and pragmatism. Even less do they understand that 

the proclamation of the Hungarian Soviet Republic in 1919 lost Hungary whatever residual sym-

pathy it might have enjoyed among the Entente powers. 

The shadow of Trianon as the 'unjust peace' continues to darken Hungarian politics to this 

day. However, this is not intended in any way to suggest that Hungarian attitudes have remained 

unchanged since 1918. Between the wars, integral revisionism ('return everything') dominated 

Hungarian thinking, but with the disappearance of the ancien regime that had ruled Hungary 

since time immemorial as one of the consequences of the Second World War, a metamorphosis 

began. The strategy of their ancien regime had manifestly failed. The essence of this strategy 

was to look for alliances with any state prepared to support Hungary's claim for territorial revi-

sion (initially Italy, then Germany). However, this strategy never made the distinction between 

                                                 
1 At the time, in 1920, these were Austria, Czechoslovakia, Romania and the later Yugoslavia (Kingdom of Serbs, 
Croats and Slovenes until 1929). A tiny strip of land was also ceded to Poland. Between 1938 and 1945, Hungary 
regained territories as a result of which most ethnic Hungarians were reincorporated in the Hungarian state, together 
with some non-Hungarians, but with Hungary emerging from the Second World War as 'Hider's last satellite', none 
of these gains could be kept. The Trianon frontiers were left undisturbed except for the so-called Bratislava bridge-
head, three villages on the southern bank of the Danube which had to be ceded by Hungary to Czechoslovakia in 
1947. With the division of Czechoslovakia in 1993, Hungary's neighbours were Austria, Slovakia, Ukraine, Roma-
nia, Serbia, Croatia and Slovenia. Ethnic Hungarians lived in all these states, but these communities were insignifi-
cant in Austria, Croatia and Slovenia. There was no particular problem with the с 200,000 strong Hungarian com-
munity in Ukraine 
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all the territories lost by Hungary (the Crownlands of St Stephen) and the territories inhabited by 

ethnic Hungarians; in 1945 it was evident that integral revisionism was bankrupt and Hungary 

could begin to come to terms with the loss of empire. 

Various new currents surfaced, three of which were noteworthy: Danubian cooperation, 

ethnic minority defence and communism. Although the last of these emerged the winner, the first 

two left traces on Hungarian thinking that have not disappeared entirely. None of the successor 

states pursued policies that were particularly sympathetic to the ethnic Hungarians, but commu-

nism froze the status quo and thereafter the question of the с. 3.5 million ethnic Hungarians 

played only an occasional role in domestic and international politics. Leninist nationalities poli-

cies did little to solve the problem of majority-minority relations, except at the level of rhetoric. 

In Hungary itself, the question largely disappeared from overt political agenda and the 

Kadar regime insisted with partici: emphasis that this should remain so as far as public consumpt 

was concerned. The most that the communist government prepared to do was to keep a watching 

brief on the minorities" Only gradually did policies change. In the 1960s, Kadar's idcfc was that 

the problem of the minorities could be subsumed in a Danubian cooperation project, but this died 

away for lack of support. In the 1970s the Hungarians tried a bilateral approach-signing agree-

ments with the successor states that minorities — all minorities, including those living in Hun-

gary - would constitute bridges between Hungary and its neighbours. This strategy was moder-

ately successful with Yugoslavia, less so with Czechoslovakia, but led nowhere with Romania. 

By the 1980s, there was growing readiness on the part of the Hungarian government to try to in-

ternationalise the problem, by raising it in various forums, like the ECSC, but this had very lim-

ited support. Overall, the collapse of communism left public opinion unprepared for the question 

of how Hungarians in Hungary should approach the problems, difficulties and demands of the 

minorities in the successor states. 

From the perspective of the successor states, the question looked very different. As far as 

Yugoslavia was concerned, the Hungarian minority was never much more than an irritant, partly 

because Yugoslav politics were dominated by the Serb-Croat question and partly because the 

Hungarian state was least interested in this minority. Nevertheless, when the opportunity arose in 

1941, Hungary joined Germany in the dismemberment of Yugoslavia and reannexed the Backa, 

as well as two small pockets of land from Croatia and Slovenia. 

Immediately after 1945, the communists instituted a brief policy of revenge (massacres, 

imprisonments) and the settlement of Serbs and Montenegrins in the main Hungarian-inhabited 

area, the Vojvodina. The minority was thereafter largely ignored. It was noticed only when some 

single issue surfaced, but this was rare. The key aspect of the minority was that it was sociologi-

cally weak, being made up largely of peasants and lacking an intellectual stratum ready to articu-
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late ethnic demands and threaten Serbian hegemony until the 1970s, by which time the Vo-

jvodina was ruled by a rather hard-line regime dominated by the former Partisan settlers. The 

toppling of this regime by Milosevic in 1988 was experienced by the Hungarians as a liberation 

and restrictions on their activities were imposed only gradually. 

In Czechoslovakia, once again, the problem of the Hungarian minority was a peripheral 

one, both between the wars and after 1945. During the first republic, the central concern of the 

Czechs was twofold: to establish a democratic state and to make this a state permeated by Czech 

ideals. This made it necessary to find a solution to the German problem that would enable the 

Czechs to dominate the state without the appearance of doing so. This was function of 'Czecho-

slovakism', the proposition that Czechs and Slovaks constituted a single 'Czechoslovak' nation, 

which had a numerical preponderance in the new state. The Hungarian question was an append-

age to this state of affairs. From the Czech perspective, the existence of the minority and the re-

visionist policies of Hungary formed a useful pretext for denying the Slovaks the federation that 

they had been promised, because a federal system would have been a security risk. The device 

also to some extent encouraged Slovaks to regard the Hungarians as a serious rival, antagonist 

and enemy, as a result of which the Slovak national ideology became markedly anti-Hungarian. 

The construction of the post-1918 Slovak identity and self-image used anti-Hungarian elements 

as a 'safe' component. Thus the period of forced assimilation (1867-1918) was projected back-

wards historically and it was argued that the Hungarian state had always sought to assimilate the 

Slovaks and that Slovakia had suffered under the Hungarian yoke for a thousand years. The op-

pression of the Slovaks by the Hungarian aristocracy was reinterpreted as an ethno-national rela-

tionship rather than a class one, in which ethnic self-identification was marginal, seeing that 

Hungarian peasants were just as oppressed as Slovak ones. The reannexation of the ethnically 

Hungarian southern Slovakia by Hungary after Munich, as a result of the First Vienna Arbitra-

tion in 1938, merely confirmed these perceptions of the Hungarians as the greatest enemies of 

the Slovaks. After 1945 the situation changed radically in consequence of the adoption of a 'Sla-

vonic' ideology by the reconstituted state. On this basis, the Germans were expelled and the 

Hungarians were subjected to severe repression (denial of citizenship, confiscations, some explu-

sions, forced labour in the Czech lands, no ethnic institutions of any kind). The years 1945-8 

completely traumatised the Hungarians of Slovakia, as might have been expected, but ultimately 

the repression did nothing to solve the sense of Slovak selfhood and its sense of inferiority and 

weakness vis-a-vis both Prague and Budapest. In summary, the newly rising Slovak elite could 

never forgive the Hungarians, whether as members of the minority or of the Hungarian state, for 

having come 

so close to assimilating them. This was the core of the Slovak 
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trauma and it became an organic feature of the Slovak national 

self-image and identity, one that was transmitted during the communist period and played a key 

role in underpinning Slovak fears after 1989.  

The communist coup d’etat of 1948 put a gradual end to the repression, but there was 

never any question of the Hungarian» being given fully equal rights to Czechs and Slovaks (in so 

far as the word 'rights' could in any way be appropriate to a communist system). Czechoslova-

kism was abandoned, the Slovaks were recognised symbolically as a fully equal constitutive na-

tion in the state, but were denied the power that the Slovaks felt that they should have by a com-

munist centralisation that was interpreted as a Czech centralisation. In this context, the Hungari-

ans once again had the politically useful function of being a target of Slovak resentments. 

In 1968 the Hungarians minority sought, but was not granted, equal treatment; after the 

suppression of the Prague Spring, Slovakia was granted a good deal of autonomy under the new 

federal arrangement after 1969. The Slovaks used this space to strengthen their own national 

identity, which they tended to interpret in material terms. This was the time when the population 

of Bratislava grew enormously, from around 200,000 to somewhere under half a million; the 

rapid pace of expansion shows in the disastrous socialist dormitory suburbs that now surround 

the city and are held up as a negative example of urban planning. The growth of Bratislava had a 

symbolic function. Slovakia was now a serious political actor and, therefore, it had to have a se-

rious capital. Much the same went for the heavy industrial base that was built in northern Slova-

kia; it was an exercise in quantitative expansion with symbolic overtones. 

As far as the minority was concerned, the more or less autonomous Slovak leadership 

tried to weaken the cultural institutions of the Hungarians, by seeking to close down schools, for 

example. This was not wholly successful, but the constant assimilatory pressure was not without 

consequences. The expulsions of 1945-8 had principally affected the educated elites; subsequent 

Slovak pressure went some way towards blocking the reemergence of n ethnic Hungarian elite 

and the sociological profile of the minority showed that peasants and workers predominated to a 

much greater extent than among the Slovaks. 

The situation was different again in Romania, where the proportion of Hungarians was 

smaller than in Slovakia, but where then-absolute number (contested, but certainly around 2 mil-

lion by the 1970s) made the problem a qualitatively different one. There were other factors, too, 

that differentiated the situation in Romania from the other successor states and, to an extent, 

made the Hungarian problem a central one for the Romanian state. Before 1914 Romania had 

been an ethnically almost pure country and the state was constituted on this basis. Citizenship 

depended on Romanian ethnicity and, for example, Jews were automatically denied citizenship 

since they could never become Orthodox Christians. 
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The emergence of Greater Romania in 1918, therefore, was simultaneously a triumph and 

a trauma for the Romanians. On the one hand, they had finally achieved the great objective of 

Romanian foreign policy and national pride, the reunification of the three Romanian lands of 

Wallachia, Moldavia and Transylvania, and were successful in incorporating all possible ethnic 

Romanians into the new state by expanding into Bessarabia and southern Bukovina. 

One the other hand, for the first time Romanians were obliged to share their state with 

sizeable numbers of non-Romanians, of whom the Hungarians were the most numerous, but 

there were many others, notably Germans and various Slavonic minorities. For many Romani-

ans, the proposition that individuals who were not ethnic Romanians and Orthodox Christians 

could be fully fledged members of the state and entitled to all the rights of citizenship was alien 

and repugnant. Two groups were regarded with special disfavour, Jews and Hungarians. We can 

leave the question of Romanian-Jewish relations to one side here, but the relationship with the 

Hungarians was historically difficult and convoluted. The two states had been neighbours for 

many centuries, both had suffered at the hands of the Ottomans, but the Hungarians had clearly 

emerged better prepared for the onset of modernity in the nineteenth century than the Romani-

ans. Throughout much of their modern history, Romanians had perforce been obliged to regard 

Hungary as their window on the West; the first book printed in Romanian was published in Bu-

dapest, for example. 

At the same time, most Regateans - Romanians from the Danubi provinces - had come to 

regard Hungarian rule over Transylvania as cruel, oppressive and unjust, so that its incorporation 

in 191 was celebrated as a measure of great historical justice and compensation for the humilia-

tion of defeat and occupation by the Central Powers during the First World War. The invasion of 

Hungary in 1919 as a part of the anti-communist intervention campaign by the Romanian army 

and the occupation of Budapest for several months was felt to be just revenge, but left deep re-

sentments in its wake among the Hungarians. 

At the affective level — the level where collective emotional responses resonate - the 

symbolic power of Transylvania in the Romanian mind-set cannot, therefore, be overestimated. 

The Romanian-Hungarian relationship was further complicated, however, by the fact that Tran-

sylavania was seen by both ethnic groups as a symbol of their existence as a community. The 

Romanians argued that the presence of ethnic Romanians in Transylvania after the withdrawal of 

Roman legions had been the key factor that ensured their survival as an independent ethnic and 

cultural community. The Hungarians claimed with equal fervour that the semi-autonomous Tran-

sylvanian state of the seventeenth century, which signed the Peace of Westphalia of 1648 as an 

independent entity, represented the continuity of Hungarian statehood during the period of Otto-
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man occupation. From this perspective, the union of Transylvania with Hungary in 1848 was the 

logical outcome of many centuries of development. 

This confusion of issues of identity and emotions made it virtually impossible to disen-

tangle issues of legal rights, property, land reform, language usage, education and so on from 

state sovereignty and territorial revisionism. Indeed, the relatively centralised system set up in 

Romania after 1918 might formally have been justified in terms of territorial security, though in 

reality it was as much about extending Regatean norms to Transylvania, including to Transylva-

nian Romanians, as anything else. 

However, while Belgrade and Prague had only relatively weak minorities to deal with, 

the Hungarians of Transylvania were a different matter. Not only had they been the rulers of the 

province for centuries, and thus possessed the self-confidence of traditional legitimation, but in 

addition the community had markedly higher educational, cultural and economic standards than 

the Romanians. For the average Romanian from the Regat, a journey to Transylvania was (and to 

an extent still is) a cultural shock, because it looks and feels different; also an alien language is 

widely spoken there. It was a far more complex matter to subordinate this community to the 

norms of the Romanian state than the integration of the untutored peasants of the Vojvodina was 

for the Serbs. 

Against this background, the return of two-fifths of Transylvania by the Second Vienna 

Arbitration of 1940 was completely traumatising for Romanian opinion, and, for what it is worth, 

the new frontier was far less satisfactory from the ethnic standpoint than the one between Hun-

gary and the Slovak state drawn in the First Vienna Arbitration of 1938. The recovery of north-

ern Transylvania became a major war-aim for Romania and it influenced the Romanian elite in 

their acceptance of communism, in effect because the deal offered them by the Kremlin in 1945 

was either a reintegrated but communist Romania or a semi-democratic Romania without north-

ern Transylvania. The Romanians opted for the former. 

The coming of communism was more complex than this, however, and the role that the 

Hungarian minority played in that process influenced their treatment for the whole of the com-

munist period. In 1945-6, the leadership of the Hungarian minority came to the conclusion that 

Marxism was the most effective guarantor of their future as an ethnic community and threw their 

weight behind the communist takeover. It is generally agreed that the success of the communists 

depended on Hungarian support; non-communist Romanians have never forgotten this. 

On the other hand, Hungarian calculations went awry and the communist Romanian state 

was not prepared to provide the space in which a strong, self-confident minority could sustain its 

institutions and generate its own political norms and power. The aim of the Romanian party-state 



 602

was to whittle away the power amassed by the Hungarians and they were successful in this by 

the 1970s. 

Ceausescu's severely repressive policies had an impact on the entire population of the 

country, but the Hungarians felt that they were at a twofold disadvantage, in that they were re-

pressed in their ethnicity, as well as their civic identity. The late Ceausescu regime (1971-89) 

increasingly used the Hungarians as a propagandistic target and sought to bolster its own fading 

strength by relying on anti-Hungarian nationalism. The systematisation project of 1987-9, which 

sought to reduce the number of villages in Romania by half, was widely viewed by Hungarians 

as a measure directed against them, although it impacted as harshly on ethnic Romanians as well. 

The legacy of the Ceausescu yean, which created a deeply negative stereotype of Hungarians 

among Romanians, became a central part of the adjustment process in the politics of post-

communist Romania. 

After communism: the Hungarian perspective 

The Hungarian government when newly elected in 1990 was completely inexperienced 

and made a fair number of errors in handling the problem of the minorities in the successor 

states. It started from the assumption that the communists had shamefully neglected the national 

question and that Hungarian opinion was determined that historic wounds should be healed. In 

this context, the task of the new nationally minded government was to act as protector of the 

Hungarian nation, regardless of where its members lived, both morally and politically. As a mat-

ter of fact, neither assumption was correct. The communist government had, in fact, taken an in-

terest in the fate of the ethnic Hungarians, though it acted in a very low key fashion, and, second, 

Hungarian public opinion was not primarily concerned with righting the wrongs of Trianon. That 

was first and foremost an intellectual issue. 

An early statement by the new prime minister, Jozsef Antall, that he was the prime minis-

ter 'in spirit' of 15 million Hungarians was guaranteed to inflame suspicions that Hungary had 

political designs on its neighbours, that at the very least the Hungarian state would play an active 

role vis-a-vis the minorities and would thereby interfere in the internal affairs of the successor 

states.1 Another early statement that Hungary's defence policy would be that of all-round defence 

likewise did little to reassure them, despite repeated reassurances that Hungary would never seek 

to change frontiers by force. 

The difficulty with Hungary's policies was that sometimes the government and, to an 

even greater extent its nationalist supporters, failed to make a clear distinction between ethnicity 

and territory, thereby regularly creating the impression that it did, indeed, have an interest in the 

redrawing of the frontier. In an already heightened atmosphere of suspicion, where nationalism 

                                                 
1 Antall's statement was made on 13 August 1990, reported by MTI of that date 
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was used equally actively as a political resource in the successor states, the occasional statements 

that Hungary had no desire to change frontiers tended to be dismissed as disingenuous or as 

propaganda aimed at the West. Extreme nationalist publications like Szentkorona and Hunnia 

were constantly making such inflammatory calls, though they were marginal to the mainstream 

of Hungarian politics.1 In effect, internal Hungarian debates were seized upon the successor 

states as evidence of hostile Hungarian intentions. 

A word on the make-up of the ruling coalition is appropriate at this point. One can largely 

disregard as marginal the minor partners of the Hungarian Democratic Forum (MDF), the Small-

holders and the Christian Democrats. However, the MDF itself was a coalition, something that 

was far from usual under post-communist conditions. Its main elements were the national liber-

als, the Christian Democrats and the radical-nationalist populists. Antall himself belonged to the 

Christian Democrat tendency and had established a complete preeminence over the party. The 

national liberals were, on the other hand, rather weak and weakened further by the rising tide of 

impatience that propelled the populists into the foreground. 

Their leader was the writer and demagogue, Istvan Csurka, whose ability to touch on sen-

sitive nerves had gained him a considerable following, one that he was able to mobilise to take to 

the streets. Csurka's ideology was a vague but thoroughgoing radicalism. He believed that Hun-

gary had been 'robbed' of its revolution thanks to the peaceful transfer of power in 1989-90 and 

called for a complete redistribution of power. At the same time, he made emotional appeals in 

the name of the Hungarian nation and the national spirit and called for national unity as a way of 

overcoming the existing difficulties experienced by the country. His attitude to the question of 

the Hungarian minorities was more oblique than anything. He was not an explicit revisionist, 

demanding frontier changes, but in the atmosphere of suspicion, allusions and hints that he 

dropped could be understood as tantamount to that. One example of this was the interview that 

Csurka was reported as having given to the Zagreb paper Globus (26 February 1993), in which - 

according to the report-he said, 'I do not say that we do not have territorial claims and these are 

legitimate, vis-a-vis Baranja and Vojvodina', although he then added that because of Hungary's 

economic and military weakness it was unable to realise these claims.2 

Furthermore, by raising the temperature on the minorities ques~ tion, Csurka was looking 

to effect radical changes in Hungary itself, a clear instance of using the minorities problem with 

another aim in mind, something that spokesmen for the minorities themselves complained of re-

peatedly. On the other hand, within the MDF Csurka's position was not as strong as it had been 
                                                 
1 Indeed, the editor of Szentkorona, Laszlo Romhanyi, was sentenced on charges of incitement for his anti-Semitic and 
anti-Romanian articles, Hungarian Radio, 8 February 1993, BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, ЕЕ/1610 В/5 (U Feb-
ruary 1993). 
2 As reported by Hungarian Radio, 26 February 1993, BBC Summary of World Broadcasts EE/1627 B/l (3 March 
1993).  
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assumed. At the MDF Congress in January 1993, Csurka's support was shown to be limited and 

Antall was successful in repulsing the offensive that Csurka had launched the previous summer.1 

It should also be understood that Csurka may have had popular support on domestic so-

cial issues, but it was minimal on the question of the minorities. Indeed, there was more than a 

measure of fear and resentment of those members of the minorities who had resettled in Hungary 

and were regarded as parasites taking jobs from Hungarians. In terms of popular backing, a fairly 

widely offered guesstimates suggested that Csurka's support did not exceed 2-5 per cent of the 

vote and not all of these supporters could actually be mobilised to cast their votes. 

By 1993, however, the debate in Hungary on the Hungarians of the successor states had 

changed its quality.2 The initial basis of official Hungarian concern, democracy and human 

rights, was no longer felt to be adequate by nationalists in Budapest, who argued that the position 

of minorities was bad and deteriorating. Consequently, there was an undercurrent of opinion that 

preferred a much more active policy, possibly even going as far as advocating territorial revision, 

albeit through peaceful means. It should be stressed that this was not official policy, but there 

were no forthright official denials and Hungarian policy tended to be ambiguous. Towards the 

end of 1992, there were repeated rumours that among other policy options, the government was 

considering extending the rights of citizenship and voting to all ethnic Hungarians, regardless of 

where they lived. In a statement in Munich, Geza Entz, head of the Office for Hungarians 

Abroad, was reported as having said this and adding that he expected that the necessary frame-

work would be in place by the 1994 Hungarian elections.3 Any such moves would set off stento-

rian alarm bells in all the successor states. 

There was another aspect of this problem that the nationalists in the successor states pre-

ferred to ignore. The spectrum of debate in Hungary was wide, positions differed and these dif-

ferences were freely articulated in the press. However, nationalists outside Hungary ignored the 

fact that opinions expressed in a debate should be understood in that context and tended to at-

tribute a homogeneity to Hungarian opinion that was certainly misleading and distorted. Thus 

when official spokesmen said, as they regularly did, that Hungary had no territorial demands on 

any of its neighbours - the foreign minister, Geza Jeszenszky did this, for example, with respect 

to Romania in an interview with Romania Libera (22 February 1993)-this would be discounted 

                                                 
1 Edith Okay, 'Hungarian Democratic Forum opts for Centrist Policy', RFE/RL Research Report, vol.2, no.9 (26 
February 1993). 
2 A good illustration of diis was the softening of the attitude of die Defence Minister, Lajos Fur. In February 1992 he 
declared that the Hungarian government and parliament should do everything in their power using legal and diplo-
matic means to guarantee the survival of the minorities (MTI, 20 February 1992). A year later, he was giving re-
peated reassurances to Hungary's neighbours that the Hungarian state had no hostile intentions towards any of them 
and that the role of the country's armed forces was solely to protect the territorial integrity of the state. Hungarian 
Radio, 16 February 1993, BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, ЕЕ/1617 В/10 (19 February 1993). 
3 Hungarian Radio, 24 December 1992, BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, ЕЕ/1573 А2/1 (29 December 1992).  
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as disingenuous and deceptive tactics by the Hungarians. In many respects, the counter argu-

ments of the Hungarians deserved attention, that the atmosphere was so strained that regardless 

of what they said, there would always be somebody in the successor states ready to find some 

devious conspiracy in their public utterances. 

It should also be understood that in many respects one of the countries that would suffer 

directly from any territorial changes would be Hungary itself. While out-and-out nationalists 

might dream of returning to the pre-Trianon frontiers or at least to the Second World War fron-

tiers, analysis not based solely on ethnicity would show that Hungary would experience extreme 

difficulties in reintegrating any territories putatively ceded by any of the successor states. A 

worst-case scenario for Hungary would be if, hypothetically, Romania were to agree to return 

Transylvania. The problems of economic, political and social integration would be insurmount-

able and if this hypothetically enlarged Hungary wished to keep its democratic institutions, it 

would have to become a joint Hungarian and Romanian state, something that few people rel-

ished. Indeed, it has been suggested by Budapest wits that if Hungary's neighbours wanted to 

ruin Hungary for good, they should simply return all the Hungarian-inhabited areas to Budapest's 

jurisdiction. The result would be a disaster and many people in Hungary understood this explic-

itly or implicitly. 

A further aspect of Hungary's policies was the way that the small minorities in the coun-

try were dealt with. Under the communists, there was some element of using the minorities as a 

kind of alibi, of claiming that they were very well treated in order to show up the successor 

states. It was hard for the post-communist state to avoid a similar approach, but the formulation 

of a new draft law on the minorities, which was agreed in March 1993, was in part genuinely 

based on the principles of human and collective rights.1 

It took some time for the Hungarian government to formulate a defence doctrine and a 

defence policy based on it. This was put before parliament in March 1993 and firmly stated that 

the Hungarian republic had no predetermined enemies and that it looked to pan-European and 

regional cooperation as the most favoured framework within which problems could be solved. 

This would include the sensitive issues of ethnic minorities as well, which 'cannot be regarded as 

falling with the exclusive sphere of internal politics of the state involved' and should merefore 

'be resolved through active international cooperation'.2 Furthermore, 

                                                 
1 The draft was agreed by all the parliamentary parties and sent to the organisations of the minorities. It proposed self-
government for all the minorities, to be funded by the state; however, it was criticised as insufficient by the representa-
tives of the Gypsies (Roma). It was reported that there were 155 minority organisations representing thirteen different 
groups. Hungarian Radio, 9 March 1993, BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, EE/1634 B2 (11 March 1993) and ibid., 
12 March 1993, ibid., ЕЕ/1638 В/6 (16 March 1993). 
2 Quotations from Tomory Akos, Biztonsagpolitika: Hadparti mozgositas', Heti Vilaggazdasag, 27 February 1993. 
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Hungary rejected all thought of changes in the country's frontiers by force. The entire po-

litical spectrum in parliament supported this new defence concept. 

The country's difficulties did not end there, however. Hungary made it very evident that it 

wished to be integrated into NATO or at any rate receive some kind of Western security guaran-

tee. The west, for its part, made it equally clear, repeatedly, that it had no intention of doing any-

thing of the kind. This left Hungary with no alternative but to embark on a defence policy of its 

own, involving a modernisation and professionalisation of the armed forces and the frontier 

guard. Had Hungary existed in a vacuum, this might have had no repercussions, but in the over-

heated atmosphere of post-communism, those in the successor states who were in any case scep-

tical now grew more suspicious and could use Hungarian moves as a pretext for an armament 

programme of their own. There were certainly those in Hungary who wanted to construct a much 

stronger, much more nationalistically defined strategy, but for the time being the moderates held 

the line. Even so, some of the Hungarian opposition could be ranked among the sceptics and 

were concerned that the government could use its armed forces for domestic purposes, although 

there was no tradition of a politicised military in Hungary. 

The aim of the new defence doctrine was to establish and armed force of around 100,000 

men equipped with modern weapons and air defence system; many offensive weapons had al-

ready been scrapped under the CFE agreements and the process continued into 1992. Some units 

would be deployed as an airborne rapid reaction force, presumably under the impact of the war 

of Yugoslav succession, which alarmed the Hungarians because the country's southern frontier 

appeared completely open to incursions. The bombing of Bares, a small town on the border, by 

the Yugoslav airforce in October 1991, and especially the admission by the pilot that this had 

been a deliberate act on his part (though he was not necessarily carrying out higher orders) ex-

posed the weakness of the Hungarians for all to see. The problem was that the Soviet air defence 

system had been removed with the withdrawal of the Red Army in June 1991 and was not re-

placed until well into 1992. 

The rearming that the Hungarian government launched in 1992 was certainly regarded as 

alarming in the successor states. However, given Hungary's military weakness in the face of a 

deteriorating security situation (war of Yugoslav succession, division of Czechoslovakia, insta-

bility in Romania) and the lack of any evidence of Western readiness to give Hungary military 

support should this become necessary, Budapest argued that there was no alternative to rearming. 

Hungary and Serbia 

The most serious situation was to the south, where the war in Croatia in 1991 and the dis-

integration of Yugoslavia brought Hungary a host of new problems, notably the presence of 

around 100,000 refugees (unofficial estimate). While the Hungarian government was unequivo-
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cally more friendly towards Croatia (and Slovenia) than towards Serbia, the bulk of the Hungar-

ian minority lived in the last of the post-Yugoslav states. Serbian policy towards its Hungarian 

minority was one of impatience, but repression was sporadic and in early 1993, many of the in-

stitutions established by the minority still remained in being. 

Budapest was deeply concerned at the potential spill-over from the fighting. The way-

wardness and unpredictability of Serbia after 1991, the readiness of Serbian elites to use violence 

to gain territory and the rise of an extremist Serbian messianism were highly alarming for the 

Hungarians. This was made all the more acute by the relative inactivity of the West, not just in 

its refusal to intervene but by its general confusion about what to do in situations where one 

ethno-national group was using force to change both frontiers and the existing ethnic order by 

'ethnic cleansing'. In addition, there was a barely articulated concern that Western passivity in the 

face of Serbian aggression was sending a message to nationalists everywhere. The fear that eth-

nic cleansing could be applied against the Hungarian minorities was a real one and Hungary felt 

helpless to do anything about it other than through diplomacy. 

Indeed, the success of ethnic cleansing in Bosnia-Hercegovina undoubtedly created a 

precedent that was not lost on the Serbs with respect to Vojvodina. From the perspective of ex-

treme nation-lists, the Hungarian-inhabited areas represented a useful space where refugees from 

the south could be settled. Should ethnic cleansing begin in earnest in the Vojvodina, it was hard 

to see how any Hungarian government could stand aside, not least because Hungarian inactivity 

would create a precedent that would certainly be exploited in Slovakia and Romania. The result 

would certainly be hostilities, with the possibility of direct Serbian intervention in Hungary. The 

outcome of such a conflict was unclear. Belgrade gossip took the view the battle-hardened Ser-

bian army could be in Budapest in two days; Hungarian military planners felt that the Serbian 

army was in such disarray that the Hungarians would have no trouble in throwing them back. 

The Central European rumour mill was clearly busy on this question, indicating a good 

deal of unease in Hungary about Serbian intentions. Notably, it was suggested that in the event 

of a NATO intervention in former Yugoslavia, Serbian missiles would be fired at Hungary (Bu-

dapest was within range). In mid-February 1993 the Hungarian government felt forced to deny 

all knowledge of this scenario, but the implication was clear enough. Many in Hungary were 

quietly concerned whether the West would intervene should there be a Serbian attack on Hungar-

ian territory. The precedent of Kuwait suggested that perhaps it might and the existence of size-

able Western investment in Hungary would also be a factor pushing in this direction. On the 

other hand, the West's inactivity in the war of Yugoslav succession implied that the West would 

not intervene actively in Hungary either. 



 608

The reality of the situation in the Vojvodina was very contradictory. The Hungarian mi-

nority had actually benefited from the collapse of the hardline regime in 1988, because for the 

first time since the end of the war, it was able to begin constructing its own institutions. Associa-

tions were set up, the press was free of restrictions, the black spots in history, like the post-1945 

massacres of Hungarians by Serbian partisans, could be filled in and through the Democratic Al-

liance of the Hungarians in the Vojvodina (VMDK), the minority gained representation in the 

Serbian parliament. As against this, the atmosphere of uncertainty and fear was gaining rather 

than slackening as the overall situation in Serbian deteriorated. The Serbian paramilitaries, nota-

bly the ones owing allegiance to Vojislav Seselj, repeatedly threatened the Hungarians with re-

taliation for alleged disloyalty; in reality, their very presence in Serbia was offensive in the eyes 

of extremists. 

As in other post-communist countries, the ethnicisation of the state bore hard on the mi-

nority, in that virtually all legal, administrative and political instruments were in the hands of the 

majority, minority duties were strictly defined and exacted, but their rights were ignored and 

remedies were delayed. Military service by ethnic Hungarians in the Yugoslav armed forces, 

later the Serbian army, was a case in point. Hungarians felt that the war in Croatia was absolutely 

no concern of theirs and from a political and cultural position they were reluctant to be involved. 

The Serbian authorities, on the other hand, interpreted the situation solely from a legal perspec-

tive and insisted that, as citizens of Serbia, the ethnic Hungarians had the same obligations as 

everyone else. Hungarians complained that disproportionate numbers of them were called up 

(this could not be verified) and many of them deserted, going mostly to Hungary. Some Serbs 

deserted as well. 

Somewhere of the order of 50,000 ethnic Hungarians had fled from former Yugoslavia to 

Hungary, but a considerable proportion of these came from the areas of Croatia occupied by Ser-

bian paramilitaries in eastern Slavonia and Baranja. Around half were thought to be from the Vo-

jvodina, many of them of military age and escaping Serbian conscription. The resettlement of 

Serbian refugees from Bosnia and Croatia exacerbated a tense situation as many of the latter 

were looking for somewhere to live and regarded the houses of the minorities as a useful solu-

tion. The authorities either stood by or actively encouraged these illegal seizures of property. It 

should be noted here, however, that the smaller minorities in the Vojvodina - Croats, Slovaks, 

Ruthenians -suffered far more than the Hungarians. Indeed, the Slovak minority was thought to 

have been effectively liquidated through emigration.1 

                                                 
1 Hugh Poulton, 'Rising Ethnic Tension in the Vojvodina', RFE/RL ResearchReport, vol.1, no.50 (18 December 
1992). 
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The report by Tadeusz Mazowiecki, the rapporteur for the UN fact-finding mission, con-

firmed that the situation was very tense and the level of insecurity was high, but Mazowiecki, the 

respected former Polish prime minister, added that there had been no ethnic cleansing on the 

Bosnian model.1 There were other pinpricks, like the Serbian law that only Serbian language 

place names be used on the territory of the state, thereby theoretically obliging Hungarian-

speakers to pepper their conversation with Serbian terminology. Hungarian-language schooling 

was also reportedly under threat by the new law on education. 

At the same time, the organisation for the Hungarians, the VMDK, was able to strengthen 

its position in the Vojvodina parliament, as well as in the Serbian and in the Yugoslav assem-

blies, gathering up to 85 per cent of the vote of the minority. This gave it a clear legitimacy to 

speak in the name of the Hungarian community in Serbia and its strategy was to demand territo-

rial autonomy, presumably along the lines that the Serbs were demanding for the Krajina in 

Croatia. 

What saved the situation was that Serbia was far more closely involved with Bosnia-

Hercegovina and with Kosovo. As long as these two territorial objectives tied down Serbia's at-

tention, the Hungarians could be reasonably secure that hostile measures against them would be 

sporadic rather than systematic. In this ambiguous situation, the presence of ECSC monitors was 

a small step in die right direction, but Western leverage over Serbia was minimal. 

Hungary and Slovakia 

With respect to Slovakia, it was hard to avoid the conclusion that until the very end of 

1992 the Hungarian government completely failed to take the Slovaks seriously as a political 

factor and relied on its good relationship with the Czechoslovak government as its chief policy 

instrument. The fiasco over the Gabckovo-Nagymaros Barrage (GNB) shows this most clearly. 

Some background to this increasingly complex issue would be useful at this point. In 1977 the 

Hungarian and Czechoslovak governments signed a treaty to harness the Danube as a source of 

hydroelectric power by building a system of barrages between Bratislava and the Danube bend.  

The Danube flows through purely Slovak (formerly Czechslovak) territory for a few kilometres 

around Bratislava and then constitutes the international boundary between the two states until it 

becomes Hungarian. 

In Hungary the building of the GNB increasingly became a source of concern on envi-

ronmental and cost grounds; successive Hungarian governments prevaricated over what to do 

and then it was finally decided to abrogate the 1977 treaty unilaterally. The Slovaks, on the other 

hand, grew more and more interested in the GNB project and it gradually became a symbol of 

national pride. They were prepared to ignore the environmental arguments, though some Hun-

                                                 
1 Hungarian Radio, 27 January, BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, EE/1599 Cl/7 (29 January 1993) 
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garians suspected that the real reason behind this was that it would primarily be the Hungarian-

inhabited areas of Slovakia, the Zitny Ostrov (Csallokoz), that would suffer. This was hard to 

prove, but what is clear beyond any doubt was that the Hungarian government did not under-

stand that solid Slovak interests were behind the GNB. These interests were bureaucratic like the 

water lobby, which favoured the project because it would be able to expand its budgets, patron-

age and bureaucratic control-and material interests like the constructon lobby, which saw the 

scheme as an excellent opportunity to make money and extend its power. These interests would 

not be deflected by environmental arguments and the Czechoslovak federal government lacked 

the leverage to stop the Slovaks, particularly after 1989, when the disposition of forces in the 

Czechoslovak parliament favoured the blocking minorities that the Slovaks were always able to 

put together. Crucially, the Hungarians failed to see that once construction was begun, the pro-

ject would be irreversible. 

The GNB scheme was, therefore, programmed to be a major burden on Slovak-Hungrian 

relations from the moment of Slovak independence. It involved both legal and political issues, as 

well as economic ones and the two sides tended to switch to whichever line of argument suited 

their position the best. This was the situation in the early part of 1993, by which time the West 

was becoming involved. There was growing recognition within the EC that poor Slovak-

Hungarian relations would be a source of continuing instability in Central Europe and, under the 

impact of the war of Yugoslav succession, the West began to show a degree of concern that the 

GNB dispute should be settled through a compromise. There was pressure on both sides to 

achieve this.1  

The question of the minority in Slovakia, while not an appendage of the GNB, became 

entangled in it, as the Slovak government relied increasingly on the rhetoric of nationalism to 

bolster its position. Vladimir Meciar, the Slovak prime minister, categorically rejected any 

thought of collective rights for the minority and regarded cultural and/or territorial autonomy as 

the first step towards separatism. He repeatedly insisted that the deputies elected by the minority 

were not representative of minority opinion2 and refused to meet them. The members of the mi-

nority were also uneasy that a number of symbolic steps had been taken, which appeared to 

downgrade their status in the new state, notably in the refusal of the Meciar government to ap-

point an ethnic Hungarian as a deputy chairman of parliament, something that had been sanc-

tioned by many years of post-war tradition. 

                                                 
1 The GNB project is discussed in Karoly Okolicsanyi, 'Slovak-Hungarian Tension: Bratislava Diverts the Danube', 
RFE/RL Research Report, vol.1, no.49 (11 December 1992). 
2 The election coalition of Coexistence and the Hungarian Christian Democratic Movement together gained 76 per 
cent of the minority vote in the 1992 elections. 
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The language law, which gave the minority the right to use Hungarian in settlements 

where they constituted over 20 per cent of the population, was also thought to be in danger. Mi-

nor pinpricks, like the decision of the Slovak government to remove bilingual road-signs in the 

heavily Hungarian-inhabited districts of the Zitny Ostrov, were regarded as harbingers of much 

worse things to come. This was exacerbated by the disingenuous explanations offered for this by 

Slovak officialdom, namely that bilingual road-signs would confuse tourists, a point made by the 

Slovak foreign minister, Milan Knazko, among others. Equally, Slovaks argued that the fate of 

the Hungarian minority was linked with the treatment of the Slovak minority in Hungary and 

then pointed to the drop in the size of the latter. Quite apart from the intellectually dubious na-

ture of this linkage — the stability of Slovakia depended essentially on the internal relationship 

between the majority and the minority and not on an external condition-the degree of integration 

of Slovaks of Hungary was historically much more thoroughgoing than of the Hungarians of 

Slovakia. At the same time, and this irked the Hungarians as well, Slovak spokesmen insisted 

that their minority was well treated and that the democratic state of Slovakia was doing every-

thing to give the minority all the cultural rights that were appropriate. 

The attitude of the minority itself was also relevant, because their values and actions in-

fluenced the Slovaks, above all by providing a pretext for Slovak extremists to call for anti-

Hungarian measures. In essence, the attitude of the minority was that it had wanted to preserve 

the Czechoslovak framework, because it regarded Prague as the counterweight to the Slovaks; 

this made the Hungarians very suspect to Slovak nationalists, although they were doing no more 

than formulating their own interests. With the end of Czechoslovakia, the Hungarians were very 

apprehensive about their future as a community in the new state and made no bones about saying 

so. The leader of Coexistence, Miklos Duray, was in any event a deeply detested figure among 

Slovak nationalists because of his clear-cut defence of the minority in the communist as well as 

in the post-communist period. On the other hand, it should be clearly understood that there was 

no wish among the Hungarians of Slovakia to rejoin Hungary. They had lived in the same state 

as the Slovaks since 1918 -the interlude of 1938-45 only confirmed these attitudes - and had no 

wish to change. In a word, their commitment to the Slovak state was evident, but in exchange, 

they wanted that state to accept their political right to live as cultural Hungarians. This was the 

nub of the difficulty for Slovak nationalists. The proposition that Slovakia was simultaneously a 

state of Slovaks and Hungarians was completely unacceptable to them. 

Other aspects of Slovak politics were a further source of anxiety, because they tended to 

show a high degree of intolerance for dissent on the part of the Meciar government, which au-

gured badly for the mind-set needed to reach compromise on the ethnic question. Thus the deci-

sion within days of independence to clamp down on the media and the fate of the new university 
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at Trnava, though not linked in any way to the minority problem, were regarded as negative 

straws in the wind in that they affected the political atmosphere. 

The Meciar government, especially Meciar himself, insisted that the media paint a 'truth-

ful' picture of the country and took criticism very badly. It took control of the electronic media 

and also moved against some print journalists.1 The story of Trnava university was highly com-

plex, but the political essence of the crisis was that the Meciar government saw the new univer-

sity as a centre of opposition, as a place where the supporters of liberalism had found a hiding 

place and was, therefore, determined to prevent this, using legally dubious instruments where 

necessary.2 In a broad sense, these concerns were certainly justified. The only stable, long-term 

prospect for the minority lay in the evolution of a Slovak civil society prepared to accept the pre-

eminence of civic over ethnic values. A press free of state interference and the freedom of the 

academic sector were essential in this context. 

The economic prospects for the new Slovak state were widely regarded as poor and the 

temptation for an economically embattled Meciar government to use the minority as a means of 

deflecting popular dissatisfaction was evidently strong. In addition, there were doubts about the 

cohesiveness of the ruling Movement for a Democratic Slovakia and fear that in that event, Me-

ciar would use the Hungarian minority as a scapegoat for the ills of Slovakia and as a rallying 

call. 

On the other hand, it is worth emphasising that although many of the atmospheric factors 

and, indeed, some of the structural ones too were unfavourable, the Hungarian-Slovak relation-

ship was not hopeless. In particular, mediation between the two sides had distinct chances of eas-

ing the situation. This presumably helped to explain the remarkably high number of European 

organisations that were looking closely at the situation. 

Fortuitously Slovakia was renegotiating its association agreement with the EC - the one 

signed with Czechoslovakia had evidendy lapsed —and Brussels was insisting on the insertion of 

a clause protecting the rights of minorities. The Slovak government objected strongly to the in-

sertion of such provisions, as well as stipulations on the environment and the arms trade. They 

argued that special minority provisions would be superfluous, because minority rights were al-

ready protected in the Slovak constitution. This argument was completely unacceptable to the 

minority and did not go down too well with the EC either. 

Indeed, the Slovak government revealed its general distate for Western supervision in any 

form over its negotiations with the Council of Europe for admission as a separate member. Dur-

                                                 
1 Details in Jan Obrman, 'The Slovak Government versus the Media', RFE/RL Research Report, vol.2, no.6 (5 Feb-
ruary 1993). 
2 See Adele Kalniczky, 'Academic Freedom in Slovakia: the Case of Trnava University', RFE/RL Research Report, 
vol.2, no.ll (12 March 1993). 
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ing a visit to Strasbourg, the leader of the Hungarian Christian Democratic Movement Pal Csaky, 

submitted some documents oudining the Hungarian perspective on the situation. He was severely 

censured for this by the Morals and Ethics Committee of the Slovak parliament, on the grounds 

that Csiky had given a 'one-sided view' of the situation. In effect, the Slovak side was saying that 

there could be only one view, the Slovak one, a position that came very close to the mind-set of 

democratic centralism. 

The Secretary-General of the Council of Europe, Catherine Lalumiere, made it absolutely 

clear that the solution of the minority question was a precondition for admission to the Council. 

In addition, interest was also taken by the newly appointed High Commissioner on National Mi-

norities under the ECSC, who visited both Bratislava and Budapest in February 1993. Western 

interest in the issue was evidently prompted by fears of fall out and the impact of the Yugoslav 

situation, as well as a recognition that early intervention in the Slovak case would be far more 

effective than waiting for the problem to deteriorate. 

There was one further point in the Slovak-Hungarian relationship that, while generic to 

post-communism, seemed particularly acute, though it was not viewed in these terms by either 

party. This was the sheer inexperience of the Slovaks, which led them to make mistakes in their 

handling of their foreign policy. Furthermore, the relative ease of the transfer of power in Hun-

gary meant that a cadre of experienced officials could be retained, whereas Slovakia had a two-

fold burden to live with in this respect. The former communist officials were suspect and many 

of the Slovak foreign policy specialists opted to stay in Prague rather than go to Bratislava. 

The Hungarian foreign minister, on the other hand, had had well over two years to learn 

how to conduct a non-communist foreign policy, one that was not structured by the Warsaw Pact 

and Soviet interest, whereas the Slovaks had barely started. The well-publicised disagreements 

between Meciar and Kfiazko illustrated this most vividly. In effect, Meciar wanted to conduct 

his own foreign policy, but his foreign minister refused to accede to this during the early months 

of the Meciar government. This made Slovakia an unreliable and unpredictable negotiating part-

ner, something that all the other parties found disconcerting, if not actually irritating. 

Hungary and Romania 

The relationship between Hungary and Romania, though less tense in 1993 than before, 

was troubled. Hungarian opinion had welcomed the fall of Ceau§escu and expected a marked 

improvement in relations and in the treatment of the minority. These hopes were dashed with the 

attack on Hungarians in Tirgu Mure§ in March 1990. Since then, there has been an uneasy dia-

logue between the two governments, frequently punctuated by official and press polemics. On 

the other hand, in both states the military establishments have been careful to offer assurances 

that disputes would not be solved by force. 



 614

In particular, both the minority and opinion in Hungary were greatly perturbed by the 

avowedly anti-Hungarian attitudes and activities of the extreme nationalists in Vatra Romanea-

sca and the Greater Romania Party. The election of Gheorghe Funar as mayor of Cluj, where 20-

25 per cent of the population is Hungarian, and his announcement that public notices in Hungar-

ian would no longer be tolerated was emblematic of this state of affairs. However, it should be 

noted that the situation varied greatly from town to town in Transylvania and in Timifoara, for 

one, inter-ethnic relations were reasonably good. In the solidly Hungarian-inhabited Szekler 

countries, the situation was to some extent reversed, in that Romanians felt that they were in a 

minority and that their culture was neglected. 

Until the 1992 elections, the minority was in a most uncomfortable position, in that it was 

the largest opposition party in parliament, something it neither wanted nor whose tasks could it 

discharge. However, as one of the components of the Democratic Convention, the main opposi-

tion grouping to the National Salvation Front, the Hungarians were returned to parliament in 

1992, but were only one element in the opposition, which eased their exposed position some-

what. 

The elections demonstrated both the light and shade in the Romanian situation. The fact 

that the Democratic Convention was able to gather a fifth of the votes indicated that the begin-

nings of a civil society in Romania, one that would be prepared to talk to the Hungarians, were 

discernible, indeed, the organisation of the Hungarians, the Hungarian Democratic Federation of 

Romania (HDFR), campaigned in an election coalition with the Convention. On the other hand, 

the elections also returned the Greater Romania Party (3.85 per cent) and the Party of Romanian 

National Unity (7.7 per cent), Gheorghe Funar's party, as well as the Socialist Labour party (3 

per cent), the last being a chauvino-communist grouping. All three were strongly nationalist and 

anti-Hungarian; together they came to constitute a nationalist bloc in the parliament and Ilescu's 

Democratic National Salvation Front tended to rely on this bloc for support.1 

Romanian attitudes towards the minority varied considerably. By and large, it was not a 

salient issue in the Regat, although any potential threat to the country's territorial integrity would 

be treated seriously. But in Transylvania, where the proportion of Romanians to Hungarians was 

5:2, the question was paramount. Large sections of the Romanian population were genuinely 

convinced that the minority was a disaffected element working to dismember the province. The 

votes for the extreme nationalist parties reflected this. 

Underlying this fear were a number of theoretical factors. The history of the Romanian 

national ideology was evidently one of these and the drive for the reunification, as the Romani-

                                                 
1 Details of Michael Shafir, 'Romania's Elections: More Change than Meets the Eye', RFE/RL Research Report, 
vol.1, no.44 (6 November 1992). 
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ans put it, of three Romanian lands was a very powerful motive in the nation's modern history. 

The establishment of Greater Romania in 1918 was more than just the acquisition of territory, it 

was also a deeply felt symbolic act. Consequently, the loss of northern Transylvania in 1940 was 

felt as a devastating blow. This helped to explain the high profile significance given to the terri-

torial issue by all Romanian nationalists, moderates and extremists alike. The historical experi-

ence of the creation of Greater Romania and of its traumatising quality has already been men-

tioned; also relevant in this connection is the weakness in Romanian perceptions of the distinc-

tion between citizenship and nationhood. For many Romanians, the thought that some citizens of 

Romania may not be ethnic Romanians is strange or even scandalous, an anomaly that must be 

corrected. 

Indeed, the sanctity of Romanian territory has acquired a near-obsessive quality and the 

merest whisper that something might be amiss in this department is enough to send many Roma-

nians into a frenzy. This has important results for the way in which the minority is perceived. 

Virtually regardless of the content of minority demands, the Romanian response is inclined to be 

negative and to suspect the worst of the Hungarians. 

This mindset was greatly exacerbated by the propaganda of the late Ceausescu period, 

which liked to use the minority as a scapegoat for any shortcomings in the country and as a way 

of drumming up support. The underlying argument was that as outsiders, the ethnic Hungarians 

were never loyal to the Romanian nation-state and were looking for the first opportunity to dis-

member it yet again. Propaganda of this kind found fertile soil among the largely first generation 

ethnic Romanian working class that moved into Transylvanian towns from the 1960s onwards. 

Their integration into urban modes encountered the immediate obstacle that the towns 

were heavily Hungarian for historical reasons, with the result that urbanisation came to be re-

garded as a kind of nationalist obstacle course, the aim of which was to defeat the Hungarians by 

excluding them from towns. The competition for jobs, status and power similarly came to be 

structured by ethnic considerations. This contest has made much of the newly urbanised Roma-

nian population and the newly elevated intelligentsia in Transylvania highly sensitive to articula-

tions of the Hungarian culture, which were felt to be deeply threatening, because their newly ac-

quired urban Romanian identity was structured in a very homogenising fashion. This is the con-

stituency to which the ultra-nationalist parties address their appeal. Furthermore, because this 

appeal resonates in the affective dimension of the Romanian consciousness, moderate Romani-

ans find it difficult to adopt a more conciliatory position towards the minority for fear that they 

would be outflanked and dismissed as traitors to the nation. This last proposition makes the 

achievement of the Democratic Convention all the more remarkable. 
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To the above should be added the general lacunae of post-communist politics the weak-

ness of institutions, the lack of trust, the atomisation, the propensity to ideologise all interactions 

and the high level of suspicion in the competition for power. For a section of the Romanian elite, 

consequently, all Hungarians are by definition dubious elements imbued with the aim of under-

mining the Romanian state and defiling its otherwise innate purity. The anthropological perspec-

tive is clearly helpful in this context, in as much as the ethnic cleavage between the two groups 

has acquired very strong affective overtones and has made the crossing of these symbolic 

boundaries extremely difficult if not actually impossible. In simple terms, effective communica-

tion between the two communities is fraught with problems of deep level misunderstandings, 

which both sides tend to perceive as having been generated by ill-will. The demands of purity 

eliminate the potential for dialogue as the space where such a dialogue might take place has been 

filled. 

For their part, the Hungarians were not interested in redrawing frontiers and were content 

to live in Romania, but not on the terms they were being offered by the Romanian majority. 

When translated into the perspectives of the minority, the terms of coexistence were rather poor - 

second class citizenship, being the permanent target of Romanians suspicions and resentments, 

being expected to shoulder the duties of citizenship but without any of the countervailing rights 

and, at the end of the day, being denied the right to self-reproduction as a collectivity. While the 

Romanian state and its spokesmen repeatedly denied that assimilation was the aim of Romanian 

policy towards the minority, the terms of coexistence could, in fact, be interpreted in this way. 

The Romanian constitution was expressly unitaristic, drawing on a Jacobin tradition, with 

the Hungarians having been relegated to minority status rather narrowly defined. Added to this, 

it was often difficult to validate the rights that Hungarians thought they did have. The failure of 

the Bucharest government to intervene in Cluj after Funar had banned Hungarian-language mate-

rial being displayed in public was a case in point. Another was the prevarication of the Romanian 

authorities over the setting up of a separate Hungarian-language university which was regarded 

as tantamount to rejection of this request, although on demographic grounds the approximately 2 

million Hungarians could easily support such a tertiary level educational institution. The dis-

missal of the ethnic Hungarian prefects in the overwhelmingly Hungarian-inhabited Szeklerland, 

the counties of Covasna and Harghita, and their replacement by ethnic Romanians in July 1992 

was immediately interpreted by Hungarians as a direct assault on their rights. The atmosphere of 

tension and suspicion generated a corresponding attitude on the part of the minority. The 

c.700,000 Hungarians of the Szeklerland were in any case in the different position to the Hun-

garians of other areas in that their contacts with the Romanian majority were far weaker, often to 
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the extent of barely knowing Romanian. The ground for polarisation was consequently more fer-

tile. 

It should also be understood that the minority was not a compact, homogeneous bloc in 

political terms, but was divided into a variety of currents. The variety was not determined solely 

by attitudes to the majority, but by general philosophical convictions. This variety had been rec-

ognised and the HDFR formally accepted that different platforms could exist within it. At the 

same time, continuous tension had left its mark on the minority and there was distinct evidence 

of polarisation and radicalisation among some of their members. At the Congress of HDFR in 

January 1993 demands for territorial autonomy were made but not endorsed, indicating that the 

leadership remained in the hands of the moderates anxious to avoid all-out confrontation with the 

Romanians. All the same, the very word autonomy was like a red rag to a bull and fed the obses-

sions of the Romanian extremists who would not or could not see the distinction between territo-

rial autonomy and cultural autonomy.1 Indeed, President Iliescu quite explicidy stated on the 23 

February 1993 that ethnic autonomy on a territorial basis was unconstitutional. 

In broad terms, regardless of the more hardline statements of some Hungarians, notably 

Bishop Laszlo Tokes who spoke of 'ethnic cleansing' being carried out in Romania, the positions 

of the minority had undoubtedly improved since the fall of Ceau§escu. They were now able to 

establish their own institutions, like newspapers and associations; in the HDFR they had an or-

ganisation to protect their interests; and they could increase their economic power through op-

portunities provided by the economic reform. Finally, in their attitudes to the Hungarian state the 

Hungarians of Romania were less than positive. They tended to distrust Hungary and sometimes 

actively to dislike it. Many of them felt strangers, indeed foreigners there and resented what they 

regarded as ignorant and clumsy intervention by Hungarian politicians in their affairs. Above all, 

they roundly condemned those like Csurka who as far as they were concerned were trying to use 

the minority problem for their own ends, to solve questions that had nothing to do with the mi-

nority itself, like the distribution of power in Hungary. Overall, the attitude of the minority to-

wards the Romanian state was contradictory. The Hungarians accepted it and were fully prepared 

to live with it; they regarded Romania as their homeland. On the other hand, they wanted a Ro-

mania that did not as yet exist, one that was tolerant of their demands and made the distinction 

between citizenship and nationhood. The problem for the minority was that it was neither appro-

priate nor possible for the Hungarians to bring such a Romanian civil society into being; that was 

something that the Romanians themselves would have to do. 

                                                 
1 Michael Shafir, 'The HDFR Congress: Confrontations Postponed', RFE/RL Research Report, vol.2, no.9 (26 Feb-
ruary 1993) 
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As far as the Hungarian state itself was concerned, officialdom in particular was very 

cautious towards Romania. The initial mistakes of 1990 -the constant harping on the minority 

question by the government - were fewer, though they had not disappeared entirely. The foreign 

policy establishment did what it could to find a modus vivendi with Romania, though not with 

any signal success. The bilateral treaty between the two states had not been signed by the spring 

of 1993, although it was about three quarters completed; the obstacles involved in the remaining 

quarter turned on issues of minority protection and the inviolability of the frontiers. Likewise, 

the Hungarian ministry of defence was very anxious to avoid confrontation with Romania, some-

thing that was reciprocated by its Romanian counterpart. On the whole, despite press polemics - 

there was special concern in Romania about Hungary's military doctrine and the rearmament 

programme - both sides understood that it was not in their interest to allow any escalation of ten-

sions. 

The west was nothing like as deeply involved in the Hungarian-Romanian relationship as 

it was with Slovakia. Nevertheless, the general principles deduced from the Yugoslav crisis, that 

minority problems could not be allowed to fester and that the West could and should take steps 

to preempt any deterioration, was applied to Romania as well. In their negotiations with the EC, 

the Romanians found themselves pressed to include a clause on the protection of minority rights 

and admission to the Council of Europe was made conditional on a satisfactory solution to the 

issue. However, the West's leverage in Romania was smaller than in Slovakia and the Romanians 

were unquestionably more sensitive on the issue. The existence of a sizeable section of the elite 

which was actively hostile to Europe made it easier to reject such demands and, conversely, 

harder for those who wanted a settlement for the minority problem. 

There was a marked instability in the central Danubian area thanks to the unsettled rela-

tionship between Hungary and its neighbours, between the successor states and their Hungarian 

minorities and between these minorities and the Hungarian state. This instability was structural 

and would undoubtedly persist until genuine democracy took root in all the countries concerned 

and a civil society, ready to engage in dialogue with the minority, was rooted throughout the 

area. In the interim, given the existence of politically unsophisticated populations, many of them 

ready to accept simple, demagogic solutions, together with politicians ready to exploit national-

ism as an easy resource, conflict would continue. 

The West's passivity over Yugoslavia evidently encouraged nationalists and authoritar-

ians elsewhere in the belief that their solutions by force would be condoned. In particular, the 

weak acceptance of ethnic cleansing by the West served as a precedent that others were studying 

with care. In this respect, a firmer line from the West and reiterated insistence that it would not 

recognise authoritarian solutions would unquestionably help to stiffen the resolve of democrats 
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in the area and to deligitimate authoritarianism. The steps taken by various Western organisa-

tions to involve themselves in the relationship between Hungary and Slovakia were undoubtedly 

initiatives in the right direction. Even if they failed to achieve all their stated objectives, they 

would demonstrate to all the parties concerned that the minorities' question was viewed through 

new spectacles in Europe, that a majority could not oppress a minority without this being noticed 

and that ethnic issues nowadays were recognised as having something of an international dimen-

sion. The problem was that what might work in the case of Hungary and Slovakia, and even that 

was not automatic, could in no sense be transferred in the same way to other relationships. The 

principles might be identical, but the modalities would differ. 

The West also had a role vis-a-vis Hungary, both in offering reassurances and promoting 

the level of security in the region and, at the same time, in making it quite clear to the Hungarian 

government that the distinction between citizenship and ethnicity was a real one and must be ad-

hered to when policies towards the Hungarians of the successor states were formulated. It would 

be too much to expect that the Hungarian state should abandon its role towards the ethnic Hun-

garians entirely - after all, Ireland plays such a role towards Ulster and Austria towards the South 

Tyrol — but the issue is far more sensitive. On the whole, the impression created was that offi-

cial Hungarian policy was more cautious than the extremes of debate, but Western influence 

could be used to moderate these extremes. 

All the actors in this situation had a role to play and their interactions could, and often 

did, complicate an already complex and politically charged scene. In particular, the vexed ques-

tion of autonomy and its different definitions had considerable potential to envenom relations. 

Autonomy can be defined as existing at three levels - individual, cultural and territorial - and dif-

ferent distributions of power flow from whichever level one stresses. The majorities in the suc-

cessor states tended to argue that individual autonomy, the rights of citizenship, were generally 

sufficient for minorities and that the state would act as the guarantor of these rights, but minori-

ties responded that individual rights did nothing for the collective reproduction of communities, 

above all because they saw the state as having been ethnicised in favour of the majority. The 

lives of communities as communities could only be secured by legal and political instruments 

that the majority had to come to accept as the norm. 

Both territorial and cultural autonomy raise serious problems in the eyes of the majorities 

in the successor states, because they see the very word autonomy as the first step towards seces-

sion. There are historical precedents that can be cited to justify this approach, but the true expla-

nation certainly lies elsewhere, in the deep-level anxieties of post-communism, about the nature 

of power and the weakness of institutions that might frame this power. The result is often enough 
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a reluctance to treat problems with even a minimum of goodwill and an approach that assumes 

the worst. 

In fact, territorial autonomy is probably a concept that is increasingly outdated. In mod-

ern states, with high levels of social mobility, ring-fencing a particular territory for the security 

of the ethnic group that lives there is likely to be counterproductive because it diminishes the 

choices and life chances of members of the minority; it creates minorities within minorities; it 

leaves without protection those members of the minority who live outside the main area of set-

tlement; and it intensifies majority suspicions. On the other hand, one can understand the fears of 

a minority that has long felt under pressure and feels that its rights will only be protected against 

an ethnicised state by this kind of territorial arrangement. 

The ultimate solution lies in the development of citizenship in contradistinction to ethnic-

ity. Currently, under post-communism, there is very strong propensity to regard all rights and 

duties within the state as deriving from the ethnic dimension of nationhood and to ignore or 

downgrade citizenship. This inevitably discriminates against those who are not members of the 

majority and will tend to promote friction, it will lower the value of citizenship in the eyes of the 

minority and could lead to far-reaching disaffection. But the shift from ethnicity to citizenship 

will not be an easy one, because the fears to the majority will first have to be dispelled and mi-

nority demands, however reasonable they may look from outside, have the contrary result. 

Various devices, like repeated assurances from the minority, in the context of the Hun-

garians also from Hungary and above all from the West, with certainly be helpful. The inviola-

bility of the territorial integrity of all the states involved is essential m promoting a favourable 

atmosphere. In this connection, the events in former Yugoslavia, with the threat of changing 

frontiers and ethnic cleansing, are a source of fear for all the parties, for majorities as well as mi-

norities, precisely because the existing order .under threat   What can be imposed on the Muslims 

of Bosma-Hercegovina, who did after all constitute the largest single ethno-national community 

in the republic can also become the fate of any other nation, or so it is feared. The role of the 

West in providing reassurances in this respect is crucial but an acceptable Eon to the Bosnian 

crisis would be even better. Ultimately only a stable democratic order in all the Danubian states 

will successfully guarantee long term stability. 

[Schoepflin, G. Nations, Identity, Power: The New Politics of Europe (London: Hurst and Com-

pany, 2002), Ch. 24-25: 370-409] 
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Universal Thought, Eastern Facts: Scrutinizing National Minority Rights in Romania 

It is to a certain extent surprising for me—a researcher who is geographically removed 

from the Western academic world—to discover that a scholar like Will Kymlicka is sceptical 

about the application of the instruments of his own discipline to Eastern Europe. According to 

Kymlicka, the limitations are apparent in Western political theory and in the challenges posed by 

Eastern Europe. When Kymlicka states that, 'Western political theory may have relatively little 

to offer to people in [Eastern European countries] struggling with the sorts of ethnic conflict dis-

cussed in this book', he implicitly separates Western reality from the state of affairs in Eastern 

Europe, and Western thought from the concepts by which Eastern European peoples are sup-

posed to manage their ethnocultural diversity. Does such a separation match the facts? 

The generic West that Kymlicka has in mind is itself extremely diverse in the way it 

deals with ethnocultural diversity. Kymlicka himself notes that there is an important difference 

between Canadian and Austrian or German policies towards the communities of immigrants that 

have entered these countries during the last decades. There is an equally significant difference 

between the manner in which France and the Scandinavian countries deal with the nature and 

meaning of a 'national minority'. But is this not also true of Hungary, Romania, and the Federal 

Republic of Yugoslavia? Do Croatia and the Baltic countries face the same issues? Is the gap 

separating the Czech Republic from Portugal wider than that dividing the former from its 

neighbour Slovakia? I think not. I doubt even more that we can speak of distinct Western and 

Eastern European concepts and doctrines for the management of ethnocultural diversity. I will 

look at the examples offered by Will Kymlicka from a different perspective. My underlying 

premises are: 

1. There are universal ethical values, just as there are universal human rights, and the former are 

the fundamental reference point for solving the problems of minority issues. 

2. The main questions facing today's Western and, to a greater extent, Eastern European socie-

ties do not arise from different histories but, mainly, from the necessity to face modernity. 

3. The focus on modernity is even more crucial when we deal not with the internal dynamics of 

these societies, but with their inter-connectedness in a global society.1 

4. A society is first and foremost a functional system, the task of which is to identify and solve 

the problems of its members. 

These four premises are in themselves controversial. I agree, though, with Richard Falk, 

who states that 'virtually any cultural heritage is rich enough that it can, under some circum-

                                                 
1 I have in mind a global society that has gone beyond the interaction of traditional political actors, that is, states. 
Gordon Christenson's 'world civil society' is a symptom of this new development. See Gordon Christenson, 'World 
Civil Society and the International Rule of Law', Human Rights Quarterly, 19/4, November 1997. 
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stances, make inspirational contributions to the struggle for human rights, democracy and social 

justice.'1 I would simply add that this is equally true in the struggle for minority rights. 

Romania's Multicultural Diversity 

Romania's 1992 census recorded sixteen national minorities whose populations ranged 

from 1,620,199 Hungarians to just 2,023 Armenians. The total population of Romania was 

22,760,449.2 

Ethnic diversity in Romania is enormously complex. Fourteen small minorities are inte-

grated into the majority population and are thus beyond the tensions that 'nationality' can invoke. 

With the exception of the German and the Jewish traditions, their contribution to the country's 

multicultural make-up is peripheral. 

The Roma minority raises serious social problems. Their level of education and standard 

of living are considerably below the average. Discrimination against the Roma is acute: Roma 

have the lowest sympathy index' among the rest of the population. 

The Romanian Hungarians are a political challenge typical to many other countries. 

Transylvania, the region where the greatest part of the Hungarian minority is situated, was for a 

long time an autonomous principality, which subsequently became a part of the Hungarian 

Kingdom within the Austro-Hungarian Empire. In 1918, Transylvania became a part of Great 

Romania. Today, Hungary is Romania's neighbour at the Transylvanian border. Although the 

Hungarians are living in a compact community in the centre of the country—the Harghita and 

Covasna counties—rather than near the border, the possibility of Transylvania becoming a Hun-

garian province is a constant theme in the Romanian collective imagination. The situation where 

a powerful community has become a minority after the borders were redrawn, and which fur-

thermore inhabits a region neighbouring its ethnic 'mother-state', is not uncommon. Italy, Slova-

kia, and Finland, to name just a few European countries, provide similar examples. 

The Exercise of Majority Rule and the Struggle for Political Legitimacy 

The manner in which Eastern European countries have treated the problem of national 

and religious minorities after 1989 was aptly captured by Adam Michnik's well-known phrase: 

'Nationalism is the continuation of communism'. Before the fall of Communist regimes, nation-
                                                 
1 Richard Falk, 'Cultural Foundations for the International Protection of Human Rights', in Abdullahi Ahmed An-
Na'im, ed., Human Rights in Cross-Cultural Perspectives (University of Pennsylvania Press, 1995) 54. 
2 The 1992 census indicated 1,620,199 Hungarians; 409,723 Roma (Gypsies); 119,436 Germans; 66,833 Ukraini-
ans; 36,688 Russian-Lippovans; 29,533 Turks; 29,080 Serbs; 24,649 Tatars; 20,672 Slovaks; 9,953 Bulgarians; 
9,107 Jews; 5,800 Czechs; 4,247 Poles; 4,180 Croatians; 3,897 Greeks; and 2,023 Armenians. Other persons de-
clared that they belonged to the Carashovans (2,775) and the Changos (2,165). The census figure for the Roma does 
not reflect the actual size of this minority. Roma organizations offer different figures, most of them somewhere be-
tween 1 and 2 million. Also, see E. Pons, Les Tsiganes en Roumanie: des citoyens a part entiere? (L'Hartmann, 
1995). Pons refers to some 2.5 million Roma. A useful synthesis of the Romanian minorities is to be found in 
Renate Weber, 'The Protection of National Minorities in Romania: A Matter of Political Will and Wisdom', in Jerzy 
Krantz, ed., (in co-operation with Herbert Kupper) Law and Practice of Central European Countries in the Field of 
National Minorities Protection after 1989 (Warsaw: Center for International Relations, 1998) 199-269. 
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alities legislation and the status of ethnic minorities in these countries presented a patchwork of 

diversity. One can hardly compare Poland, where the Germans were not allowed to use their na-

tional language, to Romania, where Hungarians enjoyed higher education in their own language. 

Similarly, it is impossible to draw parallels at that time between the complex association of eth-

noreligious groups in the former Yugoslavia and Hungarian policies. 

In all of these countries the end of Communism brought the beginning of a desperate bat-

tle by the old elites for political survival. Nationalism was the only ideology left intact. Never-

theless, as Michnik himself noticed, the nationalist doctrines confronting democracy did not have 

the same content, amplitude, and consequences throughout Central and Eastern Europe.1 Nation-

alism led to civil war and bloody secession in the former Yugoslavia. It triggered the peaceful 

dismembering of Czechoslovakia. It marginalized Romania in the process of European integra-

tion. It posed problems in the definition of statehood and citizenship in the Baltic countries and 

influenced political life in Bulgaria. But it affected Poland only a little and barely touched Hun-

gary. In this sense, although Michnik's phrase remains generally true, it is relevant to only some 

of the countries in the region. Romania is one of them. 

Nationalism as a form of political legitimization belongs to a wider concept defined by 

Jon Elster as 'majority rule'.2 In a 1993 paper dealing with the possible conflict between majority 

rule and individual rights in post-communist Eastern Europe, he remarked: 'To exaggerate 

somewhat, there has been a shift from the despotism of the Party to the despotism of majority, 

both inimical to the protection of minority rights.'3 Elster was referring to a number of develop-

ments: the attempt of the parliamentary majority to remain a majority by manipulating electoral 

mechanisms; the state appealing to the passion of amour-propre; confiscatory measures against 

property owners; and majorities acting under sudden impulses and momentary passions— 'the 

turbulence and follies of democracy'. While this is part of the story, in Romania there was more 

to it. The mentality discerned in the abuse of national minorities by majority rule—as part of the 

struggle for political legitimacy—fed upon the national-Communist legacy. And national-

Communism in turn had amply benefited from the Romanian cultural traditions of the end of the 

nineteenth and first half of the twentieth centuries, when nationalist discourse was pervasive. A 

demagogically impregnated political imagination, which was easy for the actors vying for politi-

cal power and influence to manipulate, was quickly restored. 

The Victory of Nationalism in Romania: 1992-6 

                                                 
1 George Carpat-Foche, 'De la communism la nationalism' 22 magazine, 3, January 24-31, 1992. 
2 Jon Elster, 'Majority Rule and Individual Rights', in Stephen Shute and Susan Hurley, eds., On Human Rights: The 
Oxford Amnesty Letters 1993 (Basic Books, 1993) 175-217.  
3 Ibid., 176. 
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Romania adopted a new Constitution in December 1991. Some of its articles, and espe-

cially those referring to the nature of the Romanian state, were the subject of serious parliamen-

tary debate. Two articles in particular—Article 1 (1) and Article 4 (1)—expressed a clear nation-

alistic approach.1 But this approach does not actually support the assimilation of ethnic minori-

ties, as demonstrated by several constitutional provisions.2 These suggest not only that the Ro-

manian Constitution does recognize national minorities, but also that it accepts special measures 

to strengthen and affirm their identities. Nevertheless, this is only one side of the coin. The other 

is that the nationalist ideology managed to affect negatively some formal provisions of of Roma-

nian law before 1990, in addition to some fundamental rights and freedoms. 

Meanwhile, the nationalist and extremist forces had consolidated their positions. The Oc-

tober 1992 elections brought four parties to power. The winner, the Party of Social-Democracy 

in Romania (PDSR), formed a coalition with the Party for National Unity in Romania (PUNR), 

the Great Romania Party (PRM) and the former Communists (PSM). At least two of these 

groups can be labelled hyper-nationalist, in John Mearsheimer's definition of the word.9 These 

developments have been the subject of several papers and studies by Western scholars concerned 

with the region's stability.3 

The birth of extremist parties is inseparable from the insanely aggressive mass-media 

campaign that started in 1990. Racist, xenophobic, chauvinistic, and anti-European propaganda 

was used on a large scale. The scapegoats were predominantly the country's main minorities—

the Hungarians and the Roma. The new members of the governmental coalition managed to pass 

a new Education Law in 1995 that substantially reduced the linguistic rights of the national mi-

norities. 

The hyper-nationalism associated with the country's governance suggests that during the 

1992-6 period Romania confronted an 'ethnocratic' problem. Important institutions of the Roma-

nian state, such as the Supreme Council of National Defence and the Romanian Intelligence Ser-

                                                 
1 Article 1 (1) defined the state as follows: 'Romania is a sovereign, independent, unitary and indivisible national 
state.' Article 4 (1) says: 'The state foundation is laid on the unity of the Romanian people.' 
2 For example, Article 6 (1) states that: 'The State recognises and guarantees the right of persons belonging to na-
tional minorities to the preservation, development and expression of their ethnic, cultural, linguistic and religious 
identity'. Article 15 (1) says that: 'All citizens enjoy the rights and freedoms granted to them by the Constitution and 
other laws and have the duties laid down thereby'. And Article 59 (2) states that: 'Organizations of citizens belong-
ing to national minorities, which fail to obtain the number of votes for representation in Parliament, have the right to 
one Deputy seat each, under the terms of the electoral law.' 
3 For example, 'Projet de Rapport Special—Roumanie: une transition inachevee' (Commission des Affaires Civiles, 
Assemblee de l'Atlantique du Nord, May 1992, AJ 75, CC (92) 5); Stephan Iwan Griffiths, Nationalism and Ethnic 
Conflict: Threats to European Security (SIPRI Research Report, OUP, 1993) especially 23; Dominique Rosenberg, 
Les minorites nationales et le defi de la securite en Europe, Travaux de Recherche no. 21 (Institut de Nations Unies, 
New York, 1993) especially 17; Michael E. Brown, 'Causes and Implications of Ethnic Conflict', in Michael E. 
Brown, ed., Ethnic Conflict and International Security (Princeton University Press, 1993) especially 3; Lothar 
Ruehl, 'European Security and NATO's Eastward Expansion', in Aussenpolitik, 45/2, 1994, especially 119; and 
Hans-Joachim Hoppe, 'The Situation in Central and Southeast European Countries', in Aussenpolitik, 45/2, 1994, 
especially 143. 
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vice, displayed nationalistic tendencies in their activities. It is apparent that these organizations 

were constantly under pressure from political actors of the extremist-nationalist orientation. 

The situation became particularly serious in relations with the Hungarian minority. After 

1989 the Hungarian minority had its own form of political representation, positively sanctioned 

by the whole community: the Democratic Union of Hungarians in Romania— DAHR, known by 

the Hungarian acronym UDMR. The DAHR's draft laws and programmes were built on the no-

tions of internal self-determination and a system of autonomy.1 The Hungarian community's ef-

forts to get their draft laws adopted failed. Moreover, not only did the Parliament refuse to con-

sider the proposals for self-government and autonomy. Instead it adopted a new law, the previ-

ously mentioned Education Law, that was obviously targeted against the Hungarians in so far as 

it eliminated the previous provision for taking exams in the mother tongue and restricted the 

range of Hungarian university training. It thereby dissolved one of the most important assets for 

defining the Hungarian identity.  

The Romanian-Hungarian Reconciliation 

The worsening of inter-ethnic relations in Romania was reversed after the 1996 elections. 

The DAHR was invited to join the winning coalition of the Democratic Convention and the De-

mocratic Party. Romanian authorities enhanced the standards for the special protection of na-

tional minorities. Concomitantly, Romanian extremist groups—be they cultural or political—

were pushed to the periphery of public life. In May and June 1997, the government adopted new 

legal norms in the most sensitive area—use of the mother tongue in administration and educa-

tion.12 At the same time, Romania signed new international documents that have positively af-

fected the status of national minorities.2 

As a result of those developments, the Hungarian minority implicitly agreed to give up its 

own solution for self-protection—the system of internal self-determination and autonomy—

which does not accord with the Romanian constitutional framework. The pragmatic wing of the 

DAHR realized that some objectives are, at least for the time being, unrealizable. A constitu-

tional change involves securing at least two-thirds of the parliamentary votes and compliance 

with an intricate procedure. Under the current circumstances this is impossible to achieve and, 

given the fragility of democracy in Romania, it would probably also be wrong. Fortunately, the 

political leaders who accepted the compromise understood the limits of negotiations. 

The political class that accepted new standards for minority protection in Romania's post-

1996 political life did so, sometimes against their personal beliefs, in order to comply with the 

                                                 
1 See Gabriel Andreescu and Renate Weber, The Evolution of the DAHR Conception on the Rights of the Hungarian 
Minority (Bucharest: Center for Human Rights, 1995). 
2 See Renate Weber, 'Romania si drepturile omului: standarde interne, standarde internationale (I)', Revista romana 
de drepturile omului 13, 1996, 27-38. 
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new political environment. NATO and the EU regarded the resolution of minority problems as a 

compulsory criterion for integration. The will to integrate overcame the reluctance of the politi-

cal class to turn Romania into a multicultural society.1 Moreover, the situation of the Hungarian 

minority in Romania is also an issue for regional stability. The Hungarian state took upon itself 

in its Constitution the task of taking care of the Hungarians outside its borders. All Hungarian 

governments after 1990 placed the support of Hungarian nationals in Romania and Slovakia on 

their agendas. Max van der Stoel, the OSCE High Commissioner for National Minorities repeat-

edly toured Budapest and Bucharest to discuss the issue of the Hungarian minority. It is signifi-

cant that he was less interested in the status of the Roma, in spite of the numerous and serious 

incidents against their community.2 From the international perspective, it seems that the question 

of national minorities in Romania is primarily a question of the status of the Hungarian commu-

nity. 

Do We Need a New Political Theory to Deal with Diversity in Romania? 

The lengthy description of the evolution of the struggle for minority rights in Romania—

as well as the struggle against minority rights— was meant to show that the resolution of minor-

ity issues depends in large part on the internal and international contexts. Empirically speaking, 

the arguments that were invoked in forging inter-ethnic relations in post-1989 Romania belong 

to a common pool of ideas and practices. Nationalist cliches, principles of international law, de-

mocratic catchwords, and European or North American examples have been woven into an 

eclectic discourse on nationalities policy. But this did not simply result in a couple of words on 

paper. It led to practical, if not always effective, political actions and legal norms. 

Probably the most relevant example of this is the political struggle around the Hungarian 

minority's demand to establish a state university in their mother tongue. The proposal was firmly 

rejected by the nationalist forces that dominated political life before 1996. But then, after the 

1996 election, the principle behind the notion of a Hungarian university was accepted by the 

new governing coalition in 1997. The nationalist opposition, however, saw this as an Achilles' 

heel of the majority coalition and launched a campaign opposed to the proposed legislation. As a 

result, laws to promote the use of the Hungarian minority's mother tongue in administration and 

education, which had been adopted by the government in the first half of 1997, have been stuck 

in Parliament. 

The issue has not disappeared. In fact, the main theme of political life between the sum-

mers of 1997 and 1999 has been the right of the Hungarian minority to have a Hungarian state 
                                                 
1 Two examples are the Charter of Minority and Regional Languages and the Charter of Local Autonomies. Other 
important international documents became part of internal law after the ratification of the treaties with Hungary 
(1996) and Ukraine (1997). See Gabriel Andreescu, 'Recommendation 1201 and a Security Network in Central and 
Eastern Europe', International Studies, 3, 1997, 49-63. 
2 See Gabriel Andreescu, 'The Central European Divide', War Report, June/July 1997, 27-8. 
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university. Everybody has been involved in the debate. The manner in which political leaders, 

including those governing the country, the Ministry of National Education, and a significant part 

of the media have responded to the claims of the Hungarian minority is in a way reminiscent of 

the pre-1996 nationalistic policy. This endangers the reconciliation process between the Hungar-

ian minority and the majority that was initiated recently and risks a return to inter-ethnic tension. 

What were the main arguments? 

Some regard the idea of a Hungarian state university as a rejection of cohabitation. Part 

of the leadership of Romanian universities, university professors' associations, and the Ministry 

of National Education have described the Hungarians' demand as a 'federalization of education', 

an 'enclavization of education', or a 'development of education on ethnic bases'. One of the most 

significant documents of this kind, entitled The Ethnic Segregation of Higher Education in Ro-

mania is Untimely, was published in August 1998 by the State Secretariat for Higher Education. 

A typical passage reads: The State Secretariat for Higher Education has been constantly facing 

urgent requests for ethnic segregation that take various institutional forms which range from the 

establishment of self-managed departments on ethnic criteria to the establishment of state uni-

versities in the Hungarian language.'1 

The response of minority rights activists and of the representatives of the Hungarian mi-

nority is relevant to the issues raised in Will Kymlicka's paper. Associations for the protection 

of national minorities legitimized the Hungarian community's requests by making reference to 

international law. They invoked Romania's obligation to act in conformity with Article 27 of the 

International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, adopted by the UN in 1966 and ratified by 

Romania in 1974. An interpretation of the Covenant by the Geneva Committee for Human 

Rights, as well as reference to the status of Hungarians in Romania as the most numerous mi-

nority in Europe—apart from the CIS countries—were used as supportive arguments. 

The Hungarian minority's arguments concentrated on its tradition as a Transylvanian 

community and on the way that other states treat their minorities. Its favourite examples were 

Finland, where there are several bilingual universities with instruction in Swedish for the ap-

proximately 285,000 Swedes who make up 5.8 per cent of Finland's population; the system of 

higher education in South Tirol, Italy, for the 303,000 German speakers—0.5 per cent of the 

population; Switzerland, with its 1.3 million French speakers and 500,000 Italians speakers—18 

per cent and 7 per cent of the population, respectively; as well as Great Britain and Canada—the 

University of Ottawa. 

Is there an original argument in this whole debate? I do not think so. Defending national 

identity in a European country like Romania drew upon international documents, tradition, the 

                                                 
1 A 1995 Helsinki Watch report counted some 35 such incidents between 1990 and 1995 
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spirit and the letter of the law, the values of liberal policies, the meaning of international contexts 

and of the national interest. These references have been constant ingredients in the struggle for 

inter-ethnic peace. Western thought and Western ideas have been consistently summoned to aid 

both the minority representatives and minority rights activists, and they have found their way 

into legislation. This should be enough to refute Will Kymlicka's main thesis. 

Principles of Cultural Autonomy: Special Measure versus Autonomy 

Generally speaking, Romanian public opinion has been rather sceptical about the princi-

ples of cultural autonomy, and even more so about the territorial autonomy that is legitimized in 

the writings of authors such as Hurst Hannum, Patrick Thornberry, or Will Kymlicka. This is not 

to say that a tradition of autonomy has been altogether absent. On the contrary, Transylvania, the 

province with the most diverse ethnic composition, has been accustomed to radical forms of 

autonomy. An autonomous region in the centre of the country existed in the 1950s. 

Opposition to the concept of cultural autonomy through 'special measures' was drama-

tized by the dispute over the proposal for a Hungarian-language state university. The notion of 

two entirely separate types of protection gained credit: autonomy and special measures. How-

ever, special measures do actually warrant, at least implicitly, a certain form of cultural auton-

omy for minorities. The right to civil and political association, the right to one's own institutions, 

the right to use one's mother tongue privately or publicly, and the right to education in one's own 

language are practical tools for minorities to develop their cultural life freely. This is the very 

substance of cultural autonomy. 

Principles of Justice 

How is one to interpret the Romanian disputes over nationalities policy in terms of an 

academic analysis of the principles of justice in a multicultural society? Richard Rorty has an 

interesting position on this question. For Rorty, human rights—and minority rights by exten-

sion—need passion and courage rather than reason and theory. The quest for secure philosophi-

cal foundations of human rights, he argues, is doomed to fail and is practically useless.1 Maybe 

this is too radical, as well as unfair to the merits of theorists. But I believe that the most impor-

tant resource for the knowledge of ethics in political life is the battle for concrete rights. This is 

not to say, of course, that it is all a matter of pure attitude. The struggle for justice needs con-

cepts because it needs nuances and effectiveness. Nevertheless, the process of conceptualization 

cannot be isolated from the scientific solidarity of the academic community throughout the 

world. The solutions themselves have worldwide applicability, even if applying them from one 

case to another is not determined in nuce by the general theory. 

                                                 
1 APADOR-CH Report (Bucharest 1998). 
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In applying general principles to the Romanian case one obviously needs to take into ac-

count the specific context—the state of transition. I have referred to the struggle for political 

legitimacy. It is no wonder that the ethnic issue was defused in Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 

Republic, countries where the political elites were radically changed and where institutional and 

economic reform was successful. 

Another aspect of transition is the existence of a 'waiting list'. One cannot move forward 

by jumping over particular stages. The issue of immigrants is significant in this sense. By con-

centrating on the Hungarian problem and having to face the dramatic challenges posed by the 

Roma community, there was little room left for the rights of newcomers on the political agenda. 

There is another characteristic of transition that I find crucial—the relation between 

rights and their costs. Different sorts of rights— purely individual rights, individual rights exer-

cised in a community, collective rights exercised individually, and purely collective rights1— 

can support and enforce one another. It is therefore natural to expand and develop the system of 

rights, irrespective of country, while taking into consideration the historical, numerical, and cul-

tural specificities. The challenge for scholars is to make, theoretically and practically, individual 

rights and group rights compatible with one another in order to avoid contradiction. However, 

such an endeavour has several constraints. One of them is the actual costs of rights. Looking at 

rights in terms of costs may suggest a real distinction between the fate of minority rights in the 

West and in Eastern Europe. 

My conjecture is that there are three important levels of costs: the costs of civil and po-

litical rights; the costs of special measures; and the costs of social and economic rights. The first 

is generally affordable and a matter of political will. Because social and economic rights carry 

substantial costs, they are considered by many a desideratum. 

Between these two extremes there are the costs of special measures— the basic instru-

ment of minority rights. 

How can one evaluate the costs of different sorts of rights? A decision on civil and politi-

cal rights depends on the Parliament or another authority with the same competence. In principle, 

the implementation of this decision does not impose significant costs. Granted, the institutions of 

a democratic society do need money. But maintaining the institutions of a democratic order is 

not more expensive than maintaining the institutions of oppression. In other words, civil and po-

litical rights do not require extra costs. 

An indicator of the cost of minority rights would be the price paid for special measures in 

particular fields. Consider the case of education. What is the cost of a bilingual university, in 

comparison to a unilingual one? The supplementary cost of bilingualism at the University of Ot-

                                                 
1 Richard Rorty, 'Human Rights, Rationality and Sentimentality', in Shute and Hurley, On Human Rights, 112-30 
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tawa is about 10 per cent of the provincial subsidy received by the university.1 There are cases 

where special measures incur higher costs. Such is the case of education for the Roma minority, 

which becomes a dilemma in times of economic scarcity. 

In general, though, it is clear that the costs of minority rights are not very high. Many so-

cieties can afford to pay them. I believe that in most countries minority rights are a matter of po-

litical will rather than cost. Real limits exist only under circumstances of severe scarcity. This is 

to a certain extent true in Romania. Although there is no real financial obstacle in solving the 

Hungarian demand for a Hungarian-language state university, there are limits in promoting an 

affirmative action programme for the Roma. 

Conclusion 

At the end of the continuum of the political evolution of Central and Eastern European 

countries there are democratic and, one hopes, prosperous societies. These societies understand 

their sociopolitical structure in functional terms. The region embodies no particular 'essence' that 

suggests treatment of its minority problems in a way that differs from the conceptions and stan-

dards prevalent in the West. The problems pertaining to costs and political will, typical of transi-

tion periods, will be overcome sooner or later. What follows will be a process of internal ac-

commodation, marked by debates that will probably be similar to those now current in Western 

societies. 

[Andreescu, G. “Universal Thought, Eastern Facts: Scrutinizing National Minority Rights in 

Romania,” in Kymlicka, W. and M. Opalski. Can Liberal Pluralism Be Exported? (Oxford: Ox-

ford UP, 2001): 270-282] 

George Schoepflin 

INTER-ETHNIC RELATIONS IN TRANSYLVANIA RHETORIC AND  

REALITY 

The Romanians 

The centrality of inter-ethnic relations in Transylvania is beyond dispute. But the com-

plexity of these relations is regularly clouded by politicians' rhetoric. The reality is that neither 

the Romanian majority nor the Hungarian minority is homogeneous and this factor influences 

attitudes, political responses and behaviour. 

The total population of Transylvania is over 7 million and of these somewhere around 2 

million are Hungarian. But the с 5 million Romanians are divided in their sociological make-up. 

The principal cleavage is between those who have lived in the region for generations and those 

who migrated there after the 1960s. 

                                                 
1 I have elaborated this concept, which seeks to complete the general system of minority rights, in Gabriel An-
dreescu, 'Drepturi colective exercitate individual', Revista Romana de Drepturile Omului, 13, 1996, 38-50. 
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This cleavage is the classical one between old-established inhabitants versus incomers. 

Essentially, the traditional Romanian inhabitants of Transylvania have worked out a modus 

vivendi with the multi-ethnic character of the area. This does not particularly mean that they are 

particularly pro-Hungarian or even necessarily sympathetic to the minority, but they are gener-

ally prepared to accept that the Hungarian presence does not challenge their ideas of what is 

'normal and natural'. They constitute both the absolute and relative majority of the region. There 

is at the same time a small minority of the old-established Romanians that remains strongly anti-

Hungarian. 

Broadly, they have learned to live with the multi-cultural, multi-lingual nature of Tran-

sylvania even when they do not speak Hungarian. For the elite, it is not unusual to send their 

children to German-language schools, partly because the teaching is good and because this gives 

them access to another language. However, this Transylvanian Romanian elite has never been 

particularly influential in Bucharest and its political skills, including those of dealing with multi-

ethnicity, have not been all that effective, given that their cultural norms differ from those of the 

Regatean majority. In this sense, there is a mild cultural boundary between them and the Roma-

nians of the Regat. They are both Romanians, but understand this identity differendy. On the 

other hand, they will certainly not make common cause with the Hungarians over issues like ter-

ritorial autonomy, which the Hungarians have demanded from time to time, for fear that auton-

omy would lead to separation. 

For the roughly 1 million migrants, who were drawn to Transylvania during the rapid in-

dustrial expansion of the 1970s and 1980s by offers of jobs and housing, the Hungarians are a 

near inexplicable and alien element. Sociologically, many of the migrants are from poor rural 

backgrounds and have had to cross several social and cultural boundaries, from village to town, 

from agricultural to industrial working, from the Regat to Transylvania. 

Many of them, when they arrived there from the Regat, were shocked to discover that a 

significant section of the population was not only not Romanian, but insisted on speaking an 

alien language and had very alien ways of doing things. This exacerbated the alienation that all 

immigrants experience and gave it an anti-Hungarian focus. The anti-Magyar rhetoric of the 

Ceausescu period found considerable resonance among them. 

These migrants or, by now, former migrants have a particular burden to carry. Their exis-

tence in Transylvania depended on the centre and especially on the heavy subsidies that Bucha-

rest paid to maintain the often uneconomic industries in which they worked. They were, to that 

extent, an unintegrated element, sufficiently numerous to continue with their own traditions, val-

ues and aspirations. Hence the old established Transylvanian Romanians have not been able to 
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integrate them because of their dependence on the centre and their different sociological make-

up. 

The collapse of 1989 has been a severe blow to the migrants, their most dependable 

source of support - the communist state -has evaporated as the subsidies have dried up. They lack 

the skills to make their way in a market-oriented world. And crucially, they lack the links with 

the countryside which would allow them to add to their incomes and give them access to food-

stuffs, given that their villages are in the distant Regat. Hence the return of the land to the peas-

antry has brought them few benefits. There is a further disadvantage in their position. The ethnic 

Hungarians have evolved a strategy of working in the grey economy in Hungary and, given the 

much higher income levels there, can make enough from four months' construction work, say, to 

live more than adequately in Romania. This option is generally not open to Romanians, and es-

pecially not to the Regateans, for whom the idea of working in Hungary is foreign and threaten-

ing. 

Since 1989, the top elite of Regatean managers and bureaucrats has either left to return to 

the Regat or they have the skills and know-how to make their way in the market economy, 

though their formerly privileged positions have been eroded. But that leaves the great bulk of 

Regatean migrants in a very exposed position. They are the constituency for nationalist mobilisa-

tion and for the anti-reform line associated with former President Iliescu, who was defeated in 

1996. A minority is attracted to the much more virulent nationalism of Corneliu Vadim Tudor's 

Party of National Unity. Gheorghe Funar's Greater Romania Party receives its support from the 

anti-Hungarians among the old established Romanian population. The remainder, the greater ma-

jority, voted solidly for the coalition now in power. 

The Hungarians 

Just as the Romanians are divided by various cleavage lines, so the Hungarians have dif-

ferent attitudes and sociology. Broadly, they fall into three categories: those in the overwhelm-

ingly Hungarian areas of the Szekler lands (e.700,000 people); those in the mixed areas of cen-

tral Transylvania (around 500,000) for whom interaction with Romanians is an everyday experi-

ence; and those from the area closest to Hungary itself (again around 500,000). This last category 

is closer also in culture and. values to those that are dominant in Hungary. These sociological 

cleavages are not translated into politics; Hungarians vote solidly for the Hungarian political 

party, the Democratic Union of Hungarians in Romania (UDMR). 

It should be stressed at the outset that Hungarians of Romania are not necessarily well 

disposed towards Hungary. They have been known to refer to Hungary as 'the country where the 

cheese is artificially enriched with vitamin C, thereby implying a claim that their Hungarian 

identity is far more authentic than those of Hungary itself. The political fall-out of this is impor-
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tant. It means that there is next to no support for reunification with Hungary. When the Transyl-

vanians go to Hungary, they are foreigners there. 

In essence, their coexistence with the Romanians and their interaction with the Romanian 

state - even when that interaction has been hostile -have reshaped their identity and the gap be-

tween them and Hungary is growing, while their integration in Romania is an accomplished fact. 

Their attitudes to Hungary are further complicated by the divergence between Hungarian nation-

alist rhetoric, which regards the Transylvanians as the most authentic Hungarians of all, but 

which becomes incomprehension or discrimination when they make demands on the Hungarian 

state. The attitude of the Transylvanian Hungarians to the Romanians is very similar to how the 

long-established Romanians see them: they accept the majority, have learned to live with them 

but do not warm to them particularly. In this context, the threefold internal cleavage in the mi-

nority has some political relevance in attitudes towards the Romanian majority and the Roma-

nian state. 

In the Szekler lands, the Hungarian elite has more or less reestablished the dominant po-

sition it had before the Ceau§escu era industrialisation dislodged them. The Romanian top elite 

has largely gone, though the middle and lower level bureaucrats have remained. The area is fully 

bilingual in everyday practice as well as in theory; only the institutions of the Romanian state 

(police, military, railways) are monolingual. In the Szekler lands, low levels of competence in 

Romanian are widespread and at the lower end of the social scale, knowledge of Romanian is 

barely necessary. All this has the further consequence that in this region, the Romanians are the 

minority. 

In Central and Western Transylvania and situation is quite different. Here the two popu-

lations are mixed and there is competition for both real and symbolic resources. Transylvania is 

changing rapidly. It is no exaggeration to say that it is undergoing a second modernisation, after 

the failed communist modernisation. This process is uneven and uncontrolled, with pulls in dif-

ferent directions. The impact of the Romanian state is comparatively weak, because its capacity 

(financial, administrative, coercive) is low. Yet at the same time, the matrix in which they live is 

created by Romanian rules and legislation. There is also the economic pull of Hungary, not to 

mention its cultural prestige; for all the difFerential already noted above, Budapest is the pivotal 

pole of attraction. Even more significant here is the Hungarians' own set of aspirations, their 

skills and their determination to keep themselves in being as a cultural community, separate from 

both Hungary and the Romanians. 

One of the paradoxes of the present situation is that the UDMR is a member of the gov-

ernment; without its votes, the coalition would fall. This is effectively the first time that the 

Hungarians are participating in a democratically elected Romanian government. Having acquired 
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an attitude that regards the Romanian state and government as anti-Hungarian (the legacy of the 

Ceausescu and Iliescu periods), the shift is not an easy one for many Hungarians to accept. 

They see their party as their protector and it is hard for them to identify the Romanian 

state as being actively theirs. The legacy of suspicion is deeply engrained and, at the same time, 

their expectations of what they can gain from participating in the government are unrealistically 

high. Whereas in the Szekler lands, this problem is currendy not acute, elsewhere it is and it 

could give rise to friction if these expectations of creating a fully-fledged Hungarian existence 

are not met. Given the vagueness of these expectations, it is unlikely that they can be. But the 

central significance of these demands on the Romanian state is that the Hungarian minority in 

Romania fully accepts it and constructs its political life around loyalty to that state and not to 

Hungary. 

HUMAN RIGHTS AND THE NATIONALITY QUESTION IN ROMANIA 

The question of ethnic rights has unquestionably reached the agenda of human rights and 

plays a significant role in it. In this sense, ethnicity and the ways in which it is to be approached, 

argued and legitimated have become a part of the broader political debate which is to be found in 

any polity. This involves both the question of political power and the limitations on that power 

deriving from the intersecting claims of groups or individuals. These questions are complicated 

in the area of ethnicity, because ethnic groups are widely regarded as offering alternatives to the 

agenda of the majority of a very high level of intensity and, indeed, ones that the majority finds it 

hard to encompass within its own parameters. In simple terms, ethnic minority groups-as distinct 

from social or economic minorities - are difficult for the majority to accommodate, because the 

claims of the minority appear to impinge on too many interests that the majority regards as cen-

tral to its own interest, perceptions of itself and crucially its self-definitions. 

This need not mean that the classical nationalist argument, that every ethno-national 

group must strive to express its political identity in the form of an independent state, is necessar-

ily valid. But it does imply that ethno-national issues can prove highly intractable and remain a 

source of continuous challenge to both the majority and the minority. The ways in which the ac-

tual terms of accommodation will be setded will depend on contingent factors, like the readiness 

of the two to find common ground, the historical, social, economic, anthropological etc. charac-

teristics of the two groups and the immediate circumstances which necessitate the settlement in 

the first place. 

In any situation, however, where the majority takes the view that minority claims threaten 

its own ethnic, moral, territorial or other vital interests as defined by itself, then settlement will 

benear impossible. In a word, the will to do so is absent and for the majority, the cost of accom-

modation is higher than continued conflict. An analogous proposition can be said to apply to the 
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minority: it may pitch its demands too high, it may insist on a definition of its political identity 

that genuinely does threaten the interests of the majority, e.g. by demanding that it must be 

(re)united with its co-nationals in another state or by adopting a set of political values that the 

majority finds abhorrent. In such circumstances, conflict can continue and, indeed, assume the 

nature of settlement: a relatively low level of conflict may actually be the least unacceptable 

form of coexistence for both. 

In Soviet-type systems, as contrasted with liberal democratic systems, ethnic relation-

ships are further complicated by the legacy of the homogenising character of the original Marx-

ist-Leninist ideology. These systems find it extremely difficult to come to terms with the com-

plexity and multiple cleavages that are generated in modern societies and with the level of choice 

bred by them. Indeed, they operate on a set of tacit assumptions that complexity, differences and 

conflict are inherently undesirable and that the task of the political order is to eliminate these, 

rather than accommodate them. 

Matters are exacerbated by the irreconcilable imperatives of the two ideologies. At the 

level of theory, Marxism and nationalism are directly contradictory. Marxism insists that the in-

dividual's transcendental political (and all other) identity is determined by his class: nationalists, 

by contract, claim that the national identity, which is derived from culture, transcends all others. 

The fact that in practice Marxists and nationalists have been able to find common ground and 

that, to quote Ignazio Silone, 'the first thing that socialists nationalise in socialism' does nothing 

to undermine this proposition. 

The pact with the nationalist devil 

What happens in these circumstances is that Marxists in power discover that the national 

identities of the people they rule survive the Marxist-Leninist revolution and persist thereafter. 

To be able to rule effectively, they must make some concessions to nationhood, even though this 

ineluctably undermines the class-derived internationalist aspects of their ideology. But it does 

have the consequence that ruling Marxist-Leninists have, in a way, made a pactwith the national-

ist devil, are prepared to let their authentic credentials erode, leaving themselves exposed to be-

ing outbid by true nationalists and having to make concessions to them. Hence, as this process 

goes on over time, ruling Marxist-Leninists may find that nationalist elements play an ever 

greater role in their underlying or even explicit assumptions. This, of course, makes accommoda-

tion with ethnic minorities far more difficult, because the ruling Marxist-Leninists cannot afford 

to make the concessions necessary for accommodation either in terms of their own ideology or of 

the nationalists'. 

After the takeover, the communists opted to freeze existing nations. They pursued a two-

pronged policy. They formally adopted the Leninist formula of'national in form, socialist in con-
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tent', thereby accepting at best that cultural differences would survive on the road to commu-

nism, but only in as much as these cultures would gradually and inexorably become permeated 

by socialist values. Second, under Stalin there was a far-reaching leveling down of East Euro-

pean national identities and the concept of socialist internationalism was for all practical pur-

poses used to promote a kind of rather crude cultural Russification. 

In this context, the new rulers of Eastern Europe accepted that existing nations would 

continue in being, but the proposition that the process of nation-formation might continue and 

that ethnic expressions might find some kind of outlet were firmly stamped upon. It was bad 

enough, from this standpoint, that nations—a form of false consciousness if ever there was 

one— survived, but the suggestion that others might yet arise was utterly preposterous. Ironi-

cally, by adopting this position, the new rulers of the area found common ground with the na-

tionalists, who likewise had an interest in preventing the emergence of new ethno-national cleav-

ages. 

Finally, there is a methodological point to be made here. A good deal of the literature on 

sub-state nationalism and ethnic cleavages tends to view these from the standpoint of the minor-

ity. Studies of this kind are often useful in emphasising how differently two communities living 

in the same geographical space view identical phenomena and that shared ways of life do not 

lead automatically to the fading away of ethno-cultural distinctions, an assumption that tends to 

be made, consciously or otherwise, by both Marxists and post-Enlightenment liberals. The as-

sumptions made here are that ethnicity constitutes a constant, rather than a dependent variable 

and that ethnicity in a multi-ethnic situation can be understood only against the continuous inter-

play of contact with other group (s). Hence while there is much to be said for assessing the his-

tory, grievances, auto-stereotypes of an ethnic minority, this approach can mislead by overlook-

ing the wider context in which these operate. Thus it is the examination of the whole matrix, es-

pecially if some or much of the political, economic and institutional agenda is set by the major-

ity, that can offer full illumination to the characteristics of the minority. 

The Romanian matrix 

These preliminary propositions should be taken as the background against which the po-

sition of ethno-national minorities in Romania -Hungarians, Germans, South Slavs and others -is 

to be analysed. Here, the emphasis will be on Romanian-Hungarian1 relations, not least because 

the Hungarian minority numbering around 2 million constitutes a significant political problem 

regardless of the political system in Romania and because relations between the two cogently 

illustrates the difficulties in reaching ethnic accommodation in Soviet-type states. 

                                                 
1 The term 'Hungarian', unless otherwise defined, will refer in this chapter solely to members of the Hungarian mi-
nority living in Romania. When Hungarians in Hungary are being discussed, this will be clearly indicated. 
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The first problem lies in the definition of the matrix of ethnic politics: the salient features 

of Romanian and Hungarian political and other identities that determine mutual attitudes and be-

haviour. The questions that bear on this are how, in the framework of these identities, the com-

munities perceive themselves, how they formulate definitions of homogeneity, what level of po-

litical pluralism they are prepared to tolerate, what value they place on conformity to collective 

norms, who is accepted as having the right to determine values and agendas, whether in real or 

rhetorical terms, and how they relate to other issues of politics, like accountability, representa-

tion, openness and, crucially, the distribution of power. Further, having assessed these issues of 

self-perception, what are the cultural markers by which the two communities differentiate them-

selves from each other, what is it that they regard as authentic in themselves and, consequently, 

false in the other. Analyses of these and related questions will, in effect, give answers to what is 

asked, sometimes despairingly, by member of the two communities. 'How can one be Romanian? 

How can one be Hungarian?' 

There has been very little work done on these questions, indeed the literature of the an-

thropology of inter-ethnic relations is rather sparse. All the same, certain tentative propositions 

can be made, albeit on the strict understanding that what follows is to be regarded as a working 

hypothesis demanding further verification. Inevitably, some of the following will be seen by 

some as impressionistic and general; nevertheless, I would argue that it has some validity. 

The gap between Romanian and Hungarian perceptions of political power, the legitimate 

uses of that power and, hence, the proper role of the state as against the individual are very dif-

ferent and near irreconcilable. In a nutshell, whereas the relationships between the Romanian 

state and the individual have been generally remote, exploitative and parasitical, the equivalent 

relationship in the Hungarian context has not been so antagonistic or one-sided. These contrast-

ing attitudes towards power have inevitably produced different sets of expectations and demands. 

Both these collective mind-sets have long historical roots. 

Discontinuities in the political tradition 

The concept of the state in Romanian society, then, is relatively weak and any sense of 

reciprocity of rights correspondingly feeble. Romanian intellectuals of the influential traditional-

ist and neo-traditionalist currents regard it as an article of faith that Western concepts of rights 

and duties, of legality and institutional practices are alien to Romanian political culture and can-

not be grafted on to it for that reason.1 This distrust of procedures and the autonomy of spheres-

                                                 
1 Keith Hitchins, 'Gindirea: Nationalism in a Spiritual Guise' in Kenneth Jowitt (ed.) Social Change in Romania 1860-
1940, (Berkeley: University of California Press 1978), pp.140-73. On irrationalism see also Radu Florian, 'A roman 
tarsadalom marxist a vizsgalata Lucrepu Patra§canu miiveiben' (The Marxist analysis of Romanian society in the works of 
Lucretiu Patra?canu), Korunk, vol.40, no.4, pp.250-5. 
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central in the pattern of European development - can be seen to derive from the singularly frag-

mented and dependent pattern of Romanian historical development. 

In its post-1500 history Romania has undergone three fundamental caesuras in its cultural 

models and suffered a correspondingdisorientation of values. As well as having important conse-

quences for the cohesiveness of Romanian culture, these discontinuities affected its political in-

tegrity as well. The Romanian political elite was weak and dependent for most of its modern his-

tory. No native elite proved strong enough to construct anything resembling a strong state until 

after 1918. Rather, both elites and people experienced fragmentation, semi-foreign exploitation 

and the transformation of native political institutions into alien agencies of extraction. Strength 

in this connection refers primarily to internal cohesion and the organisational adequacy that al-

lows the ruler to implement his will; external strength is a matter of keeping foreign influence to 

a level tolerable to the polity in question. It is worth noting that Romanian complaints have 

tended to focus on the latter and to ignore the former. 

To make matters worse, the Romanian state was divided into two political units, Molda-

via and Wallachia, and both of them were subordinated to the Ottoman Empire under a peculiar 

system of semi-autonomous vassalage. The relationship between the sublime Porte and the satel-

lite rulers in the Danubian provinces was essentially tributary. This encouraged the Romanian 

elite to concentrate on the economic exploitation of the peasantry and thereby promoted the de-

struction of the preexisting bonds of loyalty between them. Transylvania, which was attached to 

the Porte in a similar fashion, was more remote from Constantinople, had a less atomised social 

system and was able to sustain a much more extensive autonomy. A large part of this depended 

on the accident of geography that Transylvania was at the outer edge of comfortable campaign-

ing distance and was in any case better protected by its more rugged terrain.1 

From the sixteenth century, the traditional nobility in the Danubian provinces, the boyars, 

was transformed by the weight of Ottoman power from landholders into de facto officeholders in 

the mediated service of the Sultan. Status came to be associated with office; office became a 

matter of purchase; and to hold onto it, its beneficiaries were obliged to expand the output of 

grain and to recoup their outlay by exploiting the peasants, their erstwhile followers and depend-

ants. This brought about a major shift in the relationship between rulers and ruled. It weakened 

or destroyed the existing bonds of loyalty and gave rise to new, exploitative codes of conduct. 

Moral codes and values were transformed. As far as Romanian society was concerned, the politi-

cal elite, the state which it controlled and political power itself came to be seen as alien, incom-

prehensible and parasitical. The political forms and rituals adopted in the same period by the 

elite intensified this alienation. In both the Provinces, but particularly in Moldavia, the rulers es-

                                                 
1 William H. McNeill, Europe's Steppe Frontier (University of Chicago Press, 1964), pp.101-8. 
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tablished a neo-Byzantine court, incorporating both Ottoman and Hellenic elements, as well as 

conscious archaisms and anachronisms. Their style of rule was more and more divorced from 

reality. Society responded by retreating into the more transparent world of the village and ignor-

ing, where possible, the practice of politics as an unchangeable act of nature.1 

Discontinuity also arose through the development of religion. Religion is generally a re-

pository and guarantor of elite and popular values. In the Western cultural context, it played a 

central role in sustaining the principle of mutuality of obligations between rulers and ruled. In 

Orthodoxy this did not happen. The seventeenth century religious upheaval in the West did not 

leave the Danubian lands untouched, however, and Orthodoxy in Romania was influenced both 

by Roman Catholic Poland and Protestant Transylvania, as well as the reformist movements in 

Constantinople. When the conservative faction achieved dominance in Constantinople, the Ro-

manians accepted that reform was off the agenda; the price was paid in intellectual stultification 

and the shift to empty ritual as opposed to content in the practice of religion. One consequence of 

this was to enhance passivity in politics through the spillover from religious to political codes of 

behaviour. External conformity, as distinct from integrated unity of belief and action, came to be 

regarded as sufficient in the practice of political behaviour.2 

The chances of sustaining a unitary political tradition were further undermined by the 

relative independence of the elite from the ruler, underpinned as it was by the propriety of the 

grain trade. This enabled different boyar factions to look to different foreign protectors, Poland, 

Transylvania, Vienna or Constantinople. Loyalties were unstable, offices were bought and sold, 

functions were exercised largely in the pursuit of money rather than for their ostensible purpose 

and, with the coming of Phanariot rule, the process culminated in the emergence of a system that 

was corrupt, inefficient, promoted backwardness and encouraged dependence on foreign power. 

The decline of the Ottoman empire in the eighteen century predictably affected the Danubian 

lands as well. The elite now had to look to new centres of power on which to depend, and this 

turned out to be France. This was almost automatically followed by the discarding of neo-

Byzantine patterns and the wholesale adoption of Western, particularly French, styles. The aspi-

rations of the Romanian political class thenceforward were a derivative of modernisation as per-

ceived at one remove, distilled from the legacy of the Enlightenment and absolutism; it was this 

model that they sought to implant in the very different political soil of the Balkans. It is worth 

noting that no other European polity underwent two such major changes in its cultural aspira-

                                                 
1 Ibid., pp.108-10. See also Daniel Chirot, Social Change in a Peripheral Society: the Creation of a Balkan Colony 
(New York: Academic Press 1976). 
2 Czeslaw Milosz, The Captive Mind (London: Seeker and Warburg, 1953), Chap.3, is the classic exposition, but see 
also Stavro Skendi, Balkan Cultural Studies (New York: Columbia University Press, 1980), pp.233-57). 
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tions in such a short period of time. Both the shifts were radical and contributed to the disloca-

tions and discontinuities in Romania's political traditions.1 

The impact of modernity 

The period since the early nineteenth century has brought further changes, including a 

third radical cultural shift, the one derived from the imposition of Marxism-Leninism, but did 

litde to foster a closer relationship between rulers and ruled. In effect, the Romanian elite relied 

heavily on the bonds of nationhood to create these links and to legitimate power. Other instru-

ments, like social justice, political participation or economic development tended to be accorded 

a rather secondary role. In general, the Romanian state and the exercise of political power con-

tinued to be regarded by Romanian society as alien to the concerns of the majority. The peas-

antry remained subject to the exactions of a state that did very litde for the great bulk of the 

population-a contention that is borne out by the fact that Romanian was the scene of the last jac-

querie in Europe, 1907. The enlargement of the Romanian state after 1918 was largely of benefit 

to the elite and it was noteworthy that the Regatean elite was not altogether welcoming towards 

the Transylvanians with their rather different, legalistic, proceduralist political culture imbibed in 

Hungary. The interwar state did litde to promote either social integration or national integration. 

The gap between the elite and the peasantry remained as substantial as ever in the political arena 

and attempts to bridge it through the pursuit of populist ideologies were not regarded with great 

favour. The three-tenths of the population that was ethnically non-Romanian was given litde in-

centive to develop loyalty to the new state, which preferred to rest its legitimacy on highly ho-

mogenising images and propositions, grounded in abstract images of Romanian nationalism. 

The communist takeover and its aftermath should be regarded as the third major cultural 

and political caesura, one which enforced far-reaching shifts in attitudes and values. They were 

accompanied by rapid and deep-seated change and accelerated transformation. These were per-

ceived as having been imposed on Romania from outside by alien agencies. Inevitably the out-

come has been dislocation and a near desperate attempt to cling on to what was familiar.2 In 

these circumstances, it was hardly unexpected that interpretations of these seemingly inexplica-

ble phenomena would give rise simultaneously to passivity, the minimalism that allows indi-

viduals to survive and to a propensity to pay heed to demonologies, to look kindly on irrational 

                                                 
1 On the weakness of the Romanian state, see also Emmanuel Turczynski, 'The Background of Romanian Fascism' 
in Peter Sugar (ed.), Native Fascism in the Successor States 1918-45 (Santa Barbara, CA: ABC-Clio, 1971), pp.101-
11. 
2 Michael Shafir, Romania: Politics, Economics and Society (London: Pinter, 1985), esp. chap.9, has been influen-
tial in shaping my thinking on these issues. Steven Sampson, National Integration through Socialist Planning: an 
Anthropological Study of a Romanian New Town (New York: Columbia University Press, 1984) is highly persuasive 
on these processes. 
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explanations and to cast outsiders in the role of hostile actors. The Hungarian minority was tai-

lor-made for this role. 

The post-1945 period has seen major improvements in the ability of the state to exercise 

its power in institutions, organisation and communication. Yet there is very little evidence that 

there has been any significant shift in the direction of closer links between rulers and ruled. This 

was as true of the Gheorghiu-Dej period as it has been of Ceausescu's time in power. During the 

latter's rule, however, there has been a conscious and deliberate returnto the strategy of promot-

ing identification virtually exclusively through the rhetoric of nationalism, laced with elements 

of industrial development. In general, identification with the state, as distinct from party or na-

tion, has tended to be weaker in Romania than in other East European countries. For many Ro-

manians, the state has remained a parasitical body and for those in office, power is to be exer-

cised for personal advantage. The sense of civitas, of a community in which there is a reciprocal 

relationship between rulers and ruled, is feeble. 

Against this background of fractured historical development which has given rise to an 

unusually strong and deep-rooted perception of the state as parasitical, modern Romanian politi-

cal relationships have been unable to evolve towards the more organic, consensual interactions 

found elsewhere. Instead of identification with the state as the primary focus of politics and the 

primary expression of political loyalties, Romanian political culture has sought solutions to the 

challenges of statehood and power in the construction of systems of myths, symbols and abstrac-

tions. 

As a general proposition it may be argued that where the distribution of power is severely 

and persistently one-sided and no possibility of correcting this is perceived, those affected will 

look to alternatives. These can take two broad forms. They can either focus on alternative strate-

gies of power maximisation through exploiting the gaps in the system (no system is perfect) or 

they can withhold performance, opt for passivity and seek avenues of self-satisfaction outside the 

existing range of options. Romanian society has resorted to both of these. In general, individuals 

tend to distrust the exercise of political power through its legal-rational form and will look for 

means of personalising it, by finding connections and friends within the system. Loyalties will be 

vested in the local community, in networks of individuals with shared experiences, on patron-

client systems and analogous interactive relationships. 

The alternative strategy of symbolic and mythopoeic response to power has a long and 

highly persistent tradition in Romania. In particular, explanations for the irrationality and intrac-

tability of political power and powerlessness have been sought in frameworks like 'the national 
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soul' and 'the national specificity of the Romanian people'.1 These concepts are put forward as 

axiomatic and as not open to empirical verification. These ideas are widely accepted by a society 

that has been consistently subjected to processes from top down and which has not been success-

ful in developing its own autonomous systems of power. In this sense, mythicisation has been 

endowed with functions in Romanian political culture that are performed elsewhere by other in-

teractions. It serves as compensation for the sense of discontinuity and dislocation and for the 

failure to construct an integrated polity. Every polity uses myths and metaphors to order the 

chaos and conflict of politics; where Romania differs is in the imbalance between abstract and 

concrete, between shadow and substance. 

In this situation, the role accorded to the national and the weight which the national factor 

is expected to bear is markedly higher than in other polities. Every nation is to an extent a myth,2 

a surrogate for the personal community that is lost with the emergence of large polities, but usu-

ally there are other institutions, crucially those transmitting the reciprocal relations between rul-

ers and ruled, which act as alternative load-bearers for the political system. The imperative of 

national homogeneity, therefore, has ineluctably emerged as the pivotal structure around which 

the Romanian polity has been constructed. This has been exacerbated by the Ceausescu experi-

ence, which has placed virtually all its eggs in the nationalist basket. The stresses of accelerated, 

coercive modernisation has eroded most other instruments of mediation between rulers and ruled 

and has left the rulers with a near unique concentration on nationalism. 

The post-war period has seen repeated attempts by the leadership to effect a break-

through3 to modernity. To achieve this, it has relied on a very high degree of concentration of 

power, on a highly reductionist definition of modernity and it has tried to legitimise this in the 

name of a Marxian and/or modernist Utopia. Not surprisingly, the response from society has 

been the more or less traditional one - passivity, adaptation, exploiting the gap between formal 

and real the personalisation of power. It was not that the high ideals of the alternative Utopias 

were found not credible, but rather that they only marginally affected the individualin his attitude 

towards power, given the propensity to regard all these process as abstracted from everyday real-

ity. Nationalism was another matter, at least for a while. The mobilisatory force of the nationalist 

idea was genuine, given that the experience of nationhood was authentic. 

The values of the minority 

To complete this equation, mention should be made of the particular modes and targets of 

nationalism chosen by Ceausescu. These are, as might have been predicted, highly homogeneous 
                                                 
1 George Schopflin, 'The Ideology of Romanian Nationalism', Survey, vol.20, nos.2-3, pp.77-104. 
2 Benedict Anderson, Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism, 2nd edn (Lon-
don: Verso, 1983) 
3 Kenneth Jowitt, Revolutionary Breakthroughs and National Development: the Case of Romania 1944-65 (Berke-
ley, University of California Press 1971) 



 643

and exclusive. Romanianness has been defined in a very restrictive sense and non-Romanians in 

Romania are for all practical purposes excluded from participation in the central mystery of na-

tionhood - the religious terminology is not accidental - by the choice of categories and language 

employed. In current parlance, the term 'co-inhabiting nationalities' has been quietly dropped and 

been replaced by 'Romanians of Hungarian mother-tongue'.1 If this referred to citizenship, it 

might be an acceptable formulation, but given the weakness of any concept of membership of the 

civitas, it embodies the agenda that all Romanians should have Romanian as their mother tongue. 

As long as some Romanians are deviant in this respect, the perfection of Romanianness is 

spoiled and, hence, the Hungarians are somehow to blame. The entire campaign to promote 

Daco-Roman continuity, by way of example, is centered on this for its crucial argument is that 

the Hungarians, as later entrants to Transylvania, cannot in any sense have the same rights there 

as the (real) Romanians. 

The presence of the Hungarians in Transylvania is, therefore, a highly unwelcome obsta-

cle to the achievement of this ideal of homogeneity. It brings Romanians face to face with the 

fact that their society is not as they imagine it should be. For there should be no misunderstand-

ing of the depth and extent of the differences between Hungarians and Romanians in a wide va-

riety of fields. Some analysts have argued that the two ethnic groups have much in common,2 

especially because their ways of life are similar, if not actually identical. The trouble with mate-

rialist arguments of this kind is that they are reductionist and seek to arrive at a conclusion by 

considering only one sphere of human existence, the economic. Consequently, a wide range of 

other experiences, which are equally authentic to both groups, are ignored or subordinated to the 

economic or dismissed as 'irrational'. 

The Hungarians, for their part, have undergone a very different set of political experi-

ences and have emerged with a political culture that sets them apart from the Romanian majority 

in numerous significant ways. Most importantly, the Hungarian attitude towards political power 

is closer to the Western concept, albeit in its Central European variant. They have a long tradi-

tion of nobuiary, legaHstic politicising, coupled with the memory of having held political 

power.3 This memory does not, as such, attach to the Hungarian state, but to Transylvania itself 

and to the very particular institutions developed there, like religious toleration. It may be ques-

tioned to what extent this tradition remains in being, given the passage of time and the absence 

of educational institutions to transmit these traditions. Presumably, some transmission takes 

place through the usual informal agencies of socialisation. Later political experience, between 
                                                 
1 See the interview with Karoly Kiraly, East European Reporter, vol.2, no.3 (1987) 
2 Hugh Seton-Watson argues this is Eastern Europe between the Wars (London: Archon, 1962), p.308, though not in 
materialist terms; he bases his argument primarily on shared cultural traits. 
3 See Katherine Verdery, 'The Unmaking of an Ethnic Collectivity: Transylvania's Germans', American Ethnologist, 
vol.12, no.l (February 1985), pp.62-83. 
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the wars and after 1945, will have transformed these memories and most importantly have en-

hanced differentiation vis-a-vis the Hungarian state. This should not be taken to mean, however, 

any significant dilution of that separateness. The lesson that seems to be drawn from the Hun-

garians' political experience of Romania is that in order to remain Hungarian, one should persist 

with a Hungarian approach to politics, looking for institutional and legalistic action. 

Thus the fragmentation that marks Romanian political culture is less salient among Hun-

garians. Institutions of power may be viewed as exploitative and parasitical, but on the whole 

they are not regarded as alien, hence the potential for establishing control and transparency over 

power is seen as real. A belief in the reciprocity of rights has led the Hungarians to harbour ex-

pectations of the state. From this it follows that the dominant response to powerlessness is not 

abstraction and mysticism, but is much more participatory. This approach is underpinned by the 

Hungarians' religious tradition-Western Christianity - with its emphasis on internalisation and the 

integration of belief and action. Equally, having to an extent shared in the Enlightenment, Hun-

garians place greater value on the role of reason in politics and tend to dismiss the cult of irra-

tionality with bewilderment.1 

The differences do not, however, end with political culture, but affect a wide range of ex-

pectations in other spheres. Thus, by analogy, if the Romanians' expectation is that a system is 

unreal and inauthentic and exists to be exploited, the Hungarian approach is to assume that there 

will be at least enough correspondence between system and reality to make the former worth tak-

ing seriously. In this particular context, both parties to the transaction will emerge with dimin-

ished views of the other, for both will be deviant in terms of the social codes which are supposed 

to regulate such exchanges. 

The agenda of late Ceausescuism 

The foregoing is the background against which late communism should be assessed. In 

the 1970s and 1980s, the fate of the Hungarians increasingly came to be perceived as a case of 

straightforward human rights oppression and discrimination. As suggested, the issue was more 

complex and more subtle and demanded understanding of the matrix of Romanian politics at 

greater depth. To start with, the very category of human rights involved and involves different 

perceptions by the two communities. Spokesman for the Hungarians, deriving their views from a 

Hungarian political context, have been inclined to argue that human rights constitute a universal 

cultural and political category and they seek to legitimate their demands accordingly. To the 

Romanians the situation looks different. The agenda of human rights in their perception tends to 

focus on formal rather than substantive issues. They preferred to insist that constitutional provi-
                                                 
1 The present author recognises that he is imposing a degree of homogeneity on the Hungarian community that it 
does not have in real life. This assumes that the general picture of Hungarianness as mediated by the Hungarian in-
telligentsia has found a broad general acceptance among the entire Hungarian community. 
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sions give the minority ample rights: that Hungarians were adequately represented in Romanian 

institutions; that educational provision was fully appropriate to the needs of the minority, in as 

much as there are numerous schools which are called 'Hungarian', and that Hungarian-language 

publishing was generous. Equally, the Romanian position placed great emphasis on legitimating 

the present in terms of the past. Daco-Roman continuity was put forward to support the argument 

that as first comers to the area, the Romanians notionally have full power to arrange the terms of 

the political and cultural agendas according to Romanian criteria. Second, Hungarian behaviour 

before 1918 and during the period of 1940-4 when the Hungarian state had reannexed Northern 

Transylvania was so evil that, implicitly, the Hungarians today should be grateful for the gener-

osity shown to them by the Romanian state.1 Hungarian counter-claims are mischievous, ill-

intentioned, 'fascist' or open to any other labelling that seems suitably denigratory in the context. 

What underlies these assertions is the sense that, in all these matters what the Hungarians 

are claiming is irrelevant, that formal provision is meaningless, that 'real life' lies elsewhere and 

that the state system is not a valid category where culture is concerned. Autonomy is not a con-

cept that has much meaning in this connection. For the Hungarians to rely on formal legality or 

to demand political rights has limited reality in the Romanian matrix. 

The Hungarian argument, therefore, can never actually match what the Romanians say, 

given that what has arisen is a classic dialogue of the deaf. Yet in all this there was and is a genu-

ine political conflict that cannot find any simple solution. The Hungarian minority has become a 

focus of political power and that political power has been exercised for the most part without 

much control by them. In the Ceausescu period, Romanian society, regardless of ethnicity, un-

derwent a steady and inexorable loss of power even over its intimate environment as the state 

became ever more intrusive. It inevitably clung on to its national identity as a means of making 

sense of everyday reality and consequently the allusive 'anti-alien' propaganda of the state tended 

to fall on receptive ground. By the same token, the minority has sought to deal with the impact of 

the state by maximising the resources it could muster through rallying around its ethnicity. 

The agenda of the Ceausescu period can be summarised in these terms. The Hungarian 

ethnic community, by reason of its differentness, was deviant and constituted an obstacle to the 

purported ideal of a modern, strong, respected Romania. Hence the fact that it found and finds 

itself used as a diversionary target by the leadership, an instrument for discharging the tensions 

that have accumulated, was perfecdy appropriate. Allusive reference to the minority can and 

could be used to deflect criticism of leadership failures. Even if these are not fully credited by 
                                                 
1 Cornelia Bodea and Virgil Candea, Transylvania in the.History of the Romanians (Boulder, CO: 1982) is an exam-
ple of the former; Mihai Fatu and Mircea Musat (eds), Horthy-Fascist Terror in Northwestern Romania, 1940-44 
(Bucharest, 1986) falls into the latter category. Note that the title of this book avoids using term 'Transylvania' and 
prefers 'Northwestern Romania', presumably because the word 'Transylvania' conjures up an image of a multina-
tional culture, while the latter implies homogeneity. 
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the Romanian ethnic community, they will be partially accepted as a component of the mytho-

poeia and demonology that fed what passed for political discourse in Ceausescu's Romania. The 

Hungarians were also useful as a means of defining the Romanians' ethnic identity at a time 

when other markers, above all the Soviet Union, could not be used. The Hungarian presence, in 

this fashion, went a part of the way towards underpinning Ceausescu's authority, which suffered 

a growing decline once he began to move towards greater compliance with the Soviet Union in 

the late 1970s and early 1980s and his strategy of rapid modernisation was seen to have failed. 

Similarly, the presence of the Hungarians allowed and allows the Romanian state to promote 

myths of conspiracy, again by allusion, to the effect that 'the aliens' were undermining the great 

Romanian project, essentially by their very presence. Thus the role and function of the Hungar-

ian minority is that of a scapegoat. 

At the same time, however, the Hungarians are, in an authentic, as distinct from a mytho-

poeic way, also a genuine alternative and constitute a danger for those who seek to define the 

Romanian agenda in the most restrictive fashion.1 This alternative exists at several levels. At the 

simplest, it is the myth of the prosperity of the Hungarian state, with which, of course, the ethnic 

Hungarians are automatically associated (regardless of what their real loyalties might be). Given 

the four decades of privation suffered by Romanians under communism, the knowledge—

probably exaggerated through rumour-that next door, under a similar political system, Hungary 

created a system that provided ample food wasdeeply unsettling. It was bound to lead to envy 

and resentment directed against the Romanian state and the minority. Second, the Hungarians are 

visibly and palpably different. When Regateans arrive in Transylvania they immediately notice 

this and respond to the relative alienness of the environment by attaching the blame to the Hun-

garians. 

Third, for at least a section of the Romania intelligentsia, Hungary and the Hungarians 

played a contradictory role of being more Western, of being a channel through which Western 

ideas have reached Romania. There is a feeling, exaggerated no doubt, that at a time when Ro-

mania is suffering the miseries of late Ceausescuism, Hungary has become a land of liberalism, 

openness and, in effect, a desirable myth-land. Again, the resentments that ensued impinged on 

the minority, which was regarded as the repository of the Hungariannes and the corporeal sym-

bol of the Hungarian state in Romania. 

Finally, in this broad area, the connection with Hungary did, in fact, have its impact on a 

section of the Romanian nation -the Romanians of Transylvania. There is an argument to be 

made that the Romanians of Transylvania constitute a suppressed and invisible minority. They 

were attached to the Romanian state after 1918, but had precious little impact on the form of 

                                                 
1 Ion Lancranjan, Cuvint despre Transylvania (Discourse on Transylvania), 1982, is a good example of this. 
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state organisation and the political culture that evolved there. Indeed, it seems likely that since 

1918, Transylvania has experienced a continuous net transfer of resources to the Regat, receiving 

very litde in return. It may be that the Transylvanian Romanians are content with this, but there 

is no way in which this can be tested. Fragmentary and anecdotal evidence points in the opposite 

direction.1 From the standpoint of the majority, however, the Hungarians can be blamed for the 

differentness of the Transylvanian Romanians, they can bear the responsibility for having diluted 

the integrity, homogeneity and unity of the Romanian nation. 

The Hungarian dilemma 

The state of affairs under Ceausescu confronted the Hungarians with a major dilemma, 

on the other hand. Their possible agendas were stark. They could try to continue with sustaining 

a culturallyHungarian way of life. This was increasingly regarded as impossible, except at the 

lowest level of the social scale. It was still feasible to live as a Hungarian, if one's demands on 

the state were kept to a minimum and contacts were scaled right down. Even then it was difficult 

to avoid the impact of the all-intrusive state, through the instruments of coercion, the state as sole 

employer, the state administration, the state as educator and as health care provider, as controller 

of the mass media and so on. In all these fields, the symbolic emphasis is against Hungarianness 

and in favour of individuals abandoning their ethnic distinctiveness. Centrally, the strategy of the 

Romanian system appeared to be directed at destroying what had hitherto been the natural and 

accepted process of upward mobility within the Hungarian community - this is feasible with a 

community the size that it is — and ensuring that upward mobility became equated with the 

adoption of Romanian culture. In this way, Hungarianness was accorded negative connotations 

by the system and numerous obstacles were placed in the way of sustaining it, let alone develop-

ing it. The blocking off of contact between the Hungarians of Romania and the Hungarian state, 

regarded as the most important generator of Hungarian cultural values, was an obvious move in 

this context. The fragmentation of the cohesiveness of the minority was another. To this end, 

Romanians were encouraged to settle in ethnically homogeneous Hungarian areas, whilst ethnic 

Hungarians who succeeded in acquiring tertiary qualifications were urged to settle outside the 

areas of Hungarian settlement. 

The second possible strategy was assimilation. But this was not quite as straightforward 

as it might appear. The cost of assimilation for Hungarians was and is very high. It involved not 

merely learning Romanian, which most educated Hungarians have done anyway, but it meant 

abandoning one set of cultural codes in favour of another set, perceived as alien. What a Hungar-

ian has to give up in order to become Romanian is, in the light of the foregoing, far-reaching, 
                                                 
1 The anonymous letter from an ethnic Romanian from Transylvania, in East European Reporter, vol.2, no.3 (1987), 
illustrates several of these points 
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humiliating and affects deeply ingrained notions of ethos, world-view, and their sense of what is 

proper and improper, of what is culturally pure and impure. All this is further complicated by 

relatively hazy perceptions of whether or not the Romanian majority would countenance assimi-

lation; what degree of loyalty it would demand from those who have assimilated; in all, what the 

terms of loyalty are. There is no question that ideas of two-tier ethnicity —Romanian for certain 

purposes, Hungarian for others-is absolutely unacceptable to the majority. For a Hungarian to be 

accepted as having assimilated, loyalty must be seen to be total; even speaking Hungarian can 

become a symbolic acting out of disloyalty in the eyes of Romanians. 

The third option is emigration. This was a major issue, particularly for the minority intel-

ligentsia for some time. Only in the mid-1980s did it begin to affect the mass of the population. 

Significant numbers of Romanian citizens emigrated through Yugoslavia and there was fragmen-

tary evidence that the number of ethnic Hungarians among them is disproportionately high. They 

were looking to emigrate to Hungary or to the West. The Romanian authorities might have found 

this option acceptable, at any rate for intellectuals, but are less compliant with respect to other 

Hungarians, whose labour and skills they need. Besides, accepting that Hungarians could emi-

grate raises the deeper question of the acceptability of the Romanian state among ethnic Roma-

nians. There have been stories of ethnic Romanians attempting to prove that they were Hungar-

ian because they thought they might be able to emigrate as a result. Many of those who publicly 

supported Paul Goma in 1978 did so for this reason; the implication is that emigration was a de-

sirable option for Romanians and Hungarians alike, which suggests that mass Hungarian emigra-

tion could have had a demonstration effect which would certainly have been unpopular with the 

state. 

While the outlook for the Hungarians remained bleak as long as the overall political 

situation in Romanian was poor, in a word while Ceausescu was alive, the longer outlook term 

perspective had two aspects. After Ceausescu's demise, his successors inherited a demoralised, 

hostile, sullen and apathetic population, which regarded all political power with suspicion. In this 

situation of weakness, any post-Ceausescu leadership had to neutralise hostility and look for 

support wherever it could be found. Here, abjuring the manifestations of Ceausescuist absurdities 

in the promotion of nationalism might have been a relatively easy way of attracting tolerance 

from the Hungarians. This would have had the added benefit of gaining some goodwill from the 

Hungarian state. On the other hand, the underlying imperatives of Romanian-Hungarian relations 

as sketched in this paper — and it should be stressed again that many of the hypotheses advanced 

do require verification imply that inter-ethnic contact between the two will be fraught with diffi-

culties for a long to come, until such a time, in fact, as the political, economic, legal and other 
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cultural attributes of the two ethnic communities begin to find some form of mutual accommoda-

tion. In temporal terms, we are in the realm of the Greek calends. 

[Schoepflin, G. Nations, Identity, Power: The New Politics of Europe (London: Hurst and Com-

pany, 2002), Ch. 26-27:410-434] 

Zoltan KANTOR  

The Status Law Syndrome and Regional/National Identity: Hungary, Hungarians in 

Romania, and Romania 

Introduction 

The paper focuses on the general aspects, mechanisms and processes of what is called 

'nationalism in East-Central Europe', and illustrates different nationalisms in the case of the inter-

dependence of Hungarian and Romanian nationalisms. Nationalism may not be the central issue 

in understanding the transition in ECE; however, salient aspects of this process of social trans-

formation cannot be understood without an analysis of the different types of nationalism. I use 

nationalism as a value-free, descriptive concept, in the sense of politics based on the principle of 

nationality. 

In the first part, I describe common characteristics, and then I turn to the analysis of the 

different types of nationalism involved in the relationship between Hungary and Romania, as an 

emblematic example. In this part, I analyse the nationalising politics of the Romanian state, the 

homeland politics of the Hungarian state and the politics of the Hungarian national minority, with 

a special emphasis on the Hungarian status law.1 Finally, I also focus on the role played by the 

European Union regarding nationalism in ECE. 

The analytical framework relies partially on Rogers Brubaker's triadic nexus, which is 

basically applicable for all situations where there is a nation state, an external national homeland 

and a politically active national minority.2 Brubaker's concept 'nationalising state' captures the 

dynamics of the politics of the nation state. I argue that using 'nationalising minority' instead of 

national minority serves the analysis of the interplay among nationalisms. In this case, we can 

see the common features of the parallel and usually conflicting nationalising processes, making 

an understanding of national politics easier. 

In the early 1990s, several authors noticed that nationalism replaced communism. Some 

authors even state, '[t]he ideology that made the defeat of communism possible was national-

                                                 
1 See: Z. Kantor, 'The Concept of Nation in the Central and East European "Status Laws'", in [EDA Osamu et al. 
(eds.), Beyond Sovereignty: From Status Law to Transnational Citizenship? (Slavic Eurasian Studies, no. 9; Sap-
poro, 2006) pp. 37-51. Its main part is reproduced in the last sections of this paper. 
2 In addition to the analysed example, we could apply the framework to the other Hungarian minorities in neighbor-
ing states, or to the Russians in the Baltic states. Obviously, no one situation is similar to the analyzed one, but re-
semblances can be easily detected. This has only limited applicability for the nationalisms of stateless ethnic groups 
(e.g. the Roma), or for national minorities/ethnic groups that do not have political, only cultural, goals (i.e. Bulgari-
ans in Romania, Armenians in Hungary, etc.). 
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ism'.1 Others argue: 'nationalism is back. Across Europe, the Cold War's end has unleashed na-

tionalist sentiments long suppressed by bipolar competition and, in the east, by communist coer-

cion'.2 These explanations are false. One may say that a nationalist rhetoric replaced the commu-

nist rhetoric. Or one may argue that certain communist leaders suddenly became nationalists. 

However, this change is no more than a continuation of past politics in a new, more or less de-

mocratic, framework. Nationalism, as an ideology, as a sentiment, as a principle of organising 

society, has been present since the 18-19th century. It is a facet of modern European history. One 

may interpret the history of modern Europe (also) as the history of national-based institutionali-

sation. There is no single state in Europe that is not based in a way or in another on the principle 

of nationality. In different places, in different historical periods, nationalism was, and is, present 

is various forms. The rhetoric of communism only affirmed that it is not based on the ideology of 

nationalism. The fact is that communism institutionalised nationalism in another form, and often 

used it for the legitimation of the system (or the leaders of the system). Walker Connor observes 

'Marxists not only learned to accommodate themselves to an expediential coexistence with a 

world filled with nationalisms, but they also developed a strategy to manipulate nationalism into 

the service of Marxism'.3 The explanation is simple: communist (socialist) ideology or legitima-

tion (backed by the secret services) suddenly became empty. No fraction of the population could 

have been mobilised invoking socialism or communism.4 Stalin and Lenin based the conception 

on the national issue partially under the ideas of Marx and Engels, learning much from the 

austro-marxists, Otto Bauer and Karl Renner. The underlying assumption was that social-

ism/communism would resolve the national question, and national values will lose their salience. 

This was false. Nationalism is much deeper rooted, and it is highly questionable whether Euro-

pean integration will create a new non-national identity. 

Nationalism 

Tom Nairn's remark shows how central nationalism is in the contemporary world: 

'[Gellner] demonstrated how industrialisation produced modern political nationalities; yet did not 

got on to suggest that the true subject of modern philosophy might be, not industrialisation as 

such, but its immensely complex and variegated aftershock— nationalism'.5 

Nationalism, according to most scholars, came into being in the 18-19th century. Since 

then, societies have been organised on the basis of the principle of nationality. The invocation of 

                                                 
1 Peter F. Sugar, 'Nationalism, The Victorious Ideology', in Sugar (ed.), Eastern European Nationalism in the Twenti-
eth Century (Washington, D.C., 1995), pp. 413-429, at p. 429. 
2 Charles A. Kupchan, 'Introduction: Nationalism Resurgent', in Kupchan (ed.), Nationalism and Nationalities in the 
New Europe (Ithaca, NY, 1995), pp. 1-14, at p. 1. 
3 Walker Connor, The National Question in Marxist-Leninist Theory and Strategy (Princeton, 1984), p. 6. 
4 It is needless to mention that, without the totalitarian or authoritarian control of society, even before 1989, the 
population were not enthusiastic supporters of the communist regimes. 
5 Tom Nairn, Faces of Nationalism: Janus Revisited (London, 1997), p. 1. 
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the 'nation' is perhaps the main legitimising principle. Nationalism is inherently related to cul-

ture. Nationalism comes into being when culture replaces structure.1 George Schopflin states: 

'All cultures are collective; they include and exclude; they give us a particular set of identities; 

they allow us to make sense of the world; they offer us collective regulation and collective forms 

of knowledge; and they are bounded. These boundaries may shift but they will not vanish. They 

protect the culture in question and act as a filter through which new ideas are received and inte-

grated. And all cultures rely on broadly similar mechanisms to keep themselves in being. If threat-

ened, they will redouble their efforts to protect cultural reproduction'.2 

Nationalism emerged first in Western Europe as a consequence of major transformations, 

explained differently by the major authors. Gellner considers that nationalism is the outcome of 

the transition from an agrarian society to an industrial society,3 while Benedict Andersons detects 

the emergence of national consciousness—the nation as an imagined community—as a result of 

the 'convergence of capitalism and print technology on the fatal diversity of human language'.4 In 

all these cases, a new legitimation of the state occurred, by institutionalising nationalism as a 

principle of organising society. Since nationalism emerged, the organisation of societies is (also) 

based on the principle of nationality. In this respect, we may consider every European society as 

being nationalist. In the age of modernisation, states tended to ethnically homogenise their socie-

ties, doing this in various ways. Eugene Weber, in his famous book, describes the way that 

France linguistically (and nationally) homogenised the inhabitants of the country. Similar proc-

esses can be observed in other parts of Europe. 

States, societies and cultures became more and more institutionalised. The standardisation 

of language, the creation of high culture, the introduction of compulsory education and the na-

tionalisation of culture served the titular nation. Non-dominant ethnic groups intended to create 

their own nation, with leaders from that particular nation, and intended to have their own state. 

The nationalists' programs and projects of nation building/nationalising were usually formulated 

and made in opposition to dominant groups/nations and other nationalising processes. That is the 

reason that one can speak about ancient hatreds, and old and lasting conflicts. The change of 

state authority, and of borders, created increasingly newer frameworks; the former masters be-

came servants, and usually  experienced treatment similar to  that  for which  they were responsi-

ble when they were the masters. The breakdown of empires, the division of states and transitions 

reconfigured political power and offered new frameworks for nationalist politics. 

                                                 
1 Ernest Gellner, Nations and Nationalism (Oxford, 1983). 
2 George Schopflin, 'Nationhood, Modernity, Democracy', paper presented for the Conference 'Manifestations of 
National Identity in Modern Europe' at University of Minnesota, May 2001. 
3 Gellner, Nations and Nationalism. 
4 Benedict Anderson, Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism (London, 1983). 
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According  to   Walker  Connor,   in  Europe,  there   are  only  two ethnically homogene-

ous states: Ireland and Portugal.1 All the other states include national minorities or ethnic groups. 

The majority of the European states have co-nationals living in other states. This is due to the pe-

culiarity of European history. These states that have co-nationals (kin minorities) in other states 

have adopted a policy that supports—financially, culturally, and even politically—their kin mi-

norities. The support of kin minorities is based on the idea of the nation as an ethnocultural en-

tity, not on the political conception of the nation. It is assumed that the co-nationals have, or 

should have, a special relationship with the kin-state. The historical process of nation-formation 

can easily explain this, from the 18th century on. Nations have been formed and have been insti-

tutionalised. A sense of national identity emerged within the population, usually due to the often 

painful and aggressive process of nation building. Forging the nation,2 nationalising culture3 and 

fabricating heritage4 are the concepts scholars use to describe the process of national/ethnic ho-

mogenisation. The French process of making Frenchmen from peasants,5 the Scandinavian cul-

ture-builders6 and the politics of the Polish nationalising state all reflect state-driven nationalising 

processes. In the  19th and 20th centuries, such politics created the modern European nation 

states. This was the way in which a strong sense of national identity developed within the na-

tional groups. Standardisation of the language, official culture, mass-education and ethnic clean-

sing led to further homogenisation and strengthened the significance of national identity. 

It is argued by scholars that western nationalism differs from its eastern counterpart.7 

Alain Dieckhoff summarised the two conceptions of the civic and the ethnic: 'It has become usual 

in the growing literature devoted to nationalism to oppose two conceptions of the nation. The first 

type is presented as the result of the free association of citizens and as a rational and voluntary po-

litical construction. This civic, contractual, elective nation is the basis of the French idea of the na-

tion, conceptualised by the philosophers of the Enlightenment and realised by the Great Revolution. 

In contrast, the second type is seen as the concretisation of a historical community, the expression 

of an identity feeling, the reflection of a natural order. This cultural, organic, ascriptive nation is the 

basis of the German idea of the nation, nurtured by romanticism and embodied by the Second and 

                                                 
1 Walker Connor, Ethnonationalism: The Quest for Understanding (Princeton, NJ, 1994). 
2 Linda Colley, Britons: Forging the Nation, J707-1837 (New Haven, 1992). 
3 Orvar Lofgren, 'The Nationalisation of Culture', Ethnologia Europaea 19 (1989), pp. 5-24. 
4 David Lowenthal, 'Fabricating Heritage', History and Memory 10:1 (1998), pp. 5-24. 
5 Eugen Weber, Peasants into Frenchmen: The Modernisation of Rural France, 1870-1914 (London, 1979). 
6 Jonas Frykman and Orvar Lofgren, Culture Builders: A Historical Anthropology of Middle-class Life, trans. A. 
Crozier (New Brunswick, NJ, 1987). 
7 Friedrich Meinecke, Cosmopolitanism and the Nation State, trans. Robert B. Kimber (Princeton, 1970), pp. 9-22; 
Hans Kohn, 'Western and Eastern Nationalism', in John Hutchinson and Anthony D. Smith (eds.), Nationalism (Ox-
ford, 1994), pp. 162-165; John Plamenatz, 'Two Types of Nationalism', in Eugene Kamenka (ed.), Nationalism: the 
Nature and Evolution of an Idea (Canberra, 1973), pp. 22-36. 
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the Third Reich'.1 This distinction may be conceptually valid; however, what matters is the politics 

implemented on the basis of one or another conception. There is no one state that employs only one 

of the conceptions. Usually, an ethnocultural conception is employed regarding the titular nation 

and the kin minorities, while a political conception is employed regarding the national minorities 

and ethnic groups living in the particular state. 

Different viewpoints have been advanced regarding the explanation of nationalism in 

ECE. However, a huge amount of the literature lacks theoretical grounding. Rogers Brubaker 

collected the myths and : misconceptions of scholars, which offered simplified rather than well-

argued explanations of nationalism in ECE. These misconceptions are: the architectonic illusion, 

the seething cauldron, the return of the repressed, the ancient hatreds, and the major methodo-

logical failures—groupism, and the Manichean view.2 

The history of nationalism in ECE can be best understood if we analyse the different na-

tion building, or nationalising, processes, i.e. those of the majority and of the minority. An impor-

tant role in the nationalising process of the national minority is played by the external national 

homeland. As the borders of states have often changed, different groups have experienced at dif-

ferent times the assimilationist or dissimilationist politics of the titular nation. In other words, 

they were the subjects suffering the nation building processes, not infrequently with disastrous 

outcomes. A description of such policies is presented by Michael Mann and a theoretical ac-

count3 describing the mechanisms is offered by John McGarry: the settlement of majority groups 

in peripheral regions inhabited by minorities, the relocation of minority groups within the state, 

and the expulsion of minorities from the state.4 Basically, every national minority, which was once 

a component of the majority nation, or expressed nation building goals within the new state, or at 

least showed risk regarding the nation building/nationalising of the majority, experienced one or 

several of the processes described. 

One possible approach to national conflicts in Eastern Europe is to stress the parallel, of-

ten conflicting processes of nation building. Once the ideal of the nation becomes important, there 

does not seem to be any sign that it will lose its significance. Nationalism may be transformed, 

but it remains an important organisational principle in our world. Nationalist politics is oriented 

partially on the strengthening of boundaries of the titular/majority nation, and by more or less 

hostile politics against national minorities. 

                                                 
1 Alain Dieckhoff,  'Beyond Conventional Wisdom: Cultural and Political Nationalism? Revisited', in Alain Dieck-
hoff and Christophe Jaffrelot (eds.), Revisiting Nationalism:Theories and Processes (London, 2005), pp. 62-77. 
2 Rogers Brubaker, 'Myths and Misconceptions in the Study of Nationalism', in John Hall (ed.),  The State of the 
Nation: Ernest Gellner and the Theory of Nationalism  (Cambridge, 1998), pp. 272-305. 
3 Michael Mann, 'The Dark Side of Democracy: The Modern Tradition of Ethnic and Political Cleansing', New Left 
Review 235 (May-June, 1999), pp. 18-45;  
4 John McGarry, '"Demographic engineering": The State-directed Movement of Ethnic Groups as a Technique of 
Conflict Regulation', Ethnic and Racial Studies 21:4 (1998), pp. 613-638. 
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Rogers Brubaker distinguishes between four types of nationalism, those of the nationalis-

ing state, of the external national homeland, of the national minority and of populist nationalism. 

I focus only on the first three. 

It is a mistake to consider that the outburst of nationalism in ECE is novel. Since the 19th 

century, nationalism became the basic organisational principle in this region, too. Every major 

transformation, be it the peace treaties after the world wars or the breakdown of communism, 

started a reorganisation/reconfiguration of the state. Nationalism did not appear, or reappear, after 

1989, and it only became manifest in a new form. Different authors see similarities with different, 

older processes. Miroslav Hroch considers that post-communist nationalism, especially the na-

tionalism of the national minorities,1 resembles the path of the nation-formation of non-dominant 

ethnic groups in the 19th century.2 Rogers Brubaker sees similarities between the post-1918 and 

the post-communist period.3 Katherine Verdery emphasises the similarities between the post-

colonial and post-communist nationalisms.4 

The emergence and the strengthening of nationalism in ECE followed a different pattern. 

While nationalism in Western Europe was the consequence of modernisation, East-Central 

European nationalisms are mainly adapting the successful western model. Several nations of to-

day were, in the 19th century, only aspiring to become nations as western nations. Most of them 

were encompassed in large empires (the Tsarist, the Ottoman and the Habsburg Empires, and later, 

the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy). Miroslav Hroch describes a model of how these non-dominant 

ethnic groups became nations.5 In his analysis of non-dominant ethnic groups in the framework of 

nation formation, he summarises their goals as follows: (1) The development or improvement of 

national culture based on a local language, which had to be used in education, administration and 

economic life; (2) the creation of a complete social structure, including their 'own' educated el-

ites and entrepreneurial classes; and (3) the achievement of equal civil rights and of some degree 

of political self-administration.6 As Hroch puts it: '[T]he process of nation-forming acquires an 

irreversible character only once the national movement won mass support, thereby reaching 

phase C'.7 One can establish that a nationalising process has started, but it is impossible to de-

                                                 
1 If we use Hroch's terminology: the nationalism of non-dominant ethnic groups. 
2Miroslav Hroch, 'Nationalism and National Movements: Comparing the Past and the 
Present of Central and Eastern Europe', Nations and Nationalism 2:1 (1996), pp. 35—44. 
3 Rogers Brubaker, Nationalism Reframed: Nationhood and the National Question in the 
New Europe (Cambridge, 1996), pp. 63-67; Brubaker, 'Myths and Misconceptions'. 
4 Katherine Verdery, 'Nationalism, Postsocialism, and Space in Eastern Europe', Social 
Research 63:1 (1996), pp. 77-95. 
5 Miroslav Hroch, 'From National Movement to the Fully-formed Nation: The Nation- 
building Process in Europe', New Left Review 198 (March-April, 1993), pp. 3-20. 
6 Miroslav Hroch:   'National  Self-Determination  from a Historical Perspective',  in 
Sukumar Periwal (ed.), Notions of Nationalism (Budapest, 1995), pp. 65-82, at p. 66. 
7 Miroslav Hroch, 'Real and Constructed: the nature of the nation', in Hall (ed.), The State of the Nation, pp. 91-106, 
at p. 98. 
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termine the moment of its end because there are no criteria that define the successfully accom-

plished process. Moreover, even if the elite (politicians, intellectuals, etc.) consider that the proc-

ess has reached an end, one has to maintain, sometimes to 're-build', and to 'refurbish' the nation. 

Once nationalism has appeared, the process is permanent. Nationalism has become the central 

ideology of the state, especially in the eastern part of Europe. 

At the end of the First World War, the map of Europe, especially Eastern Europe, was re-

drawn. The Austro-Hungarian Monarchy disappeared, the Ottoman Empire lost its power and the 

revolution in Russia presented a new threat, so peace treaties, in addition to rewarding states that 

supported the victorious powers, took the new geo-political situation into account and re-drew 

the map of ECE. 

Breakdowns of regimes, revolutions and transitions are usually accompanied by the re-

definition and re-institutionalisation of the nation, and by the reconfiguration of the state. The 

nationally mixed territory of ECE followed this model. As Beissinger notes: '[T]he goal of na-

tionalism is the definition or redefinition of the physical, human, or cultural boundaries of the 

polity'.1 Obviously, when one part redefines the polity in national terms, the other actors will 

probably react and take similar steps. Transition also involves the redistribution of power. Titular 

nations framed their constitutions disregarding, or even opposing, the claims of national minori-

ties. As Irina Culic shows, the primordiality of the titular nations determined the central values of 

the states: 'In the preambles of the Constitutions, as well as the public political and cultural dis-

courses, and in the substance of other state policies, the evidence and elements of the historical 

existence and continuity of a Nation state represent the most salient and powerful arguments'.2 

National minorities immediately formed their own ethnic (ethno-regional) parties. Exter-

nal national homelands expressed concern regarding their kin minorities living in other states. 

Only some weeks after the breakdown of the communist systems did a reconfiguration of power, 

interests and institutions came into being and, as a consequence, determined national politics in 

the region. These settings have characterised the region since then. In order to ensure the stability 

of the region, the European Union put on its agenda the issue of minority rights. 

Every issue that affects national issues creates and recreates tensions. Because of these 

tensions, and sometimes conflicts, the EU put on the agenda of the process of EU enlargement 

the issue of the protection of national minorities, and monitors this. In this way, the EU, and in 

another respect, NATO, play an important role in the national politics of the involved countries 

                                                 
1 Mark R. Beissinger, 'How Nationalisms Spread: Eastern Europe Adrift the Tides and Cycles of Nationalist Conten-
tion', Social Research 63:1 (1996), pp. 97-146. 
2 Irina Culic, 'State and Nation Building in Central and Eastern Europe after 1989', paper presented for the IPC An-
nual Conference at Goethe University, Frankfurt am Main, 11-14 November 2002. Only states that did not have po-
litically active national minorities refrained from framing exclusivist constitutions (and other laws). 
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and regions. This will be more evident in the analysis of the international aspects of the status 

law. 

The following part deals with the politics of the nationalising state, the nationalising mi-

nority and the politics of the external national homeland. 

Hungarians and Romanians 

To put the question very simply, the origin of the problem is the Gellnerian incongruence 

of the boundaries of both states and both nations.1 As a rule, the titular nation practiced a nation-

alising policy hostile toward the minority. This is true for Hungarians until 1918, and for Roma-

nians since then. 

After the First World War, Hungary lost a part of its territory, and around three million 

Hungarians became national minorities in the bordering states. The situation of the Hungarian 

minorities abroad has been a permanent concern for the Hungarian government. Hungarian na-

tionality politics, as is basically every nationality politics in Europe, is based on the assumption 

that the Hungarian state is responsible for Hungarians living abroad. Between the two world 

wars, the shock of the Trianon Peace Treaty deeply influenced Hungarian domestic and foreign 

policy. Hungarian foreign politics was characterised by a strong support for the Hungarian mi-

norities abroad, and irredentism. The second Vienna Award granted to Hungary the northern part 

of Transylvania. However, the end of World War II saw the redrawing of Hungary's borders to 

almost as they were before 1938. The Soviet system was based on the assumption that socialism 

would resolve the problems of national minorities, and that minority issues belong to domestic 

affairs. The breakdown of the socialist/communist system brought to the surface the old tensions 

between the titular nation and the national minorities, and, similarly, this led to tensions between 

neighboring states. This was the case with the Hungarian minorities and the titular nations in the 

neighboring states. Domestic national tensions are also reflected in the relationship between 

Hungary and its neighbors. The essence is that the relationship between a kin-state and its 

neighbors is strongly correlated with the (perception of the) situation of its minorities and the titu-

lar nation. 

Following World War I, Romania acquired Transylvania. As a result, a sizeable Hungar-

ian population became a national minority in Romania. In other words, a part of an already-

formed nation, which had been involved in the process of nation building, suddenly became a 

national minority. Up to 1918, Hungarians considered themselves the rightful masters of Tran-

sylvania, and acted on the basis of this idea. Consequently, after 1918, while being backed ideo-

logically by the revisionist politics of the Hungarian state, the leaders of the Hungarian national 

                                                 
1 All Hungarians lived in one state only between 1867 and 1918, and the Romanians only between 1918 and 1940. 
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minority in Romania organised their political and cultural organisations on an ethnocultural basis 

and promoted a policy of self-defence regarding the nationalising thrust of the enlarged Roma-

nian state. The essential point is that the ethnocultural basis of organisation, which increasingly 

characterised the Hungarian politics of nation building after the Compromise of 1867, prevailed 

after a part of that nation became a national minority. Obviously, the framework had changed 

dramatically, but the politics based on the ethnocultural conception of the community remained 

dominant. 

The nationalising process of the national minority has characterised Hungarian social and 

political life in Romania since 1918. In addition to striving for different forms of autonomy and 

self-government, the political elite, with the help of the intelligentsia, has been engaged in the 

establishment of separate Hungarian institutions. The idea behind this practice is that without 

such institutions, Hungarian culture cannot be preserved  and promoted.   The  nationalising 

process  of the  national minority has been influenced both by the 'nationalising state' and by the 

'external national homeland'.1 

Following the events of 1989, a parliamentary democracy based on a multi-party system 

has slowly developed in Romania. In the period from 1990 to 1996, we can speak of the prevail-

ing politics of the legal predecessors of the Social Democratic Party.2 This period was character-

ised by slow reform and a consolidation of the political system. The Democratic Alliance of 

Hungarians in Romania (RMDSZ) participated in Romanian political life as an opposition party, 

while also working on the development of a Hungarian system of institutions and moving to-

wards internal pluralism. The parties in power up to 1996 showed little willingness to satisfy 

Hungarian demands, and anti-Hungarian and anti-RMDSZ rhetoric were characteristic features 

of political discourse. 

After November 1996, when the Democratic Convention won the elections, the mere fact 

of the RMDSZ's participation in the Romanian government was of great importance. With this, 

the party became acceptable as a political partner and, at the same time, it created a precedent. 

Cooperation between the parties in power and the RMDSZ became a reality when the Romanian 

political establishment needed a kind of legitimation abroad. In this period, the representatives of 

the RMDSZ in the legislation tried to support these drafts of bills that pointed towards reform, 

and their activities were also focused on protecting the interests of Hungarians living in Romania. 

The Social Democratic Party, after its electoral win in 2000, agreed with the Hungarian leaders 

                                                 
1 See:    Brubaker,    Nationalism   Reframed,   pp.    63-67;  Brubaker,    'Myths    and Misconceptions'. 
2 The leaders of this party arc basically those who came into power immediately after 1989, and governed until 
1996. At the beginning its name was Frontul Salvarii Nationale (Front of National Salvation), and later Party of So-
cial Democracy in Romania (Partidul Democratiei Sociale din Romania). 
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that the RMDSZ would support the government in the parliament, obtaining in return certain 

rights. 

Following the revolution of 1989, the relationship between Hungary and Hungarians liv-

ing in neighboring countries entered a new phase. During the communist period, official politics 

was characterised by the fiction of the ethnoculturally neutral state, and it was often asserted that 

questions regarding nationality belonged to the internal affairs of the respective country. Until 

the mid-1980s, Hungary did not show official interest in Hungarians living in other states. In the 

late 1980s, the problem of Hungarians living abroad, especially in Transylvania, was brought into 

the center of attention. After the breakdown of the communist regimes, the situation changed 

even more radically. Finally, concerns for Hungarians living in neighboring countries were mate-

rialised in legislation and governmental politics. 

In the Hungarian constitution, a paragraph was introduced stating Hungary's responsibil-

ity regarding Hungarians living abroad.1 On the basis of this constitutional and 'ethnocultural re-

sponsibility, the Hungarian governments established several governmental institutions and foun-

dations to support Hungarian institutions in neighboring countries.2 A certain part of the Hungar-

ian budget was allocated to finance Hungarian political, educational, and cultural institutions. Im-

portant financial assistance was given to students, pedagogues, and artists studying in Hungary, 

with the aim of raising the future Hungarian intelligentsia. 

In the following section, I analyse nationality politics in the Romanian-Hungarian context. 

The three major actors are: the Romanian state, the Hungarian state and the Hungarian national 

minority in Romania. In the first part, I briefly present the historical antecedents, followed by an 

analysis of the post-1989 period. 

Nationalising Nationalism: The Romanian State 

The nationalising politics of the nation state is not new. In the 19th century, basically all 

states in Western Europe pursued such policies. However, nationalising state policies became 

characteristic in the region in the inter-war period. The newly formed states conceived them-

selves to be nation states, and intended to create their ethnically homogeneous nation states. 

Governments practiced both exclusive and inclusive policies regarding different national groups. 

Brubaker summarised the following characteristic elements of the nationalising state: 1. the exis-

tence of a 'core nation' or nationality, defined in ethnocultural terms, and sharply distinguished 

from the citizenry or permanent resident population of the state as a whole; 2. the idea that the 

                                                 
1 Constitution of the Republic of Hungary, Article 6(3): 'The Republic of Hungary acknowledges its responsibility 
for the fate of Hungarians living outside of its borders and shall promote the fostering of their links with Hungary'. 
See: A Magyar Koztarsasdg Alkotmanya [Constitution of the Republic of Hungary] (Budapest, 1998), p. 14. 
2 Hatdron Tuli Magyarok Hivatala [Government Office for Hungarian Minorities Abroad (GOHMA)]. The Hungar-
ian government also allocated important sums to several foundations that distributed the resources: Illyes Founda-
tion, Segito Jobb Foundation, (Uj)Kezfogas Foundation, Apaczai Foundation, etc. 
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core nation legitimately 'owns' the polity; 3. The idea that the core nation is not flourishing, and 

that its specific interests are not adequately 'realised' or 'expressed' despite its rightful 'ownership' 

of the state; 4. The idea that specific action is needed in a variety of settings and domains to 

promote the language, and for cultural flourishing, demographic predominance, economic wel-

fare, or political hegemony of the core nation; etc.1 

Romania was formed in 1859 with the unification of the Principates Moldova and Walla-

chia, and gains its full independence in 1877. Greater Romania came into being after the First 

World War. It was a nation state that encompassed all Romanians, who before 1918 lived in dif-

ferent empires, but 28 per cent of the population were members of national minorities: Hungari-

ans, Germans, Jews, Ukrainians, Russians, etc. The very existence of these national minorities 

hindered the project of the Romanian state in achieving the status of a homogeneous nation state. 

The Romanian state started a nationalising process, the creation of a state dominated by the titu-

lar nation.2 After 1918, Romania started an intense nationalising policy. In the case of nationalis-

ing nationalism, the core nation is understood to be the legitimate 'owner of the state', which is 

conceived as the state of and for the core nation. 

The second Vienna Award granted Hungary the northern part of Transylvania, which was 

lost again by Hungary after the Paris Peace Treaties. Romania lost territories in the east (Bes-

sarabia and Bukovina) and a considerable Romanian population. In the communist period, Ro-

mania followed the Leninist principle of national self-determination, granting, under Soviet pres-

sure (and military presence), a kind of autonomous status for the counties inhabited by Hungari-

ans. In the 1960s, when Nicolae Ceausescu became the leader of the Romanian Communist party, 

a nationalist turn could be observed. Katherine Verdery states that Ceausescu realised that only 

with this nationalist twist would he obtain support for his regime from the intellectuals.3 The con-

sequence was that nationalism became institutionalised in the communist system. In the 1950s, 

the main enemy had been the Germans, who suffered deportation by the regime.4 Later, espe-

cially after the German and the Jewish population left the country, the Hungarians assumed the 

role of enemy. The peak of this turn was accomplished in the 1980s, when the communist regime 

                                                 
1 Brubaker, Nationalism Reframed, p. 83. 
2 The process is described in the excellent book: Irina Livezeanu, Cultural Politics in Greater Romania: Regional-
ism, Nation Building and Ethnic Struggle, 1918-1930 (Ithaca, NY, 1995). 
3 Katherine Verdery, National Ideology under Socialism: Identity and Cultural Politics in Ceausescu's Romania 
(Berkeley, СЛ, 1991). 
4 Smaranda Vultur, Istorie trdita—istorie povestita: Deportarea in Baragan, 1951—1956 (Timisoara, 1997); Sma-
randa Vultur (ed.), Germanii din Banat prin povestirile lor (Bucharest, 2000); Smaranda Vultur (ed.), Lumi in des-
tine: Memoria generatiilor de inceput de secol din Banat (Bucharest, 2000). 
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implemented its national politics without any domestic or international control. The Romanian 

historian Lucian Boia in several books describes manifestations of this politics.1 

The breakdown of the Romanian communist system in December 1989 created a new en-

vironment for the different processes of national institutionalisation, now in a democratic frame-

work. The national projects, that of the titular nation, and that of the Hungarian minority found 

themselves in an antagonistic situation. The Romania nationalising policy can be best observed 

in the process of framing the constitution, when Romania was defined as a nation state. Later, 

several laws reinforced the national character and national orientation of the Romanian state. The 

emergence of nationalist parties, like the Greater Romania Party and the Party of National Unity 

of the Romanians, tacitly backed by the post-communist party,2 in power at that time, were the 

major promoters of state-directed nationalism. After the Democratic Convention came into 

power, and invited the RMDSZ to participate in the government, nationalism played a more mi-

nor role.3  

The policy of the nationalising state, in our case, Romania, questions the legitimacy of the 

claims formulated by the Hungarian elite as essential for its nationalising process: the decentrali-

sation of power and the establishment of institutions that reproduce the Hungarian elite. Analysing 

more carefully the national policy of the Romanian state, we can observe that the Hungarian mi-

nority obtains only such rights that minimally affect the Romanian nationalising process. From a 

Hungarian perspective, the Hungarians in Romania do not enjoy the rights they need to fulfill 

their national institutionalisation, i.e. administrative decentralisation, a state-sponsored Hungar-

ian university, a mode of autonomy for the regions inhabited by Hungarians, return of church 

property, etc. 

Nationalising Minority: Hungarians in Romania 

The following develops an interpretative framework for the study of the national minori-

ties that would aid an understanding of ongoing developments and explain the process of nation-

alising of the national minority. Many possible frameworks can be employed to analyse a na-

tional minority. However, to understand the essence of this issue, one has to concentrate on the 

questions related to nations and nationalism. National minority politics are par excellence based 

on the principle of nationality. Furthermore, their organisations are based on national or ethnic 

                                                 
1 Lucian Boia, History and Myth in Romanian Consciousness (Budapest, 2001); Lucian Boia (ed.), Miturile comu-
nismului romanesc (Bucharest, 1998); Lucian Boia, Romania: Jara defrontiera a Europei (Bucharest, 2002). 
2 Frontul Salvarii Nationale (National Salvation Front), that became later the Partidul Democratie Sociale din Ro-
mania (The Romanian Party of Social Democracy), and is at present the Partidul Social Democrat (Social Democ-
ratic Party). 
3 For an analysis of the 1996-2000 period, see: Zoltan Kantor and Nandor Bardi, 'The present, but their manifesta-
tions were more controlled by the state. The elections in 2000 again reshaped the political sphere in Romania. The 
Social Democratic Party, supported in parliament by the RMDSZ, clearly realised that Romania's only hope was to 
join the EU and NATO. The criteria set by these organisations forced the Hungarian and Romanian parts to cooper-
ate. 



 661

grounds. In order to understand the nationalising policy of a national minority, one must analyse 

the process through which a particular group became a national minority, and the institutionalisa-

tion of that national minority on an ethnocultural basis. 

I focus especially on situations where the national minority was once part of a larger na-

tion within the framework of one state. One of the consequences of the dissolution of the empires 

is that a part of the nation became a national minority in another state. One part of the ethnocul-

tural nation, now a national minority, has not accepted the new situation. It has continued the na-

tion building process, but it has also reshaped it. Although this nation building process is differ-

ent from the former process, its mechanisms are similar. Ethnocultural bonds do not lose their 

strength; on the contrary, they are generally invigorated. Since the nation building of the majority 

challenges the nation building of the national minority, the strengthening of the internal bounda-

ries of the national minority is a logical consequence. 

On a theoretical level, I consider that one should focus on the processes of institutionali-

sation of the minority, on an ethnocultural basis. One should not commit the mistake of essential-

ising the national minorities. National minorities are constructed and imagined as much as na-

tions are. 

In line with Brubaker's conceptual transformation of the nation state into nationalising 

state, I propose the concept of nationalising minority instead of national minority.1 This concept 

captures the internal dynamics of the national minority and permits the analysis of long-term 

processes. These processes are slightly different from those of the nationalising state,2 but the 

mechanisms are similar. National minorities engaged in a nation building process are nationalis-

ing minorities. Nationalising national minorities are distinguishable from the non-nationalising 

ones.3 Empirically, one can present the following distinctive features: (1) A nationalising minor-

ity is sufficiently numerous to have a real possibility of achieving a number of its goals; (2) na-

tionalising minorities express political goals, not only cultural goals. Their goal is not only the 

preservation of national/cultural identity, but also its promotion and institutionalisation. The 

creation of institutions that resemble those of a state is essential, as is the establishment of a mi-

nority iife-world'; and (3) nationalising minorities attempt to transform the political structure of 

the state and struggle for political representation at the state level. 

                                                 
1 I developed this theoretical framework in: Zoltan Kantor, 'Kisebbsegi nemzetepites: A romaniai magyarsag mint 
nemzetepito kisebbseg' [Minority nation building: the Hungarians in Romania as a nationalising minority], Regio 3 
(2000), pp. 219-240. 
2 The resources of the national minorities are incomparably limited, as are those of the state; however, the resources 
of the minorities are often supplied by the external national homeland. 
3 For example, Hungarians in Romania constitute a nationalising minority, while Bulgarians in Romania or Hun-
garians in Austria do not; in Western Europe, the Northern Irish are a nationalising minority. In the light of the past 
twenty years' events, Albanians in Kosovo can also be considered to be a nationalising minority. 
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The claims of national minorities are also made in the name of a core nation or nationality, 

defined in ethnocultural terms, and are not related to citizenship. The difference in this case is 

that the 'core' of the ethnocultural nation is localised in the nation living in the 'external national 

homeland'. However, institutionally, the national minority is distinct from the ethnocultural na-

tion. The national minority has no state of its own. Therefore, the leaders of the national minority 

create a 'surrogate state', a system of political representation of the national minority, which, as 

mentioned, is conceived on an ethnocultural basis. 

A national minority is usually defined without reference to an external national home-

land. The definitions emphasise only that it represents a minority in relation to the titular nation-

ality, and characterise the national minority accentuating the numerical element. The question of 

the ethnocultural nation, including all the members of the same ethnic group, is marginal. This is, 

on the one hand, due to legal and political definitions that concentrate on the rights of the na-

tional minority, and, on the other, due to the practice of social scientists who analyse the transi-

tion to democracy, nationalism and ethnic conflicts within a country, discussing only short-term 

processes, and concentrating on the situational setting. To avoid these narrow approaches, one 

must focus on the national minority and analyse such questions from a historical perspective. In 

order to do this, one must look for a different approach, and Brubaker's definition is useful in this 

respect: 

A national minority is not simply a 'group' that is given by the facts of ethnic demography. It is a 

dynamic political stance, or, more precisely, a family of related yet mutually competing stances, not a 

static ethno-demographic condition. Three elements are characteristic of this political stance, or fam-

ily of stances: (1) the public claim to membership of an ethnocultural nation different from the nu-

merically or politically dominant ethnocultural nation; (2) the demand for state recognition  of this dis-

tinct ethnocultural nationality;  and  (3) the assertion, on the basis of this ethnocultural nationality, of 

certain collective cultural or political rights.1 

After the definition of the entity, one should also look at the definition of the nationalism 

of a specific group: 

Minority nationalist stances characteristically involve a self-understanding in specially 'na-

tional' rather than merely 'ethnic' terms, a demand for state recognition of their distinct ethnocultural na-

tionality, and the assertion of certain collective, nationality-based cultural or political rights.2 

Members of the national minority still consider themselves as belonging to the former 

ethnocultural nation, emphasising the common culture and language. They used to perceive 

themselves as one nation, and still conceive of themselves in such a way. However, they also 

                                                 
1 Brubaker, Nationalism Reframed, p. 60.  
2 Brubaker, 'Myths and Misconceptions', p. 277. 
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perceive themselves as a national minority. These two complementary but nevertheless compet-

ing images characterise national minorities. National minorities are institutionalised on the same 

ethnocultural basis as the nation in the external homeland, but the framework and resources are 

different. The particular principle of nationality is identical, and therefore there is no reason to 

seek other explanations of why a national minority is engaged in a nationalising process. 

The nationalising minority's politics is oriented toward strengthening and maintaining 

ethnocultural boundaries. This is done by the creation of institutions for achieving the above-

mentioned aims. It involves the creation of a parallel social and political system and striving for 

a legal setting in which nationalising can continue in more favorable conditions. Institutions have 

an exclusive, ethnocultural character. Similar to the nationalising state, the nationalising minority 

faces competing goals, which are channeled by its institutions and its public sphere. Obviously, 

the goals and policies are constrained by several internal and external factors. The nationalising 

minority acts in a specific political arena, and not all the political actions of the national minority 

can be subsumed under this process. The outcome will not necessarily be what nationalist politi-

cians and intellectuals expect, as the conflict between and within the nation state and minority 

projects creates unexpected political results. 

The concept of a nationalising minority is thus helpful for a general account regarding the 

politics of national minorities, but for a meticulous analysis, one has to operationalise the con-

cept. By analysing the involved actors, the ethnic party and the elite of the national minority, this 

operationalisation be can done. The main promoters of these nationalising processes on the part 

of the national minority are the ethnic parties.1 Ethnic parties are formed in societies that are or-

ganised along ethnic or national cleavages. In cases where nationally relevant conflicts exist, for 

example, in times of revolution or change of regimes, it is almost certain that the elite of the na-

tional minority will form an ethnic party. Members of their own ethnic group mainly support 

ethnic parties; at the same time, it is very unlikely that non-members will vote for that party. 

Bearing this in mind, we may conclude that the major task of an ethnic party is to make sure that 

their co-ethnics will vote for it; convincing the non-co-ethnics to vote for it is less important. At 

the same time, the elite has to persuade the co-ethnics that they should act in the interests of the 

group as a whole. In this sense, an ethnic party is very different from a non-ethnic party in the 

sense that the national minority usually has a program that is oriented toward securing the indi-

vidual and collective rights of the members of that particular national minority. 

The main concern of national minorities, expressed by the goals and policies of the ethnic 

parties, is generally the preservation of their culture and the promotion of the interests of the 

                                                 
1 I use the concept of 'ethnic party' as a synonym for 'national minority party' or 'minority party' or 'ethno-regional 
party'. 
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members of the group and the perceived interests of the group as a whole. To achieve this aim, 

the minority has, on the one hand, to secure the legal and political framework at the state level 

and, on the other, to establish those institutions and an internal organisation that permits them to 

form a distinct society. Therefore, one has to analyse the ethnic party as both an ethnopolitical 

party and an ethnic organisation. The ethnic party has to act simultaneously as a political party, 

as a representative and promoter of the interests of its community, and has to strengthen the inter-

nal boundaries of the community by organising them into an ethno-civil society.1 The key differ-

ence is the political arena in which the party acts. As a political party, the ethnic party acts in the 

political sphere of the state. As an ethnic or minority organisation, its sphere of action is the eth-

nic or national and political subculture. 

Generally, their program focuses on decentralisation, promotion of the principle of sub-

sidiarity, freedom of the press, freedom of association, political pluralism, human dignity, etc. 

These are all democratic, liberal principles, and can be considered as a common good for the 

whole population of the state. Nevertheless, these principles are favorable for the nationalising 

process of the national minority. The program regarding the national minority itself is less liberal, 

and even often exclusivist. The democratisation of the respective state is important in the first 

instance to create a favorable area for the creation of the national minority's own system of insti-

tutions. 

The RMDSZ. One of the starting points of our analysis is the fact that the RMDSZ is a 

party organised on an ethnic basis. Its voters are almost exclusively ethnic Hungarians living in 

Romania, and in its program, it represents the interests of the Hungarian minority in Romania. 

The RMDSZ as a social organisation makes efforts to organise the civilian (non-governmental) 

sphere (or what is regarded as such) of the Hungarian community in Romania. To this end, it 

strengthens various organisations and institutions, not entirely without the intention of maintain-

ing or perhaps expanding its voting base. The Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in Romania, 

formed in December 1989, considers itself, and is considered by the other actors in Romanian 

politics, as the sole representative of Hungarians in Romania.2 As an ethnic party, it acts in the 

Romanian political sphere, and is organised and functions as does any other party. In the political 

arena, the party participates in elections, takes part in parliamentary life either as part of the gov-

ernment, or in opposition. As is characteristic of any ethnic party, the RMDSZ also fulfils a dou-

                                                 
1 I use this concept to imply that Hungarian civil society in Romania cannot be interpreted as a civil society of a state, 
but, being organised on an ethnic basis, the concept ethno-civil society better suggests the nature of that particular 
society. 
2 The RMDSZ defines itself as follows: 'The RMDSZ is the community of the autonomous territorial, political, so-
cial and cultural organisations of Hungarians in Romania. Its main objective is to protect the interests and rights of 
the Hungarian minority. The RMDSZ fulfils the task of representation of the Hungarian population both at local and 
national levels' (The programme of the RMDSZ). 
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ble function. On the one hand, as a political party, it participates in Romanian political life, 

while, on the other, it performs tasks of organising the society. In the focus of the program and 

the political activities of such parties stands the representation of the interests and values of the 

relevant national/ethnic group/community. Like other parties, the RMDSZ also behaves as a 

party and its leaders also have their own particular interests, which do not always coincide with 

the interests of the group represented. 

On the basis of the program of the RMDSZ and the activities of its representatives in par-

liament, we can state that the party has supported decentralisation, the development of a function-

ing economy and the Euro-Atlantic integration of Romania. In this sense, from an external view-

point, we can classify the party a modern liberal party.1 

On the one hand, RMDSZ's goals at the state level can be summarised as follows: it 

strives for the creation of smaller units within the state, by advocating administrative decentrali-

sation, federalism and territorial autonomy, in order to create structures in which the Hungarian 

minority would be in a relative majority in order to influence the decisionmaking process. On the 

other hand, it attempts to create separate ethnically based institutions, in which the minority de-

cides concerning salient issues. These together signify the creation of a Hungarian parallel soci-

ety, the institutionalisation of the Hungarian 'sphere' in Romania. The final goal is to create a 

parallel society.2 Basically, this is what I call minority nation building. Minority nation building 

can also be described as the creation of a parallel society on an ethnic basis. The RMDSZ, as a 

mixture of an ethnic party and an organisation, uses its two faces to achieve these goals. This is 

an attribute only of ethnic parties and not of other types of political party. 

Kin-state Nationalism: The Hungarian State 

The external national homeland, in our case, Hungary, supports this process with political 

and financial resources. At the same time, it also influences the self-perception of the members of 

the national minority and plays an important role in the power relations within the national minor-

ity. After 1989, Hungary openly expressed its concern about the fate of the Hungarian minorities 

abroad. 

The Hungarian state influences the nationalising process of the Hungarian minority in 

Romania, and, as such, it can be analysed as an external factor. I analyse only one aspect of this 

relationship—the law concerning Hungarians living in neighboring states. Hungary, as a state 

concerned with the fate of Hungarians living abroad, considers it a political and moral duty to 

                                                 
1 If we consider the part of the programme that refers to its own society, we can identify a consolidated and conserva-
tive value system. 
2 In opposition to many views, this does not involve territorial separation. Hungarians in Romania, especially after 
1945, have accepted the state of affairs and have promoted a policy that searches for solutions within the framework 
of the Romanian state. 
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help Hungarians, especially those who live in the bordering countries. Until recently, the Hun-

garian state supported principally the institutions of the national minorities. 

In 1997, Hungary became a member of NATO, and it is expected that it will soon become 

a member of the European Union. In this connection, Hungary will also join the Schengen 

agreement, which means that it will have to introduce visa requirements for non-EU citizens. At 

present, it is obvious that Romania, Croatia, Yugoslavia and Ukraine will join the EU at a con-

siderably later stage.1 As a consequence, many Hungarians living in these states will find it hard 

to travel to Hungary. This poses the fear that a new Iron Curtain will separate Hungarians from 

the above-mentioned countries and their homeland. 

In 2001, the then conservative Hungarian government proposed a Law Regarding Hun-

garians Living in neighboring countries.2 Political and scientific discourse refers to it as the 

'Status Law'. The government considered that the existence of such a law, and the facilities of-

fered, encourages Hungarians to refrain from emigration, and could moderate the process of as-

similation. 

The intention of the Hungarian government and of the elites of the ethnic parties was to 

strengthen the minority societies and, by this, the nationalising process. At a theoretical level, 

two aspects are important. The first is that this law defines a relationship between the Hungarian 

individual and the Hungarian state. The second is that it redefines, and reinstitutionalises, the 

Hungarian conception of the nation. The expressed goal of the law is explained as follows: 

While promoting the national identity of Hungarians living in neighboring countries, the 

Law obviously ensures prosperity and staying within the home country. According to the scope of the 

Law, the codifier applies different provisions to encourage living within the home country and does not 

support resettling to Hungary. Most forms of assistance will be applied within the home countries of Hun-

garians living in neighboring countries; the institutional structure needed for any assistance for the 

Hungarian minorities in the neighboring countries is established through this legal norm.3 

The debate on the objective and subjective criteria of belonging to the Hungarian nation 

brought to light an old, and irresolvable, dispute about the definition of the nation. While the op-

position would accept only self-definition (self-identification) regarding Hungarianness, the gov-

ernmental parties argued that it is necessary to include 'objective criteria'. 

                                                 
1 Slovakia and Slovenia will probably join the EU almost simultaneously with Hungary, but even if not, the citizens 
of these countries will not need a visa to travel to EU states. It is also probable that the visa requirement for Roma-
nian citizens will be waived. 
2 Adopted by the Hungarian Parliament on 19 June 2001 <http://www.htmh.hu/ index.php?menuid=0401>, accessed 
26 April 2006. 
3 Information on the Law on Hungarians Living in Neighboring Countries (Act T/4070) 
<http://www.mkogy.hu/internet/plsql/ogy_irom.irom adat?p_ckl=36&pizon=4070>, accessed 1 May 2006. 
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Starting from an ethnocultural redefinition of the nation, Hungary also plays an important 

role in the redefinition of the Hungarian national minorities. The Hungarian national minorities in 

the neighboring countries are involved in nationalising processes within the framework of their 

respective states. The 'Status Law' strengthens the symbolic boundaries of Hungary and the na-

tional minorities living in bordering countries. The theoretical question is whether there are 

many parallel processes of Hungarian nation building, or only one. The situation existing prior to 

the 'Status Law' suggests the former, and the post-'Status Law' situation, the latter. The 'Status 

Law' binds all the members of the Hungarian ethnocultural nation (living in the neighboring 

states) together. In this respect, it has a decisive influence on the politics of the national minori-

ties. Throughout the past decade, Hungary has been supporting most of the important cultural 

institutions, but from now on, it will also play a decisive role in the life-strategies of Hungarian 

individuals living in the bordering countries. Hungarian political elites and intellectuals will be 

even more dependent on Hungary, and Budapest is meant to become the focal point for every 

Hungarian. However, this connection is mediated by Hungarian organisations in the neighboring 

countries, and through this mediation, using Hungarian financial resources, they can realise their 

nation building project. 

In addition to the benefits and facilities accorded to Hungarians abroad by the status law, 

it also plays a major role in strengthening the boundaries of the Hungarian minority groups. Real-

ising this aspect of the law, the Romanian government asked the European Parliament to analyse 

the law. After recommendations of the Venice Commission,1 the prime ministers of the two states 

signed an agreement2 in which the Romanian party gave its consent for the application of the law 

in Romania, but asked that non-Hungarian spouses of Hungarians in Romania not receive a 

'spouse card'.3 

The newly formed government expressed the following goals regarding national policy: 

The Government's policy on ethnic Hungarian minorities in neighboring countries aims to 

build and develop political, cultural, and economic ties between Hungary and Hungarian communities 

abroad as part of the general process of European unification, as well as to help Hungarians living in 

neighboring countries to live and prosper in their own homeland. 

                                                 
1 'Report on the Preferential Treatment of National Minorities by their Kin-State', adopted by the European Commis-
sion for Democracy through Law (Venice Commission) at its 48th Plenary Meeting, Venice, 19-20 October 2001, 
CDL-INF (2001) 19 <http:// www.venice.coe.int/docs/2001/CDL-INF(2001)019-e.asp>, accessed 1 May 2006. 
2 Memorandum of Understanding between the Government of the Republic of Hungary and the Government of Ro-
mania Concerning the Law on Hungarians Living in Neighboring Countries and Issues of Bilateral Co-operation 
(Budapest, 22 December 2001). 
3 Only some months after the agreement, Adrian Nastase, the prime minister of Romania edited a book that basically 
attacks the status law: Adrian Nastase et al., Protecting Minorities in the Future Europe (Bucharest, 2002). 
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In order to achieve this, the bonds between ethnic Hungarian minorities and Hungary must be 

settled within a framework of legislation and government, so as to preserve the organic ties of Hun-

garian communities to Hungary, even after its accession to the European Union.1 

This program reinforces Hungary's special relationship with the Hungarian minorities in 

the neighboring countries, but emphasises the importance of settling this relationship within the 

legislative framework. In addition, for the first time, it is expressed that, similar to the accession 

to the EU, the organic ties of the Hungarian communities and Hungary are of primary impor-

tance. The official argument for framing the Law on Hungarians Living in Neighboring Coun-

tries is: 

The main aim of this Law is to ensure special relations of the Hungarians living in neighbor-

ing countries to their kin state, the promotion and preservation of their national identity and well-being 

within their home country; therefore to contribute to the political and economic stability of the region, and 

through this to contribute to the Euro-Atlantic integration process of Hungary in particular and the Cen-

tral and Eastern European region in general. In this context the Law promotes the preservation of the 

cultural and social cohesion as well as the economic consolidation of Hungarian communities 

abroad.2 

The central scope of the law is to ensure the special relations of Hungarians living in the 

region, despite their state-allegiances, and to convince Hungarians living in neighboring coun-

tries to remain in their home country. In addition to the initial idea that the 'Status Law' would 

serve as a basis for according preferential national visas to the possessors of the 'Hungarian Iden-

tification Document', the public debate focused on the effect of this law on the emigration of 

Hungarians from neighboring countries. 

Theoretical Problems Regarding the Status Law 

Laws similar to the Hungarian status law rest on two widely shared assumptions: 1. The 

conception of the nation in ethnocultural terms, assuming that a group of people, which had al-

ready become a nation and developed a strong sense of national identity, regardless of the bor-

ders that separate them at present, have something in common, which is salient to those persons. 

2. The perception that the home state (the nationalising state) does not sufficiently protect and 

promote the rights of the national minorities (kin minorities); moreover, especially in East-

Central-Europe, it usually seeks to assimilate them. 

Consequently, a perception prevails that it is a legitimate right of kin-states to award spe-

cial attention, institutionalised by law, to their kin minorities. While the practices of kin-states 

differ substantially, the underlying assumptions have the same roots. The only possible explana-
                                                 
1 For details, see: Government Program: For a Civic Hungary on the Eve of a New Millenium from 1998 
<http://www.htmh.hu/govprog.htm>, accessed 15 August 2001. 
2 Information on the Law on Hungarians Living in Neighboring Countries (See above n. 56). 



 669

tion for this is that the national boundaries (the ethnoculturally understood nation) are perceived, 

both by the kin-state and the kin minority, as being stronger as other types of bond (i.e. citizen-

ship, or the 'political nation'). 

Laws like the Hungarian Status Law must be analysed in a larger context. One must ana-

lyse the domestic and the international context in order to see how a particular idea in govern-

ment becomes a law, and how this law institutionalises the conception of the nation. What is of 

extreme interest is the underlying principle of such laws: the assumed, but rarely explicit nation-

alism. 

Scholars may employ several theoretical frameworks1 in order to understand the status 

law syndrome, such as the status laws placed in the framework of nationalism. Nationalism is a 

value-free concept and denotes a process of institutionalising societies on a national basis. The 

works of Zsuzsa Csergo and James Goldgeier, Janos Kis, and George Schopflin approach the 

status law syndrome through nationalism.2 

The nationalisms we encounter are a multiplayer game of institutionalising and defining 

the nation. The political interests, the ideologies, and the vision of the future Europe each con-

tribute to shaping a 'legitimate' conception of the nation.  

Nationalism, as а perpetual multiplayer, institutionalises the polity invoking the nation, 

and involves a permanent definition and redefinition of boundaries. Since modernity, societies 

are institutionalised on a national basis valid for both majorities and minorities. In Europe, argua-

bly everyone is nationalised. In Ernest Gellner's words, modern man is nationalist, and he/she is 

nationalist because he/she has to be. Nationalism is more than discourse or ideology, it is also 

institutionalisation, and this definition has consequences for the organisation of society. 

Nationalism did not appear or return after 1989. For at least two hundred years, national-

ism laid the foundations of every European society/state via institutions, laws, and politics. 

The redefinition and re-institutionalisation of the nation and the reconfiguration of the 

state usually accompanied the breakdown of regimes, revolutions and transitions. As Beissinger 

notes: '[T]he goal of nationalism is the definition or redefinition of the physical, human, or cul-

tural boundaries of the polity'.3 Or, as Culic states: 'State building and nation building in CEE 

Europe [sic] are also part of a larger process re-institutionalising and re-organising political 

                                                 
1 Other legitimate interpretive frameworks can and were set, such as: approaches focusing on citizenship (fuzzy citi-
zenship—Brigid Fowler), on minority protection (legitimate and illegitimate kin-protection—Halasz-Majtenyi-Vizi, 
Janos Kis, etc.), on transnationalism (Michael Stewart), on ideological clashes (IEDA Osamu), etc. See articles in: 
Zoltan Kantor et al. (eds.), The Hungarian Status Law: Nation Building and/or Minority Protection (Slavic Eurasian 
Studies, no. 4; Sapporo, 2004). 
2 See the studies in: Kantor et al (eds.), The Hungarian Status Law. 
3 Beissinger, 'How Nationalisms Spread', p. 101. 
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space and political phenomena. Both their innovative concepts and legislation are constitutive to 

these processes'.1 

Transitions, however, including border modifications, are accompanied by a redefinition 

of the core values of the society and a struggle for the basic principles on which society should 

be organised. Political and ideological debates crystallise these redefinitions when the stronger 

power gains the right to institutionalise the society based on its interests and vision. Yet, quite 

often, this is not correlated with the strength of their arguments. 

Obviously, when one part redefines the polity in national terms, others will probably re-

act and take similar steps. Transition also involves the redistribution of power. Titular nations 

framed their constitutions disregarding, or even opposing, the claims of national minorities. This 

strengthened the opposition of the national minorities and that of the kin-states. After the break-

down of dictatorial regimes in ECE, it again became legitimate to organise society on a national 

basis and to define the state in national terms.2 This definition is reflected in both law and politi-

cal practice, perhaps most importantly through constitutions. Irina Culic brilliantly demonstrates 

the centrality of the ethnocultural definition of the polity for the 27 ECE states: 'In the preambles 

of the constitutions, as well as public, political, and cultural discourses and in the substance of 

other state policies, the most salient and powerful arguments are the evidence and elements of 

the historical existence and continuity of a Nation state and the need to emphasise its nationhood 

by promoting its language, traditions, cultural inheritance, heroic history and territory'.3 

Laws on education, culture, local administration, language are also further proof of the 

nationalising politics of particular states. From our perspective, two types of law are of central 

interest: laws on citizenship and the so-called 'Status Laws'. Both types of law imply a definition 

of who is eligible to acquire citizenship and hence, special favors or benefits. They create a dis-

tinction between citizens of other states on a national/ethnic basis wherein people considered to 

be co-nationals or co-ethnics ('kin' in ethnocultural terms) gain favorable treatment from their 

kin-state/external national homeland. Clearly, states perceive themselves as responsible for their 

kin, and adopt a homeland (kin-state) practice reflecting the perception of states themselves as 

representatives of the titular nation understood in ethnocultural terms. Hence, home states/kin-

states—the 'core' nation—imagine their borders beyond those of the particular state. 

                                                 
1 Irina Culic, 'State Building and Constitution Writing in Central and Eastern Europe after 1989', Regio (2003), pp. 
38-58, at p. 58. 
2 It is misleading that socialist/communist societies/states did not have a national/ethnic component: the national 
discourse was illegitimate. The antinationalist, but national, institutionalisation in the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia 
(Brubaker), or the national-communist regime in Romania (Verdery, Fisher-Galati) shows the nation politics in these 
states. 
3 Culic, 'State Building'. 
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These laws, however, are not framed in a vacuum. Several actors in these political de-

bates influence the framing of a law. These debates take place in at least three arenas: domesti-

cally, involving the political parties and intellectuals, bilaterally, at times involving the kin mi-

nority living in the host-state with the states whose citizens are affected, and internationally. 

Two Waves of National Redefinition 

Analysing the issue of the nation in the ECE states, we can observe that there are two pe-

riods when politics deal with the issue of the nation. In the first period, shortly after the break-

down of authoritarian/totalitarian regimes, debates concerning the constitution and laws on citi-

zenship are accompanied by definitions of the nation. In Culic's words: '[...] new states were set 

as states of and for a nation, and thus state building was conceived as vigorous nation building. 

Constitutions and citizenship policies—which have a constitutive worth as acts whereby the 

body politic of the state is set and which are expressive of the nature of the state, followed the na-

tional principle. All related legislation was shaped according to remedial and assertive national-

ism'.1 

Framers vaguely define the support of co-nationals, or kin in their constitutions, but we 

must emphasise its presence from the time they define the polity. For example: 

• Constitution of Romania: Article 7. The State shall support the strengthening of links 

with Romanians living abroad and shall act accordingly for the preservation, development and 

expression of their ethnic, cultural, linguistic and religious identity, under observance of the leg-

islation of the State of which they are citizens. 

• Constitution of Hungary: Article 6(3). The Republic of Hungary bears a sense of re-

sponsibility for what happens to Hungarians living outside its borders and promotes the fostering 

of their relations with Hungary. 

• Constitution of Slovenia: Article 5. It shall maintain concern for autochthonous Slo-

vene national minorities in neighboring countries and for Slovene emigrants and workers abroad 

and shall foster their contacts with the homeland. 

Later, when the regimes may be considered more or less consolidated (democracies), 

states refine their nation politics. As Halasz, Majtenyi, and Vizi note: 'It is an established practice 

in Europe that the various national legal systems offer preferences to their co-nationals living 

outside the borders as compared to other foreigners. Following political transition in Central and 

Eastern Europe, the regulation of support for these ethnic groups has become a characteristic fea-

ture of constitutional legislation'.2 

                                                 
1 Ibid 
2 Ivan Halasz, Balazs Majtenyi, and Balazs Vizi, 'A New Regime of Minority Protection? Preferential Treatment of 
Kin Minorities under National and International Law', in Kantor et al. (eds.), The Hungarian Status Law 
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Two interlinked processes must be distinguished. The first concerns the status of eth-

nic/national minorities living in a particular state. Their demands, backed by the kin-state (exter-

nal national homeland) and by certain European institutions, become partially satisfied, at least 

formally, by the governments of the home states. I shall not enter into the details of such cases; I 

only wish to stress one facet of this process: nation states recognise that they are multina-

tional/multiethnic states. The second concerns the so-called 'status laws'. These laws, often in 

parallel with the modification of the law on citizenship, aim to settle the status of kin minorities, 

or co-nationals living abroad. Again, I stress the fact that the kin-state legalises the link between 

the state and the groups and/or individuals living abroad, perceived as kin. Those states that have 

co-nationals (kin minorities) in other states have adopted a policy that supports financially, cul-

turally, or even politically, their kin minorities. Support of kin minorities is based on the idea of 

the nation as an ethnocultural entity, not on the political conception of the nation. It is thus as-

sumed that co-nationals have, or should have, a special relationship with the kin-state. 

One may clearly observe the institutionalisation of the ethnocultural nation in ECE in the 

late 1990s.1 In practice, the official norm of nation states and the official concept of the political 

nation resemble multinational states based on the ethnocultural conception of the nation. How-

ever, despite formal recognition of national minorities and their rights, the majority continues na-

tionalising the state and kin-state politics. Furthermore, they may support kin minorities while 

denying the right to support national minorities of the home state. This has no connection with 

universal norms. It can only be explained in the framework of nationalism. Explicitly or implicitly, 

all those involved (the political parties in Hungary, the Hungarian state, governments of the 

neighboring states, and international organisations) operate with conceptions of the nation. These 

conceptions do not usually match, leading to misunderstandings and different approaches to the 

politics of kin-states, especially regarding kin minorities. To put it simply, one may say that the 

debates centre upon who owns the 'official' definition of the nation. Hence, the vision, the project 

of the future of Europe, is up for debate. Do we move toward a Europe of states or to a Europe of 

nations? 

Uses and Misuses 

The nation can be defined in many ways. One may distinguish between definitions that 

emphasise objective elements, and those that emphasise subjective elements. Since Ernest 

Renan's famous article, literature on nationalism greatly fuelled the debates on this subject. Fur-

                                                 
1 We encounter a similar picture in Western Europe; however, these are not perceived as endangering the stability of 
the states or regions. Perhaps the explanation is that in Western Europe, the homogenisation process was 'finalised' in 
the age preceding the universal recognition of human and minority rights (see for example Eugene Weber). Another 
explanation is that in Western Europe, most states settled the issue of national minorities as a result of a long process 
in the period following the Second World War. For an analysis of the—officially not recognised—similar ethnic 
foundations of the 'West', see the works of George Schopflin. 
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thermore, attempts to refine the definition can be traced back to Friedrich Meinecke. Perhaps 

these clarified the picture, or the adjective, but not the concept of nation itself. Rogers Brubaker1 

recently showed that such typologies do not greatly help the analysis of phenomena linked to the 

nation. Furthermore, scholars argue that western nationalisms differ from eastern nationalisms.2 

The Hungarian Status Law has drawn attention to the issue of how a nation is defined. 

While the framers of the law conceived it on the basis of an ethnocultural definition of the nation, 

domestic opposition and, to some extent, international organisations (represented in particular by 

Gunther Verheugen and Eric Jurgens) emphasised the political conception of the nation. 

Social scientists, the state, the 'members of the nation’, and the international institu-

tions/organisations define the nation. As is well known, no one definition is accepted unani-

mously. Nevertheless, social sciences operate with definitions and typologies. The French and 

the German nations usually exemplify the distinctions between political and ethnic nations util-

ised in politics. In addition, it seems that only European politicians consider the political nation 

as the official definition. If one encounters the approach of European states towards the minority 

issue in the states of ECE, one may immediately observe that the legitimate definition is that of 

the political nation, even if in practice, this is not always true. When this approach became a po-

litical norm, it became highly problematic, as it does not always reflect the state of affairs. It is a 

normative approach based on the idea that stability and peace can be secured only in such a way. 

The contest between the two conceptions, the ethnocultural and political, or in George 

Schopflin's terms,3 the particularistic and universalistic conceptions, has surfaced on the Euro-

pean agenda as a result of the Hungarian Status Law. 

Yet, at this moment, two problems remain clear. First, European organisations define the 

concept of nation as coterminous with that of the state, or with citizenship (especially regarding 

ECE). Such a definition has no connection with scientific definitions.4 Second, one must ask 

whether focusing on the concept of nation as an analysis of processes is possible. As we have 

seen (or more exactly, will see), European organisations (PACE, HCNM, EU—G. Verheugen) 

operate with the concept of nation, and consider every ethnic, or ethnocultural definition as dan-

gerous, and conflict-prone. Our question is whether such a definition, or politics based on one 

definition or another, is proper for social scientific analysis? 

                                                 
1 Rogers Brubaker, 'The Manichean Myth: Rethinking the Distinction Between Civic and Ethnic Nationalism', in 
Hanspeter Kriesi et al. (eds.), Nation and National Identity: The European Experience in Perspective (Zurich, 1999), 
pp. 55-71; Brubaker, 'Myths and Misconceptions'. 
2 Meinecke, Cosmopolitanism, pp. 9-22; Kohn, 'Western and Eastern', pp. 162-165; Plamenatz, 'Two Types of Na-
tionalism', pp. 23-36. 
3 George Schopflin 'Citizenship and Ethnicity: The Hungarian Status Law', in Kantor et al. (eds.), The Hungarian 
Status Law, pp. 87-104. 
4 See: Walker Connor, 'Terminological Chaos ("A Nation Is a Nation, Is a State, Is an Ethnic Group, Is a ...")', in 
Connor, Ethnonationalism, pp. 89-117. 
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The status law raised the question at the European level of the definition of the nation. As 

we have encountered, the ethnocultural definitions of the status laws are in strong opposition to 

the political definitions of the nation that is the official nation-conception of European institu-

tions. Opposite to social science, political institutions (domestic and European) begin their defi-

nition from perceived interests. The major interest in the case in point is peace and stability. The 

idea is that peace and stability can be attained only if a territorial claim or extraterritorial legisla-

tion is not made. 

Brubaker emphasises that one should not think of ethnicity and nation in 'terms of sub-

stantial groups or entities, but in terms of practical categories, cultural idioms, cognitive sche-

mas, discursive frames, organisational routines, institutional forms, political projects and contin-

gent events'.1 So, we should not think of nations as really existing, definable groups, rather of 

politics, and institutionalisation that relies on one or the other conception of the nation. Further-

more, we should take into consideration that in practice, all nation politics operate simultane-

ously with both concepts, however, only one—the political or the ethnocultural—can prevail. 

In conclusion, we should not consider the nation as a central category. One should focus on 

nationalism, on nation building, or on nation policy. In this framework, one may interpret the 

processes, politics that invoke one or another definition of the nation. By definition, status laws 

operate with the ethnocultural conception. They extend the borders of the nation beyond the bor-

ders of the state. 

Nationalism has little to do with groups, but rather with categories. Nations and national 

minorities define themselves as groups, but institutionalising politics depend on categories. 

States do not deal with groups, but with well-defined categories as individuals, or rather, citizens. 

Among citizens, people are categorised on an ethnic/national basis, which is reflected in statisti-

cal data, and the application of certain laws. Law does not deal with groups, or if it does, they are 

defined as categories. The category of citizens is not coterminous with the category of nationals. 

States implicitly accord special rights to members of the titular nation, and explicit rights to peo-

ple who belong to ethnic/national minorities. Similarly, kin-states accord explicit rights to kin 

minorities or members belonging to kin minorities based on the implicit principle that they be-

long to the titular nation in the kin-state. This basically reflects the ethnocultural conception of 

the nation a particular state employs in categorising the people. Yet, the backlash of according 

rights to ethnic/national minorities is that citizens are categorised according to their eth-

nic/national origin. Moreover, today in ECE, all people are categorised as belonging to a national 

group. At the same time, as rights, duties, and ways of defining differ, categorisation has become 

                                                 
1 Rogers Brubaker 'Ethnicity without Groups', Archieves europeennes de sociologie 43:2 (2002), pp. 163-189, at p. 
167. 
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essential. By defining the category of people entitled to claim special status or double citizenship, 

kin-states define who belongs to the (kin-) nation perceived in ethnocultural terms. 

Who Belongs to the Nation? Is the Nation Defined as a Conglomerate of Groups or an In-

dividual Linked to the State? 

The ECE status laws differ in many respects regarding how they define the target sub-

jects. The subject may be a vaguely defined group or a clear definition of individuals who belong 

to the nation. As Halasz, Majtenyi, and Vizi observe, 'the Romanian and the Slovenian laws 

status laws differ from other similar regulations inasmuch they focus on supporting communities, 

while (e.g.) the Slovak and Hungarian laws take an individualistic approach'.1 

From a theoretical point of view, the most debated issue concerned who is Hungarian.2 

The debate focused on both the definition of a Hungarian in the enumerated states in the law, and 

which nation-definition should the Hungarian state adopt for its foreign policy, especially policy 

concerning Hungarians abroad.3 

Like the Hungarian law, the Slovenian law employs an ethno-territorial applicability, tar-

geting 'autochthonous minorities'. Both laws specify the territories wherein the law is applicable. 

Without regard to the definition of nation, it basically applies to persons who live in the 'histori-

cal' regions of the core-state (titular-state). If we equate applicability with the definition of the 

nation, we find that the laws are not meant to explicitly define the nation; they do so implicitly. 

The Slovak and the Romanian status laws apply to every non-citizen, foreign Slovak or 

Romanian. In this respect, these laws are more universalistic, and the ethnic (ethnocultural) ele-

ment is stronger. The Romanian law, however, emphasises both the individual and communities: 

'the Romanian law [...] treats the Romanian communities beyond the borders as subjects of the 

collective rights provided to them by the status law'.4 Halasz, Majtenyi, and Vizi show that other 

status laws (Bulgarian, Greek, and Hungarian) concentrate solely on individuals rather than 

communities.5 

The issue of the nation may be analysed on three levels. The first is the level of domestic 

politics wherein different parties and ideologies struggle for a legitimate definition of the nation, 

on which basis they may institutionalise politics regarding individuals or groups from abroad. 

The second is the bilateral level involving the kin-state and the states to which the law applies. 

                                                 
1 Halasz, Majtenyi, and Vizi, 'A New Regime', p. 337. 
2 See the contributions of Ieda, Schopflin, Kantor, Kis, Csergo-Goldgeier in Kantor et al. (eds.), The Hungarian 
States Law. For the debate in Hungary, see: Zoltan Kantor (ed.), A statustorviny: dokumentumok, tanulmdnyok, pub-
licisztika (Budapest, 2002); Zoltan Kantor (ed.), A statustorviny: elozmenyek es kovetkezmenyek (Budapest, 2002). 
3 One has to add, that in terms of nation-definition, if laws are framed in ethnocultural terms, ethnic and national 
minorities in Hungary would not belong to the Hungarian nation. Obviously, the law does not regard Hungarian citi-
zens, regardless of their ethnic origins; such an institutionalisation on an ethnocultural basis may be seen as offensive 
to non-ethnocultural Hungarian citizens. 
4 Halasz, Majtenyi, and Vizi, 'A New Regime'. Ibid. 
5 Ibid. 
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The third level, that of international relations, concerns the involved states and the European in-

stitutions that deal with similar issues (Venice Commission, HCNM, PACE, etc.). 

Three Levels of Competing Definitions 

Domestic Level 

In Hungary, since Jozsef Antall announced his soul-felt position as prime minister of 15 

million Hungarians, every prime minister, in his first official speech, positions his government's 

relation to the issue of the nation. The conceptual and practical changes in policy toward Hun-

garians abroad are described in the articles of Nandor Bardi and lEDA Osamu. I only emphasise 

that apart from politics regarding Hungarians abroad, there is also a struggle to strengthen the 

boundaries of the political camps. The Hungarian status law is both a tool for supporting minori-

ties abroad and an instrument for strengthening the boundaries of target voters, and thus deepens 

the cleavage between the political sides. 

The Bilateral Level 

The neighboring states immediately realised that the Hungarian status law fostered the na-

tion building (nationalisation process) of the Hungarian minorities. Romania and Slovakia ex-

pressed strong reserve, and opposed the applicability of the law. Both states have laws that ex-

tend the boundaries of their nations, but this did not hamper them from questioning the right of 

Hungary to frame a similar, but better, institutionalised law. Both states perceived the Hungarian 

status law as impeding their homogenisation politics. The Hungarian law attacked exactly the 

core of the foundation of the two states (as reflected in their constitution and political practice): 

the national state principle. 

The International Level 

After the law was framed in 2001, Romania and Slovenia expressed their concern that the 

status law might present a problem at an international level. I focus only on the aspects of their 

concerns that directly address the issue of the nation. 

1. The first international organisation to issue a statement on the status law syndrome was 

the Venice Commission. Their most important conclusions were: 'Preferential treatment may be 

granted to persons belonging to kin minorities in the fields of education and culture, insofar as it 

pursues the legitimate aim of fostering cultural links and is proportionate to that aim'.1 

The Venice Commission recognised the right of kin-states to support their co-nationals 

living in other states. This was a novelty in international minority protection. While this declara-

tion has become a contentious issue, an international recommendation has been put forth for its 

consideration. The recommendation proves that the Venice Commission implicitly acknowl-
                                                 
1 'Report on the Preferential Treatment of National Minorities by their Kin-State', adopted by the European Commis-
sion for Democracy through Law (Venice Commission) at its 48th Plenary Meeting, Venice, 19-20 October 2001, 
CDL-INF (2001) 19 <http:// www.venice.coe.int/docs/2001/CDL-lNF(2001)019-e.asp>, accessed 1 May 2006. 
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edges special bonds between a state and its kin minorities. Moreover, they constitute recognition 

of the nation conceived in ethnocultural terms. 

Rolf Ekeus, OSCE High Commissioner for National Minorities, made a statement a week 

following the report issued by the Venice Commission. The statement, formulated in general 

terms, concerns the Hungarian Status Law. The text of the statement highlights the difference 

between the boundaries of the state and those of the nation, and recognises the 'interest in persons 

of the same ethnicity living abroad': 'National and state boundaries seldom overlap; in fact there 

are few pure "nation states". Borders therefore often divide national groups. [...] Although a state 

with a titular majority population may have an interest in persons of the same ethnicity living 

abroad [.. .]'.1 The European Parliament appointed Eric Jurgens as the rapporteur on the Hungarian 

Status Law and other similar laws in Europe. Jurgens used a very one-sided approach to the con-

cept of the nation, interpreting it only in the sense of the political nation. Eric Jurgens presented 

several drafts of the report, which was finally accepted by the Parliamentary Assembly of the 

Council of Europe on 25 June 2003. The endorsement procedure, with respect to the report, 

again highlighted the issue of the nation. In the explanatory memorandum, Jurgens stated, 'The 

definition of the concept "nation" in the preamble to the law is too broad and could be interpreted 

as non-acceptance of the state borders which divide the members of the "nation"'.2 As the report 

fundamentally rested on the political conception of the nation, it developed an astonishing dis-

tinction between Hungarians and Magyars. In the terms of the report, Hungarians constitute the 

citizens of Hungary, while the Magyars constitute Hungarians living abroad.3 All Hungarians, in 

Hungary as well as in neighboring states, refer to themselves as 'Magyar'. In the Hungarian lan-

guage, no other word designates those who belong to the Hungarian nation.  Hungarian is the 

term used in English. 

Romanians use both words, Hungarians (unguri) and Magyars (maghiari), but there is no 

systematic distinction between Hungarians living in Hungary and Hungarians living in Romania. 

With the same logic, German citizens would be Germans, while Germans living in other states; 

i.e. Belgium, Hungary, Romania, etc. would be Deutsch. Romanians in Romania would be Ro-

manians and Romanians living in Hungary would be Romani. This is an absurd outcome of ap-

plying, correctly, but unilaterally, the concept of political nation. An analytical approach to the 

issue, taking into account the competing concept of ethnocultural nation, could lead to a deeper 

                                                 
1 Rolf Ekeus (OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities), 'Sovereignty, Responsibility, and National Mi-
norities', statement in The Hague on 26 October 2001 <http://www.osce.org/item/6352.html>, accessed on 1 May 
2006. 
2 Erik Jurgens, 'Explanatory Memorandum', Erik Jurgens, 'Preferential treatment of national minorities by their kin-
states: the case of the Hungarian Status Law of 19 June 2001', (draft report) Council of Europe Parliamentary As-
sembly. 
3 Magyars: people of Hungarian identity (i.e. citizens of the countries concerned who consider themselves as persons 
belonging to the Hungarian 'national' cultural and linguistic community). 
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understanding of the problem and possibly an easier solution. 4. During the debate surrounding 

the Status Law, Giinter Verheugen wrote a letter to the prime minister of Hungary, Peter 

Medgyessy, in which he focused on the issue of the nation: '[There is a feeling that the definition 

of the concept "nation" in the preamble of the law could under certain circumstances be inter-

preted—though this interpretation is not correct—as non-acceptance of the state borders which 

divide the members of the "nation", notwithstanding the fact that Hungary ratified several multi-

and bilateral instruments containing the principle of respect for territorial integrity state, in par-

ticular the basic treaties entered into force between Hungary and Romania and Slovakia'.1 

Verheugen's letter stated that the phrase 'Hungarian nation as a whole' could be under-

stood to indicate that Hungary was striving to establish special political links with the minorities 

in neighboring states. Therefore, he recommended that this phrase should be replaced with more 

culturally oriented phrases. 

Following the electoral victory in May 2002, based especially on the recommendations 

and critiques of international organisations, the new government decided to modify the Status 

Law. Of the major changes, two are relevant for the purposes of this paper. The first regards the 

use of the term 'nation'. The original law defines its goals as follows: 'to ensure that Hungarians 

living in neighboring countries form part of the Hungarian nation as a whole2 and to promote 

and preserve their well-being and awareness of national identity within their home country' (au-

thor's italics). The amended law defines the goal as: 'to ensure the well-being of Hungarians liv-

ing in neighboring states in their home state, to promote their ties to Hungary, to support their 

Hungarian identity and their links to the Hungarian cultural heritage as an expression of their 

belonging to the Hungarian nation' (author's italics). The modified law thus refrained from using 

the terminology 'Hungarian nation as a whole', and formulated it in terms of sharing the Hungar-

ian cultural heritage. 

Conclusions 

The status law syndrome is post-communist nation building. It is the institutionalisation or 

re-institutionalisation of societies on a national basis. The Hungarian case may have put this 

question on the table for Europe, but this type of law is not novel. Status laws show that the na-

tionality principle underlies the principles of ECE states, and that all ECE states employ the eth-

nocultural definition and institutionalisation of their societies. Status laws extend the borders of 

the nation, and thus, the imagined community of the nation does not take into account the politi-

cal borders of the states. The ECE status laws, at least on a theoretical level, force Western 

                                                 
1 Giinter Verheugen's letter to Hungarian Prime Minister Peter Medgyessy, dated 5 December 2002. 
2 Unitary Hungarian nation' would have been a more appropriate translation.  
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European states to think of the ethnic/national foundations of their nations/states.1 Should the 

syndrome of politics based on an ethnocultural understanding of the nation be given more signifi-

cance than is currently supposed? Is this perhaps the norm? My answer is yes, this is the norm, 

and the ethnocultural definition and practice is, in different forms, present in basically every 

European state. The term political nation should be dismissed and replaced with citizenship. 

Apart from the domestic and international political implications, the Hungarian status law 

has drawn attention to the issue of the definition of the nation. While the framers of the law con-

ceived the law based on the ethnocultural definition of the nation, the domestic opposition and, 

to some extent, international organisations (represented in particular by Gunther Verheugen and 

Eric Jurgens) emphasised the political conception of the nation. The modified law shifted from an 

ethnocultural to a political conception of the nation. 

The contest between the two conceptions, the ethnocultural and political conception of 

the nation, or in George Schopflin's terms, the particularistic and universalistic conceptions, has 

surfaced on the European agenda by virtue of the Hungarian status law. Hungary's proposal re-

garding the inclusion of the protection of national minorities in the European constitution, hope-

fully, will again compel politicians to clarify concepts, as well as compelling them to refrain 

from employing unilateral definitions just because these serve their political interests better. 

In the foreseeable future the nation, as a central value, will not lose its significance, and 

the politics of the nationalising state and of the nationalising minorities will determine the politi-

cal agenda in ECE. Therefore, I consider that only such a model can help us understand the na-

tional politics in our region. 

The policy of the nationalising state, in our case, Romania, exactly questions the claims 

that are considered by the Hungarian elite as being essential for its nationalising process: the de-

centralisation of power and the establishment of institutions that reproduce the Hungarian elite. 

The external national homeland, in our case, Hungary, strongly supports this nationalising proc-

ess with political and financial resources. At the same time, it influences the self-perception of 

the members of the national minority and plays an important role in the power relations within 

the national minority. 

Accession to the European Union (and NATO) can create a framework for enforcing the 

individual and/or collective rights of the national minorities in ECE. 

At present, we may say that conflicts and tension have diminished, but the intentions, and 

the projects of strengthening and institutionalising the boundaries of the groups, have remained 

                                                 
1 This idea is developed by: Schopflin, 'Citizenship and Ethnicity'. 



 680

the same. Nationally relevant issues cannot be resolved by signing treaties,1 as the EU and 

NATO implicitly suggest. I agree with the conclusions of Kinga Gal regarding the treaties: '[that] 

the respect for the rights of national minorities in a given state is primarily a matter of political 

will is the most obvious conclusion reflected by the bilateral treaties. [...] "Bilateralism" can be-

come an effective form of minority protection only if both sides refrain from blocking the reali-

sation of the principles enshrined, and in particular if they are ready to apply the implementation 

mechanism. [...] it would be desirable to include the representatives of minority organisations in 

the work of the joint intergovernmental committees with full mandate'.2 

Through decentralisation, units with their own authority can be created in which the na-

tional minorities can (also) participate to a greater degree in the decision-making process con-

cerning primarily their own political, cultural and economic issues. It is an open question 

whether a certain separation fosters or decreases conflict. My position is that in the case of East-

ern Europe, probably a certain level of segregation diminishes the potential for conflict. Here, my 

argument is in line with Daniele Conversi's observation: 'The catalyst of many nationalist up-

heavals was the state's failure to decentralise its institutions, not to concentrate them'.3 

[Kantor, Z. “The Status Law Syndrome and Regional/National Identity: Hungary, Hungarians in 

Romania, and Romania,” in Osamu, I. and U. Tomohiko. Reconstruction and Interaction of 

Slavic Eurasia and Neighbouring Worlds (Sapporo: Slavic research Center, Hokkaido Univ., 

2006): 141-182] 

 

13. Русское национальное меньшинство в странах Балтии. Вопрос национальной 

идентичности в регионе 

VELLO  PETTAI 

Definitions and Discourse: Applying Kymlicka's Models to Estonia and Latvia 

Will Kymlicka's application of Western political theory to the ethnopolitical conflicts of 

Central and Eastern Europe represents a provocative venture in normative conceptual thinking as 

well as an equally grounded analysis of empirical reality. His blend is obviously not trouble-free 

in a number of cases. However, such links must always be made. In my commentary, I will fol-

low his example by tackling both theory and fact. I will begin with the theoretical dimension and 

raise a number of points in relation to the basic concept of 'ethnocultural justice' and Kymlicka's 
                                                 
1 Treaty between the Republic of Hungary and Romania on Understanding, Cooperation and Good Neighborhood, 
Timisoara, 16 September 1996 
2 Kinga Gal, Bilateral Agreement in CEE: A New Inter-State Framework for Minority Protection?” ECMI Working 
Papers 4 May 1999 
3 Daniele Conversi, “ Reassessing Current Theories of Nationalism: Nationalism as Boundary Maintenance and Cre-
taion’, in J. Hutchinson and A. Smith (eds) , Naitonalism: Critical Concept in Political Science 1 (London 2000), pp. 
420-433, at p 423 
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five models of ethnopolitical conflict. I find that while 'ethnopolitical justice' has indeed become 

the focal point of debate in all five of these contexts, a critical causal puzzle piece remains miss-

ing if we do not complement these definitions with the discourses ethnocultural groups use to 

wage their ethnopolitical struggles. In the second part of my essay examining the empirical real-

ity of Estonia and Latvia, this is precisely the conclusion I suggest be drawn. 

'With Liberty and [Ethnocultural] Justice for All...' 

During the last quarter of the twentieth century, the Western world appears to have begun 

shifting away from a central political paradigm, which has hitherto governed the development of 

social communities for over three centuries. This paradigm concerns the interrelationship be-

tween ethnocultural societal groups and the predominant form of power, the centralized state. 

Since the seventeenth century advent of the modern state as an integrated coercive, admin-

istrative, and ideological structure, we have seen the ways in which this unprecedented power 

has also begun to mould and synthesize disparate ethnocultural groups as part of what scholars 

for a long time quite benignly called 'nation-building'. It is this period and practice that now 

seems to be over. 

In the historical drive to progressively homogenize ethnocultural systems, the state al-

ways held the long end of the stick. For it was the state which in any given society usually de-

termined the essential proportion of existing symbols, languages, values, lifestyles, architecture, 

religion, and a host of other social-communicative elements, which individual people could use 

to build community and identity.1 Since the state was the one that had the power to enact many 

of these elements by law, the state thus had a predominant role to play in shaping and determin-

ing society's sense of community and identity. Naturally, in each state's case there were people 

for whom the selected ethnocultural system was the one to which they themselves belonged— 

hence the cases where pure nation-states developed. Still, the state itself always played a central 

role in this process as the locus of ultimate coercive, administrative, and ideological power. 

One of the central points of Will Kymlicka's chapter is that while the state itself has not 

disappeared as the reigning form of political organization in the world today, it is clear that 

ethnocultural groups for their part no longer bow submissively to the dictates of the state in 

terms of determining the communicative system of society. An essential crack has developed in 

the centuries-old franchise of the state to set the terms for social communication in society. 

These terms are now a matter of negotiation between the state and society, an issue for open-

ended debate between the state and all ethnocultural groups affected. 

                                                 
1 The author would like to thank Will Kymlicka and Andrew Vails for helpful comments on earlier drafts of this 
essay. 
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This picture of three centuries of historical development, as I have just presented it, is 

admittedly most basic. Along the way since the 1600s there have in fact been many different 

stages, and most of these have actually signified a democratization of the original state-

dominated nation-building practice. In his essay, Kymlicka addresses the penultimate stage of 

this evolution, namely, the 'liberal state' and its efforts to achieve ethnocultural 'neutrality' in 

its dealings with the ethnocultural groups under its jurisdiction. In contrast to the unapologetic 

nation-building—and hence nation-destroying— state of the nineteenth century, such as 

France, the liberal state has attempted to remain at least neutral or as unobtrusive as possible 

when setting the terms for social communication in society. The consequence of this more lib-

eral attitude was that the state stepped away from an aggressive stance regarding its ability to 

mould social communication, and instead it moved toward a benign approach, in which it con-

tinued to play the dominant role, but in which it also understood its responsibility not to do un-

due harm to existing ethnocultural groups by forcibly imposing upon them entirely alien com-

municative elements or systems.1 

Yet Kymlicka in his article makes the fundamental point that with the dawn of the 

twenty-first century even this liberal model of state-society relations is changing and that the 

state is now being opened up to a full-scale negotiation of social-communicative system man-

agement. As he says, it is no longer a question of ethnocultural neutrality on the part of the state, 

but of ethnocultural justice. This means that in a majority of Western states all meaningful eth-

nocultural groups are now parties to determining how the state will use its coercive, administra-

tive, and ideological power to mould the society's system of social communication. Such groups 

are no longer merely the objects of state power. 

Critiques 

There are two main points to be made about this thesis. The first is that Kymlicka is right 

to go beyond this thesis and distinguish five essential contexts in which this paradigm shift from 

state-dominated nation-building is taking place. He makes the point that although in each of 

these five cases the historical circumstances are entirely different, the same dynamic concerning 

the democratization of state-society ethnocultural relations is taking place. Be it national minori-

ties, racial/caste distinctions, immigrant groups, metics, or isolationist religious sects, the politi-

cal-philosophical pressures are everywhere at work to give all ethnocultural groups their rights to 

                                                 
1 In this essay I use the term 'social communication', as originally defined by Karl Deutsch, to mean that system of 
symbols, values, lifestyles, languages, and other practices by which individuals communicate information to each 
other about what can be expected of themselves and how to act in relation to them. It is not far from Kymlicka's ba-
sic term 'ethnocultural. However, it focuses more on the functionalistic processes of ethnicity. That is to say, ethnic 
identity in my view is most extensively derived from the communicative congruence or efficiency that a person feels 
when interacting with other individuals, and not from simply vague emotions. In this sense, states obviously have a 
major influence on ethnic identity to the extent that they build or impose an efficient social-communicative system 
for their people. 
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preserve their own social-communicative systems in a much more conscious fashion than either 

the nation-homogenizing or even liberal-neutral state ever allowed. Thus, we are moving into a 

new era. 

Still, in my view it is vital to notice that these same models actually reflect a much 

broader concept, which might best be called 'ethno-political situations' in the world. These 'situa-

tions' represent different patterns of how the modern state as a form of political organization 

planned russification policy, they were never themselves wholly conscious of this pawn-like role 

in a broader process, and instead came to view themselves as a legitimate group in society, 

which in turn entitled them to certain ethnocultural rights and power-sharing prerogatives regard-

less of the regime. In the Latvian case, this Russian feeling of belonging to a corporate minority 

community was buttressed by the historical fact that already before the Soviet occupation in 

1940 there was a sizeable Russian population in the republic, especially in Riga and the eastern 

province of Latgale.1 In this sense, the entire Russian-speaking population—both pre- and post-

Soviet—could put this legacy to use as a claim to legitimacy as well as a source of self-worth. In 

Estonia, meanwhile, the Russian-speaking population had much weaker historical roots, since it 

was almost entirely the product of Soviet russification policy.2 Nevertheless, that policy had also 

the effect of concentrating the Russians in key districts of Tallinn as well as in three main cities 

of the north-east—Narva, Sillamae, and Kohtla-Jarve. Thus, in this case the minority was located 

in compact enclaves and this meant that it could also mobilize relatively easily due to geographic 

concentration. 

Indeed, to most outside observers the perception of the Russians as a 'national minority' 

is an objective one. From this, in turn, flows a number of conclusions following Kymlicka's 

model: for example, we should see in the two countries a move toward a 'multinational' model, 

where both the titular Estonian/Latvian as well as the minority Russian communities would, in 

Kymlicka's words, recognize that each constituent nation has an equally valid claim to the language 

rights and self-government powers necessary to maintain itself as a distinct societal culture. And 

this multinational character is typically manifested in some form of territorial autonomy for the 

national minority, and which may be explicitly affirmed in the country's laws and constitution.  

The question then becomes, why is this de facto not so? 

The reality of the ethnopolitical situation in Estonia and Latvia has been that most of the 

members of the two Russian-speaking communities have in fact been excluded from the overall 

political community as a result of exclusionary citizenship laws adopted by both states soon af-
                                                 
1 In this respect, the liberal state is said to have adopted a stance toward ethno-cultural systems similar to that which 
it had assumed already in relation to religion. Just as religious groups were allowed at one point in the eighteenth 
century the freedom to practice their different faiths, so too would ethnocultural groups now be permitted essential 
existential rights. 
2 For example, before 1940 Latvia was only 78 per cent ethnic Latvian. 
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ter the Soviet coup in August 1991. The reason for this was precisely the way in which the eth-

nopolitical situation had in the meantime been taken over by an alternative definition or dis-

course that portrayed Russian-speakers not as national minorities, nor even as immigrants, but 

essentially as metics and thus not even entitled to real inclusion within the polity. 

The pathway to this kind of outcome began in the late 1980s when the winds of Mikhail 

Gorbachev's perestroika first reached Estonia and Latvia. On the one hand, the situation started 

off positively as most Estonians and Latvians were in fact fairly realistic and benevolent toward 

the Russian-speakers living in their societies. The main political movements to emerge during 

this period—the Estonian and Latvian Popular Fronts—were on the whole sober in their recog-

nition of the Russian-speakers as a more-or-less permanent part of their societies and as such 

entitled to a substantive degree of participation in the political, as well as ethnopolitical, devel-

opment of the two republics. On the other hand, these movements were not the only ones seek-

ing to frame the new ethnopolitical situation. Just one year later, in 1989, a powerful, alternative 

discourse began to gain strength in Estonia and Latvia that was put forward by a new type of 

movement called the Citizens Committees. These leaders—who had generally originated from 

the old dissident circles of the 1970s and early 1980s—advocated a different discourse for the 

situation, which centred on the claim that in 1940 the Soviet Union had in reality illegally occu-

pied and annexed Estonia and Latvia and that as a result the two states, along with Lithuania, 

were now entitled to the restoration of their sovereignty, much like Kuwait had been restored 

after occupation by Iraq or East Timor by Indonesia. 

This argument was a very powerful one from the standpoint of breaking away from Mos-

cow. However, state independence was only one of its implications. In addition, the Citizens 

Committees claimed that given this condition of illegal occupation all those who had moved to 

these territories during Soviet rule were also guilty of illegal colonization and that as a result 

they could not now be accepted into the new polity on some kind of automatic basis. On the con-

trary, as individuals who had 'illegally' settled on occupied territory, they could at best hope for 

lenient naturalization terms or other concessions. Barring such magnanimous gestures on the part 

of Estonia or Latvia, however, these immigrants would simply have to accept their fate.1 

In the factual course of events, this alternative legalistic discourse eventually won out. 

During 1989 and 1990 the Citizens Committees grew rapidly in strength, and although for a pe-

riod in early 1991 their influence waned, they staged an impressive comeback after the failed 

Soviet coup in August and the Baltic states' leap to freedom. For in the weeks and months fol-

lowing that unexpected event the Citizens 

                                                 
1 It is estimated that in 1945, Estonia was over 95 per cent Estonian. 
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Committees pushed  hard for an institutionalization of their legalistic political principles, 

most importantly via a definition of citizenship, which limited these rights to those who had held 

them before 1940, together with their descendants. Conversely, all those who had come to Esto-

nia and Latvia during the Soviet occupation—together with their descendants—were excluded 

from automatic citizenship rights and were allowed instead only a chance at future naturalization 

based on certain residency and language requirements. Thus, in one fell swoop the idea of the 

Russian-speaking community as a national minority was definitively ruled out, largely through 

discursive definition. Instead, there were now only metics, 'long-term residents who are nonethe-

less excluded from the polis.' The Russian-speaking minorities in Estonia and Latvia did not 

formally qualify as 'metics' in the same sense that Kymlicka, for example, refers to 'guestwork-

ers' in Germany. As noted above, the Russians did not migrate to these republics knowingly as 

'colonists', 'migrants', or 'guestwork-ers’. Nevertheless, I use the term in this essay to draw atten-

tion to the Estonian and Latvian governments' attitude toward these populations once the legalis-

tic doctrine was adopted. From that perspective, these persons were indeed seen as essentially 

illegitimate residents. In addition, it is true that a certain degree of inclusion was possible for 

these individuals if they were persistent enough to go through certain naturalization procedures 

made available to them.1 But in reality these barriers were themselves quite high and in any case 

the state that was on offer to such 'legalized metics' was now respectively an Estonian or Latvian 

nation-state, and not in any way a multinational partnership, which would have been the case had 

the Russians been defined as a national minority. 

In sum, the Estonian and Latvian cases show how a great deal of ethnopolitical outcomes 

are in fact often determined by the effective reframing of otherwise objective situations by eth-

nopolitical entrepreneurs, and that rigorous conceptual schemes are only half the recipe for ex-

plaining real ethnopolitical dynamics. One can always argue that just as a certain degree of fram-

ing can lead to one particular outcome, so too can a different type of framing lead to another. For 

normative political theorists this is precisely their point of departure in criticizing ethnopolitical 

entrepreneurs for framing divisive ethnopolitical situations.2 If all discourses are relative, they 

argue, then it is the task of responsible elites and theorists to construct positive counter-

discourses. However, often this is not so easy. On the contrary, it is more likely that over time 

                                                 
1 Kymlicka makes the argument in Part 1 of this volume that because most countries recognized the borders of the 
USSR, international law implicitly condoned the influx of Russians to all parts of the Soviet Union. In the Baltic 
case, however, Baltic politicians cited the West's concomitant policy of non-recognition of the Soviet occupation, as 
a result of which they argued that international law was on their side. 
2 In Estonia, moreover, permanent residents can vote in local elections. 
Indeed, some authors have gone so far as to declare Estonia and Latvia 'ethnic democracies' or 'ethnic control re-
gimes', instead of bona fide democracies. See Velio Pettai 'Emerging Ethnic Demoracy in Estonia and Latvia', in 
Magda Opalski (ed.) Managing Diversity in Plural Societies. Minorities, Migration and Nation-Building in Post-
Communist Europe (Nepean, Ontario: Forum Eastern Europe, 1998) 15-32; Graham Smith, "The Ethnic Democracy 
Thesis and the Citizenship Question in Estonia and Latvia', Nationalities Papers, 24/2 (June 1996) 199-216. 
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ethnopolitical elites will simply moderate their own discourses or new elites will emerge to re-

frame the debate toward a new evolutionary stage. At the beginning of the vear 2000, this was 

precisely the crossroads at which Estonia and Latvia stood.  

Conclusion 

During 1997-8 both the Estonian and Latvian governments embarked on a new direction 

in their ethnopolitical policies after it became clear that six years of large-scale exclusion was 

only deepening ethnic separation in society. Instead, the two governments began to work out 

comprehensive schemes for 'integrating' Russian-speakers and other minorities into Estonian and 

Latvian society. This shift in discourse involved two essential steps. On the one hand, both gov-

ernments finally admitted that the large number of non-citizens in the two states—330,000 in 

Estonia and some 650,000 in Latvia—had to be reduced through the active promotion of avail-

able naturalization procedures. In so doing, the two states admitted that metic status for such a 

large share of the Russian-speaking population was undesirable and that all individuals should be 

encouraged to become full members of the community. As Kymlicka, too, notes, Estonia and 

Latvia thus began to move toward an 'immigrant' definition of the ethnopolitical situation.1 

Still, even in this liberalized setting, 'ethnocultural justice' for the Russian minorities con-

tinued to focus mainly on their integration into an Estonian- and Latvian-dominated societal cul-

ture, not a broader, multicultural societal, or ethnopolitical structure. Thus, for example, there 

remained a general reluctance in both countries to go the next step and begin reassessing existing 

social institutions to see how their rules, structures, and symbols actually accommodate immi-

grants or how minority political participation could be actively encouraged. Such steps were per-

haps premature, given the mere decade that had passed since independence. Too many Estonian 

and Latvian memories of Soviet russification remained, while the Russian communities them-

selves were slow to really mobilize their strength and press for meaningful change. However, 

these questions would eventually be on the agenda, for over time the notion of ethnocultural jus-

tice will almost surely expand and it will also no longer be so easy to categorize Soviet-era im-

migrants as metics. Thus, even exclusionary ethnopolitical discourses were being challenged by 

inclusive notions of ethnocultural justice. Still, the two phenomena remain closely linked, and 

any explanation of a country's shift from one ethnopolitical regime to another must, in my view, 

take into account both dimensions. 

                                                 
1 In Estonia, for example, Russian political parties became hopelessly split during the March 1999 parliamentary 
elections, such that only four of their members were actually elected to the 101-seat assembly. This was in compari-
son to the non-Estonian community's estimated 15 per cent share of the citizenry, and over 30 per cent share of the 
general population. 
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JULIE BERNIER  

Nationalism in Transition: Nationalizing Impulses and International Counter-

weights in Latvia and Estonia 

The reconfiguration of political space along national lines following the collapse of the 

Soviet Union, of Yugoslavia, and of Czechoslovakia provides a striking example of the enduring 

potency of the nationality principle in the contemporary world, and seems to prove Ernest Gell-

ner right when he asserts that 'one need not expect the age of nationalism to come to an end'.1 

Indeed, one of the most recurrent patterns observable in post-secession states in eastern Europe is 

the tendency to imprint the state with the identity of its ethnic or cultural majority. In most of 

these new states independence has been understood as the political affirmation of ethno-cultural 

majorities, and this despite the multinational character of many of these states.2 Independence 

has reinforced and institutionalized the self-understanding of ethno-cultural majorities as the le-

gitimate owners of the state, and their perception of minorities as mere guests in their house.3 

This self-understanding has contributed, in some cases, to a rather despotic use of the 

principle of majority rule and a perversion of the democratic ideal of a 'government of the peo-

ple, by the people, for the people' into a government 'of one kind of people, by that kind of peo-

ple, for that kind of people, at the expense of all others'.4 It has also led to the adoption of various 

'nationalizing' measures, the main aim of which is to actualize and incarnate the connection be-

tween the core nation and the state, and 'to promote the language, culture, demographic prepon-

derance, economic flourishing, or political hegemony of the core ethnocultural nation'.5 The 

                                                 
1 E. Gellner, Nations and Nationalism (London: Blackwell, 1983), 121. 
2 As Pal Kolsto notes for the Soviet Union: 'Almost everywhere the titular nationality has placed itself implicitly or 
explicitly at the center of the state-building project and awarded itself certain prerogatives as a result' ('Nation-
Building in the Former USSR', Journal of Democracy, 17/1 (1996), 119-20). 
3 As Donald Horowitz points out: 'Short of eliminating ethnic diversity in the physical sense, exclusionary groups 
seek to impose a homogenous identity on the state and to compel acknowledgment of their preeminence. It is as if a 
part claimed to be the whole. Members of other groups are relegated to the status of "guests"— a term frequently 
heard—with the implication that rules of the "household" are to be laid down by the "host"' (D. Horowitz, Ethnic 
Groups in Conflict (Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1985), 199; see also R. Brubaker, Nationalism Re-
framed: Nationhood and the National Question in the New Europe (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), 
46). 
4 R. Hayden, 'The 1995 Agreements on Bosnia and Herzegovina and the Dayton Constitution: The Political Utility 
of a Constitutional Illusion', Eastern European Constitutional Review, 4/4 (Fall 1995), 64. 
5 Brubaker, Nationalism Reframed, 9. Nationalizing in this context does not mean the process by which some states 
take control of property that was previously owned by the private sector. Rather, it refers to policies that are de-
signed to promote the identity, and reflect the interests, of the state's dominant national group. The term was coined 
by Brubaker. For him, nationalizing states 'are states that are conceived by their dominant elites as nation-states, as 
the states of and for particular ethnocultural nations, yet as "incomplete" or "unrealized" nation-states, as insuffi-
ciently "national" in a variety of senses. To remedy this defect, and to compensate for perceived past discrimination, 
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scope of these nationalizing policies varies significantly among new states, but they all seek, to a 

certain extent, to provide a national framework and character for the polity. 

Nationalizing efforts undertaken by new states include a broad range of policies. The 

most notable ones concern the adoption of an official language, national symbols, and various 

provisions regulating citizenship, education, media, and public-sector employment.1 These na-

tionalizing policies encountered relatively little resistance in states like Armenia, Lithuania, and 

Slovenia, where the level of homogeneity is high. However, in states with significant minorities 

such measures have rarely been met with indifference and have often provoked minorities into 

counter-mobilization. 

This chapter looks at the effectiveness of international organizations in providing a coun-

terweight to these nationalizing impulses. It focuses on the case of Latvia and Estonia, since 

these countries have adopted some of the most extensive nationalizing measures of all the new 

states in eastern Europe, and since they have been under particularly intense scrutiny by interna-

tional organizations. The chapter is divided into two main sections. The first shows that the 

adoption of nationalizing measures in Latvia and Estonia is rooted in concerns about the identity, 

demography, and social mobility of the core group. It outlines the type of nationalizing strategies 

that have been adopted to reallocate power, status, and resources in favour of this group. The 

second section examines interventions in Latvia and Estonia by the Organization for Security 

and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) High Commissioner on National Minorities, the Council of 

Europe, and the European Union (EU). It is argued that the combination of these pressures has 

contributed in an important way to a recent relaxation of the nationalizing policies that were 

adopted in the first years of independence. 

Nationalization, Language, and Citizenship in Latvia and Estonia 

Latvia and Estonia were forcibly annexed to the Soviet Union in 1940 as a result of the 

Molotov-Ribbentrop pact between the Soviet Union and Nazi Germany. This annexation had a 

tremendous social, political, and demographic impact on both countries since Soviet authorities 

undertook massive deportation campaigns—which triggered the exile of many members of the 

Latvian and Estonian local elites—and encouraged large-scale immigration of Russians to work 

in the industrial and administrative sectors. The first direct impact of these policies was a steady 

reduction of the native Latvian and Estonian share of the population in both republics during the 

fifty years following annexation. For instance, while in 1935 the ethnic Latvian share of the 

population in Latvia was 77 per cent, by 1989 their share of the population had dropped to 52 per 

                                                                                                                                                             
nationalizing elites urge and undertake action to promote the language, culture, demographic preponderance, eco-
nomic flourishing, or political hegemony of the core ethnocultural nation'. See also ibid. 63, 83-4, and 103. 
1 See ibid. 106; J. Linz and A. Stcpan, 'Toward Consolidated Democracies', in T. Inogushi, E. Newman, and J. 
Keane. (eds.), The Changing Nature of Democracy (New York: United Nations University Press, 1998), 58. 
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cent.1 In 1934 the ethnic Estonian share of Estonia's was 88 per cent, but by 1989 it had dropped 

to 61.5 per cent.2 

Another consequence of the annexation and of Soviet policies was a decline in the repre-

sentation of local Latvians and Estonians in the power structures of both republics, particularly in 

the government and party positions. Indeed, just two years before Latvia achieved independence, 

Latvians accounted for only 39.7 per cent of the 184,182 party members and candidates, while 

the Russian share was 43.1 per cent3 The native Estonian population was similarly under-

represented in Estonia, although its position there slowly began to improve under Gorbachev.4 

A third effect of Soviet policies was a decline in the use of the Latvian and Estonian lan-

guage and an increased use of Russian as the language of government and inter-ethnic communi-

cation. Although the native populations resisted this linguistic Russification and managed to re-

tain their native languages, fluency in Russian was a requirement for many jobs both in the pri-

vate and in the public sectors. The result was a situation of asymmetrical bilingualism: a high 

level of bilingualism among the native population and a strong unilingualism among ethnic Rus-

sians.5 

It is not surprising, then, that upon achieving their independence, Latvians and Estonians 

were preoccupied with their demographic weight, their under-representation in power structures, 

and the situation of their languages.6 After independence the governments of Latvia and Estonia 

relied on both restrictive citizenship policies and strict language requirements to reverse a status 

quo they saw as rooted in an historical injustice. Both excluded ethnic Russians and favoured 

their respective native populations in the distribution of jobs, resources, and political power. Af-

ter independence both adopted citizenship laws—in 1992 in Estonia and 1994 in Latvia—that 
                                                 
1 See N. Muiznieks, 'Latvia: Restoring a State, Rebuilding a Nation', in I. Bremmer and R. Taras (eds.), New States, 
New Politics: Building the Post-Soviet Nations (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997), 379. Moreover, in 
1991 ethnic Russians made up a third of Latvia's population (2.6 million) ('Them and Us', The Economist, 17 August 
1996, 67). 
2 T. U. Raun, 'Estonia: Independence Redefined', in I. Bremmer and R. Taras (eds.), New States, New Politics: 
Building the Post-Soviet Nations, 405. In 1991, ethnic Russians made up a third of Estonia's population (1.5m), See 
'Them and Us', Economist, p.7. 
3 Muiznieks, 'Latvia: Restoring a State, Rebuilding a Nation', 379. In fact, Muiznieks notes: 'as Russian cadres 
dominated politics in Moscow, Russians and Russian Latvians assumed most of the key posts in the local Latvian 
power structure'. 
4 As Raun notes, 'although native Estonian communists did rise in the ranks of the party in the post-Stalinist era, 
they never attained decisive leadership positions until the Gorbachev era' (Raun, 'Estonia: Independence Redefined', 
410). Raun also notes that 'over a period of nearly four decades the post of first secretary of the Communist Party of 
Estonia was held by two Russian Estonians . . . Moreover, the perceived foreignness of the CPE was heightened by 
the strong non-Estonian (mainly Russian) presence in its ranks, ranging in the post-Stalin era from 56 per cent in 
1953 to a low of 48 per cent in the 1970s.' 
5 For instance, in 1989, 68.7% of ethnic Latvians were fluent in Russian while only 22.3% of ethnic Russians had a 
knowledge of the Latvian language (Muiznieks, 'Latvia: Restoring a State, Rebuilding a Nation', 380). In Estonia an 
even smaller proportion of Russians, 14%, claimed to be fluent in the Estonian language. See P. Kolsto and B. 
Tsilevich, 'Patterns of Nation Building and Political Integration in a Bifurcated Postcommunist State: Ethnic Aspects 
of Parliamentary Elections in Latvia', East European Politics and Societies, 11/2 (Spring 1997), 385. 
6 Of course, these issues were also important before independence, but native populations had limited power to act 
upon them. See D. Laitin, 'Revival and Assimilation in Estonia', Post-Soviet Affairs, MIX (1996), 31. 
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effectively excluded the great majority of ethnic Russians from citizenship. Instead of adopting, 

like most other post-Soviet republics, a citizenship policy that granted automatic citizenship to 

all inhabitants at the time of independence, Latvia and Estonia opted for a much more restrictive 

approach. Automatic citizenship was granted only to those who were citizens of the republics 

prior to their forced annexation to the Soviet Union in 1940 and to their descendants. The fun-

damental rationale behind the citizenship laws, as Jeff Chinn and Lise Truex note, was that the 

citizenry of the states should be the same as would have been the case had the Soviet annexation 

not taken place.1 

In 1991 approximately a third of Latvia's and Estonia's population did not qualify for 

automatic citizenship.2 The only way for these post-1940 migrants and their children to acquire 

Latvian or Estonian citizenship was to undergo a lengthy process of naturalization in which lan-

guage requirements were central.3 Language requirements were a particularly serious obstacle 

for ethnic Russians, who were an overwhelming majority among post-1940 migrants and who 

were mostly unilingual Russian speakers. Given this, very few ethnic Russians were able to ac-

quire citizenship through the naturalization process. In Latvia obstacles to naturalization were 

even greater since non-citizens had to wait until 1994, when the law on citizenship was finally 

adopted, before knowing exactly what conditions they would have to fulfil in order to acquire 

citizenship. The law adopted in 1994 established the so-called 'window system', which limited 

the number of non-citizens who could apply for citizenship each year, and established an order 

of priority between categories of non-citizens. For instance, those who were born in Latvia were 

eligible to apply before those who were born outside the country, and among those who were 

born in Latvia, priority was given to younger age groups.4 The result of all these obstacles to the 

                                                 
1 J. Chinn and L. A. Truex, 'The Question of Citizenship in the Baltics', journal of Democracy, 17/1 (1996), 135. 
2 This amounted to about 700,000 persons in Latvia (N. Muiznieks, 'Latvia: Restoring a State, Rebuilding a Nation', 
392). About 64% of all non-citizens in Latvia in 1993 were ethnic Russians. In Estonia this amounted to about 
500,000 persons. See Minorities and Majorities in Estonia: Problems of Integration at the Threshold of the EU, 
ECMI Report no. 2 (Flensburg: European Centre for Minority Issues, Mar. 1999), 7. 
3 According to the 1992 Estonian Law on Citizenship, non-citizens had to fulfil the following requirements for natu-
ralization: two years of residency counting from Mar. 1990, plus a waiting period of one more year; taking a loyalty 
oath; and demonstrating a command of Estonian (Raun, 'Estonia: Independence Redefined', 417). The 1995 Estonian 
Law on Citizenship extended the residency requirement to five years, plus a one-year waiting period, and added a 
requirement regarding knowledge of the Estonian constitution and of the Law on Citizenship. See Estonia Country 
Report on Human Rights Practices for 1999 (Washington, DC: US Department of State, 25 Feb. 2000), sect. 3. Ac-
cording to the 1994 Law on Citizenship in Latvia, non-citizens had to fulfil the following main requirements: five 
years of residency counting from May 1990; demonstrating a familiarity with the history and constitution of Latvia; 
taking a loyalty oath; and demonstrating a command of Latvian. 
4 See R. Zaagman, Conflict Prevention in the Baltic States: The OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities 
in Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, ECMI Monograph no. 1 (Flensburg: European Centre for Minority Issues, Apr. 
1999), 42, and United Nations Development Program, Latvia Human Development Report 1997 (Riga: UNDP, 
1997), 53. 
Brubaker, Nationalism Reframed, 104. See also Kolsto and Tsilevich, 'Patterns of Nation Building', 369-70. 
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acquisition of citizenship in Latvia and Estonia was, as Brubaker has observed, that the citizenry 

of these states was considerably more homogeneous than the population.1 

The low proportion of citizens among ethnic Russians in both countries also had major 

implications for their access to political, social, and economic benefits. At the political level their 

ability to participate in the decision-making process was extremely limited as in both republics 

citizenship was a requirement for being able to exercise the right to vote in national elections and 

for holding office.2 In Latvia fluency in Latvian was also required before one could become a 

candidate for the Saiema (Latvian legislature) or contest municipal elections. The results of these 

measures on the political representation of ethnic Russians were rather striking. In both countries 

the ethnic Russian share of elected representatives is much lower than their share of the total 

population. In Latvia, ethnic Russians—approximately 33 per cent of the population—

constituted about 6 per cent of the legislature after the elections in 1993 and 1995.3 After the par-

liamentary elections of 1992 in Estonia, ethnic Russians—approximately 30 per cent of the 

population—did not occupy a single seat. After elections in 1995 only six of the 101 members of 

the Estonian Parliament were ethnic Russians.4 Amendments to the Parliamentary and Local 

Elections Law adopted by the Estonian Parliament in 1998 are not likely to improve the repre-

sentation of ethnic Russians since these amendments 'stipulate that candidates for parliament and 

for municipal and district councils must know the Estonian language at a level sufficient to par-

ticipate "in the assembly's work and [understand] the contents of legal acts. 

Citizenship laws and language requirements in Latvia and Estonia also had an important 

effect on the allocation of jobs. When the Latvian government amended its 1989 law on lan-

guage in 1992, fluency in Latvian became a requirement for many jobs in the public and private 

sectors. For instance, Article 4 of the 1992 law specified that 'all employees in bodies of state 

power, that is, all institutions, enterprises, and organizations belonging to the state, had to have a 

command of and employ the state language, as well as other languages, to the extent required by 

the person's professional duties'.5 In 1997 competence in the Latvian language became a prereq-

                                                 
1 In Latvia citizenship was required to vote and to be a candidate both in local and in national elections. In Estonia 
citizenship was required to vote at the national level, but not at the local level. However, citizenship is required at 
both levels for holding office. See Chinn and Truex, 'The Question of Citizenship in the Baltics', 136. 
2 See A. Antane and B. Tsilevich, 'Nation-Building and Ethnic Integration in Latvia', in P. Kolsto (ed.), Nation-
Building and Ethnic Integration in Post-Soviet Societies: An Investigation of Latvia and Kazakstan (Boulder, Colo.: 
Westview Press, 1999), 101. 
3 See Kolsto and Tsilevich, 'Patterns of Nation Building', 383. 
4 See Jamestown Foundation Monitor, 5/1 (4 Jan. 1999) at  
http://www.jamestown.org/pubs/view/mon_005_001_000.htm. See also Zaagman, Conflict Prevention in the Baltic 
States, 47. 
5 See Antane and Tsilevich, 'Nation-Building and Ethnic Integration in Latvia', 112. See also Muiznieks, 'Latvia: 
Restoring a State, Rebuilding a Nation', 393. It should also be noted that, in addition to citizenship and language 
requirements, 'informal processes are at work that reduce the percentage of non-Latvians in the state apparatuses far 
below their 20 per cent share of the citizenry. The emergence of many new state institutions, services, and represen-
tative bodies has created a considerable number of new jobs in the state bureaucracy. Practically all of these have 
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uisite for receiving unemployment and social security benefits.1 Estonia also had citizenship and 

language requirements for the public service. The Estonian Law on Public Service that went into 

effect in 1993 stated that public servants had to be proficient in Estonian before the end of 1995. 

The law was amended in 1995 to extend the delay for language proficiency until 1 February 

1997, but it specified that 'no non-citizens were to be hired after 1 January 1996'.2 

Finally, citizenship laws have worked to the disadvantage of ethnic Russians in the dis-

tribution of resources. Since a large share of ethnic Russians and other minorities in Latvia and 

Estonia were not citizens in the first years of independence when a large proportion of land, 

housing, and businesses were privatized, they were disadvantaged in the distribution of privatiza-

tion vouchers. In Latvia, for instance, the 1991 law on the privatization of the premises of small-

scale businesses and services excluded non-citizens from the privatization process.3 A recent 

study on the impact of the laws regulating the distribution and restitution of property that were 

adopted by the Estonian government in the first years of independence concluded that there was 

'a prevailing tendency of discrimination against the Russians'.4 

All these nationalizing measures have created significant tensions between the core na-

tion and minorities in Latvia and Estonia. This tense situation has raised concerns in the interna-

tional community. Over the years pressures for liberalization, particularly with respect to citizen-

ship and language issues, have been intensified. The next section examines interventions from 

the OSCE's High Commissioner on National Minorities, the Council of Europe, and the EU, and 

shows that the combination of these pressures has provided an important stimulus for a liberali-

zation of policy in Latvia and Estonia. 

The OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities 

The involvement of the OSCE's High Commissioner on National Minorities in Estonia 

and Latvia started in 1993, two years after their admission to the OSCE (then the CSCE). The 

High Commissioner started his involvement in a context of rising tensions between majorities—

bare majorities in both cases—and minorities in the two countries, and of a persisting Russian 

military presence in the Baltics. This situation was potentially explosive and appeared an appro-

priate task for the High Commissioner given his mandate to act as 'an instrument of conflict pre-

                                                                                                                                                             
been occupied by ethnic Latvians. A survey conducted in the spring of 1993 revealed a 91.7 per cent share among 
employees in the Latvian state apparatus and a 1.7 per cent Russian share. In 1994, of 152 judges, 9 were Russians' 
(Kolsto and Tsilevich, 'Patterns of Nation Building', 371-2). 
1 See Latvia Country Report on Human Rights Practices for 1997 (Washington, DC: US Department of State, 30 
Jan. 1998), sect. 5; this was amended in 1998. Proof of knowledge of the Latvian language is no longer a require-
ment for obtaining unemployment benefits. See The Russian Minority in the Baltic States and the Enlargement of 
the EU, Briefing Paper no. 42, PE 168.307 (Brussels: European Parliament, 1999), 11. 
2 See Estonia Country Report on Human Rights Practices for 1999, sect. 5. 
3 See Latvia Human Development Report 1997, 57. 
4 E. A. Andersen, 'The Legal Status of Russians in Estonian Privatisation Legislation: 1989-1995', Europe-Asia 
Studies, 49/2 (1997). 
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vention at the earliest possible stage' in a conflict involving national minority issues, and to pro-

vide early warning and take early action to prevent conflict escalation.1 

Since citizenship and language issues constituted the most fertile ground for an escalation 

of inter-ethnic conflict in both Estonia and Latvia, the High Commissioner focused his attention 

on these issues. The High Commissioner made it clear, from the beginning of his involvement, 

that the path taken by both countries to secure the 'privileged position' of the core group over mi-

norities not only ran against international norms, but also disrupted internal social cohesion and 

damaged the prospects for an improvement of the relations between the two states and Russia. 

His letter to the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Estonia on 6 April 1993 outlined the various prob-

lems associated with this path, and suggested that the integration of minorities would be a better 

way to secure the cohesion and security of Estonia than the path of exclusion: your Government 

is in my view, at least in theory, confronted with two completely contradictory options regarding 

the non-Estonian population of your country. The first is to try to assure in various ways a privi-

leged position for its Estonian population. Apart from the fact that such a policy would scarcely 

be compatible with the spirit, if not the letter, of various international obligations Estonia has ac-

cepted, such a policy would, in my view involve a considerable risk of increasing tensions with 

the non-Estonian population which, in turn, could lead to a destabilization of the country as a 

whole. In addition, it would have strongly negative effect on relations between Estonia and the 

Russian Federation. The alternative policy is to aim at the integration of the non-Estonian popu-

lation by a deliberate policy of facilitating the chances of acquiring Estonian citizenship for those 

who express such a wish, and of assuring them full equality with Estonian citizens. In my view, 

such a policy would greatly reduce the danger of destabilization, because it would considerably 

enhance the chances of the non-Estonian population developing a sense of loyalty towards Esto-

nia. Furthermore, such a policy would certainly not be incompatible with the wish of the Estoni-

ans to ensure and strengthen their political, cultural, and linguistic identity.2 

Although worded differently, the essential message of the High Commissioner in his 6 

April 1993 letter to the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Latvia was the same: seeking to exclude 

non-Latvians through strict citizenship and language requirements would be counter-productive 

in the end.3 

                                                 
1 See Mandate of the CSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities (1992), ch. П, provisions 2 and 3, in Zaag-
man, Conflict Prevention in the Baltic States. For the context of the High Commissioner's first interventions in the 
Baltics, see ibid. 25. 
2 Letter of the High Commissioner on National Minorities to Trivimi Velliste, Minister for Foreign Affairs of the 
Republic of Estonia, 6 Apr. 1993. 
3 Letter of the High Commissioner on National Minorities to Georgs Andrejevs, Minister for Foreign Affairs of the 
Republic of Latvia, 6 Apr. 1993. The same message is reiterated in his comments on the 1993 draft law on citizen-
ship in a letter sent to the minister of foreign affairs of Latvia on 10 Dec. 1993. 
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In fact, the goal of the High Commissioner concerning citizenship and language issues in 

Estonia and Latvia was not only to convince both governments that they had an interest in mak-

ing a more or less gradual shift from exclusion to integration, but also to suggest, through vari-

ous concrete and specific recommendations, how this could be done while taking into account 

the concerns of the majority population in both countries. In other words, his recommendations 

were aimed at re-establishing a certain balance between the interests of majorities and the rights 

and interests of minorities. 

The various recommendations of the High Commissioner on citizenship issues in Estonia 

and Latvia are revealing in this respect. He never suggested that the only solution for these coun-

tries was to adopt laws granting automatic citizenship to all non-citizens. Instead, he took into 

account the specific historical and political context of both countries and favoured an approach 

that would provide non-citizens with 'a clear prospect of acquiring citizenship provided that they 

make a real effort to integrate'1 into the society in which they live. It is in the spirit of providing 

non-citizens with 'a clear prospect of acquiring citizenship' and 'to stimulate the process of inte-

gration'2 that the High Commissioner has been so persistent in recommending, for instance, that 

the requirements for acquiring citizenship be kept to the basics, i.e. 'a simple conversational 

knowledge' of the official language and a 'knowledge of the basic facts' of the country's history 

or constitution.3 Other obstacles to acquiring citizenship like naturalization fees, language train-

ing fees, income requirements, and residency requirements have been the subject of various rec-

ommendations by the High Commissioner.4 The 'window system' established by the 1994 Law 

on Citizenship in Latvia was another very significant obstacle for acquiring citizenship since 'the 

right to apply for naturalization was spread over 7 years, beginning in 1996'. In this instance, the 

High Commissioner recommended straightforwardly 'the abolishment of the "window" system'.5 

                                                 
1 See the High Commissioner's letter to Georgs Andrejevs, 10 Dec. 1993. He specified that, in the case of Latvia, 
this would mean that 'non-Latvians, with the exception of those who constitute a clear threat to the vital interest of 
Latvia, will obtain the right to become Latvian citizens if they express such a wish, provided that they accept certain 
conditions. They would have to show their interest in becoming integrated into Latvian society by: 1) acquiring a 
basic knowledge of the Latvian language which will be tested in the course of the naturalization process according 
to standardized procedures; 2) acquiring a knowledge of the basic principles of the Latvian Constitution which will 
also be tested during the naturalization process according to standardized procedures; and 3) swearing an oath of 
loyalty to the Republic of Latvia. 
2 See Letter of the High Commissioner on National Minorities to Valdis Birkavs, Minister for Foreign Affairs of the 
Republic of Latvia, 14 Mar. 1996.  
3 For the High Commissioner's recommendations on language requirements, see: letters of 6 Apr. 1993, 14 Mar. 
1996, 23 May 1997, for Latvia; letters of 6 Apr. 1993,1 July 1993,11 Dec. 1995, for Estonia. For his recommenda-
tions on history and constitution tests, see: letters of 14 Mar. 1996 and 23 May 1997, for Latvia; letter of 11 Dec. 
1995 for Estonia. 
4 See e.g. Letters of the High Commissioner on National Minorities to the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Latvia of 
14 Mar. 1996 and of 23 May 1997. See also his letter to the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Estonia of 6 Apr. 1993. 
5 Letter of the High Commissioner on National Minorities to Valdis Birkavs, Minister for Foreign Affairs of the 
Republic of Latvia, 28 Oct. 1996. For his critique of the quota system of naturalization included in the draft law on 
citizenship adopted in first reading by the Saiema on 25 Nov. 1993, see the Letter of the High Commissioner on 
National Minorities to Georgs Andrejevs, Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Latvia, 10 Dec. 1993. 
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The High Commissioner's insistence that children born in Latvia or Estonia 'who would 

otherwise be stateless' should be granted citizenship was also in line with his efforts to convince 

the governments of both countries that the path of integration and respect for international laws 

can be perfectly compatible with the linguistic, cultural, and security concerns of Latvians and 

Estonians. Indeed, the High Commissioner argued that granting citizenship—not automatically, 

but unconditionally upon request from their parents—to these children would have the advantage 

of promoting integration and demonstrating compliance with internationally recognized human 

rights, without jeopardizing in any way the interests of Latvians or Estonians. In the case of Lat-

via, for instance, he maintained that: 

The children to be naturalized in accordance with the Convention [on the Rights of the 

Child] are nearly all born in Latvia, and most of them have few if any memories of the Soviet 

past. They are apt to consider Latvia not as a foreign country, but as their country. The language 

programme of the Government of Latvia which will increase in importance in the coming years, 

will ensure that they will get an adequate training of the Latvian language in their schools. There 

is every reason to assume that by the time they reach adulthood they will be well integrated in 

Latvian society.1 

As this passage shows, the position of the High Commissioner concerning citizenship—

that it should be used as an instrument of inclusion, not of exclusion—was also applied to lan-

guage matters. In fact, the High Commissioner repeatedly insisted, in his various recommen-

dations to both governments, that language training for children and adults would not only facili-

tate the integration of minorities, it was a prerequisite for it.2 He added that this was perfectly 

compatible with the aim of strengthening the place of the state language in both countries. The 

High Commissioner insisted that focusing on language training would, in the end, be more fruit-

ful and less conflict-prone than adopting extensive language laws that limit the participation of 

minorities in the political, social, and economic life of the country. It was in this spirit that he 

strongly objected to the amendments to the Parliamentary and Local Elections Law and to the 

1995 Language Law, before they were adopted by the Estonian Parliament in December 1998.3 

The High Commissioner has also taken a strong stance against the new Language Law approved 

by the Latvian Parliament on 8 July 1999. He maintained that some provisions of the law—like 

                                                 
1 Letter of the High Commissioner on National Minorities to Valdis Birkavs, Minister for Foreign Affairs of the 
Republic of Latvia, 23 May 1997. For recommendations on children and citizenship, see also the High Commis-
sioner's letters to the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Latvia on 6 Apr. 1993 and 10 Dec. 1993; for Estonia, see his 
letters to the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Estonia on 6 Apr. 1993 and July 1993. 
2 See e.g. Letters of the High Commissioner on National Minorities to the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Estonia on 
6 Apr. 1993, 9 Mar. 1994, 28 Oct. 1996. See also his letters to the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Latvia on 6 Apr. 
1993, 10 Dec. 1994,23 May 1997. 
3 The High Commissioner argued that 'the language proficiency requirement constituted discrimination and violated 
the European Convention on the Protection of Human Rights'. See Jamestown Foundation Monitor, 5/1 (4 Jan. 
1999). See also Zaagman, Conflict Prevention in the Baltic States, 47. 
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the mandatory use of the state language in the private sector—were in violation of international 

standards and discriminatory, and urged the Latvian president to return the law to Parliament for 

reconsideration.1 In a subsequent statement he reiterated that language training is a key factor in 

the strengthening of the state language and that it was possible to elaborate a language law that 

would both contribute to this aim and be respectful of international norms and standards: 

I strongly support the aim of strengthening the role of the state language in Latvia. The in-

ternational community should support the promotion of the Latvian language through increased 

contributions to Latvian language training provided to non-Latvians. It is my firm conviction that a 

State Language Law can be elaborated by the parliament which will enhance the position of the Lat-

vian language while at the same time being in conformity with international standards.2 

The Council of Europe 

The Council of Europe's pressures on Estonia and Latvia concerning minority issues have 

also been significant, although they have not been as systematic and sustained as those of the 

OSCE. The Council's various recommendations and actions have sought to stimulate the inte-

gration of the non-citizen population and to bring the domestic policy of both countries into 

greater compliance with European and international standards of human rights and minority 

rights. 

Citizenship issues have had a central place in the Council of Europe's interventions in Es-

tonia and Latvia. The case of Latvia is particularly revealing of the importance that the Council 

has given to citizenship issues since its intervention there began even before it became a member 

of the organization. Latvia applied to join the Council of Europe in September 1991. Two years 

after this a report commissioned to evaluate the 'conformity of Latvia's legislation with general 

principles of the Council of Europe and the European Convention of Human Rights' was issued. 

The report concluded that the absence of a citizenship law setting out the conditions for the natu-

ralization of non-citizens was an 'outstanding problem' and that Latvia could not become a mem-

ber until such a law was adopted.3 In the course of 1993 and 1994 various draft laws on citizen-

ship were presented to the Council of Europe, but each of them was criticized and declared un-

satisfactory by the Council of Europe's experts. They were considered either to be too vague and 

arbitrary or as unduly limiting the pace of naturalization.4 In July 1994 the Parliament of Latvia 

                                                 
1 See K. Cengel, 'Latvia: President Sends Language Law back to Parliament', RFE/RL, 15 July 1999. Sec also 
Jamestown Foundation Monitor, 5/134 (13 July 1999), at 
http://www.jamestown.org/pubs/view/mon_005_134_000.htm. 
High Commissioner on National Minorities, Press Release, 15 July 1999. 
2 See European Commission, Opinion no. 183 (1995), on the application by Latvia for membership of the Council of 
Europe, at http://stars.coe.fr/ta/ta95/eopil83. htm; and the Report on the Application by Latvia for Membership of the 
Council of Europe, doc. 7169, 6 Oct. 1994. 
3 See the Report on the Application by Latvia for Membership of the Council of Europe, 8-9. 
4 Ibid. 11. 
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finally adopted a law on citizenship that was deemed more satisfactory by the Council of Europe, 

and it was decided that since Latvia had fulfilled a major pre-accession condition, the procedures 

for its accession to the Council of Europe could be reactivated.1 

In 1995 Latvia was finally invited to join the Council of Europe. Upon joining, the Lat-

vian government formally committed itself 'to continue its consultation and co-operation with the 

Council of Europe' in implementing the law on citizenship, to work to the elimination of 'arbi-

trary and unjustified discrimination between citizens and non-citizens'.2 More generally, this 

meant that the Latvian government was expected to take steps to facilitate the integration of its 

non-citizen population into Latvian society. In 1997 the Committee on the Honouring of Obliga-

tions and Commitments by Member States—a committee established to provide 'stimulus and 

guidance for the consolidation of democracy' in states who became members after 1989—started 

its monitoring procedures to evaluate the extent to which Latvia had honoured its commitments 

since 1995. In June 1998 rapporteurs of the Council of Europe issued a progress report which 

stated that many obstacles to the integration of non-citizens remained. Obstacles like the window 

system of naturalization, the 'classification of many children born in Latvia since 21 August 1991 

as non-citizens', and the extensive requirements of the history test for naturalization were identi-

fied as being among the most important areas of concern.3 

Pressures on Estonia concerning citizenship legislation seem to have been less intense 

than in the case of Latvia, partly because Estonia already had a law on citizenship since 1992 and 

because its law on citizenship did not include as strict a naturalization timetable as that of Latvia. 

Nevertheless, the Council of Europe has kept a close eye on the evolution of the citizenship 

situation in Estonia, and has pressed the Estonian government to increase its efforts at integrating 

its non-citizens. The Report on the Honouring of Obligations and Commitments by Estonia is-

sued in 1996 noted that although Estonia had 'made considerable progress towards the fulfillment 

of her obligations and commitments since she became a member state on 14 May 1993', the 

'treatment of the "non-historic" Russian-speaking minority', particularly with respect to citizen-

ship, was still an area of concern.4 The report underlined that there remained many obstacles to 

the naturalization of non-citizens, and it warned the Estonian authorities that if it did not make 

                                                 
1 See European Commission, Opinion no. 183 (1995), on the application by Latvia for membership of the Council of 
Europe. The Latvian government also committed itself to consult the Council of Europe 'in drawing up a law on the 
rights and status of "non-citizens'", to 'sign the European Convention on Human Rights at the moment of accession', 
and to sign and ratify various European conventions, protocols, and charters, within a reasonable amount of time. 
See Addendum I to the Progress Report of the Bureau of the Assembly, doc. 8136, 9 June 1998, at 
http://stars.coe.fr/doc/doc98/edoc813adi.htm. 
2 Report on the Honouring of Obligations and Commitments by Estonia, doc. 7715, 20 Dec. 1996,1, at 
http://stars.coe.fr/doc/doc98/edoc7715.htm. 
3 Ibid. 6. 
4 See ibid. 8, and Information Report on the Honouring of Obligations and Commitments by Latvia, doc. 8426, 24 
May 1999, 10, at http://stars.coe/fr/doc/ doc99/edoc8426.htm. 
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more efforts at facilitating the process of naturalization, the social cohesion of the Estonian soci-

ety could be seriously affected. Indeed, the report noted that: 

One cannot but detect a certain reluctance on behalf of the Estonian authorities to natural-

ise members of the 'non-historic' Russian-speaking population. As understandable as this reac-

tion is, due to the history especially of the Soviet occupation, this policy of making it difficult for 

a large portion of the population to obtain citizenship, taking continuous recourse instead to a 

system of temporary residence permits, risks alienating people principally integrated in and loyal 

to the Estonian State and society.1 

In its efforts to speed up the integration of non-citizens in both Latvia and Estonia the 

Council of Europe has repeatedly raised concerns about obstacles to citizenship like the overly 

high requirements of language and history tests for citizenship purposes, and the absence of ade-

quate resources with respect to language training. With regards to the language and history test, 

it has invited both Latvia and Estonia to work in collaboration with its experts to redefine the 

threshold level of the tests and to develop a standardized method for administering them.2 The 

Council's 1996 Report on the Honouring of Obligations and Commitments by Estonia noted: 

We are of the opinion that the Estonian authorities should make it a priority to ensure that 

all ethnic non-Estonians who are loyal to the Estonian State and society are given the opportunity 

to integrate into this State and society by learning the language. School education of Estonian as 

a foreign language needs to be improved, and language courses should be offered to applicants 

for citizenship free of charge or at a reduced rate in such regions as Narva and Scillamac.3 

Providing such incentives for minorities to learn the state language was seen by the 

Council of Europe as being more conducive to integration and more respectful of human and mi-

nority rights than the imposition of the state language through a comprehensive language law, 

like the draft law on language that was being considered by the Parliament of Latvia in 1998. In 

this case, the Council of Europe noted that there was nothing illegitimate in trying to promote the 

state language through a language law, provided that the law makes the necessary distinction be-

tween the public sphere and the private sphere. Indeed, the 1999 Information Report on the Hon-

ouring of Obligations and Commitments by Latvia outlined that: 

Where the integration of the non-citizen population into Latvia society is concerned, it is 

perfectly understandable and legitimate that the Latvian authorities are trying to promote the na-

                                                 
1 Report on the Honouring of Obligations and Commitments by Estonia, 8. 
2 Information Report on the Honouring of Obligations and Commitments by Latvia, 1. 
3 Latvia presented its application for EU membership on 13 Oct. 1995. Estonia presented its application on 24 Nov. 
1995. 
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tional language and culture. Nevertheless, they should avoid measures, such as the imposition of 

the state language in the private sphere.1 

The European Union 

The pressures exercised by the EU on Estonia and Latvia regarding citizenship and lan-

guage issues have been sustained and extensive, particularly in the years following their applica-

tion for membership of the EU in 1995.2 An important aspect of these pressures has to do with 

the so-called Copenhagen 'political criteria'. Following a decision made by the European Council 

in Copenhagen in 1993, Estonia and Latvia, like 'all candidate countries in Central and Eastern 

Europe' had to meet 'a number of "political criteria"', that is, they had to achieve 'stability of in-

stitutions guaranteeing democracy, the rule of law, human rights and respect for and protection 

of minorities'.3 In the cases of Estonia and Latvia, particular attention was given to the effects of 

citizenship and language requirements on minorities in both countries. 

When the European Commission delivered its 'Opinions' on Latvia's and Estonia's appli-

cations for membership of the EU in July 1997, it made it clear that both were required 'to take 

measures to accelerate naturalisation procedures to enable Russian-speaking non-citizens to be-

come better integrated into' the society.4 The Commission also insisted in both 'Opinions' that 

Estonia and Latvia 'must consider ways to make it easier for stateless children born' on their ter-

ritory 'to become naturalised'.5 Finally, in the case of Latvia, the Commission outlined that 'the 

system of age brackets [the window system], initially devised as a way of preventing the admini-

stration from being overwhelmed by a flood of applications, has had an inhibiting effect' and 

maintained that 'Given this "shortage" of applications for naturalisation, such a system no longer 

appears warranted.'6 

Citizenship issues were also given a central place in the 1998 Accession Partnership 

documents on Estonia and Latvia, where priority areas for each country's membership prepara-

tions are identified each year. In both documents 'measures to facilitate the naturalisation process 

                                                 
1 See sect, в.1 ('Criteria for Membership') of European Commission, Opinion on Estonia's Application for Member-
ship of the European Union (15 July 1997), at http://europa.eu.int/comm/enlargement/estonia/op_07_97/bl.htm; and 
of European Commission, Opinion on Latvia's Application for Membership of the European Union (15 July 1997), 
at http://europa.eu.int/comm/enlargement/ latvia/op_08_97/61 .htm. 
2 See sect. 1.3 ('General Evaluation' of the political criteria) of the European Commission's Opinion on Estonia's 
Application and of the European Commission's Opinion on Latvia's Application. 
3 See sect. 1.2 of both Opinions. 
4 See sect. 1.2 of the Opinion on Latvia's Application. 
5 See Estonia: Accession Partnership 1998, sect. 4.1, at 
http://europa.eu.int/comm/enlargement/estonia/ac_part_03_98/index.htm, and Latvia: Accession Partnership 1998, 
at http://europa.eu.int/comm/enlargement/lativa/ac_part_03_98/index.htm. 
6 See Estonia: Accession Partnership 1998, sect. 4.1, and Lativa: Accession Partnership 1998. 
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to better integrate non-citizens including stateless children' were identified as short-term priori-

ties in the preparation for accession.1 

Issues related to language also drew the Commission's attention. For instance, in the Ac-

cession Partnership 1998 documents on Estonia and Latvia, language training for Russian 

speakers was identified as a short-term priority.2 In the Accession Partnership 1999 documents 

the necessity for better language training was reaffirmed as a short-term priority since it was 

deemed that Estonia and Latvia had only partially met the expectations identified in 1998.3 The 

1999 Regular Report from the Commission on Latvia's Progress towards Accession and the 1999 

Regular Report from the Commission on Estonia's Progress towards Accession reiterated that 

language training remains a 'key instrument' for the integration of ethnic minorities in Estonia 

and Latvia.4 

EU pressures on Estonia and Latvia have been particularly intense with respect to lan-

guage laws. Pressure was applied before and after the adoption of a new language law by the 

Latvian Parliament on 8 July 1999, on the basis that the law failed to conform to international 

standards. In fact, both the European external affairs commissioner and the head of the EU mis-

sion in Riga warned Latvia 'that it would jeopardize its case for admission to the EU by adopting 

a "discriminatory" law'.5 After its adoption by the Latvian Parliament, the EU, together with 

other international organizations, urged the Latvian president to send the law back to Parliament 

for reconsideration.6 

The EU has also expressed deep concerns over the adoption of amendments to the 1995 

Estonian State Language Law by the Riigikogu—the Estonian Parliament—in December 1998. 

The Accession Partnership 1999 document identifies the necessity for Estonia to 'align the lan-

guage legislation with international standards and the Europe Agreement' as a short-term prior-

                                                 
1 See Estonia: Accession Partnership 1999,4, at 
http://europa.eu.int/comm/enlargement/dwn/ap_02_00/en/ap_est_99.pdf, which states that Estonia is expected to 
'implement concrete measures for the integration of non-citizens including language training and provide necessary 
financial support'; and Latvia: Accession Partnership 1999, 4, at 
http://europa.eu.int/comm/enlargement/dwm/ap_02_00/ en/ap_lv_99.pdf, where Latvia is expected to take 'further 
concrete measures' in the same direction. 
2 1999 Regular Report from the Commission on Estonia's Progression towards Accession, 14, and 1999 Regular 
Report from the Commission on Latvia's Progression towards Accession, 17. 
3 See Jamestown Foundation Monitor, 5/134 (13 July 1999). The Latvia: Accession Partnership 1999 document also 
outlined (p. 4) the necessity for Latvia to 'align the Language Law with international standards and the Europe 
Agreement' as a 'short-term priority'. 
4 See Jamestown Foundation Monitor, 5/134 (13 July 1999). See also Cengel, 'Latvia: President Sends Language 
Law back to Parliament'. 
5 Estonia: Accession Partnership 1999, 4. See also 1999 Regular Report from the Commission on Estonia's Pro-
gression towards Accession, 16, where the Commission argue that the Language Law, as amended in 1998, 'consti-
tutes a step backwards and should be amended'. 
6 RFE/RL Newsline, 8 Nov. 1999. 
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ity.1 At a conference on 'Estonia and the EU' held in Tallinn on 5 November 1999 Finish presi-

dent Martti Ahtisaari, who then held the rotating presidency of the EU, reaffirmed the impor-

tance of Estonia aligning its language law with international and EU standards.2 

International Pressures and Stimulus for Domestic Liberalization 

Recent developments in Estonia and Latvia suggest that the combination of pressures 

identified in the previous section have had an impact on the domestic policy of these countries. 

As Estonia and Latvia are either members of, or wish to become members of, an increasing num-

ber of international organizations, pressures on these countries to harmonize their domestic pol-

icy with European and international standards have been multiplied. The following changes with 

respect to citizenship and linguistic policies seem revealing in this respect. 

In 1998 both Estonia and Latvia took significant steps to liberalize their citizenship poli-

cies. In October 1998 important amendments to the Latvian Citizenship Law were approved in a 

referendum held at the same time as the parliamentary elections.3 The most important amend-

ments provided for the abolishment of the window system and for the granting of citizenship to 

stateless children born in Latvia after 21 August 1991, upon request from their parents but with-

out further conditions with respect to language of knowledge history. Following the referendum, 

the OSCE, the Council of Europe, and the EU, who had all pressed for these changes, stated their 

satisfaction with the outcome. The OSCE's High Commissioner on National Minorities ex-

pressed his 'pleasure' with the decision and declared that the approved amendments were in line 

with his recommendations and 'a big stimulus for the process of integration in Latvia'.4 A delega-

tion of observers from the Council of Europe's Parliamentary Assembly issued a statement de-

claring that the outcomes of the referendum would favour the integration of non-citizens, and 

'pave the way for the country's admission to European institutions'.5 Finally, the EU issued a 

statement describing the referendum decision as 'farsighted' and 'consistent with the principles 

and aims of the European Union'.6 

On 8 December 1998 the Estonian Parliament took similar steps to ease the acquisition of 

citizenship for children born in Estonia.7 This decision was also welcomed, particularly by the 

                                                 
1 The amendments were approved by 53% of voters. See Jamestown Foundation Monitor, 4/182 (5 Oct. 1998), at 
http://www.jamestown.org/pubs/view/ mon_004_l 82_000.htm. 
2 See 'National Minorities Issues in the OSCE Area', Address by the High Commissioner on National Minorities to 
the Seminar on the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe, Oslo, 22 Oct. 1998. In the same address, 
the High Commission jumped on the opportunity to pressure the Estonian Parliament to make similar amendments 
regarding the children of stateless parents. 
3 Council of Europe, Press Release, 5 Oct. 1998. 
4 Quoted in Zaagman, Conflict Prevention in the Baltic States, 42. 
5 The amendments passed by the Riigikogu provided that 'a stateless child born in Estonia after 1992 will be granted 
citizenship upon application by its parents if it is under the age of fifteen and if its parents are stateless and have 
legally resided in Estonia for at least five years prior to the moment the application is made' (ibid. 43). 
6 See Zaagman, 43. 
7 See 1999 Regular Report from the Commission on Latvia's Progression towards Accession, 16. 
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OSCE and the EU, whose previous interventions in favour of the amendments had encountered 

significant resistance from some members of parliament.1 

Other positive results have also been forthcoming. In accordance with many of the rec-

ommendations made by the OSCE, the Council of Europe, and the EU, various changes have 

been made to language and history tests in both countries, and naturalization fees have been re-

duced for certain categories of the population. In Latvia the history test has been made easier by 

reducing the number of questions (from 310 in 1996 to ninety-three now). Naturalization fees 

have been reduced for several groups of non-citizens, and it is estimated that only half of the 

candidates for citizenship now pay full naturalization fees.2 The government of Estonia has also 

made its language and civic knowledge test easier in recent years, and abolished the written lan-

guage test requirement for those applicants born before 1 January 1930.3 Language training 

seems to have been intensified, with the support of the EU Phare Programme and of the United 

Nations Development Programme.4 

The results of international pressure in the realm of language legislation have been more 

mixed thus far. It is reasonably clear that the strong protests issued by the OSCE and the EU 

were crucial in the recent decision by the president of Latvia not to promulgate the Language 

Law adopted by the Latvian Parliament in July 1999. This resulted in the adoption of a revised 

version of the Language Law— this time compatible with international and European stan-

dards—in December 1999.5 However, it seems that entreaties to the president of Estonia not to 

promulgate the amendments to the Parliamentary and Local Elections Law and to the 1995 Lan-

guage Law, adopted by Estonia's Parliament in December 1998, have been less successful. It re-

mains to be seen whether the current pressures, particularly from the EU, will yield results.6 A 

recent remark from Toomas Hendrik lives, the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Estonia, appears to 

indicate that change may be on the way. In a speech on 'Euro-integration' delivered to members 

                                                                                                                                                             
For the simplification of language and civic tests, see 1998 Regular Report from the Commission on Estonia's Pro-
gression towards Accession, 12. For the language written test exemption, see Rob Zaagman, Conflict Prevention in 
the Baltic States, 40. 
1 See 1999 Regular Report from the Commission on Latvia's Progression towards Accession, 7, and 1999 Regular 
Report from the Commission on Estonia's Progression towards Accession, 7. 
2 For indications that international pressures had a significant role in the president's decision, see Jamestown Foun-
dation Monitor, 5/138 (19 July 1999), at http://www.jamestown.org/pubs/view/mon_005_l 38_000.htm, and Cengel, 
'Latvia: President Sends Language Law back to Parliament'. For evidence that the Dec. 1999 version of the language 
law received a positive evaluation from international organizations, see e.g. Jamestown Foundation Monitor, 5/231 
(14 Dec. 1999), and High Commissioner for National Minorities at 
http://www.jamestown.org/pubs/view/mon_005_231_000.htm, and Press Release, 9 Dec. 1999. 
3 See RFE/RL Newsline, 8 Nov. 1999, and a joint press release of the Association Council between the EU and Es-
tonia on 14 Feb. 2000, UE-EE 804/00 (Presse 43). 
4 Remarks by Toomas Hendrik lives, Minister of Foreign Affairs of Estonia, at a discussion devoted to Euro-
integration matters in the Riigikogu on 19 Jan. 2000. See the text at 
http://www.vm.ee/eng/pressreleases/speeches/2000/ THI-Riigikoguing.htm. 
5 Brubaker, Nationalism Reframed, 9. 
6 P. Globe, 'OSCE: Countries Supervised and Not', RFE/RL Weekday Magazine, 20 July 1999 
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of the Riigikogu on 19 January 2000, lives referred to the EU's 1999 Accession Partnership 

document on Estonia, which states that Estonia must 'align its language legislation with interna-

tional standards and with the Europe Agreement', and argued that changes to the language legis-

lation are 'among those initial tasks to be fulfilled during the year 2000' if Estonia is to keep its 

position in the competition over EU accession. 

Of course, not all new democracies have been under such intense scrutiny from interna-

tional organizations. The interest of international organizations in human and minority rights has 

been unevenly distributed across emerging democracies and has focused mostly on members and 

prospective members. This has left many cases of majority-minority conflicts relatively free 

from interference. Moreover, international organizations seem to have had a tendency to put 

smaller and more vulnerable countries under closer scrutiny and greater pressure than large and 

powerful ones. This should be a cause for concern. As Paul Globe recently noted, these double 

standards may generate 'a backlash among some of the supervised countries against such moni-

toring from the international community, a backlash some populist politicians have been quick to 

exploit'. Given this, a failure to create a greater sense of fairness could fuel nationalist passions 

instead of tempering them. 

Conclusion 

In the first years following independence ethnic Estonians and Latvians sought to use 

their newly regained sovereignty to promote their identity and interests. Both states adopted 

various nationalizing measures—understood in Brubaker's sense—i.e. measures 'to promote the 

language, culture, demographic preponderance, economic flourishing, or political hegemony of 

the core ethnocultural nation'. In the two cases, nationalizing efforts were focused mainly on citi-

zenship and language policies. These policies were aimed at correcting past injustices, but they 

have also contributed to the exclusion of minorities from access to power and resources, and 

have been a prominent source of inter-ethnic tension. 

In recent years, however, international pressure on Estonia and Latvia to liberalize their 

citizenship and language policies has been intensified. The OSCE's High Commissioner on Na-

tional Minorities, the Council of Europe, and the EU have each in their own way sought to per-

suade both countries to bring their policies into line with European and international standards. 

The combination of these interventions has provided an important stimulus for recent change in 

Estonia and Latvia, and may also act as a deterrent for the adoption of new exclusionary policies 

in the future. 

[Bernier, J. “Nationalism in Transition: Nationalizing Impulses and International Counterweights 

in Latvia and Estonia,” in Keating, M. and J. McGarry. Minority Nationalism and the Changing 

International Order (Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press, 2004): 342-363] 
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Graham Smith, Aadne Aasland and Richard Mole 

Statehood, Ethnic Relations and Citizenship 

The Baltic nations are hardly exceptional in national self-determination leading to the es-

tablishment of multi-ethnic polities rather than nation-states. Yet as the experiences of post-

colonial states only too vividly show, where nationalists aspire to the idea of the model nation-

state in which the dominant nation and national homeland are considered as one and the same, 

independent statehood is unlikely to become the panacea for resolving multi-ethnic tensions.1 

However, new polity defines the contours of citizenship will be especially critical to determining 

ethno-political stability. As Enloe has observed, 'During political integration national ethnic 

groups are likely to be looked upon as alien, having less right to the rewards of national sover-

eignty than indigenous groups'. This is likely to be especially problematic where the nation, hav-

ing fought for independent statehood, perceives an ethnic minority within the new sovereign pol-

ity as inseparable from that nationality which enjoyed a privileged role during colonial rule.2 

In this chapter we examine how the struggle for national self-determination and the re-

establishment of state sovereignty has reconstituted ethnic relations by focusing on what has 

emerged as the most burning political issue, that of the citizenship question. Firstly, we consider 

the various debates on citizenship. This enables us to flush out the role that differing ideologies 

and factions have played in reconceptualising the relationship between the nation, ethnic groups 

and normative meanings of citizenship, and the factors which have shaped the outcome of these 

debates. Secondly, as independent statehood has resulted in the ethnic reconstitution of power 

relations, it is necessary to examine afresh ethnic relations in the new multi-ethnic polities, espe-

cially how citizenship is redefining their character. We explore the utility of various models of in-

ter-ethnic relations and assess their applicability to the situation in all three states. And finally, 

we examine the reaction of the Russian communities to their redefined positions within the new 

polities, particularly their reactions to citizenship legislation.3 

CITIZENSHIP AND NATIONAL SELF-DETERMINATION 

From their very inception, the popular fronts signalled the importance of citizenship in their 

desire to secure greater national self-determination for their peoples. At the founding congresses of 

all three movements in October 1988, delegates discussed citizenship-related issues but refrained 

from adopting actual resolutions on citizenship itself. However, what clearly emerged from discus-

sions at these founding congresses was the importance of redefining citizenship in order to safe-

guard the homeland and cultures for their indigenous peoples. At all three congresses, speakers un-
                                                 
1 R. Tarzi, 'The Nation-State, Victim Groups and Refugees', Ethnic and Racial Studies 14(4), pp. 441-52. 
2 C. Enloe, Ethnic Conflict and Political Development (Lanhara, Md, 1986), p. 24. 
3 FBIS-SOV-88-204; 67. 
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derlined support for the indigenous language to be linked to republican citizenship. As one promi-

nent speaker at the founding congress of the Estonian People's Front noted: 'Over many years, 

language and citizenship have been artificially separated from I other signs of national existence: 

the community of territory, the community I of economic and political life for all people inhabiting 

this territory. And now we wish to close this gap. Speakers at the initial congress of the Latvian 

Popular Front echoed this sentiment, calling upon the Latvian Supreme Soviet 'to pass without 

delay a law to the effect that the Latvian language is the foundation of the statehood of the sover-

eign republic and the foundation of national culture, and to acknowledge it as the state language of 

Latvia'.1 At all three congresses, the question of citizenship was also linked to immigration which 

should, as one Estonian delegate observed, be reconstituted in order to 'help regulate migration 

processes'.2 

Differing attitudes towards citizenship, however, quickly began to emerge between more 

multi-ethnic Estonia and Latvia on the one hand and Lithuania on the other. This was in part re-

flected in the Declarations of Republican Sovereignty and in the subsequent constitutional 

amendments in which Estonia and Latvia laid much more emphasis than did Lithuania on the 

need to safeguard a secure homeland for the titular nationalities. Underlying this divergence was 

the fact that for reasons of ethno-demographics, the popular fronts in Estonia and Latvia felt far 

less comfortable than their counterpart in Lithuania with the multi-ethnic nature of their societies. 

Throughout the Soviet period, Estonia and Latvia had been exposed to a massivejnflux of immi-

grants. This ethnodemographic metamorphosis had contributed to the Latvian share of its popu-

lation declining from 75.5 per cent in 1939 to 51.8 per cent by 1989. In Estonia it was even more 

marked, with the pre-war proportion of its titular population falling from 90 per cent to 64.7 per 

cent by 1989. In contrast, the Lithuanian proportion of its republic remained relatively unchanged 

at around 80 per cent, a product of both an economy which during the Soviet period indus-

trialised at a slower pace and which therefore did not justify a large migrant labour force, and of a 

relatively high rate of population growth which contrasted with that of Estonia and Latvia where 

the rate of demographic reproduction remained extremely low. Indeed this fear of demographic 

extinction and of the need to protect the core nation from its unfavourable demographic situation 

became a dominant theme in the nationalist discburse of Estonia and Latvia. In contrast, it did not 

play a prominent part in the programme of Sajudis. 

Lithuania: the Politics of Inclusion 

Lithuania's more accommodating stance was consolidated with the adoption on 3 No-

vember 1989 of its law on citizenship. Keen to harness the support of the non-indigenous popu-

                                                 
1 FBIS-SOV-88-208:63. 
2 FBIS-SOV-88-204:67. 
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lation, Lithuania's 'zero option', which based the conditions for citizenship upon territorial and 

not primordial factors, aimed to contribute towards and not result from the struggle for national 

self-determination. As outlined by Sajudis, the law set out 'to contribute to the creating of a le-

gitimate opportunity to defend the interests of the Lithuanian SSR and to create conditions ... to 

restore a sovereign Lithuanian state'. No reference was made to saving the nation, as the non-

indigenous population did not constitute a threat to the former's continued existence. In order to 

appease the national radicals within the government, however, deputies did point out that the law 

on citizenship did not mean that pre-war Lithuanian citizenship had become invalid, thereby ac-

knowledging the fact that the Republic of Lithuania was a restored and not a new state, despite 

the 'new state' model of citizenship adopted.1 

After independence attempts were made by neo-nationalists to narrow the range of resi-

dents eligible for automatic citizenship, in part fuelled by anti-Russian feeling following Mos-

cow's economic blockade. The then President, Vytautas Landsbergis, however, declined to hold 

a referendum on the legitimacy of granting citizenship to those who arrived in Lithuania during 

the Soviet period. For him this would not only side-track what he considered more pressing 

problems facing the country but would also 'aggravate the political situation in the republic, stir 

up ethnic animosity, lead to civil confrontation and strengthen the underground CPSU and KGB 

structures'.2 Nevertheless, on 5 September 1991, the Sajudis-led Supreme Council imposed direct 

rule over two Polish-dominated districts and one Russian-dominated town. Although the parlia-

ment justified its action as necessary due to the local councils having supported the leaders of the 

August 1991 coup d'etat, Russians and Poles in these areas accused Vilnius of using this as an 

excuse for persecuting national minorities because of their desire for greater autonomy.3 

Estonia and Latvia: the Politics of Exclusion 

As in Lithuania, two traditions also competed for the high ground of nationalist politics in 

Estonia and Latvia. On the one hand, there was the tradition of civic nationalism. This type of 

nationalism, embodied in the inter-war national constitutions, was based on a conception of plu-

rality which emphasised the values of cultural coexistence and the importance of universal citi-

zenship for all social groups and classes. On the other hand, the late-1980s national reaweaken-

ings had also given rebirth to an ethnic nationalism linked in part to ethno-national insecurity and 

which grew in opposition to and in conflict with the polity of which it was a part. It was a form 

of nationalism based on ethnic or primordial ties and which stressed I the exclusivist and symbi-

otic relationship between the core nation, homeland and citizenship. Whereas nationalist politics 

in Lithuania reflected a view that it could move unhindered towards a more multi-ethnic and less 
                                                 
1 FBIS-SOV-89-208:67-8. 
2 FBIS-SOV-89-213:70. 
3 FBIS-SOV-91-232:59. 
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exclusivist stance on who should or should not be a citizen of their reconstituted polity, the pre-

vailing view of nationalist politics in Estonia and Latvia was that circumstances justified a more 

exclusionary stance. This tension was reflected within both the Estonian and Latvian popular 

fronts. On the one hand, there were those who believed the national self-determination should 

not be exclusivist and that all those who lived and worked within the territories of Estonia and 

Latvia had the right to become full and equal members of the body politic. No doubt such a belief was 

reinforced by a pragmatism based on an acknowledged need to secure broader ethnic support for 

the separatist struggle in polities whose core nations did not have the same commanding ethnode-

mographic base as in Lithuania. It was however the formation of the Citizens' Committees in Es-

tonia and Latvia which did much to radicalise the debate. By registering he names of all the citizens 

of the inter-war republics and their  descendants, the citizens' committees advocated a conception 

of political community based firmly on descent. These radicals resented Russian immigrants en-

joying equal status with the indigenous populations, and 'considered unfair the participation in the 

fate of me region of all the residents of the republics'.1 Bowing to such conflicting pressures, the 

popular fronts opted for a more conciliatory and pragmatic strategy. This was underlined by the 

publication in July 1989 of "The Latvian Popular Front's ideological platform, based on the idea 

of creating an independent and democratic Latvia, for the consolidation of various nationalities 

living in Latvia' which stressed that the Latvian Popular Front advocates that all residents of Lat-

via, regardless of their nationality, social situation, or religious affiliation, who have chosen 

freely to support the creation of an independent Latvia become citizens of Latvia. Likewise, the 

Latvia Popular Front advocates that the citizenship of independent Latvia be granted to all per-

manent residents of Latvia, who at the time of citizenship registration, have lived in Latvia at 

least ten years.2 

At its third Congress, in October 1990, the Popular Front attempted to distance itself 

from more radical nationalist elements by emphasising the importance of avoiding the arrogance 

of one nation over another, as well as chauvinism, anti-Semitism and Russophobia.3 

Following the proclamations of independence, there was a shift of focus in the citizenship 

debate in both republics. With the transitional phase towards independence under way, discus-

sion in Estonia and Latvia subsequently centred upon the need to determine the boundaries of the 

citizenry. The way forward was back to the future. By acknowledging that the Baltic states 

should not be considered new but restored states, the Estonian and Latvian governments argued 

that the same applied to the citizenship question, with citizenship being restored only to the 

original citizenry and their descendants of the inter-war republics. Consequently 'exclusionists' in 
                                                 
1 FBIS-SOV-91-178:69. 
2 Literaturnaya gazeta, 19 July 1989, p. 10. 
3 Radio Free Ецгоре/Radio Liberty, Report on the USSR, 20 October 1989, p. 21. 
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Estonia underlined the fact that the republic was not the legal successor of the Estonian SSR and 

was, therefore, under no obligation to accommodate those who had settled in Estonia during the 

years of Soviet rule.1 It was a viewpoint which had also been held by delegates at the Congress 

of Estonia who were adamant that 'only the citizens of the Estonian republic and their descen-

dants have the right to participate in its restoration'. In their opinion, all those who arrived in Es-

tonia after 1940 were immigrants, whose naturalisation would depend upon strict language and 

residence requirements, calculated from the date of the republic's restoration. As one nationalist 

explained, the indigenous population simply wanted to feel at home again in its own republic: 

'We are tired of having people come up here and tell us how to run our country and what to do 

with our land.... Decisions about Estonia should be made by Estonians'.2 

This exclusionary stance was also evident in Latvia. At the Latvian Citizens' Congress, 

delegates criticised the inclusive nature of the Lithuanian citizenship legislation and stressed that 

there should be 'an ethnically pure attitude towards citizenship, there should be no hypocrisy, 

there is nothing shameful in Latvian-like Latvia'.3 National radicals in Latvia, therefore, also in-

sisted that the national government reinstate the pre-war law on citizenship, with all the norms 

for naturalisation of immigrants envisaged in it. The greater danger of 'national extinction' in 

Latvia, however, led to the call for even more stringent residence requirements for those seeking 

naturalisation. This fear also resulted in political actors in Latvia supporting the introduction of 

quotas, whereby a priority list would be drawn up with regard to acquisition of citizenship: ethnic 

Latvians without citizenship would be given priority, followed by the spouses of citizens and 

those who contributed actively to Latvian independence. By definition, ethnic Russians would find 

themselves at the bottom of such a list. 

There seems little doubt that the drift of nationalist politics in Estonia and Latvia towards 

a more exclusionist stance understandably polarised many Russians although not sufficiently to 

prevent sizeable numbers supporting the cause of independent statehood. Russian organisations, 

in particular, felt that severe inter-ethnic tensions would ensue were citizenship legislation to be 

given retroactive force. As the leader of one Russian political organisation in Estonia explained: 

'No civil record can be obtained by a society in which a sizeable proportion would have the 

status of non-citizens'.4 In Latvia, as in Estonia, many proponents of the 'zero option' argued that 

the Baltic republics ceased to exist as a result of the Soviet annexation in 1940. Consequently, 

                                                 
1 M. Kvernrod, Citizenship and Interethnic Relations in Latvia (Hovedfagsop-pgave, Oslo, 1993), pp. 59-60. 
2  
3 On 30 March and 4 May 1990, respectively, the Estonian and Latvian Supreme Councils proclaimed that their repub-
lics had entered transition periods   'of unspecified  duration'  towards  independence;  Lithuania's unconditional dec-
laration of independence was made on 11 March 1990. 
4 The views of the national radicals were laid down in the resolution 'On the status of a citizen of the Estonian Re-
public and the status of a USSR citizen in the Estonian Republic' which was published in draft form in November 
1991. 



 709

they felt that the new polity should have proclaimed a second Republic in August 1991; it would 

then follow that all those permanently resident in Estonia or Latvia on the day of the independence 

declaration would be entitled to citizenship, as citizens of a new state. As a result, the 'inclusion-

ists' opposed all forms of residence and language requirements for citizenship. 

The citizenship debate took on a new dimension in the summer of 1992, when the parlia-

ment of the Russian Federation declared its intention to take up the cause of ethnic Russians liv-

ing in the Baltic states. With regard to Estonia, the parliament in Moscow expressed no objec-

tion to Russians taking an oath of loyalty to the Republic, but criticised the fact that citizenship 

was dependent upon passing an examination in the Estonian language. On 17 July 1992 the Rus-

sian Parliament passed a resolution on infringements on human rights in Estonia, instructing the 

government to consider 'temporary economic sanctions against the Estonian Republic in case its 

authorities continue discrimination against ethnic Russians'.1 

Similarly, Moscow censured the Latvian parliament for its treatment of the republic's 

Russian population. Latvian politicians, however, countered the accusation, laying the blame for 

the fate of Latvia's Russian minority with the parliament of the Russian Federation: 'At the mo-

ment Russia is demonstrating a cynical reluctance to withdraw the troops. If Europe demands 

liberalism without demanding that Russia speed up the withdrawal of troops, then that could 

generate among the people unnecessary radicalism and lack of confidence in European struc-

tures'.2  

The issue of republican citizenship had developed from a purely domestic political 

concern to a factor in geopolitical inter-state relations. By insisting that the situation in Lat-

via warranted 'the possible granting of interim powers to the Russian military in regulating 

its presence in that country', the Russian President, Boris Yeltsin, linked the withdrawal of I 

Russian troops from the Baltic states to amendments being made to local citizenship legisla-

tion. As he later emphasised: 'Russia has no intention to sign any agreement regarding the 

withdrawal of Russian troops from Latvia or Estonia until these countries bring their legisla-

tion into line with international standards'.3 

Geopolitical pressure to modify their exclusionist stance was also coming from the 

West, although in a less bellicose form. Suprastate organisations, such as the Council of 

Europe, openly criticised Latvia's citizenship legislation,4 while other organisations, such as the 

European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, linked developmental aid to the adoption 

of a more liberal attitude towards citizenship. Such Western pressures probably had some im-

                                                 
1 FBIS-SOV-90-126-S: 17. 
2 Sovetskaya Rossiya, 5 Aug. 1989, p. 4. 
3 FBIS-SOV-90-085:89. 
4 FBIS-SOV-91-184:49. 
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pact in Estonia when following the Estonian presidential elections in September 1992 a certain 

liberalisation was noticeable with regard to naturalisation requirements. Those who had regis-

tered themselves as permanent residents before the Congress of Estonia, which took place in 

February 1991, were eligible to apply immediately for citizenship, not needing to fulfil any lan-

guage requirements.1 However, Lagle Parek, Estonian interior minister, put this more liberal 

approach down to the fact that Estonians had regained the feeling of being the dominant nation 

in the ' republic: 'Estonians ... simply [had to] get used to die idealfiat tfiey are masters in this 

land, that this is their republic... [A] master will always take a wider view of things, [will act] in 

a more benevolent manner on the whole.'2 

But whereas Estonia's law on citizenship was sufficiently acceptable by the Council of 

Europe not to act as an impediment to membership along with Lithuania in May 1993, Latvia's 

position was interpreted different. In part this was because of its more restrictive stance on citi-

zenship. Consequently, Janis Jurkans, Latvia's foreign minister, was urging his country's Su-

preme Council to adopt a more liberal stance with regard to the issue: 'If the citizenship issue 

cannot be solved so that it meets the expectations of the majority of Latvia's residents, the con-

sequences will bring about very grave difficulties in both our internal and external affairs'.3 Jur-

kans was, however, removed from office in the autumn of 1992, due to what was generally inter-

preted as too conciliatory a stance towards Russia. 

THE STATE, DEMOCRACY AND CITIZENSHIP 

For the Baltic states, the relationship between ethnicity, citizenship and democracy is still 

uncertain. As polities still in transition, their emerging political systems do not lend themselves to 

easy labelling or classification. Three models, however, are particularly apposite. 

Firstly, there is a disparate school of thought which suggests that Estonia and Latvia dis-

play the characteristics of a system of social apartheid. This model would assume that ethnic mi-

norities are excluded on the basis of ethnicity or race from integrating fully into the body politic. 

Linked to securing the hegemony of the core nation, citizenship rights (political, civil and social) 

are limited to individuals on the basis of ethnicity; consequently, democracy is enjoyed only by 

members of the core nation. While some Western observers argue that denial of political rights, 

notably the right to participate in and stand for national elections, points towards the possibility 

of Estonia and Latvia sliding towards another South Africa,4 Baltic Russian activists suggest that 

this situation has already arrived.5 It is also the official view of Russia, where its President, Boris 

Yeltsin, has, argued that 'a form of apartheid' directed against Baltic Russians is bound up with 
                                                 
1 FBIS-SOV-92-179:47. 
2 FBIS-SOV-92-083:72. 
3 Baltic Observer, 15 October 1992. 
4 FBIS-SOV-92-083:72. 
5 FBIS-SOV-93-032:58. 
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attempts at 'ethnic cleansing' designed to secure more ethnically homogenous polities.1 If this 

model has utility we would also expect its repercussions for institutionalising ethnic divisions to 

extend beyond political participation to producing differentiated upward mobility, a greater cul-

tural division of labour within the work place, political favouritism, and socio-spatial segrega-

tion. 

The applicability of this model is problematic. First, membership of the citizen-state is not 

based on ethnic or racial criteria but rather between citizens of the interwar republics and their 

descendants and other residents. Thus Estonia's February 1992 citizenship law requires two years 

of residence (plus a one-year waiting period) before a migrant qualifies. A resolution passed by 

Latvia's Supreme Council in October 1991 stipulates a 16-year residency requirement. Hence for 

the Russian community this in effect means that 'historic Russians' automatically qualify for full 

citizenship while most 'Russians migrants' do not. Thus in Latvia, about a quarter of those who 

have registered as citizens are non-Latvians, having qualified through being either citizens of the 

former Latvian state or through family ties to a former citizen. According to the newspaper Es-

toniya, approximately one-sixth of Russian speakers in Estonia qualified by 1992 for citizen-

ship.2 Second, like Lithuania, residents in the other two Baltic states, irrespective of their ethnic-

ity, have the potential to become citizens. It has been argued that all states have residency re-

quirements and that  compared to many liberal democracies the time frame for acquiring citi-

zenship in Estonia is less stringent. Thus in theory, Estonia's two-plus-one residency requirement 

would mean that if all non-Estonians had registered by 30 March 1990 for citizenship, for non-

Estonians the residency requirement would be a non-issue. In practice, however, only 30 000 did 

register f by this date. Finally, exclusion from citizenship within the Baltic states does not auto-

matically relegate Russians residents to the status of stateless persons. Russia's adoption of an 

extra-territorial definition of citizenship includes its Russian diaspora. However this policy has 

been used by Baltic ultranationalists as justification for both the exclusion of Russians from Bal-

tic citizenship and as a basis for encouraging their emigration. 

In some respects Lithuania comes closer to resembling a second type of model: majori-

tarian-type democracy. This model is usually considered as being particularly appropriate to 

societies which are ethnically not deeply divided.3 Although ethnic tensions still manifest 

themselves, the core nation is sufficiently secure to prevail as a majority in the political, eco-

nomic and social life of the polity, to let ethnic groups keep or drop their sub-cultures, or live 

apart or mix. Emphasis is on aspiring to a polity in which citizens are mobilised into a national 

                                                 
1 FBIS-SOV-92-239:39. 
2 FBIS-SOV-92-199:69. 
3 See, for example, T. Milljan, paper presented at the Conference of the Association for the Advancement of Baltic 
Studies (Toronto, June 1992). 
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political community irrespective of ethnic affiliations. Thus what is aspired to is not 'the 

Lithuanian nation' but 'the nation of Lithuania'. Emphasis is placed as much on rights associ-

ated with individual well being as on support for ethnic communal-ism. It can lead to national 

party formations reflecting a high degree of 'nationalisation' within society. 

Elements of this model may have some applicability to Lithuania: its citizenship laws are 

by far the most liberal; it is a highly homogeneous society (over 80 per cent Lithuanian); ethnic 

and linguistic differences are politically less problematic than in Estonia and Latvia due to a 

higher degree of social interaction between ethnic groups; and support for political parties is less 

ethnically partisan, although the adoption of a complex system of proportional representation 

does allow ethnic minority parties, like the Polish Union, the opportunity for representation in 

Parliament. The election to government in February 1993 of the Democratic Labour Party 

(LDDP) illustrated that not only was a major political party capable of attracting support from a 

broad spectrum of ethnic groups but also that, compared with Estonia and Latvia, ethnic politics 

was no longer judged the most salient socio-economic issue. Yet in such majoritarian democra-

cies feelings of deprivation may persist, owing to the inevitable 'tyranny of the majority' under 

this system. 

The third model, that of ethnic democracy, might have more applicability to Estonia and 

Latvia. It encapsulates three central features.1 Firstly, an ethnic democracy accords an institutional 

superior status to the core nation beyond its numerical proportion within the national territory. 

Secondly, certain civil and political rights are enjoyed universally. This can include the right of 

assembly and association, freedom of the press, an independent judiciary, a multi-party system, 

and a change of government through fair elections. And thirdly, certain collective rights are ex-

tended to ethnic minorities. In combining some elements of civil and political democracy with 

explicit ethnic dominance, an ethnic democracy attempts to preserve ethno-political stability 

based on the contradictions and tensions inherent in such a system. For many multi-ethnic poli-

ties emerging from coercive rale and where the transition to democracy is unlikely to be either 

automatic or easy, adopting such a model has its own inner logic. As Smooha and Hanf note, 

'Since nationalism in Eastern Europe tends to be integral and exclusionary as opposed to western 

nationalism which tends to be open, inclusive and coterminous with citizenship, there is a strong 

possibility for some of the democratising states there to become ethnic democracies'.2 

In the transition towards independent statehood, the secessionist movements were clear 

that in a future polity, the core nation, because of its unique symbiotic relationship to the na-

                                                 
1 Former Estonian Premier Edgar Savisaar, in commenting upon Estonia's Citizen Law of June 1993, in which all 
residents who are not citizens will have to apply for a residence permit and thus face the possibility of being de-
ported, fears the institutionalisation of apartheid. See the Baltic Independent, 25 June-1 July 1993, p. 3. 
2 See, for example, Pravda, 24 June 1993. 
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tional homeland, should occupy a privileged place. Thus as early as 1989, Latvia's declaration of 

sovereignty strongly emphasised that the 'territory of the Latvian Soviet Socialist Republic is the 

... only place on earth where the Latvian nation can fully exercise its right to statehood and de-

velop without hindrance the Latvian language, national culture and economy'.1 What in particu-

lar has been crucial in safeguarding the institutional hegemony of the Estonians and Latvians has 

been the scope of political rights and language laws. 

Whereas in Lithuania all permanent residents have the right to participate politically and to 

stand in national and local elections, in Estonia and Latvia this right extends only to local political 

representation.2 In the 1993 national elections no ethnic Russian representatives were found in Es-

tonia's parliament, only seven in Latvia3 (out of a 100-strong parliament), while in Lithuania ten 

non-Lithuanians secured seats (out of a parliament of 141 deputies). In urban government the 

situation differs, as non-citizens have the right both to vote in and stand for elections. In Riga, 

where over half the population is non-Latvian, only 10 per cent comprise non-Latvians. In Dau-

gavpils the situation is slightly better; non-Latvians make up 50 per cent of the local council and 

87 per cent of the population. A similar situation is evident in Estonia. In Tallinn, the non-

eponymous population makes up 18 per cent of the council but in Narva, where the non-Estonians 

constitute 96 per cent of the population, 39 of its 42 deputies are non-Estonian. In restricting the 

right to vote and be represented to the locality, the state provides a basis for ethnic minority rep-

resentation over local affairs but one which does not threaten the core nation's political hegem-

ony. However, such ethnic representation, especially strong in the non-eponymous enclaves of 

north-east Estonia and in Latgallia, provides Russians with a territorial-institutional base to mo-

bilise local support against the centre in which issues of fiscal and other communal resources are 

likely to fuel ethnic tensions. 

The transition towards a multi-party political system which now flourishes in all three 

Baltic states has not however been accompanied in Estonia and Latvia by the right of all those 

domiciled mere to form or become members of political parties. Estonia's constitution stipulates 

that only citizens of Estonia have the right to become members of political parties; consequently, 

political party membership is highly mono-ethnic in character, ensuring the dominance of the 

core nations within the political life of their polities. In a handful of political parties, non-

Estonians comprise between 2 and 8 per cent of members but more typically have no members at 

all. 

                                                 
1 Diena, 1 February 1993. 
2 Estoniya, 30 October 1992. 
3 R. Lijphart, Democracies, Patterns of Majoritarian and Consensus Government in Twenty-One Countries (New 
Haven, Conn., 1984). 
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The elevation of the core nation language to that of the state language and of the lan-

guage requirements which accompany a successful application to become a citizen also ensures 

the institutional dominance of the core nation. Given the extra-territorial privileges which ac-

crued to the Russian language during Soviet rule, there was little local pressure on Russians set-

tling in the Baltic region to learn the dominant languages of the region. According to the 1989 

Soviet census, only 13 per cent of Russians in Estonia and 22 per cent in Latvia possessed a 

knowledge of the local languages. Thus language tests are an obligatory condition not only for 

most professional occupations, but also for membership of the body politic. In short, the new 

language policies will for most Russian-speakers act as a major barrier to enjoying basic citizens' 

rights and also as a brake on opportunities for membership of the professional classes. Conse-

quently, language will function as a key resource for the strengthening and reproduction of core 

cultures and as an obvious social stigma. 

Within the arena of other rights, notably of civil and social rights, all three Baltic states 

are still in the process of mapping out the social contours of membership. The May 1990 Latvian 

Declaration of Independence guaranteed a range of rights to all 'those nations permanently resi-

dent in Latvia' but its Supreme Council in December 1991 restricted many of these rights to citi-

zens only, including the right to own land and other natural resources and the freedom to reside in 

Latvia and return there. Similar restrictions on property rights (October 1991 Land Reform Law) 

and on mobility exist in Estonia. Thus in both states, permanent members who are non-citizens do 

not have the automatic right to re-enter their country of residence: moreover the old Soviet resi-

dence permit (propiska), employed to restrict freedom of mobility within as well as between the 

former Soviet republics, is still used to regulate the movement of non-citizens. Within the arena 

of social rights, which were well developed during Soviet rule and available to all Soviet citi-

zens, it is still uncertain what implications states no longer committed to guaranteeing full em-

ployment to workers or high social welfare spending will have. Yet the economic restructuring of 

former state-owned industries is likely to affect the Russian community in particular with no clear 

guidelines as to whether those who lose their jobs will be enrided to the same social security bene-

fits as citizens. In comparison, collective rights are supported. Minorities have the right to their 

own languages, schools, newspapers, access to television programmes in their own language and 

cultural associations. Yet such collective rights do not go so far as their southern neighbour. In 

Lithuania a language law, for instance, stipulates that if more than a third of a locality are non-

Lithuanian speakers, public institutions must also conduct their business in the language of the 

sizeable minority. 

THE BALTIC RUSSIANS AND CITIZENSHIP 
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The attitudes of the Russian communities, especially in relation to the citizenship ques-

tion, will be particularly crucial to determining the nature of ethno-regional stability. In a major 

survey of the Baltic Russians undertaken by the authors in February 1993 in four cities - Narva 

(Estonia), Riga and Daugavpils (Latvia), and Klaipeda (Lithuania) (Table 8.1)1 it was found that 

reactions to the citizenship laws did differ between Estonia and Latvia on the one hand and 

Lithuania on the other. While only one-fifth of Klaipeda's respondents felt that the citizenship 

legislation was unfair, in the other three cities the overwhelming majority registered their disap-

proval (Table 8.2). Overall, however, most Russians felt that a residency requirement was an ac-

ceptable condition for citizenship (Table 8.3). Such a response is consistent with the prevailing 

view held among most Russian-dominated organisations and Russian activists within the popular 

fronts who supported the 'zero option model, whereby the only requirement for citizenship would 

be permanent residency in the state at the date independent statehood was declared. There is 

however no evidence to suggest any relationship between length of residency among the Russians 

who came in during the Soviet period and support for a residency requirement even though re-

spondents who had lived in their respective state for over 16 years (in the case of Latvia) would 

not be affected by a strict residency requirement. However Russians born in the republic, irrespec-

tive of their age, were marginally more supportive of residency requirements than were Russian 

immigrants. 

Table 8.1   Nationality composition of the cities in the 1993 survey 

 Total population ('000s) Eponymous national-

ity(percent) 

Russians(percent) 

Riga 910.5 36.5 447.3 

Daugavpils (Latgallia) 124.9 13.0 58.3 

Narva (north-east Es-

tonia) 

77.5 4.0 85.9 

Klaipeda 202.9 63.0 28.2 

Source:   The 1989 Soviet census. 

Table 8.2   Russian response to citizenship laws* 

 

 Riga Daugavpils (per-

cent) 

Klaipeda (per-

cent) 

Narva 

Fair 0 10 41 8 
Unfair 98 79 20 82
                                                 
1 For a discussion of an ethnic democracy and its applicability to certain ethnically-divided polities, see S. Smooha, 
'Minority status in an ethnic democracy: the status of the Arab minority in Israel', Ethnic and Racial Studies, vol 
13(3), 1990, pp. 389-413. 
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Don't know/No answer 2 11 39 10 
*In Latvia, Russians were asked their views of proposed citizenship laws. 

 

What however is clear is that in all four cities Russians are generally against additional 

conditions for acquiring citizenship. Only one in ten respondents in the cities of Latvia and Es-

tonia thought it should be necessary to renounce citizenship of other states, while few respon-

dents agreed that citizenship should be restricted to citizens and their descendants of the interwar 

republics (Table 8.3). Only a fifth of respondents felt that applicants for citizenship should be re-

quired to give an oath of loyalty to the state. This issue has been particularly controversial 

among Daugavpils' large and long-established community of Old Believers whose church repre-

sentatives oppose an oath of loyalty to any secular institutions. 

Opposition, however, is particularly evident against knowledge of the local language as 

an entitlement to citizenship. This was particularly clear in the cities of Latvia and Estonia, where 

less than 5 per cent supported this view and where knowledge of the eponymous language is 

lower than in Klaipeda. Clearly most Russians fear that language legislation in particular makes 

their position especially tenuous. This is notably So in Estonia and Latvia whose language laws 

are tougher and where complaints about the level of linguistic requirements are greater. Yet at 

the same time, most Russians acknowledged that a knowledge of the eponymous language 

should be a precondition to working in state institutions and in the service sector (Table 8.4). In 

more multi-ethnic Riga, however, Russians were least keen, no doubt reflecting their greater 

vulnerability to losing their jobs to native speakers than in the other cities sampled, caused by 

insufficient knowledge of the eponymous language. As might be expected, however, Russians 

who were fluent or who displayed a good command of the local languages were more likely to 

support the principle of language requirements in particular workplaces. Not surprisingly, a clear 

majority in all four cities supported the idea that Russian should be adopted as an official lan-

guage of the polity in which they reside. 

Table 8.3   Citizenship requirements* 

 Total Riga Daugavpils 

(per cent)

Klaipeda Narva 

Residency requirements      
Yes 58 58 60 48 64
No 25 26 27 26 20
Don't know/No answer 18 16 13 26 16 
Oath of loyalty to the state      
Yes 20 12 13 32 22 
No 50 60 63  35 41 
Don't know/No answer 31 29 24 33 37 
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Citizenship from the previous 

(interwar) state 

     

Yes 11 5 15 5 18 
No 43 37 53 41 41 
Don't know/No answer 46 58 32 54 41 
Renunciation of citizenship of 

other states 

     

Yes 16 9 13 30 11 
No 58 71 59 41 63 
Don't know/No answer 26 20 28 29 27 
*Respondents were asked whether they thought the requirements listed should be necessary in order to 

obtain citizenship in the state in which they reside. 

      

Table 8.4   Statehood and the language issue. Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed with all 

or any of the following statements. 

(a)   Russian should have the status of an official language in Latvia (Lithuania, Estonia) 

 

 Riga Daugavpils Klaipeda Narva 
  (per cent)  
Fully agree 77 48 21 53 

Tend to agree 10 27 26 22 

Don't know/No answer 2 7 15 8 

Tend to disagree 9 15 19 12 

Completely disagree 2 3 18 5 

(b)   Only people who have a knowledge of the Latvian (Lithuanian, Estonian) language should be 

entitled to Latvian (Lithuanian, Estonian) citizenship 

Fully agree 4 0 17 2 

Tend to agree 0 1 14 3 

Don't know/No answer 1 6 10 5 

Tend to disagree 12 21 23 20 

Completely disagree 83 73 37 70 

(c)   People working in the service industries and in state institutions should be required to speak 

Latvian (Lithuanian, Estonian) 

Fully agree 18 32 48 28 

Tend to agree 27 31 22 28 

Don't know/No answer 13 10 12 12 
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Tend to disagree 19 19 12 20 

Completely disagree 24 8 6 12 

(d)   Russians  who do not speak Latvian (Lithuanian, Estonian)  have only themselves to 

blame 

Fully agree 3 11 47 6 

Tend to agree 13 17 17 5 

Don't know/No answer 1 8 13 5 

Tend to disagree 20 32 12 20 

Completely disagree 63 32 12 63 

(e)   Russian should be a/the language of inter-ethnic contact in Latvia (Lithuania, Estonia) 

Fully agree 75 57 35 54 

Tend to agree 16 25 32 20 

Don't know/No answer 5 7 20 16 

Tend to disagree 2 9 9 6 

Completely disagree 2 2 5 4 

 

  

Russians in Estonia and Latvia have the self-image that their exclusion from such a 

community of eponymous speakers is not of their making but is rather a product of circum-

stances beyond their control. In Klaipeda, however, where a far higher level of fluency in the 

eponymous language is detectable, nearly two-thirds of Russians supported the view that only 

Russians had themselves to blame for not knowing the local language. This would therefore seem 

to reinforce the more general proposition that Russians in Lithuania have become more linguisti-

cally integrated precisely because of ethnodemographics and me greater everyday pressures to 

communicate in the local language than in Estonian and Latvian society, where larger Russian 

communities - such as in north-east Estonia - were able to function with more limited social con-

tact with eponymous speakers. 

Table 8.5   Intended citizenship applicants among the Russian communities 

 

 Riga Daugavpils Klaipeda Narva 

 (per cent) 

Republic citizen-

ship 

    

Intend to apply 71 81 99 40 

Will not apply 18 10 0 28 
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Don't know 9 9 1 31 

No answer 2 0 1 1 

Russian citizen-

ship 

    

Intend to apply 27 5 8 19 

Will not apply 52 73 75 48 

Don't know 20 19 13 28 

No answer 2 3 4 5 

 

Despite concern about the citizenship and language laws, the majority of Russians in all 

four cities had either applied or intended to apply for citizenship from their polity of residence 

(Table 8.5). In Narva, however, only 40 per cent of Russians reported that they would apply for 

Estonian citizenship, with almost one-third undecided. The number of Russians who intended 

applying for citizenship of the Russian Federation was however generally low, although in Riga 

it was just over one in four and in Narva just under a fifth. Although Lithuanian citizenship legis-

lation does not allow for dual citizenship, 8 per cent of the respondents in Klaipeda had either 

applied or intended to apply for both Russian and Lithuanian citizenship. This can be explained 

by the fact that, in the two-year period during which permanent residents were required to de-

clare their citizenship, no corresponding Russian law on citizenship existed. Not convinced of 

the longevity of their Soviet citizenship, and afraid of losing their right to their apartment, many 

Russians applied for Lithuanian citizenship. Later, when a Russian law on citizenship had been 

drawn up and when Russians were assured by the Lithuanian state that permanent residence was 

enough to secure housing ownership rights, some Russians in the republic began transferring 

from Lithuanian to Russian citizenship. This process has been slow, in part due to the relatively 

high cost of the procedure, and also to the fact that all application forms for transferral of citizen-

ship have to be written in Lithuanian. Similarly, in Latvia, despite the unlikelihood of the state 

endorsing dual citizenship, 17 per cent of the respondents in Riga did intend applying for dual 

citizenship, whereas in Daugavpils this was an option not considered by any of the sample. Also 

7 per cent of Riga's respondents and 10 per cent in Narva did not intend to apply for citizenship 

either in the state in which they live or in the Russian Federation. 

Russians born in the Baltic republics were naturally more likely to apply I for citizenship 

of the state in which they lived than were Russians born [elsewhere. Similarly, only 2 per cent of 

the respondents who reported that they were born in the Baltic states had considered obtaining 

Russian citizenship. As could also be expected, there was a strong correlation between level of 

knowledge of the language of the titular nationality in the state and intentions of applying for citi-



 720

zenship of that state. Moreover, none of the Russians born in mixed marriages where one of the 

parents was of the indigenous nationality intended to apply for Russian citizenship. 

Virtually all Russians living in Klaipeda were, or intended to become, Lithuanian citizens, 

in part a product of Lithuania's liberal citizenship legislation which also excludes a language re-

quirement for citizenship. A higher level of integration of Russians in Lithuania than in the two 

other states is also a contributory factor. This contrasts with Estonia and Latvia where the citi-

zenship issue is more controversial but where important differences between the two are detect-

able. First, the number of people who were citizens or descendants of citizens from the interwar 

republic was significantly higher in the Latvian cities than in Estonia. During registration of the 

population, preliminary results indicated that there were more Russians who automatically quali-

fied for citizenship in the Latvian cities than in Narva. Second, the level of language-knowledge 

was significantly higher in the Latvian cities than in Narva, and many Russians in Narva probably 

knew that they would not pass the language examination, or found the prospects of taking such 

an examination humiliating. This probably made them less enthusiastic about applying for citi-

zenship. However, four in five of the respondents in Narva who reported fluency or a good com-

mand of the Estonian language had also applied or intended to apply for Estonian citizenship. 

Third, the existence of a law on citizenship could be another explanatory factor for differences 

between Narva and the Latvian cities. Whereas Russians in Estonia were familiar with the terms 

for obtaining citizenship at the time when the survey was carried out, this was not yet the case in 

Latvia. Russians in the Latvian cities could therefore still hope that a liberal law on citizenship 

would be adopted, which may have influenced the way in which they expressed their preferences. 

Russians in Narva were also familiar with the restrictions applying to non-citizens, while in Lat-

via, where the likely boundaries on the rights of non-citizens were unclear, many Russians felt 

that the spheres in which the rights of citizens and non-citizens would differ could be broadened 

in the future. They were therefore likely to be more worried about the risk of ending up without 

citizenship and thereby losing not only political rights, but also the right to own property or free-

dom of movement. The higher organisational level of Russians in Narva, combined with their 

ability to influence local politics without becoming citizens, may be another explanation why 

Russians in Narva were less interested than Latvia's Russians in obtaining citizensnip of their 

polity of residency. 

The differences between Riga and Daugavpils with regard to interest in applying for Rus-

sian citizenship would suggest mat Russians in Riga were generally less well integrated into Lat-

vian society than their counterparts in Daugavpils, who tended to have a stronger sense of local 

historical identity linked also to traditions as an ethnic minority in the interwar Latvian state. In 

contrast Riga was the major destination for Russians during the Soviet period. By the 1970s, 
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Russians constituted the largest ethnic group in the city, a situation of particular concern to those 

involved in Latvia's struggle for national self-determination. Riga's Russians were therefore con-

scious of what they perceived as their unwanted presence: their interest in Russian citizenship 

might be seen as a protection against Latvian nationalism. In Daugavpils, on the other hand, 

where Russians and other Slavs dominate numerically, Latvian nationalism was not seen as a 

major threat, which might well be one reason why the city's Russians did not feel die same need 

to secure protection through Russian citizenship. 

It would however seem that Russians have sufficient associational ties to the Baltic states 

to be content to remain there. Indeed our survey revealed that two out of three Russians intended 

to remain with only about one-fifth stating a preference for living in Russia. Thus for most Rus-

sian migrants re-emigration has limited appeal, with most Russians as settled now in the Baltic 

states as they were in early 1991.1 For many, no doubt, the benefits of living in Estonia and Lat-

via, despite the possibility of becoming an ethnic underclass, outweigh the costs of uprooting 

and returning to an even less certain economic future in Russia. This is also borne out by the 

negligible number of Baltic Russian settlers, compared to most other post-Soviet states, who 

have so far returned to Russia.2 

Figure 6   Regional autonomy in the Baltic States 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
                                                 
1 S. Smooha and T. Hanf, 'The Diverse Modes of Conflict Regulation in Deeply Divided Societies', in A. Smith 
(ed.), Ethnicity and Nationalism (Leiden, 1992), p. 32. 
2 Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty, Report on the USSR, 15 September 1989, p. 15. 
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Nor is political secession an option favoured by those Russians in the territorially com-

pact communities contiguous to Russia. Less than 10 per cent of Russians in Narva, Daugavpils 

and Klaipeda supported the secession of their local regions (Figure 6). Ethno-territorial auton-

omy, however, is seen as a more attractive proposition, "although the type of autonomy favoured 

and support for it does differ between the localities. Among those Russians in Riga who had 

made up their minds on the issues of economic and cultural autonomy, more were in favour than 

against. In Klaipeda the opposite was the case. The majority of Russians living there seem to feel 

that their cultural rights are sufficiently protected to make it of less concern than elsewhere. A 

large number of the city's inhabitants did however favour economic autonomy, no doubt reflecting 

the possible benefits which could accrue to this seaboard locality from a more locally-flexible 

response to their advantaged location on the Baltic Sea. This contrasted with Daugavpils; located as 

it is in less-developed Latgallia, its local politicians fear that left to its own economic devices, 

and with less financial support from Riga, the region could become even more of an economic 

backwater. A much larger proportion of the respondents in Daugavpils were however in favour 

of cultural autonomy, no doubt also reflecting as much a sense of Latgallian identity as Russian 

identity. It is in Narva, however, that both cultural and economic autonomy enjoy most support, 

with about half the population in favour of both cultural and economic autonomy. This is also 

borne out by ' the position adopted by Narva's overwhelmingly Russian-dominated town council 

and the notably strained relations that exist between the Tallinn government and a local commu-

nity whose demands for autonomy have been more clearly articulated than in any other locality in 

the Baltic States. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Labelling polities in transition is an especially precarious exercise. It would however 

seem that, with reservations, Lithuania displays more of the characteristics of a majoritarian-

type democracy, whereas Estonia and Latvia contain many of the features of an ethnic democ-

racy. Yet despite concern among the Russian communities in Estonia and Latvia about their 

polities moving towards more exclusionary-based political systems, neither republic has wit-

nessed the scale of ethnic tension found in many other post-Soviet states. Nor is such tension 

translated into a high degree of organised political opposition. 

The large number of social organisations with a predominantly Russian or Slavic mem-

bership gives a misleading impression of the activity level of the Russian population in the re-

gion. There is a broad range of organisations, varying from religious organisations, cultural asso-

ciations and more politically orientated parties and movements. Most of these organisations have 

a very small membership, and the number of people taking an active part in them is even smaller. 

Many of the existing organisations either do not co-operate with one another or they work 
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against each other, even though the main aims of the organisations are often similar. In the four 

cities surveyed there was little indication of political activity among the Russian population, with 

only a negligible one per cent of respondents indicating   affiliations   with   any   of  the   exist-

ing   Russian-dominated organisations in their city or polity. Besides the obvious state-imposed 

limits that exist in Estonia and Latvia concerning non-citizen political activity, there are other 

reasons for the low level of political mobilisation and the lack of unity among Russian-

dominated organisations. 

Firstly, Russians in the Baltic states are far from being a homogeneous group of people, 

and their historical origin and attitudes to their future in the Baltic States differ widely. Those 

belonging to various sub-groups of the Russian population have different interests and few rea-

sons to unite. To a migrant worker the main concern may be how to avoid unemployment and 

manage to feed the family; a peasant Old Believer might see the revival of his confession and his 

culture as the main concern; while a retired officer may be occupied with who will pay him a 

pension and how to keep his previously rent-free accommodation.1 The few issues uniting them 

are the Russian language, their self-identification as Russians (although 'Russian' may have a 

variety of meanings), and the fact that they live in a post-Soviet state outside Russia. It is how-

ever doubtful whether this is enough to instil a communal sense of purpose. Indeed, many Rus-

sians argue against the formation of political organisations along ethnic lines, fearing that such 

organistions will increase the significance of ethnic differences and stand in the way of political 

integration.2 

Secondly, in all three states Russians lack intellectual elites willing and able to champion 

issues of social justice. Such an elite did however exist in the independent states between the 

world wars and played a prominent and integrative role during that period. Their subsequent re-

duction during the Stalin years has had serious implications for the continuity of Russian culture 

in the region. Russians who came into the Baltic states during the Soviet period tended to be a 

technical elite, employed in economic management, administration and science. Moreover, the 

so-called but numerically small creative elite who came to work in the Baltic universities, other 

educational institutions, and administration, received their education and had been indocrinated 

within the Soviet system. It is in short an elite unaccustomed to the traditions of civil society and 

unconnected to a cultural tradition of pluralist democracy. 

Finally, after Russian-dominated organisations and movements such as the Intermove-

ments and the Communist Parties discredited themselves and became illegal after the August 

1991 coup, a political vacuum developed among their former supporters. Many Russians who 
                                                 
1 Whereas a 1993 law in Estonia has now finalised the right of permanent residents to participate and stand for local 
government elections, the Latvian parliament has still to ratify whether or not it intends to follow a similar course. 
2 Baltic Independent, 25 June-1 July 1993, p. 5. 
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had seen these organisations as the only defence against Baltic nationalism quickly became dis-

illusioned with and lost faith in politics and the ability of politicians to improve their situations.  

While the Baltic Russians may well constitute 'a motley, unorganised mass, which in a 

political sense does not represent movements and parties but a crowd',1 nonetheless it has on oc-

casion shown itself capable of mobilisation against the politics of exclusion. This has been 

somewhat uniquely evident in Narva where already existing local political institutions - notably in 

the form of the municipal government and local trade unions -have provided a basis for strike 

action, demonstrations and calls for a local referendum on north-east Estonia's future territorial 

status.2 More generally, much will also depend on local responses to economic change and the 

extent to which the economic rights of Russian communities will be affected by polities undergo-

ing economic restructuring. What will therefore be crucial in determining whether the Baltic 

states enter the twenty-first century as ethnically stable democracies will be how secure their 

core nations feel about the multi-ethnic societies of which they are a part, and how well Russians 

can adapt to membership of polities in which they no longer constitute an ethnically privileged 

elite. 

[Smith, G., Aasland, a. and R. Mole. “Statehood, Ethnic Relations and Citizenship,” in Smith, 

G., ed. The Baltic States: The National Self-Determination of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania 

(London: MacMillan, 1994): 181-205] 

 

VAHUR MADE 

Estonia and Europe: A Common Identity or an Identity Crisis? 

For Estonians, the notion of belonging to Europe has always posed a dilemma. Estonia 

can be incorporated into the grand scheme of Europe by telling the story of historical connec-

tions across the Baltic Sea, such as Viking treks, Christianization through German conquest in 

the thirteenth century or the Hansa trade which involved four Estonian towns -Tallinn, Tartu, 

Parnu and Viljandi. Today, Estonian political leaders fre-quendy invoke these historical tradi-

tions in order to justify current moves towards integration with European co-operative structures 

such as the EU or NATO. However, any approach that treats belonging to Europe as axiomatic 

necessarily avoids more awkward questions as to the connection between Estonian and Euro-

                                                 
1 P. Jarve, 'From Estonian Popular Front to Multi-Party System: Overcoming Nationalism?' Paper presented at the 
Twelfth Nordic Peace Research Conference, Tampere, Finland, 26-28 June, 1992. 
2 The choice of the four localities was based on a number of criteria: first, cities with sizeable but differing types of 
Russian communities, including large immigrant populations; second, cities drawn from all three polities so as to 
compare and contrast responses to differing state policies on citizenship; and finally, localities where territorial se-
cession is an option (hence Daugavpils, Narva and Klaipeda). A random sample of 517 Russians were interviewed, 
weighted according to age and gender. For fuller details of this survey, see G. Smith (with A. Aasland and R. Mole), 
'Nationality and Citizenship in the Baltic States', Report to the Institute of Peace Studies, Washington DC, March 
1994. 
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pean identity. While some maintain that this link is already firmly established in the minds of 

Estonians, others insist that Estonia's 'European identity' remains a vague construction still very 

much in the process of formation. 

By examining the historical evolution of narratives on Estonian nationhood, this chapter 

will examine how 'Europe' and Estonia's immediate neighbours have figured in the discursive 

construction of national identity. It will also argue mat contemporary processes of European inte-

gration and globalization have posed a serious challenge to more traditional narratives and their 

constituent elements, giving rise to a full-scale identity crisis.1 A likely outcome of this crisis, I 

suggest, will be a shift away from modernist, ethnocentric discourses towards more 'post-

national' narratives open to different cultural influences and focused on active participation in 

international decision-making. 

National narratives - 'the story of our nation' - are integral to the contingent and shifting 

construct known as national identity. As other chapters in this book make clear, national identity 

is grounded in collective interpretations of historical, political, cultural and economic reality, and 

is forged in the interplay between the 'self and the 'other'.2 The search for suitable narratives con-

necting Estonia to Europe has been one of the key issues of Estonian identity-building during the 

twentieth century, especially during the 1990s, when attempts have been made to distance Esto-

nia from its Soviet past and draw boundaries against Russian influence. At the same time, 

'Europe' itself remains a moving target: its political boundaries are still indeterminate, and its 

cultural identity is constantly reshaped in the interaction between different national and regional 

identities.3 

As Ole Waever has argued, the image of Europe articulated in a particular country has to 

be compatible with the pre-existing collective identity of the nation-state.4 In the case of Estonia, 

the task has been one of balancing the heritage of different historical periods and experiences of 

foreign domination in order to come up with a workable solution satisfying both 'national' de-

mands and the requirements of international communication. In this regard, my analysis of na-

tional narratives will focus upon the role of the four external cultural influences - German-

Lutheran, Nordic (Finnish-Scandinavian), Russian and Baltic - which have done most to shape 

the development of Estonian identity. 

A BALTIC EUROPE IN ESTONIAN IDENTITY 

                                                 
1 In the post-modern world, as pointed out by Robert Dunn, traditional identities are largely destabilized, leading to 
identity crises. See R.G. Dunn, Identity Crises: A Social Critique of Postmodernity (Minneapolis: University of Minne-
sota Press, 1999), pp. 106-41. 
2 See Chapters 12 and 9. 
3 RM. Liitzeler, 'Contemporary Intellectuals and Writers on a Multicultural European Identity', in The Question of 
European Identity , Working Papers 1 (Florence: EUI 1998), p. 2. 
4 O. Waever, 'Explaining Europe by Decoding Discourses', in A. Wivel (ed.), Explaining European Integration (Co-
penhagen: Copenhagen Political Studies Press, 1998). 
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One reason for the Estonians' difficulty in defining Europe may be a relative absence of 

positive narratives concerning the Baltic Sea. Although Estonia is a Baltic country with a long 

coasdine, the sea did not really figure in discourses on national identity until the inter-war period 

and still remains something of a stranger to this day. This is despite the best efforts of key actors 

such as President Lennart Meri, who has emphasized the essential role of the Baltic Sea as a 

bridge between Estonia and Europe. Rather than looking West, traditional understandings have 

connected the Estonians' ancestry to the East European mainland. In this regard, different genera-

tions of Estonians have learned from history books that their forefathers migrated to the present-

day territory of Estonia either from the south-east or directly from the East.1 By this reading, the 

Baltic Sea constitutes a limit, a border to a wandering forest or steppe people. Still, the Estonians 

do have their own narratives of the past, which give a special meaning to all their Baltic 

neighbours. 

The German Dimension 

In the years before 1940, the period of German dominance starting in the thirteenth cen-

tury was usually depicted as 700 years of slavery. In this regard, the German-Hanseatic trade 

around the Baltic Sea found no place in the national narrative. All the links that historians David 

Kirby and Matti Klinge today describe as building bricks of the Baltic World constituted the 

elements and systems of other nations as far as Estonian historical writing was concerned. The 

Hanseatic legacy was certainly not considered as a source of political co-operation or vivid cul-

tural exchange between Estonians and their neighbours. 

Already during the nineteenth century, however, some attempts were made to create the 

picture of an ancient Estonian society searching for contacts with Europe through western com-

munication. In his celebrated 'First Fatherland speech' of 1868, Carl Robert Jakobson - one of the 

leaders of the Estonian national movement - made reference to ancient Estonian-European con-

tacts having been cut off by the German conquest.2 In the course of the late nineteenth and twen-

tieth centuries, the story of the struggle against the German invasion of 1208-27 received special 

national recognition. These ancient batdes were regarded as a 'war of liberation' against foreign 

domination. Estonians were also presented as independent political actors in the Baltic Sea re-

gion, with vivid relations to Scandinavia, Finland and Novgorod. The message was clear: Ger-

man conquest interrupted the existence of an independent nation and blocked free communica-

tion between the Estonians and the rest of Europe for centuries. 

                                                 
1 See for example L. Jaanits, S. Laul, V. Lougas and E. Tonisson, Eesti esiajalugu (Estonian Prehistory) (Tallinn: 
Eesti Raamat Publishers, 1982), pp. 52-3 and 76-7; Eesti Entsiikhpeedia (Estonian Encyclopaedia), vol. 2 (Tartu, 
Loodus Press, 1933), p. 849; Eesti Entsiiklopeedia, vol. 2 (Tallinn: Estonian Encyclopaedia Press, 1987), pp. 459-60. 
2 See C.R. Jakobson, Kolm isamaa konet: kriitiline valjaanne kasikirjast kommentaaride jajarelsonaga (Three Fatherland 
Speeches: Critical Publication of the Manuscript with Commentaries and Postscript) (Tallinn: Eesti Raamat Publish-
ers, 1991), p. 23 
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The German nobility maintained its ruling position in local society until 1918, exercising 

economic and political decision-making powers even under the rule of the Swedish and Russian 

Empires. During the First World War many Baltic Germans closely associated themselves with 

the expansionist goals of the German Empire, advocating the complete subjugation of the Esto-

nians, Latvians and Lithuanians to Germany during 1918. The conflict reached its climax in 

1919, when the Estonian Army clashed with a joint force of Baltic Germans and German 

Freikorps in northern Latvia. In the same year Estonia carried out a radical land reform that de-

prived former German landowners of their estates. This development was hailed as the end of the 

700-year slavery.1 

During the inter-war period, and especially in the 1930s, Estonia underwent a quite nota-

ble cultural transformation. Hitherto dominant German and Russian cultural influences strongly 

diminished, and the Estonian intelligentsia orientated itself instead towards the Nordic countries 

and the rest of western Europe. These moves were supported by state cultural policies. By the 

1930s, for instance, the majority of literary translations were already being made from English, 

French or the Nordic languages. 

When the bulk of the Baltic German population departed for the Reich following the 

conclusion of the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact in 1939, many Estonians greeted this event as mark-

ing the final end of German political dominance. In the course of 1940-41, however, the Soviet 

occupation and the first mass repressions carried out by the Red Army and the NKVD did much 

to erase the formerly prevalent anti- Germanism. In its place came overwhelming popular oppo-

sition to Soviet Russian dominance. 

In today's Estonia attitudes towards the German past have changed and the centuries of 

German domination are most commonly depicted as a cultural link to Europe. For instance, al-

though there is widespread historic evidence of religious influence from Russia during the period 

from the eighth to the twelfth centuries, contemporary discourses on national identity emphasize 

that Christian religion was only permanentiy established in the territory of Estonia and Latvia 

following the German (and Danish) invasion of the early thirteenth century. According to a re-

cent work by Rein Ruutsoo, the spread of western culture in Estonia was an urban phenomenon 

that slowly developed during seven centuries.2 

The towns established by German and Danish burghers constituted a new element in the 

local cultural landscape. The majority of city dwellers did not speak the Estonian language and 

had only casual contacts with the still largely rural indigenous population. By dint of their spe-

cial legal autonomy from the landlords and their active participation in Hansa trade, Tallinn and 
                                                 
1 T.U. Raun, Estonia and the Estonians (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1987), pp. 109-11 
2R. Ruutsoo, 'The Estonians: Identity of Small Nation in Past and Present', Anthropological Journal of European Cul-
tures. Mare Balticum: Societies in Transition (II), 6, 1 (1997), p. 74 
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other urban centres brought in central and West European - mainly German - cultural influences. 

These influences gradually diffused from the towns to the (also mainly German) rural nobility, 

before finally filtering down to the 'Estonian' peasantry. In the late nineteenth century and during 

the inter-war years Estonians saw these ancient Hanseatic towns merely as relics of foreign 

dominance.1 Today, however, this past is viewed with a certain pride and the Hanseatic days are 

celebrated in Tallinn. 

Similarly, most authors today would agree that the Baltic German heritage served as a 

clear example to the emerging Estonian public sector from the late nineteenth century onwards. 

The apparatus of the Estonian Republic bore a strong German imprint between the wars, and this 

is again apparent in the state restored after 1991. In this regard, one should particularly empha-

size the significance of the German legal tradition to the creation of the Estonian national legal 

system. In the period since the Second World War, however, German influence has tended to 

lose its independent meaning for Estonian identity and has become subsumed within a wider 

western sphere. 

The Nordic (Finnish-Scandinavian) Dimension 

The idea of connecting Estonia to the Nordic cultural area has been attractive to Estonian 

intellectual circles since the beginning of the twentieth century, when Nordicism was presented 

as an alternative to the then dominant Germanism (see also the Latvian situation in chapter six). 

In this connection, Finland has assumed a particular role. As well as conceptualizing Finland as a 

link to Scandinavia, Estonians have emphasized the high degree of ethno-linguistic similarity, a 

kinship brotherhood, between themselves and their neighbours. This feature has created a basis 

for expanding cultural and political co-operation between the two countries during the nineteenth 

and twentieth centuries (see also chapter one). In addition, one can argue that the agrarian nature 

of both Estonian and Finnish society has resulted in similar attitudes to world political affairs. A 

lack of requisite human and material resources has prevented both nations from pursuing ambi-

tious and belligerent regional policies.2 Moreover, Estonia and Finland have never been involved 

in violent conflict with each other. 

In the period since its emergence as an independent state, Estonia has enjoyed correct po-

litical relations with the Scandinavian countries. The 150 years of Swedish rule during the six-

teenth and seventeenth centuries have retained a highly positive image within Estonian national 

mythology. In the aftermath of World War One many key Estonian political actors supported the 

                                                 
1 M. Lehti, 'Tallinn voora tsivilisatsiooni koldena. Tallinn soomlaste silmade labi 19. sajandi teisel poolel' (Tallinn 
as a Source of a Alien Civilization: Tallinn through the Finnish Eyes in the Second Half of the Nineteenth Century), 
in Vana Tallinn, 1, 11 (Tallinn: Estopol, 1997), pp. 60-2 
2 K. Alenius, Ahkeruus, edistys, ylimielisyys. Virolaisten Suomi-kuva kansallisen herdamisen ajasta tsaarinvallan paat-
tymiseen (n. 1850-1917) (Hard-working, Progressive, Arrogant. The Image of Finland in the Eyes of the Estonians 
from the Period of National Awakening to the End of the Tsarist Era (approx. 1850-1917) (Oulu: Pohjoinen, 1996) 
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idea of a Baltic-Finnish-Scandinavian federation, first proposed by Jaan Tonisson at the opening 

session of the Estonian Land Council on 25 August 1917.1Later, in the 1930s, the geographer 

Edgar Kant also associated Estonia with a common 'Baltoscandian' area.2 Yet the Scandinavian 

response to such aspirations has never been very favourable. Whilst the Baltic states did assume 

a growing importance for Sweden after 1918, a truly active and multidimensional policy of co-

operation was only launched after Estonia and its neighbours regained their independence in 

1991. 

In the past decade the Nordic dimension has again assumed a particular prominence in 

the speeches and writings of certain Estonian political actors, the most notable being Toomas 

Hendrik lives, the minister of foreign affairs.3 Academics, too, have lent support to this political 

orientation through claims that the descendants of today's Estonians migrated to the shores of the 

Baltic from the West rather than from the East or south-east.4 However, this new regionalizing 

narrative seemingly does not correspond to international reality in the eyes of the Estonian pub-

lic. For, while most Estonians attach considerable importance to co-operation with the Nordic 

countries, this does not necessarily mean that they regard Estonia as part of the Nordic grouping. 

The Nordic countries for their part clearly share this understanding. This became obvious at the 

Reykjavik meeting of the Nordic Council in November 2000, when a proposal to grant Estonia, 

Latvia and Lithuania full membership of the organization was voted down by a strong majority.5 

The Russian Dimension 

Today's Estonian-Russian relations are dogged by controversies over politics, culture, se-

curity, history and mentality. In this regard, Samuel Huntington's widely cited work on the clash 

of world civilizations has served as a theoretical justification for Estonian identity-building pro-

jects seeking to draw firm boundaries against Russian influence.6 At the same time, it is clear 

that Russia has strongly influenced Estonian society in the course of its history, and that this in-

fluence has not only entailed the building of an 'iron curtain' between Estonia and Europe. More-

over, in historical perspective Estonia has had both western and Russian orientations in its trade. 

This dual identity in the field of economics has often been used to define the country's place on 

                                                 
1 H. Arumae and T. Arumae (eds), Jaan Tonisson Eesti vdlispoliitikas 1917-1920: Dokumente ja matetjale (Jaan Tonis-
son in Estonian Foreign Policy 1917-1920: Documents and Materials) (Tallinn: Jaan Tonissoni Instituut, 1993), p. 10 
2 E. Kant, 'Eesti geopoliitilisest ja geookonoomilisest asendist, eriti Venemaa suhtes' (On the Geopolitical and 
Geoeconomic Position of Estonia, Especially vis-a-vis Russia), Akadeemia 6, 1990, pp. 1229-50 
3 See, for instance, Chapter 1 
4 M. Pau, 'Eestlaste parinemine Uuralitest on muiit' (The Estonians' Descent from the Urals is a Myth), Sonumileht, 28 
April 1997; T. Teder, 'Keelest, rahvusest ja kontidest' (On Language, Nationality and Bones), Sonumileht, 9 October 
1996 
5 Only 11 out of 87 members of the Nordic Council supported Baltic membership 
6 Samuel Huntington describes a civilizational dividing line that runs between the Catholic-Lutheran and Orthodox 
parts of Europe. This line follows the Estonian eastern border and separates Estonia from Russia. S.P. Huntington, 
The Clash of Civilisations and the Remaking of World Order (London and New York: Touchstone Books, 1998), p. 159 
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the geopolitical map.1 In today's international situation, the challenge is to present this Russian 

dimension in a positive light, and - above all - to present it in a European context. 

Amongst the positive connections which can be cited, some - such as good knowledge of 

the Russian language and long-standing contacts in the spheres of culture and economics - stem 

from 1940-91, the period of the Soviet occupation. In a longer historical perspective, one can 

point to the existence of an Estonian Orthodox Church, and traditions of co-operation with the 

cultural elite of Moscow and St Petersburg. Between 1858 and 1918 the major wave of Estonian 

emigration was to the interior of the Russian Empire rather than to America. Of the approxi-

mately 200,000 Estonians living in Russia in 1917, 50,000 were concentrated in St Petersburg, 

which became a leading centre of Estonian academic and cultural life during the second half of 

the nineteenth century.2 At the academic level, more Estonians studied and taught in St Peters-

burg than anywhere else. Their number was clearly greater than in Tartu, Riga and Helsinki, the 

favourite destinations for Estonian students during the twentieth century. 

The same period also witnessed some notable instances of co-operation between Estonian 

and Russian political parties. In 1904, for instance, an Estonian-Russian electoral bloc removed 

German parties from power in Tallinn City Council. Similarly, Estonian representatives co-

operated closely with all of the major Russian parties in the Russian state Duma.3 Indeed, these 

experiences of co-operation were so strong that the question of Estonian national statehood re-

mained open right up until November 1918. The correspondence of Estonian foreign represen-

tatives from August/September of that year clearly demonstrates that the idea of union with a 

democratic Russia was still present.4 

As the Bolshevik regime consolidated its power in Russia, however, the attractiveness of 

such a union steadily diminished. The Soviet Russian attack on Estonia in November 1918 and 

the ensuing War of Independence set the seal upon a political turn towards the West. It was in 

1918-19 that the Estonians first experienced the usefulness of western partnership. Finland and 

Denmark sent volunteers to fight the Red Army, while the British fleet operated in the Gulf of 

Finland and supported Estonian troops. This was a historic landmark, for it suggested that Esto-

nia had some significance in the eyes of the western Great Powers. The independent Estonian 
                                                 
1 According to the data of the Estonian Board of Statistics, Russia has consistently been Estonia's third or fourth 
largest trading partner. However, the Russian share has started to diminish since the 1998 financial and economic 
crisis in Russia, which also hit many Estonian companies severely. In 1995 Estonia sent 17.7 per cent of its exports 
to Russia and bought 16.1 per cent of its foreign goods from there. In the first half of 2000 these figures have declined 
drastically -exports to 2.2 per cent and imports to 9.3 per cent. See http://www.stat.ee 
2 H. Kulu, Eestlased maailmas. Ukvaade arvukusest ja paiknemisest. (Estonians in the World. An Overview of Numbers 
and Location) (Tartu: Tartu University Press, 1992), pp. 22, 26 
3 T. Karjaharm, Ida ja ladne vahel: Eesti-Vene suhted 1850-1917 (Between East and West: Estonian-Russian Relations 
1850-1917) (Tallinn: Estonian Encyclopaedia Press, 1998), pp. 157-64 and 250 
4 The Declaration of Independence was made as early as 24 February 1918. V. Made, Kulalisena maailmapoliitikas: 
Eesti ja Rahvasteliit 1919-1946. (As a Guest in World Politics: Estonia and the League of Nations 1919-1946) (Tartu: 
Tartu University Press, 1999), pp. 61-2 
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Republic subsequently tied itself closely to the international political systems of the West (most 

notably the League of Nations) whereas Russia - along with Germany – became viewed as an 

existential threat.1 A naive belief that 'if we are troubled by Russia, the West will help' somehow 

entered the consciousness of the Estonian public, carrying on into the Second World War and, to 

some extent, even into the Cold War period. 

All in all, one can say that in spite of their more distant common past with Russia, Esto-

nians have used the recent experience of Soviet domination as the main argument for integration 

into the EU and NATO over the past decade. National narratives continue to construct bounda-

ries against Russia and Russians, while defining Estonia's location in Europe. However, it seems 

that tensions might be softening and that the common past might receive new meanings in the 

future. 

The Baltic Dimension 

Present-day Estonian historians such as Eero Medijainen cite the unfavourable climate of 

European international relations as one of the main factors behind the ill-heartedness of Baltic 

political co-operation during the inter-war period.2 Be that as it may, one could argue that domi-

nant perceptions of Baltic co-operation have been little different when set against the altogether 

more favourable European context of the post-Cold War era. Whilst there exist numerous simi-

larities between Estonian and Latvian - though not Lithuanian - historical development and na-

tion-building, the resources and geopolitical positions of the Baltic nations have been so similar 

as to reduce any interest in mutual cooperation.3 

Although periods of political tension have inevitably tended to bring the three countries 

under the same umbrella, Baltic unity has never been a strong identity factor for most Estonians. 

Indeed, Baltic co-operation has attracted its fair share of criticism over the last century. The best-

known example is a set of articles published in the late 1930s by the politician and journalist Il-

mar Tonisson, who directly warned of too close co-operation with Latvia and Lithuania and pro-

posed instead the Scandinavianization of Estonian foreign policy.4 In the course of the past dec-

ade, similar views have been expressed both by the Estonian prime minister, Mart Laar, and for-

eign minister, Toomas Hendrik lives. The latter in particular has declared in his speeches how 

                                                 
1 DJ. Smith, Estonia: Independence and European Integration (London and New York: Roudedge, 2001), pp. 149-51 
2 See E. Medijainen, Eesti valispoliitika Balti suund 1926-1934 (The Baltic Direction in Estonian Foreign Policy) 
(Tartu: Tartu University Press, 1991); E. Medijainen, Maailm prowintsionu peeglis: Rahvusvahelised suhted ja Eesti valis-
poliitika karikatu-uridel 1918-1940 (The World in the Mirror of the Provincial: International Relations and Estonian 
Foreign Policy as seen in Cartoons 1918-1940) (Tallinn: Kleio, 1999) 
3 Lithuania's background is very different, connected to Roman Catholic Christianity, Poland and central Europe 
4 Tonisson, 'Eesti valispoliitika' (Estonian Foreign Policy), Akadeemia, 3, 6 (1937) 
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Estonia is a Nordic but not a Baltic country. These views have, however, recendy aroused criti-

cism amongst the wider public, thereby demonstrating that the question is not yet so clear-cut.1 

THE FIGHT OVER EUROPE 

'Peripherality Syndrome' 

Narratives on Estonian national identity have been strongly influenced by what I would 

term 'peripherality syndrome', a phenomenon that derives from the historically rooted East-West 

division of Europe. According to the traditional understanding, Western Europe constitutes the 

centre, the European core, whereas Eastern Europe is the side-player or European periphery. 

The Cold War and its aftermath have further bolstered this understanding, since emphasis has 

been given to the role of the West as the political and economic motor of EU integration, the 

centre for European industry and investment resources, and the bridgehead for transatlantic co-

operation. In the Estonian case, the peripherality argument is frequendy used in support of moves 

to integrate more closely with the European core. At the same time, however, it greatly com-

plicates such efforts. First of all, it is notable that in Estonian national narratives, 'Europe' is fre-

quently portrayed as something mystical and far away. It is Britain, France, the Pope in Rome, 

but not the country's immediate neighbours. Yet, as already noted, peripherality syndrome has 

also influenced Estonian understanding of regionally and regional co-operation. Neighbouring 

countries and nations have traditionally been considered as either dangerous (Russia, Germany), 

having no real interest in Estonia (Sweden, Denmark, Lithuania, Poland) or as being just as pe-

ripheral as Estonia (Finland, Latvia). There are three main facets of this peripherality syndrome. 

Firstly, in geographical terms, Estonia (along with the other Baltic states) is defined as lying 

very far away from western Europe and being a neighbour to Russia. Western European coun-

tries are perceived as having no historically based vital interests in the region, and they are reluc-

tant to develop any in order to avoid any conflict of interest with Moscow. Such perceptions are 

further strengthened by the fact that during the past decade British, French and German invest-

ments in the Estonian economy have been far smaller than Finnish and Swedish contributions. 

This is considered as definite proof of the Baltic states' low level of attractiveness for the core. 

A second facet relates to the smallness or weakness of the Baltic states. In the eyes of its 

larger neighbours - Russia, Germany and the Scandinavian countries - Estonia is not perceived as 

an equal partner because it is too small and has too few resources. In the case of Germany and 

Russia in particular, the smallness/weakness aspect has been nourished by memories of the inter-

war Treaty of Rapallo, the events of 1939 and the suspicion that, even in contemporary European 

affairs, Germany and Russia may take important decisions without taking Baltic interests into 
                                                 
1 M. Laar, 'Pankrot Balti moodi' (Bankruptcy Baltic Style), Eesti Ekspress, 18 April 1996; Т.Н. lives, Joulumaa ehk 
vaimse geograafia enesemaaramine' (Yule-Land or the Self-determination of Mental Geography), Eesti Ekspress, 24 
December 1998 
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consideration. The Nordic countries for their part are regarded as aclosed club. Unwilling to ac-

cept the Baltic states into their 'inner circle', they prefer to cultivate a kind of 'big brother - little 

brother' relationship with them. This attitude is reinforced by the third dimension of peripherality 

syndrome, which I would term the Iron Curtain aspect. For fifty years Estonia was under Soviet 

occupation and the rale of a communist regime. During that time, the country is perceived to 

have lost the momentum of economic and social development compared to states on the other 

side of the former Iron Curtain. 

Isolationism vs. Europeanism 

As well as being influenced by peripherality syndrome, the Estonian debate on Europe 

has also been characterized by a vacillation between, on the one hand, isolationist and nationalist 

narratives and, on the other, more pro-European and cosmopolitan approaches. From the middle 

of the nineteenth century Estonian society slowly began to absorb new cultural influences along-

side German ones.1 The emerging national press, the experience of participation in local authori-

ties and the work of Estonian scientists, writers, artists and students in Russian and West Euro-

pean universities brought in new ideas. Simultaneously, the campaign of Russification by the 

tsarist authorities at the end of the nineteenth century served to give greater impetus to the Esto-

nian national movement.2 

Amongst the nineteenth-century thinkers who sought to establish Estonian closeness to 

Europe were figures such as Jakob Hurt, Villem Reiman, Carl Robert Jakobson and Juhan Luiga. 

For Reiman, the Estonians were among the oldest nations in Europe, and had enjoyed western 

contacts long before theGerman invasion. He even imagined a direct Latin heritage for the Esto-

nian tradition, while maintaining that, had the Scandinavian political dominance of the Baltic Sea 

survived beyond the Viking age, Estonia would have grown into a Nordic country.3 

This Europeanism, however, was highly abstract and still rather exceptional. Germany 

and the western-oriented elites of imperial Russia served as its best-known examples in Europe, 

and yet Baltic German political domination, at least, was viewed as an obstacle to Estonian aspi-

rations.4 Although the industrialization, urbanization and technical modernization of the 1880s 

and 1890s brought modern western European political trends such as socialism and liberal de-
                                                 
1 The fate of the term the Baits [die Balten in German) should be noted here. The Germans living in three Baltic 
provinces of Russia (Estonia, Livonia, Courland) started to use this term for their national identification at the end of 
the nineteenth century. Curiously, after the Second World War the term came to be used in order to identify the ex-
iled Estonian, Latvian and Lithuanian communities in the West and as such was quite popular among the Baltic 
emigrants. Nowadays it has almost totally lost its original German essence 
2 For the historic development of Estonian identity, see also P. Vihalemm, 'Changing National Spaces in the Baltic 
Area', in M. Lauristin and P. Vihalemm (eds), Return to the Western World: Cultural and Political Perspectives on the Esto-
nian Post-Communist Transition (Tartu: Tartu University Press, 1997), pp. 129-35 
3 V. Reiman, Missuguste teedekaudu tuli meilekultura?(How Did Culture Reach Us?) (n.d.), pp. 1-35 
4 J. Hurt, 'Mis keeles ja mis ulatuses tuleb meie rahvakoolides opetada?' (In What Languages and in Which Amount 
Should the Teaching be Carried Out in Our Schools?), in Jakob Hurda konedja avalikud kirjad (Speeches and Letters 
of Jakob Hurt) (Tartu: Loodus Press, 1939), p. 62 
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mocracy to the Baltic provinces, the Estonian national movement remained largely isolationist in 

its ideas. The demand for Europeanism was limited to the spheres of education and technical 

modernization.1 

Isolationist thinking was mainly agrarian in nature. It regarded the new western European 

influences as being in competition with traditional peasant culture. As one of the leaders of the 

national movement, Jaan Tonisson, put it, the future of the Estonian people lay in small-scale 

farming and enterprises. By this reading, cultural closeness to Europe, with its accent on urbani-

zation, was somewhat dangerous.2 The underlying logic of this argument was based on the grad-

ual social change taking place in the Estonian countryside at the end of the nineteenth century. 

Following the abolition of serfdom in 1816-19, the wealthiest peasants had managed to collect 

the necessary capital to buy their farms from their landlords. For Tonisson, the establishment of a 

wealthy and nationally minded peasantry would open up new perspectives for Estonian rural cul-

ture. The isolationist narrative thus found its sources in a glorification of the 'traditional and pure 

country life'. 

Such narratives were challenged at the start of the twentieth century by 'Young Estonia' 

(Noor Eesti), a movement of writers and poets with strong links to western Europe. The emer-

gence of Young Estonia 'signalled paradigmatic innovations in the identity structure of the Esto-

nians'.3 To be Estonian was no longer to be a silent and passive peasant, speaking an exotic and 

funny-sounding language. Now, for the first time, the term Estonian was explicitly associated 

with the term European.4 Perhaps more significantly still, the scale of 'Europe' was radically 

widened. No longer was it simply Germany and German influence. Other European states, most 

notably Finland, Sweden, Great Britain and France, were also seen as parts of the overall pic-

ture.5 The intellectuals of Young Estonia admired cultural developments in these latter countries 

and regarded the Baltic-German, Russian and isolationist-agrarian conceptions as old-fashioned 

and unacceptable. Theirs was an urbanized and modernized world-view embracing all the trends 

of western European cultural life. By rebelling against the older generation, Young Estonia cre-

ated a European myth that survived and flourished during the first period of Estonian national 

independence. 
                                                 
1 T. Karjaharm, 'Eestlaste regionaalse identsuse ajaloost' (On the History of the Regional Identity of Estonians), 
Looming, 5 (1995), p. 679 
2 J. Tonisson, 'Talupoja rahvus' (The Peasant People), Postimees, 4 January 1911 
3 Ruutsoo, 'Estonians', p. 75. Among the leading figures in Noor Eesti were Gustav Suits, Villem Reiman, Bernhard 
Linde, Friedebert Tuglas, Johannes Semper and Johannes Aavik 
4 'Let us be Estonians, but let us also become Europeans!'. Cited by Gustav Suits in G. Suits, 'Noorte piiiided' (The 
Endeavours of the Young), Noor-Eesti, vol. 1 (Tartu, 1905), p. 17 
5 For the ideological background of the Estonian national movement at the beginning of the twentieth century, see M. 
Graf, Eesti rahvusriik. Ideed ja lahendused arkamisajast Eesti Vabariigi sunnini (The Estonian National State. Ideas 
and Solutions from the Period of Awakening to the Creation of the Estonian Republic) (Tallinn: Estonian Encyclo-
paedia Press, 1993); T. Karjaharm and V. Sirk, Eesti haritlaskonna kujunemine ja ideed (The Formation of the Estonian 
Intelligentsia and its Ideas) (Tallinn: Estonian Encyclopaedia Press, 1997), pp. 254-97 
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The cultural policy of independent Estonia in the 1920s and 1930s gave more colours to 

the picture of Europe. It was at this time that Estonians discovered the possibility of 'playing with 

Europe', choosing and mixing different cultural influences while simultaneously presenting their 

own ideas to the wider European cultural community. The impact of this cultural opening cannot 

be underestimated. It was arguably one of the main factors that prevented Estonian culture from 

succumbing to Russifying pressures during the ensuing period of Soviet occupation. It also 

meant that when the movement for the restoration of independence emerged in the late 1980s, 

Estonia was portrayed as a country that formed an integral part not just of the German Kultur-

raum, but also of western civilization as a whole. 

To say this is not to imply that isolationist narratives have lost their power. In the 1990s, 

for instance, sociological research on identity found that Estonians still attached far greater im-

portance to their distinct language and ethnic culture than they did to other components such as 

religion and ideology.1 In the light of modern history, it seems, many Estonians still perceive 

themselves as objects rather than subjects of political development, viewing compromise with 

other powers as the basis for national identity and existence.2 What has changed during the 

course of the past century is the essence and social basis of isolationism. Rather than being sim-

ply an agrarian-based discourse, it is now targetted more against foreign commitments per se, 

being suspicious of any kind of external influence that might diminish the domestic decision-

making power of Estonians. This stance could be described as a kind of 'world scepticism' em-

bracing suspicion of the European Union, fear of Russia and anti-Americanism, as well as a gen-

eralized fear of other possible future 'foreign' encroachments yet to be identified.3 

The isolationist and pro-European narratives continue to define the parameters of con-

temporary debates on the essence of Estonian national identity. The extension of the European 

integration process to the former Eastern Bloc states during the 1990s has provided a wholly new 

context for Estonian foreign relations and domestic state-building. However, the pro-European 

arguments advanced by the bulk of the political elite have yet to translate into widespread identi-

fication with the EU among the general population. At a time when the re-establishment of Esto-

nian national statehood remains very much a work in progress, processes of globalization are 

viewed by many as alarming. There is a common understanding that European integration can 

                                                 
1 See for example M. Lauristin, 'How Open is Estonian Society?', Open Society Forum (Tallinn: AEF, 1996), pp. 41-
8; U. Lieber and H. Palang, 'Mental Maps: Estonian Students About Europe', Yearbook of the Estonian Geographical 
Society 29 (Tallinn: Estonian Academy Publishers, 1995), pp. 148-66 
2 M. Hint, 'Identiteedi jarjepidevuse imperatiiv' (The Imperative of Identity Continuity), in L. Utno (ed.), LV Valis-
Eesti kongress (29-30. juulil 1999 Tallinnas). Ettekannete kokkuvotted (Tallinn: Tallinna Pedagoogikaiilikool, 1999), pp. 
6-7; K. Keskiila, 'Identiteedivaakumis' (In the Vacuum of Identity), Eesti Ekspress, 20 November 1998 
3 On the resistant and persistent nature of Estonian nationalism, see also the special issue of the Journal of Baltic 
Studies, 23, 2 (summer 1992) on the comparative study of nationalism 
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succeed only if it is consistent with the preservation of distinct national identities.1 Yet many fear 

that EU-membership will deprive Estonia of its sovereignty and leave the country ill-placed to 

defend its interests. Such fears have increased following the December 2000 Nice Summit, 

which - despite opening up a clearer perspective for enlargement - further strengthened the posi-

tion of larger member states within the EU decision-making process. At the time of writing, the 

possibility of a negative vote in a future referendum on EU-membership cannot be excluded. In a 

public opinion pole conducted in May 2000, 38 per cent of respondents said that they would vote 

for EU-membership in a referendum, 22 per cent were against, while a further 34 per cent had 

yet to make up their minds. A similar survey from March 2001, however, found that 51 per cent 

of respondents were now against EU-membership, as opposed to 37 per cent in favour.2 Assum-

ing that accession to the EU does actually take place, Estonia still runs the risk of being cast as a 

'reluctant European' within an enlarged Union. One possible way of avoiding this fate would be 

to follow the Finnish example by developing an image of Estonia as an 'East-West mediator'. 

Were the EU-Russia relationship to move in the direction of a free trade or even an association 

agreement in the short to medium term, Russia might lose its image as the 'other civilization' and 

come to be viewed more as an integral part of the networks and systems of the 'New Europe'. 

Against this background, Estonia's eastern border would be conceptualized as just another ad-

ministrative boundary rather than a dividing line against an alien culture or the front line in a 

new Cold War. Estonians in turn would gain the possibility to view EU-membership not as a 

shelter against the Russian threat (clearly the dominant perception since 1991), but as a catalyst 

to the expansion of links with St Petersburg and other regions of north-western Russia. 

Whether or not an enlarged EU actually develops this kind of 'eastern dimension' depends 

partly upon the internal dynamics of the Union itself, but perhaps largely upon the future course 

of Russian domestic development. In recent years, Estonia has sought to market itself as a pos-

sible channel for EU-Russian interaction.3 However, the continued absence of economic and po-

litical stability in Russia has served to undermine the potential of the 'bridge' concept. In particu-

lar, the attractiveness of this idea seems to have declined greatly following the 1998 economic 

crisis in Russia. 

Against this background there are signs that greater co-operation with Latvia and Lithua-

nia might actually provide the Estonians with a more viable 'niche' within the New Europe. The 

growing importance of the 'Baltic dimension' is especially apparent in the economic sphere. The 

                                                 
1 R. Ruutsoo, 'Euroopa Liit ja Eesti rahvusriik' (The European Union and Estonian Nation State), in R. Ruutsoo and 
A. Kirch (eds), Eesti Euroopa Liidu lavepakul (Estonia on the Threshold of the European Union) (Tallinn: Institute of 
International and Social Studies, 1998), p. 36 
2 Postimees, 28 March 2001. The Estonian government does not plan to hold a referendum on EU membership be-
fore 2003 (Postimees, 17 March 2001 
3 See Chapter 9 
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foreign capital currendy pouring into Estonia is finding that the new and wider markets, which it 

seeks, are most easily attainable in Latvia and Lithuania. Nordic investors in particular have al-

ready started to expand outwards from Estonia into other Baltic markets. Having obtained a ma-

jority holding in Hansabank - Estonia's largest bank - Swedish financial giant Swedbank now 

plans to move the company's headquarters from Tallinn to Riga.1 Since many other firms look 

set to follow suit, it is hardly surprising that Estonian business circles have begun to lobby for a 

more Baltic states-oriented foreign policy.2 

CONCLUSION 

As the writer Olev Remsu puts it, Estonians have yet to clarify the position of their nation 

within the western world.3 Yet, if popular identification with the EU is still not well established, 

a retreat into isolation is hardly viable within the current international context of interdepend-

ence. The globalization of political and economic relations will influence every state and region, 

even those opting for fanatical isolationism. Similarly, the current process of European integra-

tion demands active participation from all the states concerned, be they existing Union members, 

candidate countries or participants in some other EU-centred network. Against-this background, 

it seems inevitable that peripherally will cease to be a nominator of Estonian national identity. 

Yet globalization and European integration challenge not only the notion of peripherally, 

but also the very essence of boundaries between  different nations,  states,  regions,  cultures and 

civilizations. 

Contemporary world and European politics can be characterized as a process of 'constant 

bargaining', whereby nations and states have to recognize the needs of other parties in order to 

gain support for their own interests. In order to achieve this, even the bitterest of past enemies 

have to find a means of coexistence and mutual co-operation. Under these circumstances, it 

seems, isolationist discourses stressing national exclusivity will also steadily lose ground. 

Obviously, such fundamental changes do not take place overnight. Old grievances cannot 

be eradicated simply by stating that the world is different now. Nonetheless, the sheer multitude 

and rapid growth of international links at all levels means that to downplay exclusivist historical-

cultural discourses is increasingly becoming a practical requirement. Lars-Erik Cederman's con-

cept of 'bounded integration' may prove useful here: Estonians now have a chance to participate 

in the grand project of European demos-building, and 'post-national' ideas can be more solidly 

established through systematic educational, language and media policies.4 Traditional narratives 

                                                 
1 S. Vedler, 'Hansapank kolib peakorteri Riiga' (Hansapank Moves its Headquarters to Riga), Eesti Ekspress, 2 No-
vember 2000 
2 S. Vedler, 'Vota vaiksemalt, ministriharra!' (Be Quiet, Mr Minister!), Eesti Ekspress, 16 November 2000. 
3 O. Remsu, 'Identiteedikriis' (Identity Crisis), Eesti Paevaleht, 8 February 1996. 
4 L-E. Cederman, Nationalism and Bounded Integration: What it Would Take to Construct a European Demos, RSC 
Working Paper no. 34 (Florence: EUI, 2000), pp. 14-16 
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on nationhood will not disappear. However, they are losing their value in the political, economic 

and even cultural spheres, since these require a vital framework of global communication in or-

der to survive and develop. 

[Made, V. “Estonia and Europe: A Common Identity or an Identity Crisis?” in Lehti, M. and D. 

J. Smith, ed. Post-Cold War Identity Politics (London, Portland, OR: Frank Cass, 2003): 181-

198] 

INGA PAVLOVAITE 

Paradise Regained: The Conceptualization of Europe in the Lithuanian Debate 

If one were asked to locate the centre of Europe on the map, I doubt whether Lithuania 

would be the most obvious answer. It ought to be. For, according to the French National Geo-

graphical Institute, Europe's centre lies just 25 kilometres north of Vilnius, Lithuania's capital. 

Ever since the institute made this discovery in 1989, the country has proudly celebrated the loca-

tion, attracting hundreds of tourists to the little hill, and erecting a post-modern international 

sculpture park to give the place a contemporary atmosphere. The strategy has worked, and today 

the centre of Europe is one of the most successful tourist spots in Lithuania. But apart from being 

a sightseeing must, this cultural detail illuminates the interesting question of Lithuania's relation-

ship to Europe. In this chapter I seek to determine what 'Europe' actually means in newly inde-

pendent Lithuania by discussing how this concept is articulated in the country. 

The dominant discourse among the political elite in Lithuania has been consistently Euro-

positive since 1990. Moreover, in contrast to western Europe, where integration has been pro-

ceeding within an established nation-state framework, Europe has come to play the major role in 

the process of Lithuanian state formation from 'year zero'. It is noteworthy that in the Central and 

Eastern European (CEE) context Europe is conceptualized primarily in terms of integration with 

the European Union (EU). Belonging to the EU-club is supposed to vindicate the processes of 

state formation in CEE and to have cast away the historical injustices of the communist past. 

Given the dominance of this discourse, it is all the more important to examine the discursive 

meanings assigned to Europe and to analyse how this concept is constructed in the applicant 

countries. 

TOWARDS A DISCURSIVE ANALYSIS OF LITHUANIA'S EUROPE 

From a constructivist perspective, identities are formed in social interaction when large-

scale human collectivities make assumptions about and interpret 'reality' and 'world'. Political 

behaviour does not follow rational calculations of material power and exogenously given inter-

ests, but is largely shaped by how people understand and make sense of the world around them.1 

                                                 
1 E. Adler, 'Seizing the Middle Ground: Constructivism in World Polities', European Journal of International Rela-
tions, 3, 3 (1997), pp. 324, 329. 
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Constructivists claim that identity and interests are mutually constitutive in the sense that 

through interaction 'identities and interests are shaped and reshaped'.1 

In order to analyse the conceptualization of European integration in Lithuania, this chap-

ter will study the public discourse amongst the Lithuanian elite, that is, individuals occupying 

key positions in the Lithuanian political system, as well as leading intellectuals and other promi-

nent public figures.2 By focusing on these critical discursive articulations, one is most likely to 

expose the dominant visions and views on 'Europe' expressed by the major political actors in the 

country. These political elites are of crucial importance in the process of policy formulation and 

implementation in the new polity. Whilst the discourse analysis approach has been widely ac-

cused of a preoccupation with 'cheap talk', the discourse is in fact a system structured according 

to a set of rules that allows for and delineates a limited range of possible discursive artic-

ulations.3 Moreover, such discursive rales not only condition the choices made, but also bind the 

actors to the major discursive practices of the past.4 In other words, discourse is not a random 

articulation of meaningless and easily renounced statements, but functions as a highly structured 

and constraining space. Discourse analysis is therefore bound to illuminate these structures and 

their interrelations within texts. 

In this chapter I look for references to European integration in the Lithuanian debate and 

seek to examine their relation to the dominant identity of the society. My main interest is in how 

national identity is influenced by the ongoing, widening and deepening process of integration. 

What is the place of 'Europe' in these rather stable constructions of what constitutes the legiti-

mate political order, of who is included ('we') and who is excluded ('the other')? 

Discourse analysis has produced a threefold answer to this question. The first analytical 

argument focuses on the self-other dichotomy in the construction of collective identities. Accord-

ing to this line of reasoning, 'we' need to have 'the other' in order to construct 'us'.5 To identify 

                                                 
1 O. Waever, Concepts of Security (Copenhagen: Institute of Political Science, University of Copenhagen, 1997), p. 
23. 
2 By the discourse I mean publicly made utterances and speech acts, for example, interviews, articles, reports, policy 
statements, public statements, speeches, etc. My focus is on the 'central' statements about the Lithuanian nation-state 
and the political and social order that relate to, incorporate, or refer to the European integration. Discourse analysis 
enables the researcher, unable to get into the heads of political actors, to study tangible and accessible utterances 
from the public debate. See O. Weaver, 'Explaining Europe by Decoding Discourses', in A. Wivel (ed.), Explaining 
European Integration (Copenhagen: Copenhagen Political Studies Press, 1998), p. 107. 
3 H. Larsen, Foreign Policy and Discourse Analysis. France, Britain and Europe (London and New York: Roudedge, 
1997), p. 14. 
4 Waever, 'Explaining Europe', pp. 107-9. On the constructed EU and NATO interest in enlargement, see K.M. Fi-
erke and A. Wiener, 'Constructing Institutional Interests: EU and NATO Enlargement', Journal of European Public 
Policy, 6, 5 (1999), pp. 721-42. For the 'rhetorical entrapment' of the EU as regards enlargement to the East, see F. 
Schimmelfennig, 'International Socialisation in the New Europe. Rational Action in an Institutional Environment', 
European Journal ofInternational Relations, 6, 1 (2000), pp. 109-41. 
5 Parallel to the construction of Europe as a 'we' concept, the political identity of European member states has been 
simultaneously built against an 'other', be it Russia or Europe's own past See I. Neuman, 'European Identity, EU 
Expansion, and me Integration/Exclusion Nexus', Alternatives, 23 (1998), pp. 397-416; I. Neuman, Uses of the Other. 
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the content of being, say, French, German or British, the border of inclusion-exclusion is drawn 

in the national discourses as a powerful constitutive element of national identity. In the case of 

Lithuania, I will argue, the underlying conception of European integration is that it constitutes a 

'return to Europe' - a legitimate, reliable and safe way of distancing Lithuania from Russia and of 

overcoming Lithuania's most recent communist past.  

The second answer from the contructivist camp is the argument that national identity 

constructions vis-a-vis Europe have to be compatible with the pre-existing collective identity of 

the nation-state. The version of 'Europe' articulated in the discourse of a particular country is de-

pendent on the constellation of certain basic 'we' concepts, such as state and nation, at a given 

point in time.7 My intention in the empirical part of this chapter is to show how the project of 

Europe is articulated within the Lithuanian concepts of state and nation. 

Finally, constructivist research introduces the concept of discursive nodal points as cen-

tres of the discursive space of a national political debate. In such nodal points, various meta-

narratives pertaining to basic questions of how the world operates are drawn together in an at-

tempt to fix the meaning of legitimate European governance.1 In a nutshell, 'Europe' is repro-

duced in and enabled by such nodal points, where it becomes a sort of keyword connoting and 

legitimizing more concrete policy articulations. Applied to the Lithuanian case, the discursive 

nodal point perspective enables us to identify 'Europe' as standing for full-scale political, eco-

nomic and societal modernization. 

RETURN TO EUROPE AND DISTANCE FROM THE EAST: FAMILY TIES AND 

VOLCANO NEIGHBOURHOODS 

In Lithuania, European integration is largely presented as a return to the country's 'natu-

ral' place of belonging - the family of European states. 'Return to Europe', however, is not only a 

discursive practice designed to assert the Europeanness of Lithuania, but also serves as a way of 

distancing oneself from the 'other' in the form of Russia and Lithuania's own communist past. By 

contrast, the adjacent discourses on Belarus, Kaliningrad and the so-called 'Northern Dimension' 

are not so much moves to delineate 'we-ness' and 'otherness', as attempts to portray Lithuania as 

an outpost of Europe that deals with emerging regional challenges in an effective and European 

manner. 

                                                                                                                                                             
'The East' in European Identity Formation (Minnesota: Minnesota University Press, 1999); Waever, Concepts of Secu-
rity, chs. 9 and 10. 
1 Waever, 'Explaining Europe'; Larsen, Foreign Policy and Discourse Analysis; U. Holm, 'The French Garden is no 
Longer What it Used to Be', in K.E. Jorgensen (ed.), Reflective Approaches to European Governance (Basingstoke: Mac-
millan, 1997); T. Risse, D. Engelmann-Martin, H-J. Knopf and K. Rosher, 'To Euro or Not to Euro? EMU and Iden-
tity Politics in the European Union', European Journal of International Relations, 5, 2 (1999), pp. 147-88. 
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Drawing on historical experiences, Russia and anything east of the Lithuanian border is 

presented in the public debate as dangerous and threatening.1 More recent developments have 

not been encouraging either. As Mark Cichock has noted, 'the policy of [the] Russian Federation 

towards the Baltic states has been characterised by a steady pattern of intimidation and domi-

nance'.2 It is, therefore, hardly surprising that the 'otherness' of the East is formalized at the level 

of constitutional law through a clause that explicitly prohibits the Lithuanian state from entering 

into any alliances with countries in the post-Soviet space. This postulate is reiterated in the 

Lithuanian law on national security.3 In the light of recent history, the 'East' stands for an imme-

diate threat to the nation and  the  sovereign  state.  It is  the  proximity  to  Russia that Lithua-

nian politicians are referring to when they speak of Lithuania being situated on a 'volcano'.4 

The most recent developments under the Putin presidency have been perceived in 

Lithuania as the continuation of Russia's otherness. In June 2000, for instance, when the Russian 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs declared that the 1940 Soviet takeover of Lithuania had not consti-

tuted an occupation, its statement sent shock waves through the Lithuanian political establish-

ment.5 The Lithuanian reaction was unequivocal: the old Russia is back. An editorial in the lead-

ing Lithuanian daily claimed that 'the spirit of militaristic and ideological communist revenge is 

alive in Russia ... destabilizing Russian-Lithuanian relations and the whole world'.6 The deputy 

chairperson of the Lithuanian Parliament, Ruta Jukneviciene, made a similar claim when she 

stated 'today it is clear that Putin's Russia pursues aggressive diplomacy towards its neighbours' 

and compared Russia's current policies to those of Stalin.7 Russia's status as the 'other' has thus 

persisted throughout the post-communist transition. In the light of this 'threatening Russia' dis-

course, 'Europe' stands in Lithuania for an escape from its volcano neighbourhood. 

A further prominent feature of the public discourse is the construction of European inte-

gration as a unique opportunity for Lithuania to return to its natural place of belonging, from 

                                                 
1 T. Diez, 'Europe as a Discursive Battleground: The Study of Discourse and the Analysis of European Integration 
Policy', unpublished manuscript for submission to Cooperation and Conflict. 
2 G. Miniotaite, 'The Security Policy of Limuania and the 'Integration Dilemma', COPRI Working Paper no. 5 (Co-
penhagen, 2000), p. 27. 
3 M. Cichock, 'Interdependence and Manipulation in the Russian-Baltic Relationship: 1993-97', Journal of Baltic 
Studies, 30, 2 (1999), p. 89. 
4 'Constitutional Act on the Republic of Lithuania's Non-Alignment with Post-Soviet and Eastern Alliances, adopted 
by the Supreme Council and Reconstitutent Seimas of the Republic of Lithuania', 8 June 1992; 'Republic of Lithua-
nia Law on the Basics of National Security', adopted by the Seimas, 19 December 1996.  
5 President Adamkus' recent talk about 'living on Vesuvio' is not an isolated statement. V. Adamkus, 'Only the New 
Politics Can Lead to the Future', state-of-the-nation address of the President of Lithuania, 20 April 2000, 
http://rope.lt/liet_integracija/straipsnis20000420.php.3 
6 'Signs of the Time', Lietuvos Rytas, editorial, 14 June 2000, http://www.lrytas.lt/ 20000614/lzenklai.htm It should be 
noted, however, that there is also a view amongst one section of the Lithuanian elite, especially members of the for-
mer Democratic Labour Party (ex-communists, now joined with social democrats), that the Lithuanian side itself is 
provoking the confrontational politics from the Russian side, especially in the context of the recendy adopted law on 
compensation demanded from die Russian federation for Soviet occupation damage. I thank Grazina Miniotaite for 
pointing this out. 
7 Ibid. 
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which it was removed by the Soviet empire. Here, Lithuania is identified as part of European 

civilization on the basis of its shared cultural heritage, values and identity. The Law on the Ba-

sics of National Security, for instance, includes among its guiding principles the statement that 

'the Lithuanian State, established many centuries ago and resting on the Christian cultural foun-

dation unifying Europe, is an integral part of the community of European nations'.1 Lithuania's 

chief negotiator in the EU accession process speaks about 'the inherent historical and cultural 

gravitation of the Baltic nations in Europe's development'.2 A further statement from the Minister 

of Foreign Affairs could pass for a manifesto on 'European Lithuania': 'Lithuania and Europe are 

bound together by common values, common history, common aspirations for the well-being, sta-

bility, and security of their peoples ... they also face common challenges.'3 In sum, European in-

tegration represents the ultimate vindication of a centuries-long Europeanization of Lithuania, 

not least because at last the 'presence in Europe will be institutionalized to a degree unwitnessed 

since the late middle ages'.4 In terms of the self-other dichotomy, however, 'Europe' ends on the 

state's eastern border, and EU-membership represents the institutionalization of this move. 

Although the EU is conceptualized as providing security guarantees against potential ag-

gression from Russia, NATO membership is seen as the ultimate and more relevant goal in hard 

security terms.5 However, membership in the two organizations - NATO and the EU - is present-

ed   as  mutually  constitutive.   'Membership   of NATO   enhances  the protection of the market, 

trust, encourages investment in the safe space, and speeds up the preparations for EU member-

ship', claims the chairman of the Lithuanian parliament.6 The basic argument here is that inclu-

sion under the Euro-Atlantic umbrella will bring security guarantees and consolidate 'European 

Lithuania'. 

Europe is therefore constructed as a means of overcoming enforced estrangement in the 

past and achieving distance from the East. Having said this, the 'East' is by no means a homoge-

neous construction in the Lithuanian discourse. Whilst 'menacing Russia' is a powerful constitu-

tive bloc of national identity, discourses on the other eastern neighbours, Belarus and the 

                                                 
1 Lietuvos Rytas, 15 June 2000, http://www.lrytas.lt/20000615/aktl5_as.htm 
2 'Republic of Lithuania Law on the Basics of National Security'. 
3 V. Usackas, Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs, Republic of Lithuania, chief negotiator for Lithuania's accession to 
the EU. 'The European Union From a Lithuanian Perspective', 8 June 2000, http://www.urm.lt/eu-negotiations/ 
art0608.htm 
Saudargas, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Lithuania, opening statement at the Conference on Acces-
sion to the European Union, Brussels, 15 February 2000, http://sme.eunet.be/lt-mission-
eu/MissionEC/press/000215statement.html 
4 J. Cicinskas, 'Lithuania Has to Use the Opportunities of Europe', Lietuvos Rytas, 20 May 2000, 
htttp://rope.euro.lt/lietjntegracija/straipsnis20000525.php3 
5 Entirely typical in this regard is the claim by Vytautas Landsbergis, chairman of the Lithuanian parliament, that 
'when we talk about the real security today, we think only about NATO'. Speech at the international conference 
NATO's Role in the Changing Environment of European Security, Vilnius, 19 May 2000. 
http://www.lrs.lt/chairman/kalbos 
6 Ibid 
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Ukraine, are somewhat different, as are those relating to the Kaliningrad oblast'. In the case of 

Belarus, a twofold discursive practice exists. Firsdy, the country is viewed as a stepping-stone 

for Russian expansionist imperialism, especially in connection with the recent Russian-

Belarussian union treaty, 'the signing of which is a challenge to and worsening of the interna-

tional situation'.1 Moreover, due to the undemocratic nature and dubious legitimacy of President 

Lukashenka's rule, Belarus is seen as a problematic, non-European state that poses traditional 

'eastern' threats: chaos, authoritarianism and the violation of basic democratic rights. These dis-

cursive developments correspond to the general tendency of CEE actors to portray the 

neighbouring country to the east as non-European in order make themselves, appear more Euro-

pean.2 The Lithuanian-Belarusian relationship is, however, a complex issue that touches on fun-

damental questions of national identity. Interestingly, Lithuania and Belarus share more or less 

the same history; in the Middle Ages they formed the core of the Lithuanian Grand Duchy, the 

last pagan realm in Europe, of which a majority of the population were Orthodox Christians and 

the official language a form of Belarusian. Lukashenka's government today is constructing its 

narratives of the past on the basis of the Soviet era, but Belarusian nationalists continue to look 

to the Grand Duchy for the origins of Belarus. The fact that Lithuanians and Belarusians are 

competing over the same past makes border-drawing and the proving of one's own superiority 

through Europeanness a truly important national issue. 

Consequently, in relation to Belarus Lithuania is constructed as a bastion of European 

values, values that guide its behaviour towards the troublesome neighbour. The official discourse 

is one of helping Belarus in the process of democratization, as seen, for instance, in claims that 

'Lithuania can act as the mediator between the Belarussian government and the opposition.'3 The 

Lithuanian foreign ministry also widely publicizes concrete, low-profile steps (electoral training, 

human rights conferences, municipal contacts, training of journalists, university co-operation) 

aimed at 'contributing to the development of democracy, rule of law, the creation of civic society 

and the re-establishment of the OSCE norms in Belarus'.4  In  other words,  Lithuania presents 

itself as a teacher of European norms acquired at the school of Europe.5 Here, a hierarchical 

                                                 
1 V. Landsbergis, opinion of the Seimas chairman on the signing of Russian-Belarussian treaty, 9 December 1999, 
http://www.lrs.lt/chairman 
2 Neumann 'European Identity', pp. 405-7; Schimmelfennig, 'International Socialisation', p.131. 
3 V. Landsbergis, cited in Lietuvos Aidas, 29 July 1999, http://www.aidas.lt/ 990729/_00011tnews.html In an ad-
dress to the 45th General Assembly of the Atlantic Treaty Association in Strasbourg on 20 October 1999, Lithuanian 
Deputy Foreign Minister Vygaudas Usackas urged the Belarussian authorities 'to create an atmosphere of confi-
dence vis-a-vis the opposition ... and to prepare a package of laws for free and fair parliamentary elections'. See 
http://www.urm.lt/new/address/1020str.html 
4 Foreign Policy. Relations Between Lithuania and Belarus'. Presentation on the web-pages of the Lithuanian For-
eign Affairs Ministry, 17 April 2000, http://www.urm.lt/political/belarus.htm 
5 The metaphor of a European school for CEE states is taken from Schimmelfennig, 'International Socialisation', pp. 
129-30. 
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chain reaction seems to function. The implication is that we, the Lithuanians, have been model 

pupils of 'Europe' and can now pass the knowledge on to the less fortunate people of the East. 

An analogous discursive development is also evident in relation to the Ukraine. Unlike 

Belarus, the Ukraine is not construed as a threat, largely on account of its more democratic post-

Soviet transition and, more importandy, continuing Ukrainian arguments for greater inde-

pendence vis-a-vis Russia and the CIS and association with the EU and NATO. This stance al-

lows Lithuania to construct itself as the mentor for the Ukraine in its quest for Europeanness.1 

The discourse on Lithuania schooling its eastern neighbours in proper European norms 

and conduct is most evident in the approach to Russia's Kaliningrad exclave, which Lithuania 

has developed within the context of the EU's Northern Dimension Initiative (NDI). In recent 

years, at least, the debate on Kaliningrad has been marked by an explicit attempt to internalize 

the Russian 'other' and bring it closer to the European self. Firstly, the existence of a Russian ex-

clave on Lithuania's western border is not presented as a direct threat to state sovereignty. With 

military transit issues now settled by the Russian-Lithuanian treaty, the Lithuanian elite now ex-

presses a willingness to help solve the problems Kaliningrad poses to the whole region. These 

include 'an economy that lags behind ... severe social problems, an unstable legal environment 

and unattractive investment climate, the inability to pay debts, corruption, crime, smuggling ... 

and a military complex which until recently dominated the region's industry'.2 Although such 

lists appear intimidating, it is clear that the discussion is no longer couched in terms of direct 

threats to each other's basic identity, but instead highlights problems 'that we can deal with to-

gether'. 

A second factor of crucial importance in this regard is the construction of the 'self. In re-

lation to Kaliningrad, the Lithuanian political elite again presents its country as an outpost of 

Europe that possesses the necessary expertise to deal with the oblast'. As a future part of the 

eastern rim of the European Union, it is argued, Lithuania 'acknowledges the special responsibil-

ity, which will thus be entrusted ... that of safeguarding the EU's values and integrity'.3 The 

Lithuanian political elite concurrently emphasizes its own joint initiatives with the Russian side 

as well as ones within the frame of the Northern Dimension. In this regard, the recent Nida Ini-

tiative is an illuminating example of how 'Lithuania will encourage the Kaliningrad region ... to 

participate further in regional and sub-regional co-operation'. For Lithuania, the Northern Di-

                                                 
1 Lietuvos Aidas, 29 April 2000, http://www.aidas.lt/20000429/_0003Itnews.html 
2 V. Usackas, 'Linking Russia with New Europe', Washington Times, 12 January 2000, 
http://www.urm.lt/new/address/0112was.htm 
3 Usackas, 'The European Union From a Lithuanian Perspective'. 
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mension provides a perfect opportunity to display its Europeanness and internalization of co-

operative norms.1 

It is indeed interesting to observe how the Lithuanian elite presents the country's relations 

with Kaliningrad to an international audience. In his January 2000 article in the Washington 

Times, for example, Vydaugas Usackas, the deputy minister of foreign affairs, noted that 'at the 

height of the 1998 Russian economic crisis, Lithuania provided humanitarian assistance to Ka-

liningrad's schools, kindergartens and its hospitals by sending trackloads of medicine and food'.2 

This sounds very much like the EU acting, for example, in Bosnia. Even more indicative is the 

following statement by the deputy foreign minister, Oskaras Jusys, who recalled that 'we agreed 

to maintain consultations on these issues of [European integration] and [to] organise study visits 

for Kaliningrad Region officials and lawyers to get acquainted with the enforcement of EU-

standards in Lithuania [and] Eurostudy programmes for higher schools of the Region'.3 Lithua-

nia's relations with Kaliningrad are thus mooted as the trial test and model for socializing the 

Russian 'other' and helping 'to develop a genuine strategic partnership between Europe and Rus-

sia'.4 This, undoubtedly, strengthens and consolidates the Lithuanian vision of itself as the carrier 

of 'Europe' in the region, reproduces and reinforces the 'European Lithuania' and marginalizes 

the 'threatening Russia' discourse. The 'East' thus appears to be an ambiguous construction in the 

Lithuanian case, since discourses on the eastern neighbours are very heterogeneous, ranging 

from the concept of volcano neighbourhood to self-construction as a European outpost in the re-

gion. In turn, these ambiguities allow for the variations in a Lithuanian foreign policy towards 

Russia, which has hovered around a confrontation-accommodation axis. 

Finally, a 'return to Europe' in the form of EU-membership represents a way of overcom-

ing the Soviet past of Lithuania. The president of Lithuania claims that 'today, European integra-

tion is giving us a historical chance to do away with the temptations of the Soviet past, with the 

old thinking, the old habits'.5 Such rhetoric should be seen in the light of a general discourse on 

the newly born state, where 'every value that had to do with the former regime was officially 

                                                 
1 Ibid. The Nida Iniatiative is a joint proposal by Lithuanian and Russian diplomats that calls for more attention and 
special care to be given to the Kaliningrad region.  For the original document, see 'Lithuanian and Russian Diplo-
mats 
Coordinate Proposals on the EU Northern Dimension Initiative', press release of the Lithuanian Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, 9 February 2000. 
2 Usackas, 'Linking Russia with New Europe'. 
3 O. Jusys, Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Lithuania. Statement at the conference 'Northern 
Dimension and Kaliningrad - European and Regional Integration', Copenhagen, 1-18 May 2000, 
http://www.urm.lt/new/address/0517cop.htm 
 
4 Usackas, 'European Union From a Lithuanian Perspective'. 
5 Adamkus, 'Only the New Politics Can Lead to the Future'. 
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condemned and rejected'.1 Against this background, 'Europe' stands for progress, prosperity and 

security. It has become a cultural and political must to the extent that disagreements between po-

litical parties often hinge on the degree of 'Europeanness'. To be 'European' is becoming a sort of 

Lithuanian idee fixe, something which is inherendy good and valuable in itself. However, as I 

describe in the section that follows, 'Europe' is in fact a far more problematic concept than this 

simple 'paradise regained' vision would suggest. 

NATION/STATE AND EUROPE: HOW PERFECT A MATCH? 

Ole Waever asserts that 'domestic articulations of a project for Europe are made in accor-

dance with long-held concepts of state and nation', since  any  new policy  has  to  resonate  with  

a nation's  self-defining narratives or the state's vision of itself.2 The future of European integra-

tion therefore depends on the match between different articulations of 'Europe' within national 

and trans-national discourses. The major contribution here is a three-layered theoretical construc-

tion of the integration of 'Europe' into the national identities of European states.3 At the deepest 

level is the core concept of state/nation, that is, what do the concepts of state and nation mean in 

a particular country, and how are they related to each other?4 Here one will find the basic found-

ing myths and self-visions of a nation. The second level refers to the relationship between 

state/nation concepts and the concept of 'Europe'. Is the latter viewed as something to which the 

state/nation belongs (internal relation), wants to distance itself from (external), or does not relate 

to at all? Finally, on the third level we find the meaning of the concept of 'Europe' itself. Is it a 

Europe of nation-states, a European federation, or some other model? The basic argument is that 

these constructions of the 'self and of 'Europe' directly influence the policies that a particular 

country pursues. 

With regard to the state/nation constellation, I will argue that in the Lithuanian case the 

nation is articulated in ethnic terms and that, from this point of view, the state is seen as the pro-

tector of the ethnic nation. Another 'founding element' is the notion of sovereignty and independ-

ence firmly entrenched in Lithuanian identity. At the second level, the dominant position is that 

the Lithuanian nation-state unfolds in an integrating but state-based Europe. On the third level, 

the conception of Europe, the picture is somewhat murkier in that no coherent visions of Europe 

have been offered. There are, however, some initial attempts that deserve attention. Finally, I 

analyse the most influential alternative discourse. This is one that refers to the same basic con-

figuration of cultural nation/protective state, but emphasizes the threat which 'Europe' poses to 

                                                 
1 K. Jurgaitiene and O. Waever, 'Lithuania', in H. Mouritzen, O. Waever and H. Wiberg (eds), European Integration 
and National Adaptations. A Theoretical Inquiry (New York: Nova Science Publishers Inc., 1993), p. 195. 
2 Waever, 'Explaining Europe', p. 105. 
3 Due to its near-universal character, this theory is applicable to the discourse analysis of any European country. For 
the French case, see Holm, 'French Garden'. On Britain, see Larsen, Foreign Policy and Discourse Analysis. 
4 Waever, 'Explaining Europe', p. 113. 
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Lithuanian identity. For this reason, it is in favour of staying outside the EU or, at best, in favour 

of low-profile inter-governmental co-operation. 

Ethnic Nation and Protective State 

In order to understand the key concepts of nation and state within the Lithuanian political 

discourse, it is necessary to keep in mind the experiences of state formation over the past 100 

years. The Lithuanian state emerged in 1918 following a process of cultural politicization in 

which the nation was consolidated around the then dominant ideology of ethnic nationalism. The 

nation was reinvented/resurrected mainly by rural intellectuals. Celebrating national history, lan-

guage and traditions under the broad label of culture, they waged a struggle against the compet-

ing narrative of 'Lithuania in the Polish Commonwealth', which attempted to construct Lithua-

nianness as an integral part of the Polish culture and past.1 Thus, asjurgaitiene and Waever have 

noted, 'the formation of the nation preceded in the case of Lithuania the formation of the state 

and actually caused its very existence ... This gave priority to the ethnic dimension of the nation 

over the civic one.'2 By this understanding, the state is dependent on the nation, yet the nation 

also needs the state in order to protect its interests. In short, 'the ideology of ethnic nationalism 

made the ethnic nation the cause and the essence of the state'. Only complete freedom of national 

decision-making is able to secure this 'ethnic nation/protecting state' constellation.3 

These primal notions of state/nation are still valid today. The revolutionary struggle from 

1986/87 onwards, while initially couched in terms of economic autonomy from the USSR, soon 

became marked by a pronounced emphasis on national culture, collective memories and sym-

bolic politics.4 'State-seeking nationalism' legitimized the formation of an independent Lithuania 

in exactly the same way as after the First World War, by invoking the notion of a homogeneous 

cultural nation with distinct political and cultural interests, and therefore a right to its own state 

that will realize, express, and protect these interests.5 

An analysis of crucial texts drafted since the restoration of statehood supports this con-

tention. The Law on the Basics of National Security of the Republic of Lithuania, passed in 

1996, defines national security as 'the creation of conditions for a free and democratic develop-
                                                 
1 In fact, 'true' Lithuanian patriots maintained that the state re-emerged, since they claimed continuity from the me-
dieval Kingdom of Lithuania. On the Lithuanian 'national awakening', see A. Lieven, The Baltic Revolution. Estonia, 
Latvia and Lithuania and the Path to Independence (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1993), pp. 54-82; 
Jurgaitiene and Waever, 'Lithuania', pp. 187-8; P. Subacius, Lietuviu Tapatybes Kalve (Vilnius: Aidai, 1999), pp. 71—
81; T. Snyder, 'National Myths and International Relations: Poland and Lithuania, 1989-1994', East European Politics 
and Societies, 9, 2 (1995), p. 339. On the central role of language in the Lithuanian nationalist straggle, see S. Spires, 
'Lithuanian Linguistic Nationalism and the Cult of Antiquity', Nations and Nationalism, 5, 4 (1999), pp. 485-500. 
2 Jurgaitiene and Waever, 'Lithuania', p. 187 (italics mine). 
3 Ibid., pp. 185, 188. 
4 K. Gerner and S. Hedlund, The Baltic States and the End of the Soviet Empire (London and New York: Routledge, 
1996), pp. 88-90; J. Hiden and P. Salmon, The Baltic Nations and Europe. Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania in the Twentieh 
Century (Harlow: Longman, 1991), p. 150. 
5 See, for example, Hiden and Salmon, Baltic Nations and Europe, pp. 160-1. On 'state-seeking nationalism', see C. 
Tilly, European Revolutions, 1492-1992 (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1993), pp. 46-51. 
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ment of a nation and state' (Article 1). The 'ethnic nation' concept is further reinforced by the 

statement that 'the Lithuanian Nation's aspiration has been to safeguard its freedom, to guarantee 

the secure development of its ethnic land, to foster its national identity, to develop its natural crea-

tive power and to contribute to world progress' (italics mine). The ethnic nationalist conception of 

the nation as territorially based, culturally constituted, is thus entrenched at the level of constitu-

tional law. The 'state as protector' concept also receives this status, through the provision that 'an 

independent democratic Lithuanian state must ensure a secure existence of the Nation, as well as 

its distinct and free development'. 

Article 2 of the Lithuanian Constitution states that 'sovereignty shall be vested in the 

People', while Article 3 stipulates that 'no one may limit or restrict the sovereignty of the People 

or make claims to the sovereign powers of the People'. These provisions demonstrate that 'inde-

pendence with maximum freedom' is one of the crucial constitutive blocs of newly independent 

Lithuania.1 Other scholars have shown how the sovereignty discourse has prevailed in the 

Lithuanian debate over the past decade, partly due to the recent formation of the state. In this re-

spect, it seems plausible to talk about an integration dilemma.2 

Saved by Europe? 

The dominant discursive move in Lithuania's relation to Europe can be summarized  as  

the   argument  for   a  'Lithuanian  nation   state   that acts/unfolds in an integrating, co-

operative, but state-based Europe'. It is characterized by four specific features. Firstly, there ex-

ists an explicit discourse on what Lithuania wants from 'Europe'. Here the catchwords are 'eco-

nomic integration' and 'political stability' - in other words, those aspects of the integration proc-

ess that are beneficial to Lithuania in 'rational' terms. The official foreign ministry newsletter ex-

plains that the country wants to join the EU, 'in order to create a secure environment for the 

country and its people, to safeguard the continuity of statehood and to ensure its future develop-

ment and prosperity'.3 One might just as well say 'in order to be safer, richer and to preserve na-

tional identity'. Professor Jonas Cicinskas, a member of a leading think-tank, is equally explicit 

when he states that 'we invest today in order to receive tomorrow all the aid for an agricultural 

sector and a country below the EU average ... this is the most successful of our investments, and 

only the most impatient cannot see it'.4 In sum, it is pragmatic considerations that dominate the 

reasoning for joining the EU. 

This rationale for EU-membership is also evident in the historical construction of the EU 

in the Lithuanian discourse, as 'a powerful economic bloc' and 'a new Europe - peaceful, secure 
                                                 
1 Jurgaitiene and Waever, 'Lithuania', p. 185. 
2 Miniotaite, 'Security Policy of Lithuania'. 
3 'Lithuania. Ten Years of Challenges and Achievements. March 1990-March, 2000'. Newsletter of the Ministry of For-
eign Affairs of Lithuania, 1, 3 (March 2000), http://www.urm.lt/new/newsl/newsl7.htm 
4 Cicinskas, 'Lithuania Has to Use the Opportunities of Europe'. 
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and prosperous'.1 These discursive articulations of the nature and historical foundations of 

'Europe' become convenient stepping-stones to legitimizing the bid for membership of such an 

attractive club. 

'Europe' also provides the Lithuanian nation and state with an arena in which to voice its 

concerns and problems and make Lithuania more visible and distinguishable. It provides Lithua-

nian foreign policy with more 'flesh' and with the possibility to speak as a part of Europe. In 

other words, it does not only represent the internal consolidation of Lithuania, but also confers 

the possibility for an external strengthening of the state. These specific articulations of 'Europe' 

also connect to the 'return to Europe' and 'distance from the communist past' discourses, since 

they secure a firm anchorage or even an institutionalization of 'European Lithuania'. The main 

argument here is that European integration presents Lithuania with the opportunity to conduct a 

'European' foreign policy within the framework of the EU's Common Foreign and Security Pol-

icy (CFSP). Through 'Europe', Lithuania will gain a more powerful voice and a say in foreign 

policy matters that as a small country it does not possess on a unilateral basis. A recent official 

policy statement from the Lithuanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs is unambiguous in this respect, 

noting that 'a more effective CFSP will give an opportunity for Lithuania and other candidate 

countries to expand the scope of their national foreign policy'.2 In a similar vein, Usackas has 

claimed that 'being part of the united and globally influential voice of more than two dozen states 

will guarantee that Lithuania's interests ... can be raised and heard more effectively.3 

Partly in response to the alternative, Euro-sceptic discourses (see below), the ruling elite 

emphasizes those aspects of the EU most likely to resonate with the founding concepts of nation 

and state. Above all, 'Europe' is supposed to enhance the protective function of the Lithuanian 

state in relation to its titular ethnic nation. According to Cicinskas, 'integration is ... the step to 

ensuring the survival and prosperity of state and nation in today's Europe and the world'.4 Here, 

emphasis is placed upon the cultural diversity and language protection inherent in the European 

project. In his address at the opening of negotiations between Lithuania and the EU, for instance, 

the foreign minister, Algirdas Saudargas, stated that 'Lithuania will seek to make the Lithuanian 

language an official language of the Union.'5 For his part, Usackas claims that Europe is a 'salad 

bar' providing 'a sound guarantee for Lithuanian culture, expression and contribution to what is 

generally called the European civilization'.6 

                                                 
1 Ibid.; Usackas, 'European Union From a Lithuanian Perspective'. 
2 'Political Dialogue Between Lithuania and the EU', presentation by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 30 May 2000, 
http://www.urm.lt/eu/dial.htm 
3 Usackas, 'European Union From a Lithuanian Perspective'. 
4 Cicinskas, 'Lithuania Has to Use the Opportunities of Europe'. 
5 Saudargas, opening statement. 
6 Usackas, 'European Union From a Lithuanian Perspective'. 
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In sum, the dominant Lithuanian discourse envisages a Europe based on inter-state co-

operation. European integration is conceptualized primarily and almost exclusively as an inter-

governmental project, pursued for pragmatic reasons, that takes account of the distinct identities 

of member states.1 However, one can also identify a discursive practice on the part of Lithuanian 

elites that expresses full support for deepening European integration, or a 'Europe without bor-

ders'.2 

There is, therefore, a basic ambiguity in the dominant discourse on European integration 

in Lithuania. In his state-of-the-nation address in April 2000, President Valdas Adamkus asserted 

that as part of the process of European integration 'the division between domestic and foreign 

policy is disappearing'. This is by no means an isolated statement.3 Such claims form part of a 

discursive practice aimed at internalizing 'Europe' and transforming it from the traditional for-

eign policy domain to part of the 'self. While the dominant version of a 'Europe of nation states' 

is consistently maintained, the increasing volume of statements about the preservation of national 

culture in the project of European integration and the 'Europe without borders' discourse point to 

the fact that European integration will be more than mere co-operation on an interstate basis. 

From this it follows that the Lithuanian nation/state constellation is likely to be transformed in a 

European system of governance, and that the traditional relationship will have to be rethought in 

an ever-closer union. 

This contradiction in the dominant discourse is one that is shrewdly exploited by alterna-

tive, Euro-sceptic forces. A rationalist would probably explain this contradiction by employing 

the 'cheap talk' argument. By this reading, Lithuanian elites employ a clever dual strategy: inter-

nationally, they are 'good Europeans', arguing for an ever-closer union; domestically, meanwhile, 

they are 'good Lithuanians', emphasizing limited co-operation and the preservation of the ethnic 

nation in a co-operating but essentially state-based Europe. Yet there are two problems with this 

rationalist argument. First of all, empirical findings show that both kinds of statements are made 

concurrently on the domestic and the international stage. Secondly, even if such a dual strategy 

really exists, both discursive practices about 'Europe' eventually tie the hands of the elite and 

make it very difficult to back off and pursue entirely different discursive articulations. In other 

words, the discursive structuring processes do not allow smooth fluctuation between the posi-

tions without the two discursive practices coming into open conflict. 

                                                 
1 Ibid. 
2 V. Usackas, 'EU Membership Expands the Potential for Lithuania', Lietuvos Rytas, 9 May 2000, 
http://www.urm.lt/es-derybos/kalbos/0509ryt.htm. In this article, Usackas asserts that 'Lithuania has the chance to 
become part of this unprecedented project [to create a unified economic and social space]'. 
3 Adamkus, 'Only the New Politics Can Lead to the Future'. See also Usackas, 'European Union From a Lithuanian 
Perspective'. 
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The ambiguity is thus more easily interpreted as emerging from the discursive constraints 

under which Lithuanian political actors are operating. In conceptualizing the widening and deep-

ening process of European integration, they have to relate to the founding discursive con-

figuration of the nation-state. The nationalistic nature of the latter makes the coming of an ever-

closer union appear problematic and threatening. One possible solution to this contradiction is to 

acknowledge the post-sovereign nature of European governance and to argue for the preservation 

of the ethnic nation in these new structures. However, the full espousal of a multi-level govern-

ance approach to Europe or any other less-statist model of the EU will inevitably contradict the 

founding ideology of ethnic nationalism based on a strict mechanism of inclusion/ exclusion. 

Given the young age of the state, this constitutes the most serious challenge to a successful east-

ern enlargement. Even more so since alternative discourses are already gaining form and sub-

stance. 

'SHE'S NOT THAT INNOCENT': ALTERNATIVE DISCOURSES ON 'EUROPE' 

The most influential alternative discourse on 'Europe' in Lithuania is rooted in the same 

concept of Lithuanian 'self, but its outcomes and discursive practices clash with the dominating 

version of 'Europe'. This seems to confirm Waever's assertion that in European countries, both 

the pro- and anti-EU sides relate to the same basic constellations of the nation and the state.1 To 

be sure, the opposition discourse on European integration consists of several strands, but its pre-

dominant message is that the Lithuanian nation-state is threatened by an evolving European 

state. Member of parliament Rimantas Smetona, one of the more prominent Euro-sceptics, has 

warned that 'the EU is moving in the direction of a superstate!'2 In this case, 'Europe' neither 

stands for the final return to Lithuania's natural place of belonging, nor does it lead to the mod-

ernization of the Lithuanian nation-state. Instead, the argument is that Lithuania does not have to 

return anywhere, since it has always been part of Europe. Or, in the rhetoric of the Euro-sceptic 

National Democrats, 'the Lithuanian state was, is and will be in Europe, in the middle of Europe 

- between East and West’.3 For these alternative voices, located mainly on the right and far-right 

of the political spectrum, 'Europe' represents a threat to the nation-state in economic and cultural 

terms. Several other discursive moves follow. 

Firstly, the case is made for an 'economic nationalism' which claims that open borders 

and the abolition of state subsidies in the process of integration will lead to the destruction of 

valuable traditional sectors of the Lithuanian economy, such as agriculture. 'Europe' will get a 

cheap labour force, whereas Lithuania will get nothing in return. What is more, it will surrender 

the control of its economy to Brussels. 'An Accession to the EU that will ruin Lithuanian agricul-
                                                 
1 Waever, 'Explaining Europe', pp. 118-32. 
2 T. Ignatavicius, 'EU Enemies have Proposed to Create a New Union', Lietuvos Rytas, 29 May 2000. 
3 'Programme and Political Principles of the Lithuanian National Democratic Party', http://lndp.lms.lt/programa.html 
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ture is unacceptable,' writes the chairman of the Farmers' Party, a major winner in the local elec-

tions of 2000, which has been consistently calling for a more Euro-realist approach and a more 

combative stance in the EU-membership negotiations. It mainly argues that Lithuanian agricul-

ture should accede to the EU on more favourable terms and accuses the governments of a 'sell-

out' to Brussels.1 

Secondly, 'Europe' is understood as a threat to national identity and culture that under-

mines the sovereignty of the Lithuanian state. In his state-of-the-nation address in 2000, Presi-

dent Adamkus quoted a letter that he had received from a concerned citizen: 'what has the EU 

brought to us? Pornography, drug addiction, mafia, egoism, the destruction of our national cul-

ture.'2 The importance of this nationalistic resistance to integration is thus growing to such an 

extent that it was addressed by the head of state in a crucial public statement. Its primary argu-

ment is that 'Europe' puts the state-building process in peril by destroying the traditional constel-

lation of nation/state. Sometimes the comparisons include rather radical statements such as 'we 

bowed to Moscow, now we bow to Brussels' (evoking the image of another occupation); 'we will 

protect the provision of the constitution that Lithuania is an independent democratic state ... we 

will fight against the destruction of Lithuanian independence... we are for the equal and useful 

co-operation with all European states'.3 Insofar as this construction is linked up with the basic 

'we'-con-cepts of nationhood, its appeal seems likely to resonate among the population, almough 

an April 2000 opinion poll showed mat support for EU-membership was growing, with only 14.5 

per cent of respondents saying that Lithuania should never join the EU.4 

The opponents of European integration have not yet reached a consensus about the nature 

of the relation between the EU and Lithuania. On the one hand, it has been argued that Lithuania 

must terminate membership negotiations and seek its own position in the globalized world.5 On 

the other hand, more recent developments suggest that Euro-sceptics have come to accept mem-

bership as such, but merely want more leverage for Lithuania during the membership negotia-

tions, in which terms and conditions are seen as imposed by Brussels. For example, it is claimed 

that 'we are for active interstate co-operation, for international treaties and organizations  ...  that 

do not require the destruction of sovereignty ... we are against the creation of one common Euro-

pean state, one common European nation ... we are for the new National Europe'.6 One recent 

move by the Euro-sceptic camp has been to convene an international conference calling for an 

                                                 
1 'Farmer's Party is not willing to support Lithuania's membership of the EU', Lietuvos Rytas, 22 June 2000. 
2 Adamkus, 'Only the New Politics Can Lead to the Future'. 
3 'Programme and Political Principles of the Lithuanian National Democratic Party'. 
4 Figure taken from http://rope.euro.lt/liet_integracija/vnaplausos.htm 
5 'Programme and Political Principles of the Lithuanian National Democratic Party'. 
6 Ibid. 
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alliance of CEE states 'in order to negotiate more successfully with the EU and resist the centrali-

sation of the EU'.1 

'EUROPE' AS A DISCURSIVE NODAL POINT 

The discursive nodal point perspective offers additional interesting insights into the 

Lithuanian discourse on European integration. It argues that political debate is characterized by 

central concepts 'around which meaning gets stabilized ... through the binding together of dis-

courses on other, more general concepts'.2 Its contribution to research on the EU lies in the 

proposition that 'European governance' serves as one such discursive nodal point around which 

'the meaning of "politics", "economy", and other essential ingredients of the western liberal tradi-

tion get renegotiated in order to provide a new point of fixation'.3 Moreover, the concept of 

'Europe' itself is reproduced in this nodal point. 

Applied to the Lithuanian case, the discursive nodal point approach enables us to identify 

the dominant conception of 'Europe' as standing for a full-scale political, economic and societal 

transformation and the internal consolidation of the state and society. In fact, this conception of 

'Europe' is so dominant that no credible alternative models of modernization have emerged dur-

ing the last decade. Furthermore, I would argue that the discursive nodal point of 'Europe' serves 

to reinforce the conception of 'we'-ness, that it reflects a desire to become 'European' through in-

ternal development into a 'normal European state'. 

'Europe' has acquired a near-mystic, taken-for-granted status in the Lithuanian discourse 

on economic, political and social transformation. The basic argumentative structure is the con-

struction of 'Europe' as the legitimating principle and point of reference when speaking about the 

progress and achievements made. Thus, President Adamkus has claimed mat the EU 'is the guar-

antee of progress and future prosperity ... The only way to escape the backwardness of the prov-

ince is to board the fast Europe train.'4 In his own article on the Lithuanian vision of Europe, 

Usackas argues that 'the EU is ... a model for democratic, economic and social reforms in 

Lithuania'.5 In this way, 'Europe' becomes a catchword for social and economic modernization. 

Modernization requires that 'Lithuania adheres to democratic practices [and] puts every 

effort into strengthening its market economy as the basis for competition within the internal 

market'.6 The official Lithuanian position scrupulously lists the progress achieved in all spheres   

of economic,   administrative   and   societal  transformation. 

                                                 
1 Ignatavicius, 'EU Enemies have Proposed to Create a New Union'. 
2 Diez, 'Europe as a Discursive Battleground'. 
3 Ibid. 
4 Adamkus, 'Only the New Politics Can Lead to the Future'. 
5 Usackas, 'European Union From a Lithuanian Perspective'. 
6 Saudargas, opening statement. 
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However, in the context of the 'European school', this is an obligation. I will therefore 

analyse 'European modernization' in less-constraining contexts, where it embraces three concur-

rent reform programmes put forth in the name of 'Europe'. 

In the economic sphere, prospective membership of the EU has led to the emergence of a 

reformatory discourse that calls for wholesale liberalization and the opening up of the economy 

to the outside world, as well as a reduced role for the state in the management of the economic 

system. In an address to parliament in January 2000, the then prime minister, Andrius Kubilius, 

argued for fully fledged privatization on the grounds that 'private economy and initiative are 

conceived in the modern European world as conditions for the state's success' (italics mine). 

Kubilius also appealed to the left-wing opposition on the basis that in western Europe, even left-

wing parties support privatization and a less-statist economy.1 In another speech, he specifies 

more concretely what needs to be privatized and reformed, namely, the two remaining state 

banks, Lithuanian airlines, railroads, energy and gas sectors. Furthermore, the government envis-

ages the integration of the country's infrastructure into the European rail and other transportation 

systems. The creation of favourable conditions for domestic and international business, as well 

as constant and reliable banking and monetary policies, is also constantly emphasized as part of 

the Europeanization of the Lithuanian economy.2 

Administrative and legal reform is also a significant element of the 'European moderniza-

tion' discourse. Here, emphasis is placed upon the improvement of public bureaucracies, the fight 

against corruption and the thorough implementation of the acquis communautaire in order to en-

sure that Lithuanian laws meet European standards.3 Finally, political and societal transforma-

tions are also conceived in terms of European norms pertaining to the internalization of democ-

ratic practices and the development of civil society. This discourse mainly relates to internal po-

litical consolidation, smoothly functioning democracy, free press and viable NGOs.4 Lithuanian 

elites point to 'democracy in practice': a democratically elected government, a functioning party 

system, the freest media in the CEE, a stable ethnic environment and the existence of 2,000 

NGOs.5 

                                                 
1 Kubilius, speech to Parliament, 12 January 2000, http://www.lrvk.lt/aktualij/ savaite/kalba.html. The left and cen-
tre-left of the Lithuanian political spectrum, notably the Social Democratic Party, strongly oppose the privatization 
of strategic objects, especially in the energy and gas sector. Such calls for slowing privatization, coupled with argu-
ments for greater public spending, clash with the EU's demands for rapid restructuring, continuing privatization and 
sound economic and fiscal policies. 
2 Kubilius, speech at the Adenauer Foundation's conference, Lithuania in the Twenty-First Century Europe - Foreign 
Policy Priorities in the Road to EU and NATO, http://www.lrvk.lt/aktaahj/savaite/kalba2.html; see also 'Programme 
of the Government of the Republic of Lithuania for the Years 1999/2000', 
http://www.lrvl.lt/programa/programa.html 
3 See, for instance, President Adamkus' speech to the British Chamber of Commerce, 17 May 2000, at 
http://www.president.lt/111876.htm 
4 Ibid.; 'Programme of the Government of the Republic of Lithuania'. 
5 Spires, 'Lithuanian Linguistic Nationalism and the Cult of Antiquity'. 
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From the above analysis it can be seen that the discursive nodal point of 'Europe' draws 

together different and broader discourses into a coherent unit and is perceived as a value in itself, 

the future condition of Lithuania that is the only way to define and legitimize its 'modernization' 

course. 'Europe' is the crucial and dominating meta-narrative of how politics, economy and soci-

ety should be shaped in the independent Lithuania, and functions as a firm anchor for domestic 

reforms on an unprecedented scale.  

CONCLUSION 

In this chapter I have identified three discursive developments that link 'Europe' with the 

crucial elements of Lithuanian identity. Firstly, I noted how European integration is presented as 

a return to Lithuania's 'natural' place of belonging. This discourse concerns the true nature of 

Lithuanian identity, which, due to common values, a common history and a common heritage is 

constructed as part of the European self. Such a move also represents a means of distancing 

Lithuania from the 'other', in the form of the East, Russia and the communist past that are 

deemed to threaten 'European Lithuania'. Further to the establishment of the 'Lithuania in 

Europe' idea, one can trace the emergence of a discourse portraying the country as Europe's out-

post in the East and the transmitter of European values and norms to the surrounding region. This 

development is especially present in the discourse on Kaliningrad, where Lithuania is modelled 

as a European state that behaves according to the appropriate principles and assists Kaliningrad 

in solving its problems. 

Secondly, the discourse on 'Europe' relates this concept to the basic constellation of na-

tion/state and argues that 'Europe' will protect the ethnic nation and secure the protecting state. 

Given the importance of the sovereignty discourse in Lithuania, 'Europe' is primarily conceived 

as an inter-state co-operation project. It is at this point that the most influential alternative dis-

course gains ground, through its arguments for economic nationalism and the preservation of na-

tional identity in a sovereign nation-state. Finally, 'Europe' also functions as a discursive nodal 

point knitting together more general discourses of how 'we' should develop, of where 'we' should 

go and where this will take 'us'. In more concrete policy terms, the discursive nodal point binds 

together discourses on the modernization of the country in the economic, political and adminis-

trative senses. 

To sum up, identity politics in the post-Cold War Lithuania have centred around the no-

tion of a 'return to Europe'. Efforts within Lithuania to include the country in the European 'self 

should be seen as attempts to overcome the threat of marginalization and association with the 

East. The use of the past is instrumental in this respect, since the argument of shared European 

past and heritage legitimize moves to confer a European identity upon Lithuania. Concurrently, 

the discourse on 'Europe' and European integration is 'fitted' within the existing building blocs of 
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Lithuanian identity and the main narratives of modernization in post-communist Lithuania. Here 

'Europe' is conceptualized as a kind of 'promised land' or regained paradise that guarantees free-

dom, security, democracy and well-being in Lithuania. 'Europe' thus assumes a central role in 

identity politics, by becoming a main reference point in the issues of 'who we are' and 'how we 

live' in the post-Cold War Lithuania. 

[Pavlovaite, I. “Paradise regained: The Conceptualization of Europe in the Lithuanian Debate,” 

in Lehti, M. and D. J. Smith, ed. Post-Cold War Identity Politics (London, Portland, OR: Frank 

Cass, 2003): 199-218] 

 

14. Русско-украинские отношения. Трансформация украинской национальной иден-

тичности после распада СССР 

Glenn Goshulak 

Soviet and Post-Soviet: Challenges to the study of nation and state building 

 

This article will highlight two interrelated issues and problems for the study of national-

ism in the Soviet/post-Soviet context. First, the influence of the Soviet period on post-Soviet 

state building remains largely understudied. Second, studies in post-Soviet nationalism tend to 

focus primarily on empirical research, while working with – either implicitly or explicitly – es-

sentialist conceptions of nations and national identity. Those who study the Soviet period, how-

ever, tend to overemphasize the role of state leaders and intellectuals in the nationalities policies 

of the Soviet regime. Both of these approaches reflect a limitation of existing universal theories 

of nationalism. A post-Soviet perspective, while benefiting from valuable aspects of existing 

theories of nationalism, would be better informed by a more contextually valid framework. This 

framework would not seek to replace existing theory, but to modify and extend it to reflect the 

uniqueness of the Soviet context. I propose that in studying both the Soviet and post-Soviet peri-

ods, we need to look at both state and society, not as separate social processes in nation and state 

building, but as part of the connection between Soviet and post-Soviet state building experiences. 

This article will use the Ukrainian case to highlight some key issues and problems of existing 

approaches to Soviet and post-Soviet nationalism, as well as point out some possible new ave-

nues of analysis. 

Studies of nationalism in post-Soviet Ukraine reveal some of the limitations of current re-

search into nationalism. As Yaroslav Hrytsak and Louise Jackson have noted, while there are 

ample empirical studies of Ukrainian nationalism, there is a need for more theoretically sensitive 

approaches (see Hrytsak, 2000: 263; Jackson, 1998: 102). I would amend this observation 
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somewhat. I argue that while few scholars of national identity and nationalism in Ukraine have 

incorporated serious theoretical analysis in their studies, there are underlying assumptions about 

nations and national identity within these empirical studies. Therefore, we need to examine both 

the applicability of existing theories and the possibility of alternate frameworks of analysis. 

WESTERN THEORIES, SOVIET CONTEXT 

It is no great insight to observe that the overwhelming majority of theoretical literature on 

nationalism is written from a western perspective. The predominant explanation for non-western 

nationalisms is that they are the inheritors of the western model, which has been diffused 

throughout the globe. While many scholars of postcolonial nationalism have pointed out the eth-

nocentric/Eurocentric nature of universal approaches, a similar critique has not taken place 

within the area of post-Soviet studies. Instead, most scholars of post-Soviet nationalism tend to 

unproblematically assume the validity of such theories for the post-Soviet context. In this article, 

I will examine two of the dominant tendencies among universal theories of nationalism, and their 

impact on studying nationalism in Ukraine and other post-Soviet states. While existing theories 

do offer some valuable insights for studying nationalism, there are some serious limitations that 

need to be addressed. 

THE MODERNIST PARADIGM 

The dominant paradigm in theories of nationalism, as Anthony Smith identifies it, is the 

modernist approach (Smith, 1998). This approach locates the rise and development of nations 

and nationalisms within the emergence of capitalism and capitalist states. Two of the more influ-

ential examples of modernism can be found in the works of Eric Hobsbawm and Ernest Gellner. 

Hobsbawm’s approach, while firmly located within the modernist framework, is guided primar-

ily by his own ideological disdain for nationalism. For Hobsbawm, nationalism is just a product 

of a particular stage in capitalism, and therefore doomed to ‘wither away’ as capitalism is trans-

formed. It is therefore not surprising that he applauds the efforts of the Soviet Union in contain-

ing nationalism: 

Hence, as we can now see in melancholy retrospect, it was the great achievement of the 

communist regimes in multinational countries to limit the disastrous effects of nationalism within 

them . . . The USSR’s potential for disruption, so long kept in check (except during World War 

II), is now patent. In fact, the ‘discrimination’ or even ‘oppression’ against which champions of 

various Soviet nationalities abroad used to protest, was far less than the consequences of the 

withdrawal of Soviet power. (Hobsbawm, 1992: 180) Hobsbawm warns that the collapse of the 

Soviet Union leaves post-Soviet states with the potential for disaster. He argues that in the ab-

sence of a Soviet mechanism for containing nationalism, the tendency within post-Soviet states 

will be the construction of a dichotomy between the dominant nation and the ‘other’. ‘[I]n post-
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communist societies ethnic or national identity is above all a device for defining the community 

of the innocent and identifying the guilty who are responsible for “our” predicament; especially 

once communist regimes are no longer there to function as scapegoats’ (Hobsbawm, 1992: 174). 

For Hobsbawm, therefore, nationalisms in post-Soviet states are merely the remnants of an ear-

lier, exclusionary form of identity, reappearing as a result of the collapse of the communist re-

gimes that had contained them. 

Ernest Gellner has provided a more systematic and less ideological approach to post-

Soviet nationalism. However, he also studied nationalism from within a modernist framework. 

Gellner’s unique contribution to theories of nationalism is his theory of ‘high culture’. According 

to Gellner, the movement from agrarian to industrialized societies creates the conditions for the 

development of inclusive, egalitarian forms of identity, through mobilization and educational 

policies. For Gellner, modern nationalisms were formed out of these processes (Gellner, 1987). 

Amid the disintegration of the Soviet Union, Gellner wrote an article addressing the Soviet col-

lapse and the future of nationalism within a post-Soviet world. He identified five historical stages 

of nationalism within the ‘Eastern European’ context (Gellner, 1991). While the first four stages 

represented the various developments of nationalism as a political movement, the fifth stage 

symbolized the transcendence of nationalism from an exclusionary to an egalitarian project. In 

essence, this last stage represented nationalism as it exists in western nation states today (the de-

velopment of this western model of nationalism was described in Gellner’s ‘high culture’ 

model): 

It is marked by the greater and better diffused affluence of later industrialism. This means 

that hostility between culturally distinct groups is not exacerbated so much by jealousy and by 

the humiliation of a poverty visibly and consciously associated with ethnic status and treated as 

‘backwardness’. More advanced industrialism also modifies the occupational structure and stan-

dardizes cultures, so that their mutual differences become, at least in some measure, merely pho-

netic rather than semantic . . . (Gellner, 1991: 131) Gellner argued that, while nationalisms in 

Eastern and Southern Europe were in the fourth stage of development, the Soviet Union had ef-

fectively contained and ‘frozen’ nationalism, so that the nationalisms which emerged in 1991 

were essentially the late 19th-century forms of nationalism (stage two), in which the ‘one nation 

one state’ principle predominated. For emerging post-Soviet states, the only hope of avoiding 

some of the disasters of the 20th-century in other parts of ‘Eastern Europe’ was to ‘catch up 

quickly’. 

While Gellner did not share Hobsbawm’s disdain for nationalism, both he and Hobs-

bawm shared the assumption that the Western model of nationalism, which developed as a result 

of the particular formation of capitalism within these states, is not applicable to the Soviet case. 
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Given the nature of the Soviet project – as a non-capitalist project – this is a quite reasonable 

claim. However, a further assumption of the authors is more problematic. For Hobsbawm and 

Gellner, since the Soviet case does not reflect a capitalist model of modernization, the develop-

ment of nationalism is seen to have been aborted. Due primarily to the powerful control of the 

Soviet state/Communist party over Soviet society, nationalism was submerged in its 19th-century 

form. 

PROBLEMS OF ESSENTIALISM 

An overall tendency in modernist theories of nationalism is the attempt to offer a univer-

sal explanation for the power of nationalism. Writing from a Marxist perspective, Benedict 

Anderson emphasizes that there is a strong connection between language and nation. He illus-

trates this by using an example from Ukrainian history. Anderson notes how quickly the Ukrain-

ian language was transformed from a peasant to a literary language in the 19th-century, and 

points to its importance in the construction of Ukrainian identity. ‘The use of this language was 

the decisive stage in the formation of an Ukrainian national consciousness’ (Anderson, 1991). 

While Anderson’s theory of nationalism is quite complex, he emphasizes that language – as a 

specifically capitalist form – is the crucial link to understanding the mass mobilization of people 

into a nation. For Anderson, language is viewed as a crucial element in the construction of na-

tions. The development of a ‘private-property language’, in which no language has any apparent 

worth over the next, is viewed by Anderson as being critical for the mass growth of the nation. 

Most importantly, the development of ‘print capitalism’ provided the media through which to 

transmit this new kind of language and, subsequently, community: 

What, in a positive sense, made the new communities imaginable was a halffortuitous, 

but explosive, interaction between a system of production and productive relations (capi-

talism), a technology of communications (print), and the fatality of human linguistic di-

versity. (Anderson, 1991: 42–3) 

There are several problems with Anderson’s concept of print-capitalism. As Anthony 

Smith argues, assigning such a prominent role to print-capitalism is most dangerous be-

cause of its reductive explanatory value: This view of the nation as primarily a text and 

discourse inevitably suggests a leading causal role for print technology and print-

capitalism, one which leaves little room for other modes of cultural representation and 

omits other vital factors in the rise of nations and the spread of nationalism. (Smith, 1998: 

138) 

A further problem with Anderson’s approach is the association between print technology 

and capitalism. Is the connection between capitalism and print language simply coincidental? Or 

is the development of print technology a particular capitalist process? If so, what exactly makes 
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this specific form of technology a capitalist form? Anderson’s theory combines elements of es-

sentialism with modernism. His construction of ‘print capitalism’ as a major factor in the mass 

mobilization of the ‘imagined community’ is derivative of Karl Deutsch’s communication ap-

proach, which emphasized the role of communication structures in the mobilization of nationalist 

movements (Deutsch, 1966). However, it is curious that Anderson specifies print language as a 

specifically ‘capitalist’ form of technological innovation. One possible explanation is that Ander-

son is attempting to link his theory within modernist parameters: i.e. that mass nationalism is es-

sentially a product of the emergence of capitalism. This is certainly a possibility, given Ander-

son’s own acceptance of the basic parameters of the modernist approach. This does not mean that 

Anderson’s theory is limited to print language as the sole factor in the ‘imagining’ of the nation. 

What is critical, however, is that he attempts to essentialize its mass nature within the emergence 

of capitalism. A different approach to understanding nations and nationalism stresses the links 

between national identity and ethnicity. Although Anthony Smith acknowledges that nations are 

primarily modern communities, he argues that they have roots in premodern forms of belonging, 

which are linked by ethnicity. Smith attempts to maintain a balance between viewing nations as 

modern (capitalist), while rooted in primordial communities (ethnicity). This dual nature of na-

tionhood reveals itself in Smith’s analysis of Ukrainian nationalism. On the one hand, Ukrainian 

identity in the 19th-century is referred to as a ‘nation-in-the-making’ or ‘ethnic category’, be-

cause it does not have a long history to draw upon (Smith, 1996: 110). However, Smith also ar-

gues that during the 19th-century an ‘ethnic’ conflict developed between Russians and Ukraini-

ans. The source of Ukrainian nationalism was Russian westernization: ‘In the case of the 

Ukrainians, it was the incipient westernization of Russia and the onset of industrialization in the 

latter half of the 19th-century that turned a literary movement into a social and political national-

ism’ (Smith, 1992: 55). 

In analyzing nationalism in the post-Soviet era, Smith rejects Gellner and Hobsbawm’s 

claim that nationalism was successfully contained and ‘frozen’ in its late 19th-century form. 

However, his analysis reveals a tendency to reduce the study of nations and nationalism to an 

ethnic essentialism. Although language and religion are viewed as significant factors, they be-

come subverted within an ethnic explanation: as the recent interest in religion in various parts of 

the Soviet Union demonstrates, language did not so much replace as preserve ethnic identities 

whose fuller articulation requires a ‘religious’ dimension to the extent that such a dimension is 

inseparable from a distinctive ‘ethnohistory’ and from a continuing, if hitherto unspoken, sense 

of ethnic election. (Smith, 1992: 62) The Ukrainian case highlights a weakness of Smith’s as-

sumption. While industrialization was beginning to take place in the late 19th-century, it was 

very selective and isolated. Few of the workers in the new industries were Ukrainian; the vast 
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majority remained in the village. It was here that the beginnings of a Ukrainian national move-

ment began to emerge (Guthier, 1990). The Ukrainian case highlights the complex nature of na-

tionalism. In Western Ukraine (Galicia), which was under Habsburg rule, a much more signifi-

cant movement began to develop in the late 19th-century. This was spurred on by the continued 

oppression of Ukrainian peasants under the Polish gentry, and was also aided by the electoral 

representation given to Ukrainian peasants (see Kann, 1970; Subtelny, 2000). 

Modernism and the Soviet experience 

A common aspect of the approaches of Gellner, Hobsbawm, Anderson, and Smith, is 

that, in attempting to provide a universal framework, they oversimplify what are, in different 

contexts, very complex nationalist movements. One problem with Gellner’s approach is that it 

denies the applicability of his ‘high culture’ model to the Soviet project. Upon closer examina-

tion of the Soviet project, the changes that took place during the Soviet period exhibit a striking 

similarity to those described by Gellner in his ‘high culture’ model. Mass industrialization and 

migration of the Soviet peoples reflected a movement from ‘Agraria’ to ‘Industria’, as described 

in Gellner’s model (see Lewis, 1971; Liber, 1992). In the Soviet Union, education – Gellner de-

scribes this as ‘exo-education’ – also played a significant role in promoting a sense of ‘Soviet-

ness’ among the population (see Simon, 1991).  

Even if we acknowledge that the ‘high culture’ project of the Soviet Union was unique, 

this does not justify studying it outside of the modernization model, as Gellner and Hobsbawm 

do. Instead, we need to study the Soviet Union as an alternate form of modernization, which, 

while sharing some similarities with the western (capitalist) model, is also unique in many as-

pects. A further problem with Gellner’s ‘high culture’ model is the claim that it promotes an 

egalitarian, non-ethnic form of identity. This is the model to which Gellner is referring in his 

identification of the fifth stage of nationalist development in the Eastern European context. This 

reflects the same assumptions about national identity as the ‘civic’ model, which is often por-

trayed – implicitly or explicitly – as a polar opposite of ‘ethnic’ identity. 

In this way, the more civic-oriented western forms of nationalism are viewed as polar op-

posites to the ethnic-oriented nature of (backwards, nonmodern) post-Soviet nationalisms. As 

Taras Kuzio has argued, the civic/ethnic nation dichotomy is very problematic (see Kuzio, 2000). 

Not only are lines between civic and ethnic concepts more blurred in practice; in addition, the 

myth of a dichotomy between ‘civic’ Western Europe and ‘ethnic’ Eastern Europe is dangerous 

and misleading. By accepting Gellner’s argument that Eastern European nationalisms were ‘fro-

zen’ in their 19th-century (supposedly ethnic) forms, this myth is simply being reinforced.  

‘Nationalising states’ 
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Rogers Brubaker has provided a very influential analysis of the links between the Soviet 

and post-Soviet period. Brubaker argues that, contrary to the claims of Gellner and Hobsbawm, 

national identity was ‘institutionalized’ in the Soviet Union (Brubaker, 1996). Yuri Slezkhine 

notes that federalism in the Soviet Union was more than just a tool for propaganda:  

Uncompromisingly hostile to individual rights, they eagerly, deliberately and quite con-

sistently promoted group rights that did not always coincide with those of the proletariat. 

‘The world’s first state of workers and peasants’ was the world’s first state to institution-

alize ethnoterritorial federalism . . . (Slezkhine, 1994: 415) 

Brubaker goes beyond simply understanding the nature of the Soviet state. In describing 

the post-Soviet states, he refers to them as ‘nationalising states’: 

These are states that are conceived by their dominant elites as nation-states, as the states 

of and for particular nations, yet as ‘incomplete’ or ‘un-realized’ nation-states, as insuffi-

ciently ‘national’ in a variety of senses . . . Almost all of the twenty-odd new states of 

post-Communist Eurasia can be understood in this sense... (Brubaker, 1996: 79) 

Brubaker’s analysis shares some of the assumptions of the modernist approach; specifi-

cally, that the post-Soviet states are producing ‘exclusionary,’ essentialized expressions of na-

tional identity in their state building projects. While Brubaker does not specifically define the 

nation in terms of language or ethnicity, others have used his model for such purposes. In the 

early 1990s, Ian Bremmer argued that in Ukraine, there were regional divisions between Rus-

sians and Ukrainians, and that the source of this division was primarily ethnic (Bremmer, 1994). 

According to Bremmer, an escalated conflict between these two communities was a distinct pos-

sibility in the early years of independence. 

Dominique Arel also applied Brubaker’s model, modifying it to reflect what he saw as 

the special nature of Ukrainian identity. Arel argued that the conflict between identities in 

Ukraine was primarily linguistic, not ethnic (Arel, 1995). According to Arel, regional conflicts 

between eastern and western Ukraine, if they were to escalate, would be mobilized along linguis-

tic lines of identification. The developments in empirical research on national identity in Ukraine 

during the 1990s reveal that most scholars have been uncomfortable with essentializing explana-

tions. While early studies emphasized the role of ethnicity and language in national identity, 

more recent studies have challenged the simple dichotomy between Eastern Russian/Russophone 

and Western Ukrainian/Ukrainophone identities (see Barrington, 1997; Craumer and Clem, 

1999; O’Loughlin and Bell, 1999). Brubaker’s designation of post-Soviet states as ‘nationalising 

states’ reinforces the myth of two diametrically opposed types of national projects: ‘civic’ versus 

‘ethnic’. 
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A second problem with Brubaker’s analysis is that it rejects the agency of society and so-

cial forces in the construction of national identity, and in relations between various national 

communities within states. Ronald Suny and Michael Kennedy do not completely reject the util-

ity of studying nationalism from a state-society perspective. However, they argue that the most 

important element is the role of intellectuals, who are seen to construct the nation: 

Although we do not disregard the broad structural and discursive frameworks and social 

dynamics that provided the context in which nations have been constructed or doubt that 

the popular exercise of nationalist visions and the utilization of national ideology by 

states have greater explicit social consequence, we are concerned here with the ‘quiet 

politics’ . . . of nationalism that establishes the possibilities for what states and societies 

might do. In their contestation of the meaning of the nation, intellectuals are dispropor-

tionately involved in such quiet politics. (Suny and Kennedy, 1999: 2) 

The authors provide a valuable point about the role of intellectuals. They emphasize the 

process of nation building as one of ‘articulation’, which involves ‘a measure of fit between a 

cultural product and the social environment’ (Suny and Kennedy, 1999: 5). What is absent in this 

analysis, however, is any conception of effective limitations on the actions of intellectuals. The 

restraints on intellectuals are identified as the social environment in which they operate, but 

(supposedly) this does not provide much resistance to their nation-building projects. This is one 

of the valuable contributions of empirical research on Ukrainian identity. By focusing on the so-

cial environment in which post-Soviet state and nation building take place, these studies reveal 

how society affects the actions of both state leaders and intellectuals. However, these studies 

need to be located within a wider theoretical perspective. What is needed is an approach that is 

able to provide a comprehensive framework for studying the unique nature of national identity in 

the post-Soviet states. In essence, we need to bring the study of the role of state and society back 

together. 

ALTERNATE APPROACHES AND FRAMEWORKS? 

Providing an alternate theoretical approach to studying post-Soviet nationalisms does not 

mean abandoning the existing theoretical literature on nationalism. The problem, however, is that 

there are some very problematic assumptions that need to be addressed. First, Gellner’s model 

suggests that factors such as urbanization and migration policies are influential in the changing 

nature of national identities. Despite Gellner’s objections, the Soviet project reflects Gellner’s 

model of ‘high culture’, both as a movement from an agrarian to industrial state, and in the cul-

tural project of creating a supranational identity. In a recent thorough and insightful historical 

reassessment of Lenin, Stalin, and the nationalities question, Terry Martin refers to the Soviet 

Union as an ‘affirmative action empire’ (Martin, 2001). Martin argues that one of the unique fea-
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tures of the Soviet Union was its ability to draw upon the experiences of the Habsburg empire in 

dealing with the nationalities question. In doing so: 

Russia’s new revolutionary government was the first of the old European multiethnic 

states to confront the rising tide of nationalism and respond by systematically promoting 

the national consciousness of its ethnic minorities and establishing for them many of the 

characteristic institutional forms of the nation-state. (Martin, 2001: 1) 

Martin’s analysis is a crucial reassessment of the Leninist and Stalinist periods. His re-

search reveals that the nationalities question was a complex problem for the Soviet leadership, 

not only in the effort to build ‘socialism in one country’, but also as a response to the continuing 

pressures from the many different national identities within the former empire. While Martin’s 

study is important, it is limited in its historical scope. What is needed is a way to study the whole 

Soviet experience and, most importantly, how the Soviet experience influences state building 

projects today. One possible avenue of investigation involves studying post-Soviet states as post-

colonial states. While the Soviet Union does not neatly fit into the category of empire, it is more 

problematic to define it as a state. As Alexander Motyl suggests, an empire is a particular kind of 

state, ‘a highly centralized, territorially segmented, and culturally differentiated state within 

which centralization, segmentation, and differentiation overlap’ (Motyl, 1998: 18). 

Michael Hechter’s concept of ‘internal colonialism’, while offering an alternative to tra-

ditional colonial approaches, is also problematic. In attempting to explain how the Celtic identity 

survived within the British empire, Hechter pointed out that ethnic separatism was a cultural re-

sponse to the continued political and economic dominance of the core (Hechter, 1975). Internal 

colonialism focuses on the relationship between political, cultural, and economic factors. How-

ever, there are problems when applied to the Soviet case. In the Ukrainian case, increased inter-

action between the core (Russians) and the periphery (Ukrainians) did not necessarily lead to the 

reinforcement of ethnic difference. 

Graham Smith describes the specific nature of the Soviet state as a form of ‘federal colo-

nialism’. According to Smith, the federal colonial structure of the Soviet Union was highlighted 

by two paradoxes. First, while national self-determination was denied to the republics, a degree 

of localism was tolerated. The relationship between the centre and local (often nativized) admin-

istrators, while dominated by the central Party, was complex and changed over time. Second, 

while the state attempted to create an all-union form of identity, it provided some – albeit limited 

– social space for identity building at the regional level (Smith et al., 1998: 5–6). Reassessing the 

nature of colonialism from the level of the state is an important aspect of creating a distinctly 

post-Soviet theoretical perspective. However, we also need to evaluate the role of society in un-

derstanding nationalism today. In assessing the causes of Soviet collapse, Alexander Motyl is 
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somewhat ambivalent about the role of society and social forces. Motyl admits that the Soviet 

state, despite its totalitarian nature, was never fully able to control Soviet culture (although he 

never explains what he means by culture). While acknowledging that social forces were not sim-

ply passive, Motyl argues that they were released primarily as a result of the state’s attempt to 

reform itself (Motyl, 1990). Society, therefore, did not provide any impetus for change; instead, 

it was simply the recipient of state actions. 

State and society 

Studying the post-Soviet/ postcolonial state from both above (the state) and below (soci-

ety) allows for a more balanced and sophisticated approach. One possible framework for a new 

model can be found in the state-society approach developed by Joel Migdal (Kohli et al., 1994; 

Migdal, 2001). In studying third world states, Migdal and others have concluded that the rela-

tionship between state and society needs to be studied as a symbiotic relationship, rather than as 

two separate spheres of activity. The ‘state-insociety’ model involves studying struggles and coa-

litions among social and political forces as a complex web of interactions. The state-in-society 

model is useful in studying post-Soviet states in two important aspects. First, it highlights ele-

ments of both continuity and change in the transition from a colonial to postcolonial state. In 

what Migdal describes as the ‘transformative state’, both state and social actors are forced to re-

orient themselves. For state leaders, legitimizing and solidifying their position in power often 

involves creating a unique quality for their state. 

Creating a ‘national idea’ is part of this project of state building. This process includes 

the invocation of historical symbols, the promotion of a cultural/ethnic/linguistic basis, and the 

articulation of inclusiveness/exclusion for minorities within the state. However, this process is 

never smooth or easy. The success of state leaders in promoting a ‘national idea’ is dependent on 

creating alliances with political and social forces. In the Ukrainian case, the complex relationship 

between state and society is evident in the nation building and state building project undertaken 

by Ukraine’s first president, Leonid Kravchuk. Legitimizing the idea of a Ukrainian state meant 

providing some kind of rationale for the uniqueness of the Ukrainian state. As leader of an inde-

pendent Ukrainian polity, Leonid Kravchuk attempted – to a limited degree – to construct a 

transformative state. He called for the restoration of the Ukrainian language and culture and 

promoted the adoption of Ukrainian historical symbols (Kuzio, 1998: 127–8). Kravchuk empha-

sized that he was defending the interests of Ukraine, but was careful about how he characterized 

its inhabitants. He referred to them as the ‘people of Ukraine’ rather than ‘Ukrainian people’, a 

more ethnically neutral way to avoid offending ethnic Russians (Motyl, 1995: 115). While utiliz-

ing symbols and myths from Ukrainian historical experience, Kravchuk emphasized from the 

very beginning that the new state was a state for all its citizens: 
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I have one great aim. I am not saying that in our generation we can create a 

complete and mighty Ukrainian power; rather, the great aim lies in creating, in laying the 

foundations of statehood so that the people have a state of their own, their own native 

state . . . Not Ukrainians but all the people living on our land, Ukrainians, Russians, Jews, 

Poles, Hungarians, everyone. (Kravchuk, 1992) 

When dealing with sensitive historical issues, Kravchuk avoided offending either the 

Ukrainian or Russian historiographic perspectives. When asked whether he thought Kyiv was the 

cradle of the Russian state, Kravchuk responded: 

The matter is that Kiev has never been the cradle of the Russian state. It was a cradle of 

the Kievan Rus incorporating different lands. This is a historical fact which nobody calls 

into question. However, we don’t make it a basic principle of our relations with Russia 

and Byelorussia. We refer to this fact as a purely historical one. (Kravchuk, 1993) 

Kravchuk’s role as leader of the Ukrainian state and as promoter of Ukrainian identity 

might appear surprising, given that he was once the ideological chief for the Ukrainian Commu-

nist Party. However, the transition from colonial to postcolonial state should not be seen as a 

complete break. In many cases, those who were in positions of power within colonial administra-

tions are often best suited to transforming themselves in the postcolonial environment. 

In the ‘transformative state’, political and social forces are also forced to reorient them-

selves within the postcolonial environment (Kohli et al., 1994: 13–14). In the post-Soviet envi-

ronment, many of the social forces that emerged in the late 1980s have become reoriented as po-

litical parties and organizations. As political parties, these various groups maintain a dual func-

tion within state and society. While they are part of the institutional structure of the state, at the 

same time, political parties attempt to aggregate support from society. In this sense, they have 

links both to the state and society (see Ware, 1996). 

During the late 1980s, a variety of nascent social forces began to emerge – although quite 

timidly – in the Ukrainian Soviet Republic. The most prominent of these emerging forces was 

‘Rukh’ (‘Movement for Perestroika’). While Rukh’s beginnings were initially a reawakening of 

the suppressed dissident movement (Paniotto, 1991), what aided the development of Rukh into a 

political force was the development of an alliance with members of the Communist Party (Daw-

son, 1996: 76–7) The problems and dilemmas of postcolonial transition for both state and social 

forces can be seen in the relationship between Rukh and Leonid Kravchuk. While Kravchuk had 

defeated Rukh’s candidate in the first-ever presidential elections, he needed political allies to 

help solidify his hold on power. Likewise, Rukh, although wary of Kravchuk, was not strong 

enough as a political force. What developed, therefore, was an uneasy – yet temporary – accom-
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modation between two seemingly opposing forces. The state–society approach can also help in 

reassessing the nature of the Soviet state. 

As Miroslav Hroch notes, it cannot simply be assumed – as Gellner and Hobsbawm do – 

that the Soviet state was always effective in its statebuilding and, especially, its nation-building 

efforts: The conventional view that current turmoil is the result of the release of irrational forces 

that were long suppressed – ‘deep-frozen’ as it were – under communism, and are now in full 

revival after a lapse of fifty years, is evidently superficial. Such a conception is extravagant – 

closer to the world of fairy-tales than of historical processes. (Hroch, 1996: 89) While the Com-

munist Party of the Soviet Union was a dominant force in both state and society, there were peri-

ods when its grip was weakened slightly. One aspect of the state-in-society model entails provid-

ing ‘an anthropology of the state’ (Kohli et al., 1994: 15–16). Migdal argues that we need to 

‘disaggregate’ the state: to avoid treating it as a unitary actor by looking at different levels of in-

teraction both within the state and between state and society. 

Even in the most oppressive regimes, such as the Soviet Union, the state was not as 

monolithic as the totalitarian model suggests. First, the relationship between the Communist 

Party of the Soviet Union and the state was sometimes complex and difficult (see Laird, 1970: 

101). Second, the relationship between Moscow and the various republics often led to the devel-

opment of centre–periphery conflicts. While the centre (Moscow) controlled the periphery (re-

publics), loyalty to the centre was not always absolute. In the Ukrainian republic, pressures to 

satisfy both the centre and local sometimes led to a conflict between loyalties to the Party and – 

especially for nativized Party bureaucrats – loyalties to local interests (Beissinger, 1988). The 

Ukrainian Republic reveals some of the variations in Communist Party control of state and soci-

ety. While the Communist Party was hostile towards Ukrainian nationalism and marginally tol-

erant of Ukrainian identity, at various periods it was unable or unwilling to silence the emerging 

voices of dissent, both within the Party and in Ukrainian society. During the 1960s, expressions 

of nationalist sentiment and discontent over the status quo emerged in two distinct forms: first, in 

the writings of a small but dedicated group of dissidents (see Bilocerkowycz, 1988); second, dis-

content extended to the top of the Ukrainian Communist Party leadership. Petro Shelest, First 

Secretary of the Ukrainian SSR from 1965 to 1972, was an adamant defender of Ukraine’s eco-

nomic interests. While his defense of Ukrainian identity and culture did not mean he was a na-

tionalist, his career represents a link between the ‘national communism’ of the 1920s and its re-

vival – albeit in a different form – in the late 1980s (Pelenski, 1975). Even though expressions of 

national identity were isolated and marginalized, they were never fully extinguished (either by 

design, or through sheer survival). In the 1980s, the symbol and expression of discontent re-

emerged; in the social movements and within the Ukrainian Party itself, anti-colonial sentiments 
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began to emerge, as Party members, officials and emerging social organizations began openly 

questioning the correctness of Moscow’s policies. 

STATE-SOCIETY APPROACH AS AN ORGANIZING FRAMEWORK 

In drawing attention to the state-society approach, I am not suggesting that existing theo-

ries and approaches have no useful value. On the contrary, looking at nationalism in post-Soviet 

states can involve drawing from and highlighting valuable aspects of nationalism which theorists 

have pointed to. For example, Migdal agrees that we need to examine the role of symbols as part 

of the ‘imagining’ of the nation, or creation of a ‘high culture’, for this is part of the nation build-

ing process:  

No state can monitor all its rules; each needs what Peter Berger and Thomas Luckman 

called ‘legitimating universes’, a constellation of symbols justifying state domination. It 

is this need that lies behind the attempts by states to shape the moral or symbolic order of 

their populations . . . It is the transformation of people as they adopt the symbols of the 

state and the transformation of the state as it incorporates symbols from society – both 

seemingly ‘non-political’ processes – that an anthropology of the state can illuminate. 

(Kohli et al., 1994: 15) 

National identity is often used in the creation and maintenance of legitimacy. However, 

this does not mean that the tools used for creating a national (state) identity are always effective. 

This is because the legitimacy process itself is conditioned by the struggles that take place both 

within and between the state and society. How the nation is conceived, therefore, is an object of 

struggle and accommodation. In addition, ethnicity and language, as pointed out by Anderson 

and Smith, play crucial roles in the formation and articulation of the nation. However, in differ-

ent contexts, these factors are part of the matrix of state society relations, and will interplay with 

other factors in different ways. The state-society approach, therefore, is not meant to constitute a 

theory of nationalism. Rather, it is a framework for organizing and explaining nationalism from 

the post-Soviet context. 

CONCLUSION 

The state-society model is important in that it points out the need for new directions in 

the research of post-Soviet nationalisms. As an organizing framework, this approach does not 

seek to replace as much as include and go beyond existing studies and approaches. To better un-

derstand nationalism today, we need to challenge the notion that all the really important ques-

tions about nations and nationalism have been answered. In addition, the issue of the Soviet na-

tional question needs to be reopened, not only as an historical event, but also in understanding 

issues of continuity and change in the transition between Soviet and post-Soviet state and nation 

building. Finally, existing theories of nationalism cannot be assumed to be as universal as they 



 769

attempt to be. We need to reassess how much of these theories apply or do not apply to the So-

viet case. In the end, it is hoped that the study of nationalism in general can be better served. 

[Goshulak, Glenn. “Soviet and Post-Soviet: Challenges to the study of nation and state building,” 

Ethnicities 3(4) 2003: 491–507] 

 

Taras Kuzio 

Identity and nation-building in Ukraine: Defining the ‘Other’ 

This article argues that the construction of a national identity requires the existence of 

contrasting ‘Others’ because the creation of bounded in-groups requires there to be a perceived 

sense of difference to other out-groups (Hall, 1996b: 345; Young, 1997: 161). Civic states are 

composed of both civic and ethnocultural elements, and the particularism of the latter sustains 

the division of liberal universalism into bounded nation-states which are defined differently from 

one another by traits, stereotypes and national characteristics through ‘Otherness’. National iden-

tity is created in relation to ‘Others’ and ‘Nations achieve their identity by means of demarcation 

from other national groups’ (Bruckmuller, 1993: 200; Duara, 1996: 163). 

The sense of ‘Otherness’ becomes more urgent when two sides are both ethnically close 

and where one nationality refuses to recognize the separate existence of the ‘Other’. In such 

situations, the need for national identity to be defined in terms of its difference to ‘Others’ be-

comes more compelling for the nationality denied any right to exist, except as a sub-group of an-

other larger unit. Russian views of Ukrainians and Belarusians closely follow such a pattern be-

cause the majority of ethnic Russians do not perceive their two eastern Slavic neighbours as ‘for-

eign’ but as regional branches of the all-Russian (i.e. east Slavic) ethnocultural group (Kuzio, 

1998b). These views are not only shared by Russian nationalists and communists but also by a 

large number of democrats. 

National identity is never fixed but always in the process of changing and evolving. Its 

construction differs over time, requires difference, and is never a finished process or complete. 

Debates about identity occur in every country and not only in newly independent states, such as 

Ukraine. The revival and evolution of identity among Ukrainians after the disintegration of the 

former USSR is helping to make this identity more self-confident visa-vis the outside world. 

Ukraine is likely to forge its new national identity in the short term through reintegration with 

Europe by emphasizing itself as part of central-eastern Europe. This is being undertaken by con-

trasting itself to the Russian, former Soviet and Eurasian ‘Other’. Competing political groups in 

the Ukrainian elites relate to ‘Europe’ and Russia in different ways because no consensus exists. 

This article focuses upon the role of Ukrainian elites in nation- and state-building because 

they are playing the key role in the construction of national identity in post-Soviet states via a 
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top-down process. It therefore does not discuss the views of the population at large, which have 

been dealt with elsewhere (see Arel and Khmelko, 1996). The theoretical framework is therefore 

consistent with a constructivist view of elite manipulation of public opinion during the nation-

building process. The formation of a Ukrainian collective identity different to Russia’s is still in 

the process of formation but this article agrees with William Zimmerman (1998) that a ‘process 

of differentiation’ is already taking place. Nevssertheless, this process of differentiation ‘consti-

tutes a core element in state and political community formation’ (p. 45). 

The article is divided into three sections. The first section discusses ‘Otherness’ from a 

theoretical perspective in three areas – whether nationbuilding requires ‘Others’, the role of 

‘Others’ when countries are neighbours and culturally close, and how identity is influenced when 

there are ‘significant Others’. The second section surveys the construction of post-Soviet na-

tional identity with reference to the role of ‘Others’ and the attitude of different Ukranian politi-

cal parties to constituting Russia as an ‘Other’. The final section discusses how Russia is por-

trayed as Ukraine’s ‘Other’, domestically and through foreign policy. 

‘OTHERNESS’ AND IDENTITY: A THREE-POINT THEORETICAL SURVEY 

The first area this article investigates is whether the construction of a national identity re-

quires the use of a constituting ‘Other’ to create external difference. Often though, this tells us 

more about ourselves than about the ‘Other’ against whom we are constituting ourselves. As Iver 

Neumann (1993) points out, ‘Identity is inconceivable without difference’ and in constructing 

new identities nationalists and new ruling elites are forced ‘to contrast that identity to something 

different’ (p. 350). John A. Armstrong (1982) also argues that ‘groups tend to define themselves 

not by reference to their own characteristics but by exclusion, that is, by comparison to “strang-

ers” ’ (p. 5). Therefore, when discussing ‘our culture’ a distinction has to be made between ‘us’ 

(the ‘Self’) which is contrasted to the ‘Other’ (Gupta and Ferguson, 1992). The relationship be-

tween the ‘Self’ and ‘Other’ is fluid, particularly in postcolonial settings such as the former 

USSR (Penrose, 1995: 402). 

Otherness and national identity are closely related as they define who the ‘We’ and 

‘They’ are (Connor, 1993: 386; Eriksen, 1993: 11–18, 35, 62, 111; Parekh, 1994: 503, Pieterse, 

1997: 371; Schopflin, 1991: 193; Taras, 1998: 84). ‘They’ are the ‘Others’ who are not regarded 

as a part of the political community, nation, or as citizens of the state. Civic nation-building 

therefore involves two processes – exclusion of ‘Others’ and inclusion of citizens as the ‘We’ 

(Nieguth, 1999). Identity cannot be understood except in relation to ‘Others’ because without 

‘Otherness’ a bounded in-group will be difficult to construct. Nation- and state-building projects 

generate the self and ‘Others’ in the course of the formation of the polity (Alonso, 1994). Jan 

Penrose (1995) believes that ‘as individuals liken themselves to some people and distinguish 



 771

themselves from others, bonds are formed between people who see themselves as similar’ (p. 

402). It is the task of state and nation-builders to ensure that inclusion and exclusion are codified 

and maintained (James, 1996: 33). 

Without such markers a new national identity will not be created because it is through 

confrontation with the ‘Other’ that the community sees what it is not, and what it lacks by recog-

nizing its ‘constitutive outside’ (Hall, 1996a: 4–5). In the early years of independence, postcolo-

nial states, such as Ukraine, have to assert their identity and sovereignty vis-a-vis the former me-

tropolis, now defined as the ‘Other’. Where identities are threatened, as in the Ukrainian case, 

the codification of borders becomes doubly important (Eriksen, 1993: 68; Smith, 1998: 182). 

Sometimes these differences are based upon stereotypes which exist in all societies and define 

the boundaries of groups (Eriksen, 1993: 23). Alan Finlayson (1998) believes that ‘to be itself 

the nation must always produce that antagonistic other which prevents it from being itself’ (p. 

116). ‘Moscow’ is perceived as having stunted and harmed the development of the national or-

ganism by the ruling elites of the majority of the post-Soviet states. But how are ‘Russia’ and 

‘Moscow’ defined when there is no elite consensus? After all, ‘Moscow’ can be defined in dif-

ferent ways – in ethnic terms as ‘Russian’, in territorial terms as the capital city of the former 

USSR (often used synonymously with ‘Russia’) and in ideological terms as the centre of Soviet 

communism. 

A second point to note is that ‘Otherness’ can occur even between societies with no great 

cultural and ethnic differences. These societies could be territorially close and the ‘Other’ could 

thus be perceived as threatening to the core identity. These ‘significant Others’ can blur the dis-

tinctiveness of the group and therefore pose a threat to the very identity of the group. They are 

therefore more of a direct threat to the group’s survival. The public enemy: . . . does not have to 

be morally evil, he [sic] does not have to be aesthetically ugly, he does not have to appear as an 

economic competition, and it can . . . even be advantageous to have business dealings with him. 

He is nevertheless the other, the stranger. (Neumann and Welsh, 1991: 332) 

Research into group behaviour has shown how there can be strong competition between 

two groups where in reality there is very little to differentiate them. In the initial phase of nation-

building, identity is shaped in the struggle with the former metropolis, now the ‘Other’. Accord-

ing to Triandafyllidou (1998), this can be particularly severe, as in the Ukrainian–Russian case, 

when rival nations contest territory, history and cultural heritage ‘by asserting that specific 

myths, symbols and/or ancestry are part of their national past’. This is a direct threat to the vi-

ability of the former dependency (i.e. Ukraine) because ‘They thus threaten the ingroup’s sense 

of uniqueness and authenticity. The ingroup may therefore be led to redefine its identity in order 

to assert that the contested symbols or myths are its own cultural property’ (p. 602). This has oc-
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curred in the Ukrainian–Russian case through the contest over history because historiography, 

myths and legends – which are structured by culture – in order to establish who is in and who is 

out (Schopflin, 1997: 20). Wilson (1997), Wanner (1998) and Kuzio (1998a) have all stressed 

the centrality of historiography, myths and symbols to Ukraine’s redefinition of itself and the 

creation of a new national identity different to the ethnic or territorial Russian and former Soviet 

‘Other’. Ukraine had little choice but to reject Tsarist or Soviet historiography that denied the 

very existence of a Ukrainian ethnic group or defined it as a temporary historical aberration 

(Janmaat, 2000). 

If there is no consensus on the ‘Other’, the choice of historical myths and how the past is 

portrayed will be inconsistent. In the Ukrainian–Russian case four examples will suffice to show 

this. Is the medieval Kyiv Rus’ state an embryo Ukrainian state (as Ukrainian historiography 

claims), the first ‘Russian’ state (as traditional Western and Tsarist historiography claims) or the 

joint property of all three eastern Slavs (Kuzio, 2001b)? In the Soviet era, historical study of 

Kyiv Rus was only allowed to be undertaken in Russia, even though Moscow was founded 600 

years later than Kyiv [Kiev], because Ukrainian history was deemed to have only begun in the 

14th century. Is the 1654 Periaslav Treaty the ‘reunification’ of two ‘Russian peoples’ (as Tsarist 

and Soviet historiography claimed), the annexation of one country by another, or the creation of 

a temporary confederal alliance (as Ukrainian historiography argues)? Were the Bolshevik inva-

sions of Ukraine in 1917–21 from communist Russia or an ideological group; in other words, 

should Russians as an ethnic group or a communist ideology be blamed for the loss of Ukrainian 

independence in 1920? Finally, should the Soviet regime be depicted as the enemy and the mis-

fortunes suffered by Ukraine be blamed on ‘Russia’ or communist ideology from which Russians 

also suffered? Did ‘Russia’ gain or lose from its leadership of the USSR? If the ruling elites ac-

cept the central tenets of Tsarist and Soviet nationality policies that there are few, if any, differ-

ences between the three eastern Slavic groups then nation-building is abandoned in favour of re-

integration with the metropolis, as it has been in the case of Belarus (Eke and Kuzio, 2000; 

Kuzio and Nordberg, 1999). Belarusian President Alyaksandr Lukashenka largely accepts that 

Belarusians are a regional branch of Russians. Lukashenka does not therefore perceive Russia as 

a former ‘imperialist’ power because his views are similar to those of the Ukrainian left. This 

definition of past Soviet policies by the metropolis as either ‘imperialist’ (i.e. the view of those 

who are creating a nation-state or those who mourn the loss of national statehood or identity) or 

as ‘nation-building’ (i.e. the view of Lukashenka and the Ukrainian left) is as applicable to the 

eastern Slavic case as it is to France. French nation-builders will have allies in the non-French 

periphery, just as Russia has allies in Belarus. But, the non-Russian and French peripheries also 

have those who describe Russian and French policies as ‘imperialist’ and ‘colonial’, rather than 
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as ‘nation-building’. If the central tenets of Tsarist and Soviet nationalities policies are not ac-

cepted, as in the Ukrainian case, the ruling elites feel compelled to prove that a Ukrainian na-

tionality exists and that Ukrainians are indeed different to Russians. The Ukrainian independent 

state is mythologizing itself as the culmination of a 1000-year desire to exist that was thwarted 

by the ‘Other’. How this ‘Other’ is defined in Ukraine influences debates on a wide variety of 

domestic and foreign policy issues. Both Janmaat (2000) and Kolsto (2000) conclude that 

Ukraine under the more Russophile Kuchma since 1994 has still continued the main tenets of the 

nation-building project outlined in the Leonid Kravchuk era (1991–4). Both scholars argue that 

this was because Ukraine’s elites believe that if Ukraine wishes to maintain itself as an inde-

pendent state it has no choice but to continue nation-building policies that seek to mould a na-

tional identity different to its neighbours (principally Russia), with its own ‘unique’ history that 

helps to create a sense of difference. Elites committed to maintaining an independent state will 

continue to forge a ‘Self’ different to ‘Others’. An important aspect of creating difference for the 

‘Self’ in relation to the ‘Other’ is language. Yet, this is not always the case. Germany and Aus-

tria speak the same language and post-war Austrian nation-building nevertheless created a sepa-

rate identity. In some cases, such as Eire (the Republic of Ireland), which is now largely English-

speaking, different elements are used in producing difference from its closest neighbour, Britain 

(Triandafyllidou, 1998: 598). The elevation of the Ukrainian and the downgrading of the Russian 

languages have bedevilled relations between Ukraine and Russia (Kuzio, 2001c). Russians are 

accustomed to the view that their language is ‘superior’, spoken by ‘cultured’ peoples and the 

medium through which Ukrainians and Belarusians should access the outside world. Belarusian 

President Lukashenka believes there are only two worthwhile languages – Russian and English 

(not Belarusian) – and has continued Soviet-era ‘Russification’ policies. To many Russians the 

Ukrainian and Belarusian languages are therefore ‘provincial’, ‘peasant’ languages unfit for state 

elites, culture or the technical sciences. A similar view exists among the French towards provin-

cial cultures in Brittany, Corsica and elsewhere. ‘Otherness’ can still play a role in defining iden-

tity even where the same language is spoken (e.g. English in Eire and Scotland, Russian in east-

ern Ukraine). In these examples, other factors – history, political culture, foreign policy – play 

the role of defining ‘Otherness’. This is because individuals may find it difficult to define their 

national characteristics, ‘and yet may have an intuitive sense, when confronted with foreigners, 

of where the differences lie’ (Miller, 1995: 27). Such a process is accelerated by the creation of a 

bounded in-group in nation-states (Kuzio, 1998a: 100–18). 

The third area of theoretical significance discusses ‘significant Others’, such as Russians 

in the Ukrainian case, which serve to ‘strengthen the sense of belonging of the group and demar-

cation of its territory, ethnic or cultural boundaries’ (Triandafyllidou, 1998: 603; see also Motyl, 
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1998: 30–1). The perception that Russia seeks to subvert Ukrainian independence forces 

Ukraine’s elites to be on guard as defenders of Ukrainian sovereignty (D’Anieri, 1999), arguing 

for the delimitation and demarcation of borders and not agreeing to Russian proposals for trans-

parent CIS (Commonwealth of Independent States) internal frontiers (Kuzio, 1998a). The con-

struction of the ‘Other’ is therefore tied to both domestic and foreign politics. National integra-

tion is pursued by nation-building elites by stressing the domestic similarities of the in-group 

(e.g. Ukrainians) in contrast to foreign ‘Others’ (e.g. Russians). ‘Thus, for the nation to exist 

there must be some out-group against which the unity and homogeneity of the ingroup is tested’ 

(Triandafyllidou, 1998: 598). This ‘Other’ can be defined in ideological, ethnical or territorial 

terms (or a combination of them). In the case of many newly independent states still debating the 

contours of their national identity, what the ‘Other’ did, and who the ‘Other’ is, this is still not 

uniformly agreed even at the elite level (Shulman, 1999). The continued promotion of nation- 

and state-building by Ukrainian elites is confusing to Russia as it conflicts with their traditional 

perception of the outside world, where Ukraine should follow Belarus’s example. As Ukraine 

continues to build a nation-state, the impact upon Russian identity will therefore be significant, 

both detrimentally (Shils, 1995: 107) and positively. By rejecting any ‘reunion’ with Russia, the 

Ukrainian elites are encouraging Russia also to reject empire-forging in favour of civic nation-

building within the borders of the Russian Federation. The Russian sense of ‘Self’ is forced to 

change and evolve in such an environment. 

THE CONSTRUCTION OF UKRAINIAN NATIONAL IDENTITY: The role of the 

‘Other’ 

National collective self-consciousness requires, at the very least, a minimum perception 

of ‘Others’ beyond one’s recognized borders. Foreign policy plays an important role in nation- 

and state-building by defining the state internationally and domestically as different to other 

states. For any country of the former USSR committed to nation- and state-building, the defini-

tion of its sovereignty is a central question that would inevitably bring it into dispute with a Rus-

sia that, due to its size and power, is likely to be, or strives to become, a regional hegemon (Ba-

rner-Barry and Hody, 1995: 344). Since 2000, Russia under President Vladimir Putin has re-

turned to many of these ideological tenets, as seen by the re-institution of the Soviet national an-

them with new lyrics. The new Russian anthem was supported by a crossparty consensus, includ-

ing the majority of Russian democratic parties. 

Ukraine’s growing national self-identification is closely tied to differentiating itself from 

‘Others’. Russia is the closest in historical, cultural, linguistic and ethnic terms and therefore 

there is a need to distance Ukraine even more from it than is the case for central Europeans. Vo-

lodymyr Hry’niov, former presidential adviser on regional questions, a proponent of two state 
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languages (Russian and Ukrainian) and a ‘Strategic Partnership’ with Russia, believes that, ‘the 

main domination of Ukrainian policies for a long period of time (under former President Leonid 

Kravchuk) were demonstrations of tendencies to as much as possible and as far as possible sepa-

rate from Russia’ (Hryn’iov, 1995: 81). 

Language plays a crucial role in self-identification as it is potentially a symbol of one’s 

distinctiveness, and language is often (although, as we have seen, not always) an important factor 

in differentiating ethnic communities. ‘The different function of language becomes particularly 

relevant when, as in the case of the Ukrainians who are culturally and religiously relatively close 

to the Russians, there are few other unambiguous symbols of differences available’ (Farmer, 

1980: 123, 211). The fact that an independent Eire largely speaks English made little difference 

because Eire was predominantly Gaelic in culture and separated by sea from Anglo-Saxon Eng-

land. Language becomes more important when cultures are in conflict, as in Northern Ireland. 

Sinn Fein insisted on the use of Gaelic in the Northern Irish Assembly to prove its commitment 

to Irish culture and to show its authenticity as an Irish nationalist movement. The debate within 

Ireland after it achieved home rule after 1922 was strikingly similar to that in Ukraine after 1992. 

In both countries, knowledge of the Gaelic and Ukrainian languages was perceived as a test of 

patriotism. This led to fears on the part of the English-speaking Irish and Russianspeaking 

Ukrainians of forced assimilation. Both countries debated to what extent the negative aspects of 

the colonial past should be discarded, particularly in the language sphere. Should Russification 

and Anglicization be completely or partially reversed? Indeed, is it feasible to completely turn 

back the clock to a mythical precolonial era? Russian-speaking Ukrainians pose a particular 

problem. Their language preference can sometimes suggest a foreign orientation which is Eura-

sian and they are the object of territorial designs from a Russia which is attempting to speak, and 

threatening to militarily intervene on behalf of, Russianspeakers (not only ethnic Russians). Rus-

sia’s defence of Russian-speakers (‘compatriots’) in the former USSR, especially in Belarus and 

Ukraine, who are not recognized as permanent independent states, therefore poses a serious secu-

rity problem for these states. It also provides a temptation for these new nation-states to reverse 

the process of Russification that occurred over centuries through affirmative action policies and 

Ukrainianization. This has been negatively criticized by some Western scholars as introducing a 

‘nationalising state’ (see Arel, 1995; Kuzio, 2001a). The need to develop and exaggerate Ukrain-

ian differences with Russia as the ‘Other’ has also played a role in Ukrainian politics because not 

only Russia – but also the West – was initially highly sceptical about Ukraine’s chances of sur-

vival as an independent state. Former French President Valery Giscard d’Estaing argued in Feb-

ruary 1993 that, ‘the independence of Ukraine is about as ridiculous as the separation of the 

Rhones-Alpes region from France’ (Van Ham, 1994: 44). During 1992–4, when the West pur-
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sued a ‘Russia-first’ policy towards the CIS, Western governments, scholars and journalists were 

still working under the influence of a Russocentricism that had largely dominated historiography 

and Sovietology in the West (see Motyl, 1989; Subtelny, 1994). Ukraine’s regional and linguistic 

divisions led to predictions in 1993–4 by Western intelligence agencies and journalists that the 

country was on the verge of disintegration. 

This view was premised on a weak and divided national identity, the large number of 

Russians, Russian-speakers and their conflict with Ukrainianspeaking ‘nationalists’ (Rumer, 

1994). D’Anieri has led the way in analysing the failure to normalize Ukrainian–Russian rela-

tions by pointing to unresolved national identities on both sides as the culprit. These unresolved 

national identity questions have prevented the ‘normalization’ of relations that Kuchma claimed 

he was uniquely suited to promote when he was elected as the second (and still current) Ukrain-

ian president in July 1994. In reality he was little better than his ‘nationalist’ predecessor in de-

veloping a ‘strategic partnership’ with Russia. This is reflected in their inter-state trade which 

has declined by half since 1996, a growing gap in their geopolitical orientations, the lack of im-

plementation of the 1997 political and 1998 economic treaties, Russia’s continual opposition to 

Ukraine’s plans for a CIS free-trade zone, and Russia and Ukraine’s failure to develop normal 

energy trade. According to a February 2000 poll of Russian elites, 84 percent continue to assess 

Ukrainian policies negatively (Zerkalo Nedeli, 15 April 2000). 

Domestic divisions in the use of Russia as the ‘Other’ 

Those on the radical left (communists and progressive socialists) in Ukraine remain 

committed to a ‘Russia’ and Eurasia that they perceive as the stepping stone to the revival of the 

former USSR. The radical left, who commanded 30 percent of the popular vote in the 1990s, see 

both the West and the new post-Soviet and anti-communist Russia as the ‘Other’. To the left, the 

West represents many of the old Soviet negative stereotypes of NATO, the IMF and World Bank 

that are reducing Ukraine to a ‘colonial’ state. The leader of the Communist Party of Ukraine, 

Petro Symonenko, argues: ‘It is no longer possible for Ukraine to resolve any type of big ques-

tion of its internal and external policies without agreement with its overseas lords.’ Government 

programmes and presidential decrees are therefore allegedly Ukrainian-language translations of 

documents produced by institutions such as the IMF. ‘The main outcome of all of this is that the 

colonization of Ukraine continues’ (Holos Ukraiiny, 21 November 1997). The new anti-

communist Russia of former President Borys Yeltsin, its oligarchs, privatization, social depriva-

tion and post-communism is also an ‘Other’ for the Ukrainian left. The Ukrainian left, together 

with their Russian colleagues, seek to completely reverse post-Soviet developments in both 

countries, however unreal this is, and blame the West and ‘domestic puppets’ in both Ukraine 

and Russia for unravelling the domestic and foreign ‘achievements’ of the Soviet era. They 
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therefore seek to resurrect the USSR as an alternative to both Ukraine’s integration into the West 

(i.e. ‘return to Europe’) and to integration with a Russian Federation ruled by clans and oli-

garchs. 

Ukraine’s communists ardently believe that when Ukraine was part of the former USSR it 

had far greater sovereignty than that which it enjoys today. Because Ukraine’s communists are 

also pan-eastern Slavic in their ideology they do not see wide differences between Russians and 

Ukrainians (a view similar to Belarusian President Lukashenka). Hence, they support Russian as 

a second state language and Russians, constitutionally defined, as a second titular nation (and 

not, as in the June 1996 constitution, as a ‘national minority’). 

The radical left face a difficult challenge domestically and abroad (Haran and Majboroda, 

2000). Unless they are allied to the moderate left Socialist and Peasant Parties the radical left 

will never be able to command enough votes to obtain a large presence in parliament or in presi-

dential elections. Although the socioeconomic crisis has made large numbers of people under-

standably nostalgic for the Soviet past, they also remember the negative political and human 

rights record of the Soviet regime. A party calling for the revival of the USSR, such as the com-

munists, will never therefore succeed in gaining either a majority in parliament or the presi-

dency, a factor reflected in the defeat of the Ukrainian communist leader in the second round of 

the 1999 presidential elections. 

The Soviet past therefore conjures up mixed feelings for the Ukrainian population – it is a 

positive ‘Other’ socioeconomically and a negative ‘Other’ politically. The latter aspect is likely 

to grow as more people will become socialized into the new Ukrainian historiography that dis-

cusses negative aspects of the Soviet regime, such as the 1933 artificial famine that claimed 

seven million lives. The year 2000 was also the first year of Ukrainian economic growth and, if 

the economy continues to improve, nostalgia for the Soviet past will narrow to hard-core com-

munist supporters. The communist desire to revive the former USSR places it virtually alone on 

the anti-statehood side of the political spectrum and in disagreement with the moderate left, such 

as the Socialists, who would align themselves with the centre and centre-right in support of 

Ukrainian statehood. 
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The communist desire to revive the former USSR also places them on a collision course 

with the Russian Communist Party. The Communist Party of Ukraine is to the left of its Russian 

colleagues, is hard-line communist and hostile to Ukrainian nationalism and statehood. It would 

probably only accept a new USSR built as a new equal confederation (not as the former federa-

tion). In contrast, the Russian Communist Party is more nationalistic and imperialistic than 

communist and seeks to build a new union under Russian leadership – not in an equal confedera-

tion. For Gennadiy Zyuganov, the Russian Communist leader, the ‘national idea’ and Russia as a 

‘great power’ are more important than communism (Urban, 1998). The radical right, of course, 

reflects the opposite extreme (Kuzio, 1997). Slogans such as ‘Kyiv versus Moscow’ of the Con-

gress of Ukrainian Nationalists and the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists, clearly reflect 

their view of Russia as the ‘Other’ in extremis. Dmytro Dontsov, the most influential Ukrainian 

integral nationalist ideologist, portrayed Ukraine as the front-line defence of European civiliza-

tion against the ‘Asian, Muscovite hordes of the East’ (Motyl, 1980: 61–85). 

This ethnic view of Russia as the ‘Other’ is equally hostile to Russians in Ukraine (as 

ethnic nationalists they do not support a civic, inclusive state) and in the Russian Federation. 

Russians living in Ukraine are seen as a ‘fifth column’ and are to be harshly dealt with through 
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special restrictions or by being expelled (Shved, 1994: 81). As opponents of liberal democracy 

their programme for an ‘ethnocratic’ state places Ukrainians at the top of a pyramid of ethnic 

groups who would rule over others. An integral nationalist ideology of ‘Kyiv versus Moscow’ 

sees Ukraine as the easternmost bastion of Europe, and Russia as lying within Asia. The centre-

right are more conscious in their effort to differentiate between ‘our Russians’ (i.e. those living 

within Ukraine) and ‘those Russians’ (i.e. living in the Russian Federation) who constitute the 

‘Other’. They do not therefore deny that Russians living in Ukraine constitute a part of the civic 

nation. The Russian ‘Other’ is defined in ethnoterritorial terms as both the Russian Federation 

and as its Russians who refuse to accept Ukrainians as a separate ethnic group and Ukrainian 

independence as a permanent entity. Centre-right political parties, such as Rukh, unequivocally 

see Ukraine as a European state and, like their nationalist colleagues, see Russia as largely lying 

outside Europe. Table 1 summarizes these attitudes.  

The main division over the question of whether Russia should be perceived as the 

‘Other’, and where Ukraine’s future orientation lies (Europe or Eurasia), divides the centrist lib-

erals and social democrats perhaps more than any other political parties in Ukraine. Pro-Kuchma 

centrist political parties, such as the People’s Democratic, United Social Democrats, Liberals and 

Regional Revival, see both Ukraine and Russia as lying within Europe and do not see any con-

tradiction in Ukraine rejoining Europe with Russia (see Table 2). The main party organ of the 

Liberal party is entitled Ukraina – Evropa – Svit (Ukraine – Europe – The World). The Inter-

Regional Bloc of Reforms (MRBR), on the other hand, which the current Ukrainian President, 

Kuchma, jointly led during the 1994 parliamentary and presidential elections but with whom he 

has since distanced himself, has a more pro-Russian orientation. They see Russia as a ‘strategic 

partner’, feel that Ukraine will not be allowed to ‘rejoin Europe’ and therefore argue that 

Ukraine should find a place for itself within Eurasia. Centrists agree with their centre-right col-

leagues that the former USSR is largely an ‘Other’, except in certain areas such as the Soviet war 

effort in World War II. But, whereas the centre-right denounce the entire Soviet past in negative 

terms, they instead take a middle path and argue that the Soviet era had both positive and nega-

tive moments in its history. For example, while the centre-right, whose popularity is primarily in 

western Ukraine, sees the Soviet army in World War II as an occupying force, in a manner simi-

lar to the predominant views among titular nationalities in the three Baltic states, eastern-

southern Ukrainians, where centrists and the left are more popular, view it in a more balanced 

manner (i.e. not so clear-cut). Their inability to decide who the ‘Other’ is, and their tendency to 

take a middle of the road approach in dealing with difficult issues in domestic and foreign poli-

cies, have led to accusations against them by both the left and right that they are de-ideologized 
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and cosmopolitan, and thereby unable to develop a unifying ‘national idea’ (see Ukrainian 

Communist leader Symonenko in Tserkalo Tyzhnia, 16 September 2000). 

This division within the centre-right and centrist camps in Ukraine explains why the do-

mestic lobby for reform was unable to unite and remained weak throughout the 1990s (Kubicek, 

1997). Both of these camps are committed to reform to varying degrees but hold different views 

on nation- and state-building and foreign policy questions. These divisions influence their per-

ceptions of Russia as an ‘Other’ from an ethnoterritorial, territorial or ideological viewpoint. 

When statehood is threatened by the communists, as during the second round of the 1999 presi-

dential elections, the centre-right and centre will ally themselves in support of statehood. The 

centrists and centre-right remained divided until early 2000 when the non-left majority, com-

posed of centrists and the centre-right, took control of the parliamentary leadership. The parlia-

mentary majority is united only by its hostility towards the left – not with regard to policies on 

nation- and statebuilding, domestic reform and foreign policy. A central factor that divides them 

inside and outside parliament remains how to define Ukrainian national identity and the ‘Other’. 

The fragility of this alliance could be seen when a scandal involving President Kuchma’s alleged 

authorization of the murder of a critical journalist unfolded in November 2000. For the first time 

in independent Ukraine the left and centre-right united against the centre, which continued to 

back Kuchma, the patron of oligarchic centrist parties. 

RUSSIA AS UKRAINE’S CONSTITUTING ‘OTHER’ 

The national consensus achieved during the declaration of independence by Ukraine on 

24 August 1991, and its subsequent endorsement by 92 percent of the population in a referendum 

on 1 December 1991, cannot be understood without reference to the role of the ‘Party of Power’ 

(i.e. deideologized former national communists). They jumped the Soviet ship, refused to sign 

Mikhail Gorbachev’s Union Treaty, and went into alliance with the pro-independence Rukh. 

While some motive may be ascribed to territorial patriotism (Ukraine has a tradition of national 

communism going back to 1917–1921) a pre-eminent factor must have also been a negation of 

developments then taking place in Russia. Russia, under President Borys Yeltsin, was then riding 

a victorious anti-communist, pro-free market philosophy that felt threatening to these former na-

tional communists in Ukraine. Consequently, between 1991–4 Kravchuk (Ukraine’s first presi-

dent) prioritized nation- and state-building, ignored reform and co-opted the centre-right view of 

Russia as an ethnoterritorial ‘Other’ (Szporluk, 1992: 105). When the three eastern Slav leaders 

met on 7–8 December 1991 to dissolve the USSR they were only united in their dislike of Gor-

bachev (see D’Anieri et al., 1999: 10–44). Whether the CIS should be a Russian-led confedera-

tion, which has cross-party support, or move to a ‘civilized divorce’ (the Ukrainian view) that 
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would allow nation- and state-building, have divided the CIS into two camps since its founda-

tion. 

That this negation of Russia by the Ukrainian ‘Party of Power’ was not devoid of territo-

rial (but, not necessarily ethnocultural) nationalism could be seen by its continued support for 

Ukrainian independence and the commitment of Kravchuk’s successor, Kuchma, to continue his 

policies of nation- and state-building. After President Kuchma’s election in July 1994, Russia 

was no longer perceived as an ideological (in contrast to a military or subversive) threat, as it 

was under his predecessor, Kravchuk. Kuchma introduced economic reforms in October 1994 

and therefore did not see reform in Russia as a threat to the ruling elites’ interests, as had the 

former national communists under Kravchuk. The perception of Russia as Ukraine’s ‘Other’ 

changed from ethnoterritorial to territorial. Support for reintegration with Russia remains the 

preserve of only the left, and both reformist camps (centrists and the centre-right) look nega-

tively at Belarusian moves towards union with Russia undertaken by the anti-reformist and neo-

Soviet Lukashenka. 

Nevertheless, the centre-right and centrists continue to hold ethnoterritorial and territorial 

views respectively as to how the national project and the ‘Other’ should be defined. This can 

bring charges from the centre-right that the centrists are content with the inherited status quo be-

cause they are less enthusiastic about upgrading the Ukrainian language and downgrading Rus-

sian. Nevertheless, in other less contentious areas such as symbols, anniversaries, historiography 

and threats to statehood, both groups have similar views (Birch, 2000). 

Former President Kravchuk’s identification of Russia as the ‘Other’ against whom 

Ukraine could forge a new national identity, ‘provided an ideal opportunity for such nation 

building’. The Black Sea Fleet, the Crimea, former Soviet assets and recognition of existing Rus-

sian–Ukrainian borders all proved to be useful tools to constitute Russia as the ‘Other’. But when 

constituting this ‘Other’ the Ukrainian elites had to tread carefully when differentiating between 

‘our Russians’ and ‘those Russians’ living in the neighbouring Russian Federation, a dangerous 

tightrope along which to walk (see Motyl, 1995). A Ukrainian scholar describes Russian–

Ukrainian attitudes towards one another as follows: 

. . . Russians tend to view Ukraine as part of an Orthodox Slavic civilization created in 

large measure by the union of the three East Slavic nations under Russian leadership; 

Ukrainians harbour a strong sense of themselves as a separate nation, with Russia playing 

only the role of the ‘Other’. (Polokhalo, 1995: 336–7) 

As Parliamentary Speaker on a visit to Germany in 1991 Kravchuk demanded the right to 

a Ukrainian interpreter. The Russian media corps ridiculed this demand, claiming it was as ludi-

crous as Bavarians coming to Moscow and demanding an interpreter to translate a Bavarian dia-
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lect (Laba, 1996: 12). Ukrainians were – and continue to be – constituted within Russian identity 

as a regional branch of ‘Russians’. Russian behaviour towards Ukraine centres on the belief that 

its independence is a ‘temporary aberration’. The Russian media has depicted Ukrainians as a 

people desiring to ‘reunite’ with Russia but prevented from doing so by corrupt, former national 

communists, turned ‘nationalists’ (Miller, 1996; Velychenko, 1993, 1994). Two thirds of Rus-

sians do not consider Ukrainians to be a separate nation (Subtelny, 1995: 190; see also Lester, 

1994). 

President Yeltsin’s military bombardment of his parliament in Autumn 1993, military in-

tervention in Chechnya and preference for integration within a Russian-led CIS all fit the stereo-

type of Russia as the historically, imperialistic, authoritarian ‘Other’. This feeds into a negative 

ethnocultural and territorial ‘Other’ stereotype for the centre-right and centrist political camps 

respectively. Chechnya is not perceived either within Ukraine, or many other former Soviet 

states such as the three Baltic republics, as an integral part of ‘Russia’ but as a territory that was 

forcibly incorporated within the Tsarist empire and the USSR. There is also sympathy with the 

‘ethnic cleansing’ of Chechens and Crimean Tatars in 1944. Ultimately, it is feared that Russia’s 

brutal interventions in Chechnya may be followed by intervention elsewhere in the former 

USSR. Although Ukrainian officials have therefore been steadfast in their support for Russia’s 

(and Serbia’s) territorial integrity, this has been tempered by criticism of the methods used in 

Chechnya and Kosovo. During the Chechnya conflicts of the 1990s, support for union with Rus-

sia declined from approximately one third to a quarter in Ukraine. A major factor in reducing this 

support to the hard core communist electorate is the fear that Ukraine would be dragged into 

conflict in other regions of the former USSR if it joined the CIS Collective Security Treaty (CIS 

CST).  

The Ukrainian elites have stated that they would only agree to the use of Ukrainian forces 

in peacekeeping operations in the CIS under UN or OSCE (Organisation for Security and Coop-

eration in Europe) – not CIS – mandates. Even in the case of Belarus, Russia’s most enthusiastic 

ally, it has an opt out clause of its membership of the CIS CST that does not allow its president 

to send Belarusian troops to ‘hot spots’ in the CIS. Ukraine has never joined the CIS CST. An 

authoritative opinion poll conducted by the SOTSIS-Gallup sociological service throughout 

Ukraine in Spring 1995 found 74 percent of those polled had negative views about Russia’s mili-

tary intervention in Chechnya. Only 9 percent agreed with Russia’s action. The most opposed to 

the military intervention were respondents in western and central Ukraine. Even in the Crimea 

those who supported Russia’s intervention still only amounted to 16 percent (nearly double the 

national average but, nevertheless, still a small number). Only 6 percent of those polled believed 
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the state had the right to support its territorial integrity at any cost (Demokratychna Ukraiina, 2 

March 1995). 

The views of the Ukrainian population towards the current Chechen conflict from 1999 

have only slightly altered. In principle, the Ukrainian leadership supports Russia’s defence of its 

territorial integrity but is critical towards the methods used by its security forces. This view is 

backed by 30 percent of Ukrainians. The majority of those polled (61 percent) either opposed 

any type of military actions such as those that led to bloodshed, or else completely opposed Rus-

sian policies in Chechnya (Den’, 7 December 1999; 19% gave no answer). Approximately two 

thirds to three quarters of Ukrainians have therefore opposed – and continue to oppose – Russia’s 

conduct of the Chechen conflict since 1995. 

Ukraine did not inherit a uniform national identity. Its post-Soviet nation- and state-

building project is therefore bound up with a debate over how this identity will be constituted 

and in what manner its neighbours will be ‘Others’. Tension with neighbours shapes this national 

identity because all identities require ‘Others’ that are constantly evolving over time (Prizel, 

1998: 18). This is particularly the case in newly independent countries (such as Ukraine) which 

harbour a cultural and political resentment against the former imperial power that manifests itself 

in feelings of political and social injustice, culture defensiveness, a fascination with the past, and 

resentment at being marginalized in European integration and internationally (Prizel, 1998: 23–

4). 

William Zimmerman (1998) believes that Ukrainian and Russian identities are diverging 

and that this is most evident in how they perceive the outside world. As he argues: ‘it seems clear 

that Ukrainians across all three regions operate with cognitions of their political world that are 

different in important ways from those of respondents in the three regions of European Russia’ 

(p. 52). Russians were far more likely to uphold an assertive foreign policy towards the outside 

world (e.g. on NATO enlargement). Therefore, the Russian and Ukrainian foreign policy dia-

logues are different and ‘Ukrainians tend to define their answers in ways which imply underlying 

parameters that set the terms of the foreign policy dialogue in ways that Russians do not’ (Zim-

merman, 1998: 53). This was clearly seen in 1999 when both the Ukrainian ruling elites and 

population reacted in a far more constrained manner to NATO’s bombing of Kosovo and Serbia. 

Ukraine never, for example, halted its cooperation with NATO, unlike Russia. The NATO In-

formation Centre was only closed in Moscow, not Kyiv. 

Europe or Eurasia? 

Within Ukraine the debate as to whether Ukraine should strive to ‘rejoin’ Europe or 

commit itself to remain within Eurasia was especially fierce in the mid-1990s after Kuchma was 

elected. This was because the centre-right were afraid that he would accept the post-Soviet status 
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quo, halt the nationbuilding project, and reintegrate with Russia (Holos Ukraiiny, 12 December 

1995; The Ukrainian Weekly, 25 February 1996). Which should be Ukraine’s ‘strategic choice’ – 

Europe or Eurasia? (Chas, 22 December 1995; Holos Ukraiiny, 4 November, 18 November 

1995; Molod Ukraiiny, 18 January 1996). This choice of ‘Europe’ or ‘Eurasia’ is also defined as 

Ukraine taking either the ‘Belarusian’ or ‘Polish’ roads (i.e. Eurasian or European roads respec-

tively). ‘The choice of the “Belarus” option would signify, in our opinion, national catastrophe 

for Ukraine’, a Ukrainian author argues. In contrast, he backs the ‘Polish’ road as, ‘an aspiration 

to integration in the economic, political-military structures of Western Europe’ (Kyivski vidomo-

sti, 20 December 1995). Another author adds that, ‘The scenario for Ukraine’s partnership with 

the United States and Europe is perceived with the greatest enthusiasm in Ukraine, but it evokes 

a certain leeriness on the part of Russia and the West’ (Most, 1 October 1995). 

After the disintegration of the former USSR, then Ukrainian President Kravchuk held a 

pro-European orientation. To him and then Foreign Minister Anatoly Zlenko ‘rejoining Europe’ 

and distancing Ukraine as far as possible from the Russian ‘Other’ was Ukraine’s strategic prior-

ity. The CIS was therefore viewed as purely a temporary phenomenon which helped bring about 

a ‘civilized divorce’, thereby preventing the carnage of the former Yugoslavia. Hence, Ukraine 

restricted its activities within the CIS to economic questions while participating to the fullest ex-

tent it was permitted in integration with the West, central Europe and the Black Sea region. 

Ukraine only opposes the construction of supranational structures and symbols for the CIS; 

hence its consistent refusal to ratify the CIS Charter. Ukraine drew up the draft Charter for the 

Black Sea Economic Agreement, a body it does not see as a threat to its sovereignty, unlike a 

reanimated CIS which it would view as the former USSR in all but name. As a centrist, Kuchma 

attempted to square the circle by acknowledging closer relations with Russia and the CIS, while 

preserving Ukrainian independence by moving closer to Europe. Kuchma faced a dilemma be-

cause, ‘the circle cannot be squared: the Kuchma administration’s intentions, its policies, goals 

and rhetoric threaten to undermine Ukraine’s separate identity vis-à-vis Russia’ (Burant, 1995: 

1137). By stressing Ukraine’s ‘ancient’ relations to Russia this, in turn, plays down its central 

European links, ‘the source of a Ukrainian identity distinct from Russia’. Burant (1995) has ar-

gued that, ‘Such remarks in turn provide grist for the mill of those in Russia who cannot imagine 

Ukraine’s existence apart from it’ (p. 1139). 

Centrist parties and leaders around Kuchma attempt to strike a balance by acknowledging 

Ukraine’s desire to ‘return to Europe’ together with Russia (i.e. not denying that Russia is also a 

part of Europe as the centreright largely do). It also removes ethnicity as a form of ‘Otherness’ 

between both states. This attempt to square the circle has led to a vague ‘multivector’ foreign 

policy that defines both the USA and Russia as ‘strategic partners’, and Ukraine as ‘non-bloc’ 
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and neutral between an expanding NATO and the CIS military bloc. Under Kuchma, Ukraine 

was no longer described as a ‘buffer’ holding back on behalf of Europe an imperialistic Russia – 

but as a ‘bridge’ linking Europe to Russia. Ukraine as a ‘bridge’, in contrast to a ‘buffer’ under 

Kravchuk, downplays Russia as a negative ‘Other’ in ethnoterritorial terms. Ukraine is still dis-

trustful of Russian intentions, a factor that has grown as the union of Russia and Belarus became 

more substantial in the late 1990s. Belarus’s union with Russia is perceived by all the remaining 

CIS states as its subservience to Russia and the loss of its sovereignty. No other state has there-

fore agreed to join the union, even Russophile states such as Kazakhstan or Armenia. From late 

1997 Ukraine promoted the creation of a pro-Western regional counterweight to Russian designs 

for the CIS through the creation of the regional pro-Western, anti-CIS integration GUUAM 

(Georgia, Ukraine, Uzbekistan, Azerbaijan, Moldova) group in the CIS (Kuzio, 2000). Russia’s 

inability to accept Ukrainian independence as permanent and relations between both states as 

equal will persist for the immediate future. This will mean that Russia will continue to remain an 

ethnoterritorial ‘Other’ for the Ukrainian centre-right and a territorial ‘Other’ for centrist politi-

cal parties and leaders. For the Ukrainian left, on the other hand, ‘Russia’ is defined, as it was in 

the former USSR, as synonymous with the USSR and the ‘positive achievements’ of the Soviet 

era. As Russia gradually builds a civic nation its acceptance of Ukraine as an independent state 

will grow, a factor that may reduce the requirement of Ukraine’s elites to portray Russia as a 

negative ‘Other’. Although the threat to Ukrainian independence will therefore decline in propor-

tion to the growth of a more self-confidant civic Russian nation how the ‘Other’ is defined could 

also change. Nation-building in Ukraine will continue tosharpen differences with Russia, particu-

larly within the realm of education, historiography and myths. As more Ukrainians become self-

conscious of what has been described to them by their leaders as a tragic history, a greater pro-

portion of them may move into the centre-right camp, as in the Baltic states, thereby increasing 

the number of those who see Russia as an ethnocultural ‘Other’. Clearly, the relationship be-

tween the ‘Self’ and ‘Other’ in the Ukranian-Russian context is far more complex than at first 

meets the eye. 

CONCLUSION 

This article has reached two conclusions. First, after states become independent from ter-

ritorially based empires and embark upon nation- and state-building, the forging of a new na-

tional identity will inevitably force its ruling elites to debate who is the ‘Other’? In the Ukrainian 

case this article has pointed to how it is impossible in newly independent states such as Ukraine 

for the ruling elites (and, even more so, for the population at large) to reach a consensus as to 

who the actual ‘Other’ is. 
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The article defined four groups in Ukrainian politics by their definition of the ‘Other’. 

The nationalist right see all Russians, domestic and foreign, as the ‘Other’ while the extreme left 

look to the West as their ‘Other’. The centre-right support an inclusive civic state from which 

they do not exclude Russians in Ukraine. Their view of the Russian ‘Other’ is still nevertheless 

ethnoterritorial (i.e. all of Russia) and they agree with the nationalist right that all of the Tsarist 

and Soviet past is negative. The centrists are the most confused in their attitudes because many 

of them are Russian-speaking themselves and are former Soviet high-ranking functionaries. They 

therefore opt for a middle of the road view that only defines Russia as an ‘Other’ in territorial, 

not ethnic or cultural, terms. They do though agree with the centre-right about communism as an 

‘Other’, which unites them against the left. Nevertheless, the centre are more willing to describe 

certain periods of the Soviet past as mixed and do not therefore agree with either the commu-

nists, who see the Soviet past as all positive, or the centre right/nationalists who see it as all 

negative. 

The second conclusion of this article is that attempts to forge national identities are more 

likely to be conflictual and difficult when these identities are closely interwoven and one side is 

reluctant to accept the validity of the other side as a separate, independent partner. Russia’s in-

ability to come to terms with Ukrainian and Belarusian separateness means the choice given to 

them is either to be in a close dependent relationship, such as Belarus, or as a distant, unfriendly 

state, as Ukraine is perceived now to be by Russian elites. Russia perceives Ukraine’s refusal to 

follow Belarus’s path as unusual and due to Western intrigue. This article therefore argues that 

even when states are close in language and culture this can often produce more – not less – con-

flict over national identity. 

As the Ukrainian ‘Self’ is increasingly created as a bounded in-group, this influences the 

manner in which Russia defines its own national identity. It also influences its relationship to the 

outside world because an independent Ukrainian state forces it to accept that it is no longer a 

‘great power’. This, in turn, will force Russian elites to focus on civic nation building rather than 

empire-forging. 

[Kuzio, Taras. “Identity and nation-building in Ukraine: Defining the ‘Other’,” Ethnicity 1(3) 

2001:  343–365] 
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The demise of the Soviet Union entailed a reconfiguration of the political space and a re-

forging of collective identities within the boundaries of the new successor states.1 In the view of 

Anthony Smith, this was inevitable: “the rediscovery of the national self is not an academic mat-

ter, it is a pressing practical issue, vexed, and contentious, which spells life or death for the na-

tionalist project of creating a nation.”2 Defining the national “self” not only accomplishes a sym-

bolic break with the previous political community but also sets out the parameters of statehood 

with regard to language and minority rights. However, even if the newness of the polity precipi-

tates “the definition, creation, and solidarification of a viable collective identity,”3 this can be 

anything but straightforward. New states dwell on particularism, that is they look to “local mo-

res, established institutions, and the unities of common experience—to ‘tradition,’ ‘culture,’ ‘na-

tional character,’ or even ‘race’ for the roots of a new identity.” And yet defining the national 

particularism may be fraught with inherent difficulties because, as Geertz observed, “new states 

tend to be bundles of competeng traditions gathered accidentally into concocted political frame-

works rather than organically evolving civilizations.”4 

This is certainly true in the case of Ukraine, a country affected by poignant and divisive 

legacies, which saddled its regions with competing historical memories, language, religion and 

culture. Ukraine’s history is closely intertwined with that of Poland and Russia, and Ukrainian 

ethnic and national identity has been shaped by interactions with both Russia’s and Poland’s 

evolving sense of identity and nationhood. Paradoxically, Ukraine’s relationship with Poland, 

often stained by bloody episodes, strengthened the sense of national identity in Western Ukraine. 

In contrast, Ukraine’s historical encounter with Russia, in the tsarist empire and in the Soviet 

Union, had a very different impact on Ukraine’s identity. The incorporation of eastern and 

southern Ukraine by Russia in the seventeenth century resulted in a profoundly ambiguous sense 

of collective identity devoid of a distinct historical consciousness. The heterogeneity of the titu-

lar majority in conjunction with the presence of large contingents of national minorities makes 

the project of fostering a collective identity a precarious and yet pivotal task for Ukraine. 

As in other Soviet successor states, after the passage to independence the ruling elite in 

Ukraine embarked on a process of forging a national identity by (re)constructing the discursive 

boundaries of nationhood. In order to examine the process, this article will analyze the “official” 

narrative, which re-evaluates the historical encounter with Russia, the essence of Ukrainian iden-

                                                 
1 As Roman Szporluk pointed out, the making of one nation entails the unmaking of another; nation building in 
Ukraine compels the remaking of the Russian nation. Roman Szporluk, “Ukraine: From an Imperial Periphery to a 
Sovereign State,” Daedalus, Vol.126, No.3, 1997, pp. 85–119 
2 Anthony D. Smith, The Ethnic Origins of Nations (Oxford: Basic Blackwell, 1986), p. 148. 
3 Clifford Geertz, The Interpretation of Cultures (London: Fontana, 1993), p. 238. 
4 Geertz, The Interpretation of Cultures, p. 240, 244. 
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tity, the intrinsic value of Ukrainian statehood and the meaning of the “national idea,” as articu-

lated by the ruling, executive elite during the first term in office of president Leonid Kuchma. 

This will allow an assessment of the degree to which Ukraine, at least in the discursive realm, 

satisfies the criteria for it to be labelled a “nationalizing regime” as defined by Rogers Brubaker 

and Smith, that is a regime that purports to make the political and ethnocultural boundaries con-

gruent. It will be argued that a precarious juxtaposition of historicizing and modernizing themes 

have been articulated by the ruling elite in Ukraine, rather than the indigenization of the polity 

along ethnic lines presumed by Smith and Brubaker. On the one hand, the elite has striven to im-

bue the population with a historical consciousness centered on the carefully crafted myths of the 

national-liberation struggle and statehood. On the other, it has eschewed the imperative of eth-

nocultural and linguistic revival by nurturing the aspiration of Ukraine to rejoin modernized 

European civilization. By embracing “Europe,” Ukraine has a chance to both submerge the in-

ternal divisions and replace the previous supra-national community, the “Soviet people.” 

The Identity Nexus in Ukraine 

Ukraine’s “national question” tends to be considered in the context of the presence of its 

national minorities—most importantly the Russians, who constitute 22% of the population (eth-

nic Ukrainians account for 72% according to the 1989 census). However, the situation is made 

considerably more complex by the fact that the eponymous majority is far from homogeneous. 

As surveys and ethnographic research demonstrate, outside Western Ukraine, which was incor-

porated into Soviet Ukraine in 1939 with an already pronounced ethnic identity, a significant 

number of ethnic Ukrainians have not developed a sense of ethnic and national identity anchored 

in culture, language, religion, and historical memories. 

Ukraine’s rapid socioeconomic development under the Soviet Union transformed the 

ethnographic masses into a Hrochian sociologically complete nation.1 However, in defiance of 

the modernist school of nationalism, modernization did not spawn the “imagined community.”2 

Despite initial cultural and linguistic affirmative actions, which occurred during the 1920 koreni-

zatsia and the bureaucratic ascription of nationality in 1930s, Soviet rule did not lead to the crys-

tallization of a sense of  nationhood, since language, cultural, and educational policies, as well as 

sociodemographic processes contributed to the dilution of markers of Ukrainian identity. Repre-

sentation of history played a paramount role in the process of diluting the national identity. So-

                                                 
1Miroslav Hroch, “From National Movement to the Fully-Formed Nation: The Nation-Building Process in Europe,” 
in Gopal Balakrishnan, ed., Mapping the Nation (London and New York: Verso, 1996), pp. 145–174.; Miroslav 
Hroch, “Nation Self-Determination from a Historical Perspective,” Canadian Slavonic Papers, Vol. 37, Nos. 3–4, 
1995, pp. 283–298. 
2 On the application of the modernisation theory of nationalism to Ukraine see Bohdan Krawchenko, Social Change 
and National Consciousness in Twentieth-Century Ukraine (Basingstoke and London: Macmillan, 1985). On its 
critique see Yaroslav Hrytsak, “Paradoksy Ukrainskoi Modernizatsii,” Krytyka, Vol. 25, No. 11, 1999, pp. 20–22. 
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viet historiography adapted a Russian imperial scheme, which juxtaposed the histories of dynas-

tic relations with the Russian state and people.1 According to this scheme, the Muscovite state, 

which emerged in the fourteenth century, was the direct successor to the patrimony of Kiev Rus’. 

Animated by the primordial urge to restore the lost Kievan unity, Great Russia and Little Russia 

(Ukraine) returned to the common fold in 1654, when in the Treaty of Pereiaslav the Cossacks—

led by Hetman Bohdan Khmelnytskyi—recognized the suzerainty of the tsar.2 Within this 

scheme of history, the potentially powerful markers of Ukrainian nationhood, such as language 

or culture, were reduced to folkloric residuals. The themes of proletarian internationalism played 

an instrumental role in portraying Russians, Belarussians and Ukrainians as united by fraternal 

feelings of solidarity stemming from a shared historical umbilical cord, Kiev Rus’, and the 

commonality of interests. From the 1930s Soviet authorities outlawed any challenges to official 

historical dogmas and banned any references to the works of historian Mykhailo Hrushevskyi, 

who in a ten-volume Istoria Ukrainy-Rusy refuted the traditional Russian scheme of history. He 

unfolded a scheme according to which Russians, Belarussians and Ukrainians had distinct and 

separate origins; by implication, Russia was not a disciple of Kiev Rus’. In an attempt to alter 

collective memories, in particular the Ukrainian People’s Republic of 1917–1921, which repre-

sented the nascent Ukrainian national movement with strong socialist inclinations, was stigma-

tized as the aborted creation of bourgeois nationalists hostile to the Bolshevik-led national and 

economic emancipation of Ukrainian peasants and workers. In a similar tone, the right-wing Or-

ganization of Ukrainian Nationalists and its military wing the Ukrainian Insurgent Army in 

Western Ukraine were condemned as Nazi collaborators. 

The Soviet Union was portrayed as an optimal framework for nurturing close ethnic, lin-

guistic and historic ties among the East Slavs, who collectively formed the pivot of the supra-

ethnic “Soviet people.”3 During the Soviet period, as a result of the interplay between the urbani-

zation process and language policy in Soviet Ukraine, the linguistic boundaries diverged from 

ascribed ethnic ones. By the early 1990s the ethnolinguistic spectrum comprised three groups: 

Ukrainian-speaking Ukrainians (44%), Russian-speaking Ukrainians (30%), and Russians 

(22%).4 However, these ethnolinguistic groups are not clearly identifiable, since no mutually ex-

                                                 
1 See Edward L. Keenan, “On Certain Beliefs and Russian Behaviours,” and Zenon E. Kohut, “History as a Battle-
ground: Russian–Ukrainian Relations and Historical Consciousness in Contemporary Ukraine,” in. Frederick S. 
Starr, ed., The Legacy of History in Russia and the New States of Eurasia (Armonk, NY: M. E. Sharpe, 1994). 
2 See the “Theses of the Three-Hundredth Anniversary of the Reunion of Ukraine with Russia” in connection with 
the 300th anniversary of the Treaty of Pereiaslav in 1654. The Englishlanguage translation of the excerpts was pub-
lished in Ralph Lindheim and George S. N. Luckyi, eds, Towards an Intellectual History of Ukraine: An Anthology 
of Ukrainian Thought from 1710 to 1995 (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1996), pp. 303–315. 
3Roman Solchanyk, “Moulding the ‘Soviet People’: The Role of Ukrainians and Belorussians,” RFE/RL Research 
Report, No. 382, 9 November 1982. 
4 66% of ethnic Ukrainians gave Ukrainian as their mother tongue in the 1989 census. However, when the category 
“language of convenience” was used in surveys, it was found that in eastern and southern Ukraine 81.5% of the 
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clusive and self-conscious groups of Russophones and Ukrainophones emerged in Ukraine.1 The 

erosion of the linguistic and cultural boundaries between Ukrainians and Russians, despite the 

preservation of “official” nationality (as recorded in passports), facilitated the identification of 

the inhabitants of the UkrSSR, Ukrainians and Russians alike, with the “Soviet people.” There-

fore, in the regions where formally ascribed Ukrainian ethnicity was embedded in a Russophone 

and culturally Soviet urban milieu, hybrid and/or multiple identities prevailed.2 In particular, the 

rapid process of modernization did not eradicate the strong regional identities, especially as those 

were anchored in memories of being ruled by other states, like in Transcarpathia or Galicia, or 

were promoted by Soviet rule, like, for example, Donbas, which played the role of a shop win-

dow of Soviet communism. 

The discursive boundaries of “us” and “them” are not only blurred within post-Soviet 

Ukraine, they also cut across the newly established state borders between the former republics; 

the ambivalence on identity prevailing in Ukraine is mirrored in Russia.3 A survey in 1996 dem-

onstrated that the majority of the population of Russia and Ukraine do not identify with the new 

states as their homelands (although the actual number has been declining and there are signifi-

cant regional disparities within Ukraine).4 Regional and Soviet identity successfully compete 

with an identification with the new state on the basis of citizenship (see Table 1).5 While the ma-

jority of the citizens of sovereign Ukraine demonstrate a territorial attachment to Ukraine, the 

post-Soviet delineation of political space does not tally with people’s subjective perceptions of 

in-group boundaries. As Roman Laba pointed out,  

Borders are supposed to be focal points for conflicting historical memories and political 

wills of nations and states. They make concrete: what is my country and who is the other. 

They are physical manifestations of national and state identity. The peculiarity of the 

Ukrainian–Russian relationship is that there is a physical state border, while a large mi-

                                                                                                                                                             
population uses Russian as their language of convenience. Dominique Arel and Valerii Khmelko, “The Russian Fac-
tor and the Territorial Polarisation in Ukraine,” Harriman Review, No. 9, 1996, pp. 81–91. 
1 Instead, there is a continuum of language use in certain areas, where individuals use either Ukrainian or Russian in 
different contexts and/or use a mixture of languages. For example, a hybrid Russian–Ukrainian (surzhik) is widely 
spoken in Kiev. 
2 Paul S. Pirie, “National Identity and Politics in Southern and Eastern Ukraine,” Europe–Asia Studies, Vol. 48, No. 
7, 1996, pp. 1079–1104. 
3For an overview of the views of Russian elites on Ukrainian and Russian independence, see V. Kuz’menko, “Spektr 
Pryniatia Elitoiu RF Nezalezhnykh Rosii i Ukrainy,” 1998, in the Internet version of Panorama at 
http://niurr.gov.ua/ukr/publishing/panorama3 4/kuzm t.htm 
4 In Russia support for reintegration with Belarus and Ukraine is evenly spread across regions. Ukrainians are the 
most likely to top the list of people who invoke positive feelings amongst Russian citizens, and the least likely to 
generate negative sentiments. In Ukraine, however, there are pronounced regional differences. In the Donetsk 
oblast, 60% of the population supported the uni. cation of Ukraine and Russia into one state, whereas such a pro-
posal obtained only 2% support in L’viv. Y. Holovaha and N. Panina, “Tendentsii Rozvytku Ukrainsko-Rosiyskykh 
Vidnosyn u Hromadskyi Dumtsi Rosii ta Ukrainy,” 1998, http://niurr.gov.ua/ukr/zbirka/golovpan.htm 
5Holovaha and Panina, “Tendentsii Rozvytku Ukrainsko-Rosiyskykh Vidnosyn u Hromadskyi Dumtsi Rosii ta 
Ukrainy.” 
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nority in Ukraine and an overwhelming majority on the Russian side see no significant 

reason for its existence. For many people, there is no difference to express, no reason for 

the borders.1 

 

The existence of fuzzy identities and the weak or non-existent sense of difference from 

Russia lingering in many regions of Ukraine precipitate the project of reformulating the interpre-

tation of historical relations with Russia, as well as defining the markers of national identity in 

Ukraine. For the Ukrainian state to foster a sense of allegiance in its citizens, national identity 

has to be forged by weakening the lingering supra-national, Soviet, and subnational, regional 

identities and anchoring the national identity in a plausible set of unifying myths, values and be-

liefs. 

Defining Nationalizing Regimes 

Because of their perceived efforts to reforge national identity along explicit ethnocultural 

lines, postcommunist states have been conceptualized by Brubaker as nationalizing states. These 

states are “conceived by their dominant elites as nation-states, as the states of and for particular 

nations,” and these nations are defined as ethnocultural eponymous majorities that are “con-

ceived as distinct from the citizenry or permanent resident population as a whole.”2 The percep-

tion of the ownership of the state by the ethnocultural majorities feeds the belief that the state has 

a duty to enact the “compensatory” policies to promote the core nation in cultural, linguistic, 

demographic, economic, and political spheres. These policies aim to undo the previous injustices 

                                                 
1Roman Laba, “The Russian–Ukrainian Conflict: State, Nation and Identity,” European Security, Vol. 4, No. 3, 
1995, p. 478. See also Catherine Wanner, Burden of Dreams: History and Identity in Post-Soviet Ukraine (Univer-
sity Parli, Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1998), chapter 1, pp. 3–22. 
2 Rogers Brubaker, Nationalism Reframed (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), p. 79, 103. 
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whereby the core nation was deprived of its own state and even discriminated against by another 

dominant group. According to Brubaker, these ideas resonate in a variety of settings, and state 

officials and agencies, alongside non-state organizations, pursue policies and measures inspired 

by them. Brubaker considers the possibility of alternative models of states emerging in Eastern 

Europe, such as the “civic” or “national” (but not nationalizing) states, in which minorities are 

granted extensive collective rights.1 However, he remains skeptical of the prospects of models 

other than “nationalizing state,” and asserts that “almost all of the new states, will be nationaliz-

ing states to some degree and in some form.”2  

Brubaker offers a highly persuasive concept, which came to inform thinking on the “na-

tional question” for postcommunist states. Yet its application to particular case studies is fraught 

with difficulties. While Brubaker uses the “nationalizing state” to conceptualize the approach to 

the “national question” in contemporary Eastern Europe, he uses the case of interwar, precom-

munist Poland, as opposed to that of a postcommunist state, to offer an empirical illustration of 

the policies and practices of a nationalizing state. At the same time, he explicitly warns against 

using the lessons from his own case study.3 Yet without extrapolating from the case of Poland to 

other states, the criteria of what makes a state “nationalizing” are too vaguely specified to allow 

their application to other case studies. One of the problems stems from the fact that the concept 

is based on the assumption that the discourse promoting the titular ethnic group is fully realized 

in wide-ranging policies of the state in such spheres as the economy, demographics, politics, and 

culture, and as such it does not offer analytical tools to cope with cases where there is no full 

congruence between discursive practices and policies. Moreover, Brubaker acknowledges that an 

examination of other countries and their similarities to or differences from the Polish case 

“would require sustained attention to their formative contexts” (emphasis in the original),4 but 

does not offer any additional analytical tools to allow for nuances and specificities of historical 

“formative contexts,” which vary considerably in Eastern Europe. Moreover, while the impor-

tance of “the past” is stressed, the current processes on the European continent, which are going 

to shape the “future,” are not given any weight and recognition in Brubaker’s analysis. And yet 

these strengthen supra-national forms of identification in addition to the prevailing national iden-

tities. 

While focusing only on post-Soviet states, Smith develops the concept further, although 

in the process renames it a “nationalizing regime.” The concept refers most of all to discursive 

                                                 
1 Ibid., p. 105. 
2 Ibid., p. 106. 
3 The dif. culties of applying Brubaker’s criteria to individual case studies is reflected in the titles of such studies as 
Dominique Arel’s “Ukraine: The Temptation of the Nationalising State,” in. V. Tismaneanu, ed., Political Culture 
and Civil Society in the FSU (Armonk, NY: M. E. Sharpe, 1995). 
4Brubaker, Nationalism Reframed, p. 103. 
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practices, although Smith also presumes a causal link between the discourse and policies and 

practices of state agencies. According to Smith, post-Soviet “nationalizing regimes” endeavor to 

historicize, essentialize, and totalize national identity.1 First of all, they attempt to historicize the 

nation; particular places, events, periods and individuals are singled out and valorized for their 

role in the history of the nation. Identity is essentialized by emphasizing “some intrinsic and es-

sential context to any identity which is defined in terms of oppositions by either a common ori-

gin (our homeland, language, community) or a common structure of experience (colo-

nized/colonizers, immigrants/indigenous) or both.”2 The essentialist account of nationhood pre-

sents the national past as a linear, continuous progression of the primordial nation. In particular, 

the nationalizing regime glorifies a precolonial cultural purity of the nation, while the “colonial 

period is associated with heterogenizing practices that threatened or destroyed the nation’s cul-

ture.”3 The postcolonial reality, distorted by the corrupting influences of colonizers, is to be 

brought in line with the idealized image of nationhood. In order to restore the lost purity the na-

tion-building elites totalize differences, which are portrayed as irreconcilable.4 On the basis of 

absolute, as opposed to relative, characteristics, the project of cultural and linguistic standardiza-

tion is undertaken; the idealized template of what constitutes “us” as opposed to “them” guides 

the cultural, religious, and language policies. In this process, according to Smith, post-Soviet 

states portray themselves as postcolonial and “draw upon and bring into the public sphere of the 

post-colonial present the codes of colonialism to debate and legitimize the reshaping of social 

and political life and to justify political actions of inclusion and exclusion.”5 Notwithstanding the 

problem of the presumed causality between discourse and state policies, in comparison to 

Brubaker, Smith offers tighter criteria for “nationalizing regimes.” 

However, both Brubaker and Smith presume only one choice for postcommunist states: 

the (more or less) systematic and comprehensive process of ethnocultural indigenization of the 

population. According to Brubaker, this is often undertaken in response to the perceived threat 

from the minorities, the “fifth column.” Brubaker coined the term “triadic nexus” to describe the 

triangular relationship between the host state, national minority and kin state. The policies of the 

nationalizing state vis-a`-vis a national minority that has a kin state in a neighboring country pro-

vokes a reaction from the latter.6 The states are depicted as being locked in an inescapable, ten-

sion-ridden relationship. At the same time, however, the wider international context is ignored. 

                                                 
1 Graham Smith, “Post-Colonisalism and Borderland Identities,” in Graham Smith et al., Nation-Building in the 
Post-Soviet Borderlands: The Politics of National Identity (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), pp. 1–
20. See also Patrick Hall, “Nationalism and Historicity,” Nations and Nationalism, Vol. 3, No. 1, 1997, pp. 3–23. 
2 G. Smith, “Post-Colonisalism and Borderland Identities,” p. 15. 
3 Ibid. 
4 Ibid., p. 16. 
5 Ibid., p. 13. 
6 Brubaker, Nationalism Reframed, chapter 3, pp. 55–76. 
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And yet, when it comes to contemporary Europe, the European dimension cannot be left out of 

the analysis of reforging identities, since the postcommunist states aspire to shed their “Eastern” 

image by integrating into European institutional structures, most importantly the EU. This analy-

sis will demonstrate that the idea of Europe and, more generally, the West plays a pivotal role in 

“nation building” in Ukraine. For postcommunist countries like Ukraine, ridden by multiple 

cleavages, a supra-national European identity offers the chance to foster unity in a multiethnic 

population because of the association of Europeanness with universalist virtues, such as peace, 

progress and prosperity (even if institutional membership of the European Union is not forth-

coming for Ukraine).  

This article examines the “official” narrative of identity as articulated by the ruling elite 

in Ukraine in public statements (public speeches, press interviews and published articles). The 

ruling elite has been defined as consisting of the highest state officials in the executive branch of 

the government, that is, the president and his apparatus, and the members of the Cabinet of Min-

isters (appointed by the president). Because of the elite’s access to state-controlled media and 

institutional resources of the state, this section of the political elite in Ukraine yields unparalleled 

power, and is the single most important entrepreneur in the sphere of identity, even if many 

competing conceptions of national identity have been put forward by sections of political and 

intellectual elites, both at the national and the regional level. Taking into account the polarized 

nature of the political spectrum in Ukraine (most vividly demonstrated in the legislature), and the 

political unaccountability of the executive branch, the elite has both the capacity and freedom to 

ground Ukrainian identity in the historical myths, symbols and beliefs that it chooses to single 

out and synthesize from alternative conceptions of nationhood. The narrative of identity, which 

is being constructed by the elite, purports to answer the following questions: Who are “we, the 

people”? What binds us together into a “nation”? How and why did the polity come into exis-

tence? In what ways is the new state different from its neighbors, and, most importantly, the old 

state from which the new state broke away?  

National Identity: The “Official” Narrative 

From Rejection to Convergence? 

The current elite, headed by president Kuchma, ascended to power in 1994 on a platform 

of opposition to the conception of nationhood put forward by the moderate right-wing, so-called 

national democrats. The latter, with only a limited, almost symbolic presence in government, 
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gained public prominence and exerted some influence on the first president, Leonid Kravchuk, as 

reflected in his stance on the “national question.”1 

In the view of the national democrats, the Ukrainian ethnic nation (natsiia) originated in 

the mists of time from an ethnocultural collectivity (ethnos), and was bound by unique qualities 

molded in a thousand year long history. The linear progression of the primordial community into 

a nation state was frustrated by Russia’s imperial aspirations, as the latter separated Ukraine 

from its European roots. Adhering to Hrushevskyi’s scheme of history, the national democrats 

rejected the Russian historiographical interpretation of key historical events, periods, and figures 

(such as the medieval Kiev Rus’, Pereiaslav Treaty and Hetman Khmelnytskyi).2 Ukrainian–

Russian historical relations are depicted as a profoundly unhappy, indeed tragic, encounter from 

Ukraine’s point of view. Following the betrayal of the principle of the Treaty of Pereiaslav of 

1654, Russia turned Ukraine into its colony and not only subjected it to economic exploitation, 

political oppression, and cultural Russification, but also in� icted genocide.3 Communism was 

imposed by the Bolsheviks against the will of the Ukrainian people: 

The “socialist choice” of the people of Ukraine was historically illegal (nepravomirnyi). 

Who knows the history of 1917–1920 realizes that we had a Ukrainian People’s Republic 

and Western-Ukrainian People’s Republic, which on 22 January 1919 proclaimed unifi-

cation in Kiev. This was the choice of our people. And after this there was only annexa-

tion and aggression.4 

According to this view, the Soviet Union continued the crusade against the Ukrainian 

people under the banner of “internationalism,” which was a thinly veiled cover for “Russian im-

perialism.” As far as the national democrats are concerned Russia is the irreconcilably different 

and hostile “Other. As the development of the Ukrainian ethnos (ethnogenesis) took place on the 

territory of Ukraine, even if under the domination of other states, Ukrainians formed the indige-

nous nation (korinnyi narod), which exercised its right to self-determination in 1991 and created 

a nation-state.5 According to the national democrats, the minorities have to be protected in line 

                                                 
1 Alexander J. Motyl, “The Conceptual President: Leonid Kravchuk and the Politics of Surrealism,” in. Timothy J. 
Colton and Robert C. Tucker, eds, Patterns of Post-Soviet Leadership (Boulder: Westview Press, 1995), pp. 103–
121. 
2 Iaroslav Isaievych, “Ukraine and Russia: The Burden of Historical Tradition and Contemporary Realities,” Journal 
of Ukrainian Studies, Vol. 20, Nos 1–2, 1995, pp. 6–14. For the “nationalist” Ukrainian historiography, which chal-
lenged and struggled for hegemony with “imperial” historiography, see Andrew Wilson, “Myths of National History 
in Belorus and Ukraine,” in Geoffrey A. Hosking and George Schopflin, eds, Myths and Nationhood (London: 
Hurst, 1997), pp. 182–197, and Graham Smith et al., Nation-Building in the Post-Soviet Borderlands, chapter 2, pp. 
23–47. 
3 It is estimated that as a result of the famine in Ukraine in the 1930s several million people died. See, for example, 
J. E. Mace, “Famine and Nationalism in Soviet Ukraine,” Problemsof Communism, Vol. 33, No. 3, 1984, pp. 37–50. 
4 Biuletyn Verkhovnoi Rady Ukrainy, No. 51, 1991, p. 55. 
5 In this context, the term “indigenous” is applied to ethnic groups whose “ethnogenesis” took place on the territory 
of Ukraine. Apart from Ukrainians, Crimean Tatars, Karaims and Krymchaky were included in this category. Other 
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with European standards, but “The actualization of the full amplitude of the national rights of the 

various ethnic groups that inhabit Ukraine is inseparable from their acknowledgment that the 

Ukrainian nation in the republic has the status of historical owner. Ukraine is the only territory in 

the world on which fully valid existence and development of the Ukrainian ethnos is possible.”1 

Even if the national democrats recognized the presence and rights of national minorities, 

their insistence on the state’s special affiliation with the titular majority and obligation to ensure 

its cultural and linguistic revival earned them the reputation of agents of the “nationalizing re-

gime.” 

In 1994, Leonid Kuchma, who represented the anti-communist strand of Russophone el-

ites from eastern Ukraine, was elected by the predominantly Russophone regions of Ukraine on a 

ticket that rejected the nationalist platform of the first president, Leonid Kravchuk, and his na-

tional-democratic allies. In the electoral campaign Kuchma condemned “romantic Galician na-

tionalism” and argued that the consolidation of the Ukrainian state had to take place in full rec-

ognition of the fact that Ukraine was a multinational state.2 Pointing to the prevailing bilingual-

ism of Ukraine, he promised to propose changes to the 1989 law on language in order to grant 

the Russian language official status alongside Ukrainian.3 Moreover, to the outcry of the national 

democrats, Kuchma asserted Ukraine’s place in Eurasia: “Historically Ukraine is a part of the 

Eurasian economic and cultural space.” “Today,” he argued, “Ukraine’s vital national interests 

are concentrated on the territory of the former USSR.”4 As far as the national democrats were 

concerned, the proclamation of the Eurasian orientation amounted to the effective surrendering 

of national sovereignty. However, having won the elections, Kuchma quickly dissipated any lin-

gering doubts over his support for sovereignty, something that can be explained both in terms of 

the “logic of the office” of the head of a sovereign state and the urgent need to secure the support 

of the national democrats in a parliament dominated by left-wing parties eager to weaken or 

abolish the presidency. Despite the expectation of imminent integration with Russia/CIS in 1994, 

the members of the executive elite under Kuchma soon proved their credentials as those of derz-

havnyky, supporters of Ukrainian sovereignty and opponents to political integration with Russia 

or CIS. Kuchma proclaimed, “The objective political, economic and geopolitical analysis gives 

rise to the assertion that only an independent Ukraine is today the optimal form of preservation 

                                                                                                                                                             
ethnic groups were merely minorities, since their ethnic homelands were in other states. On the case of Crimean 
Tatars as indigenous people, see Biuletyn Instytutu Demokratii Imeni Pylypa Orlyka, No. 4, 1996. 
1 Programme of Rukh, Kiev, 1989. 
2 For Kuchma’s pro-Russian speeches when he was still prime minister, see Biuletyn Verkhovnoi Rady Ukrainy, No. 
52, 1993. 
3 Kuchma’s inaugural speech was published in Uriadovyi Kurier, 21 July 1994.  
4 Ibid. 
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[samovyzhyvannia] of its people … The point of no return has been passed, and in whatever di-

rection the development of Ukraine will go, there can be no return to the past.”1 

Moreover, Kuchma distanced himself from his electoral promises on the “national ques-

tion.” In the pivotal debates prior to the passage of the 1996 constitution, the president bowed to 

pressure from the right-wing political forces. In exchange for their support of his quest for a 

stronger presidency, he endorsed the “Ukrainian people” as the bearers of sovereignty, some-

thing that was demanded by the national democrats.2 The Ukrainian constitution adopted in June 

1996 established an implicit hierarchy of constituent communities forming the “people”: (1) the 

Ukrainian nation (Ukrainskyi narod) composed of “citizens of Ukraine of all nationalities”; (2) 

the Ukrainian ethnic nation (natsiia); (3) indigenous people (korinni natsii), that is, ethnic groups 

with no homelands outside Ukraine, and thus with a special affiliation to Ukrainian territory;3 (4) 

national minorities (natsionalni menshyny), that is ethnic groups with homelands outside 

Ukraine, which were granted collective rights to cultural autonomy.4 Not only did the constitu-

tion reassert the provisions of the 1989 language law, which stated that Ukrainian was the only 

state language, but the state was put under an obligation to “ensure the comprehensive develop-

ment and functioning of the Ukrainian language in all spheres of social life throughout the entire 

territory of Ukraine” (Article 10). However, the constitution also asserted that languages of na-

tional minorities, among which Russian was singled out, can develop and be used freely (Article 

10). In the sphere of symbols, despite the fierce opposition from the left-wing bloc, the icono-

graphic symbols and music associated with the Ukrainian nationalist movement and hence the 

titular majority, were adopted as state symbols (Article 20).5 

Amidst the bitter ideological feud between the national democrats and the left wing in 

parliament, the presidency acted as a midwife in delivering the conception of nationhood en-

shrined in the new constitution. The Basic Law asserted the position of the ethnocultural epony-

mous majority in the new state by adopting its iconographic symbols and the Ukrainian language 

as the constitutional attributes of the political community. The passage of the constitution, which 

vested sovereignty in the “Ukrainian people,” came to be interpreted as a high point in the con-

vergence of the position of the post-nomenklatura, executive elite led by president Kuchma with 

                                                 
1 Kuchma’s speech commemorating the fifth anniversary of Ukrainian independence, Holos Ukrainy, 28 September 
1995. This point was also made in the annual address of the president to parliament on 2 April 1996, the text of 
which was published in Holos Ukrainy, 4 April 1996. 
2 Kataryna Wolczuk, “Constituting Statehood: The New Ukrainian Constitution,” Ukrainian Review, Vol. 45, No. 3, 
1998, pp. 17–38. 
3 According to Article 93.2 of the constitution, the status of the indigenous people is to be 
regulated in a separate law, which, however, has not been adopted. 
4Louise Jackson and Kataryna Wolczuk, “Defining Citizenship and Political Community in Ukraine,” Ukrainian 
Review, Vol. 44, No. 2, 1997, pp. 16–27. 
5 The symbols are: the trident (tryzub), the blue and yellow flag, and the anthem “Ukraine Has Not Perished Yet.” 
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that of the national democrats.1 These developments prompted the conclusion that under Kuchma 

“instead of national romanticism [of Kravchuk], a new idea came to the fore—that of statehood 

as a call for a new, strong, paternalistic and—within reason—national state”.2 The question then 

was how “national” the state should be according to the executive elite. 

Nation and History 

Kuchma’s administration continued the process started by Kravchuk of historicizing na-

tional identity. A simplified, popularized version of Hrushevskyi’s scheme became the beacon of 

national history as re� ected in public statements of state officials.3 In August 1996, on the fifth 

anniversary of independence, Kuchma provided an official taxonomy of Ukrainian heroic state-

builders, from Volodymyr the Great and Yaroslav the Wise to Mykhailo Hrushevskyi.4 This way 

the “genealogy” of the Ukrainian state—as the only true successor of the Kiev patrimony—was 

asserted. The indigenous tradition of statehood was not merely glorified, it was elevated to the 

most prominent theme of the national past Ukrainian history is interpreted as a sequence of na-

tional liberation struggles for a sovereign polity. While paying tribute to the role of Cossack 

Hetman, Bohdan Khmelnytskyi, as that of a national hero in a ceremony commemorating the 

400th anniversary of his birth, Kuchma asserted the continuity of post-Soviet elites and the Cos-

sack Hetman: “today, carrying on Bohdan’s work, we are realizing the third attempt at the re-

vival of our state.”5 Thereby, according to the official interpretation, Kiev Rus’ was the original 

state, while the Cossack Host was the first attempt to revive it, the Ukrainian People’s Republic 

(UNR) the second, and post-1991 Ukraine the third.6 Kuchma did not spare his praise for 

Khmelnytskyi: 

Khmelnytskyi is a titanic figure, his name is linked with the very existence of Ukraine, its 

appearance on the world stage and the first attempts to build a modern Ukrainian political nation. 

Like similar figures in the ancient past, Bohdan is the patron of our fatherland; the embodiment 

of unity and progress in its history—from the Kyiv [Rus] times to the Cossack period and the 

national revival and liberation struggle of the twentieth century.7 

                                                 
1 The overlap between the two political forces increased during Kuchma’s second presidency, when national democ-
rats, such as Ivan Zaiets and Mykola Zhulynskyi, were appointed members of the Cabinet of Ministers under the 
premiership of Victor Yushchenko. 
2 Vasyl Tkachenko and Vasyl Holovatiuk, “Vid Natsionalnoho Romantyzmu Do Natsionalnoi Derzhavnosti,” De-
mokratychna Ukraina, 30 January 1996. 
3 On the elite’s newly found enthusiasm for Hrushevskyi, see Yaroslav Hrytsak, “Reabilitatsia Hrushevskoho I Le-
gitimatsia Nomenklatury,” Den’, 29 October 1996. 
4 Kuchma’s speech on the . fth anniversary of Ukraine’s independence, Holos Ukrainy, 28 August 1996. 
5 Kuchma’s speech was published in Uriadovyi Kurier, 23 December 1995, and Holos Ukrainy, 22 December 1995. 
6 Volodymyr Horbulin, the head of the National Security and Defence Council told the American senators in 1996, 
“At the centre of European continent, as a result of the third great attempt, a country was created, which in terms of 
its territory and the size of its population is comparable to France and Italy.” Uriadovyi Kurier, 19 September 1996. 
7 Ibid. 
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Following the example set by Khmelnytskyi, Kuchma proclaimed, “the ideal of the na-

tional state [natsionalna derzhava]… became the thread of Ariadna in the national-liberation 

struggle of the Ukrainian people in the following centuries.”1 The tradition of statehood, embod-

ied both in previous state formations and in the people’s struggle for statehood, became the or-

ganizing theme of Ukrainian history.2 The glorification of Khmelnytskyi’s role in the national-

liberation struggle contrasts with the role ascribed to him in traditional Russian historiography as 

that of an inspired leader who reunified the divided branches, the Great and Little Russians, of 

the Russkii narod under the authority of the tsar. Kuchma dismissed the latter interpretation: “We 

ought to overcome the stereotypes behind which the grandiose figure of the Hetman was seen in 

a simplistic and, sometimes even vulgar, way.”3 The reunification myth was challenged by point-

ing out that Russia recognized the Cossack Host when the legal foundations of the Cossack state 

were laid down in the Zborivskyi Treaty in 1649: “From that date, the whole world, including 

Russia, recognized Ukraine as a state unit.”4 The Treaty of Pereiaslav of 1654 both reflected and 

resulted from the unhappy geopolitical predicament of the Cossack state: “After pain-staking de-

liberations the Hetman put a premium on protection of the Moscow Tsar.”5 Hence, it is argued it 

was a calculated decision rather than a surge of primordial feelings of unity with Russia that 

drove the Cossack leader into Russia’s embrace. 

The Ukrainian Revolution, which witnessed the creation and incomplete unification of 

the Ukrainian People’s Republic and the Western Ukrainian People’s Republic (ZUNR), is por-

trayed as the second attempt to restore Ukrainian statehood. During the celebrations of the 

eightieth anniversary of the ZUNR in L’viv in November 1998, Kuchma declared independent 

Ukraine to be a successor state of the ZUNR and UNR: “The national flags raised above Kiev 

and L’viv in early 1990s and the human chain of national solidarity on 22 January 1989 became 

the most visible signs and symbols of the continuity [nerozyryvanosti] and succession of the na-

tional movement, the relay of the UNR and ZUNR and our contemporaries.”6 In general, on pub-

lic occasions the elite has focused on the more distant past, leaving to one side an explicit re-

evaluation of the Soviet period. Undoubtedly, the Soviet period, taking into account its reso-

nance in people’s own life experiences, is by far the most problematic and politically sensitive. 

On the occasions when a re-evaluation is attempted, the formation of the UkrSSR is predomi-

                                                 
1  Ibid. The Cossack period was de. ned as a high point not only in reconstituting statehood but also in legal and 
military achievements. Parallels were drawn with England in terms of constitutional traditions, exempli. ed by the 
constitution of Pylyp Orlyk of 1710, and the Cossack army, which matched European standards. 
2 Ibid. 
3 Kurczewska, “Ideologie Narodowe—Stare I Nowe Wzorce,” in S. Henarski, ed., Nacjonalism, 
Kon� ikty Narodowsciowe w Europie Srodkowej I Wschodniej (City: Torun, 1995), p. 26. 
4 Uriadovyi Kurier, 23 December 1995. 
5 Ibid. 
6 Ibid. 
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nantly attributed to the effort of the UNR leaders. Although the UkrSSR fell short of expecta-

tions because of its fictional sovereignty, it, nevertheless, constituted an integral part of the state-

building process, and not a deviation from this process. Yevhen Marchuk, the former prime min-

ister and the head of the National Security and Defence Council (NSDC) from November 1999, 

proclaimed, “One of the achievements of the Fourth Universal [of 1918] is that the UkrSSR was 

created. Evidently, the USSR was a surrogate state. But such a formation created by the Bolshe-

viks laid down the foundations for the full independence of Ukraine in 1991.”1 

Since the UkrSSR is viewed as a stepping stone in the building of an independent 

Ukraine, the elite stopped short of an explicit condemnation of Soviet rule in Ukraine. Using 

symbolic gestures, continuity is asserted. For example, during the celebrations of the eighth an-

niversary of Ukrainian independence in August 1999, among the invited guests were Soviet-era 

heads of the Council of Ministers, such as Masol and Liashko.2 

The elite embarked on the project of historicizing Ukraine’s identity by highlighting only 

selected historical themes, periods and figures in pre-Soviet history. Contentious issues in the 

twentieth century, such as the activities of the Organization of the Ukrainian Nationalists (OUN) 

and its military arm, the Ukrainian Insurgent Army (UPA), which waged a struggle against the 

Soviet Union in Western Ukraine in the 1940s and early 1950s, have been largely avoided. 

Moreover, the glorification of the centuries-long national-liberation struggle is accompanied by a 

notable reluctance to depart from the Soviet-era canons, such as the glorification of the Great 

Patriotic War of 1941–1945. If anything, the memory of the war is also harnessed to strengthen a 

sense of national identity. For example, president Kravchuk argued during the celebration of the 

forty-seventh anniversary of the victory over fascism that the Ukrainian state needed to intensify 

“efforts to increase respect for the war veterans and older generations, faith in national military 

traditions and affiliation with the new state in the population at large and, most of all, among the 

younger generation.”3 As was evidenced most recently in May 2000, the celebration of the vic-

tory over fascism still occupies a prominent place in the cannon of national commemorations, 

and the format of the event did not radically depart from Soviet canons. However, anti-Soviet 

sentiments are stirred up in the political struggle against the communist orientation. In the final 

stages of the presidential campaign in the autumn 1999, between the first and second rounds, the 

incumbent resorted to anti-Soviet rhetoric, while state-controlled TV broadcast films and docu-

mentaries exposing the wrongdoing of the Soviet regime in Ukraine. 

                                                 
1 Kuchma’s speech at the celebrations to commemorate the eightieth anniversary of the ZUNR in L’viv was pub-
lished in Uriadovyi Kurier, 3 November 1998. 
2Yevhen Marchuk, “Siohodni Symfolom Ukrainskoi Natsionalnoi Ideii Maie Buty Ne Bulava, ale Kompiuter,” 
Den’, 31 January 1998. 
3 Serhiy Hrabovskyi, “Ukraina Nasha Sovkova,” Krytyka, Vol. 3, No. 23, 1999, p. 6. 
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At the same time, despite highlighting Ukraine’s distinct history, the elite remains careful 

not to venture into openly anti-Russian rhetoric, something that tends to characterize the national 

democrats’ public statements. For example, the interpretation of the Ukrainian Revolution of 

1917–1921 as an anti-Russian uprising was rejected by Vasyl Kremen’, the former director of 

the department of internal policy of the Office of the President of Ukraine and the current minis-

ter of education and science. According to Kremen’, the two successive Ukrainian governments, 

both the Tsentralna Rada and the Hetmanate maintained partnership relations with the Russian 

Temporary Government and the White Guards in 1917–1918; hence he refuted the myth of anti-

Russian attitudes among the Ukrainian leaders at that time.1 But while Kremen’ acknowledges 

the presence of many ethnic Ukrainians among the Bolsheviks, something that, he thinks, cannot 

be simply erased from Ukraine’s history, he pointed out that Bolshevism in Ukraine, even if sup-

ported by Ukrainians, was nevertheless “an organic extension of Russian dictatorial traditions” 

into Ukraine.2 

Moreover, the executive elite has been reluctant to blatantly characterize Russian–

Ukrainian relations as those of an imperial center with a colony, and refuses to view the Ukrain-

ian past through the prism of suffering inflicted by Russia. Kremen’ argued there is no point in 

invoking past injustices: “To emphasize when and who offended Ukrainians in the past is a futile 

exercise. A feeling of offence is a bad guide in politics.”3 He also condemned “extremist anti-

imperial propaganda” on the grounds that “it led to the frequent portrayal of Ukraine and 

Ukrainians (at least for the last 300 years) as a handicapped object of history and not its anima-

tor.” 

To accommodate the diverse historical memories of the population of Ukraine, regional 

deviations from the official scheme have been tolerated.4 Despite the crystallization of the pro-

Western foreign policy orientation, the regional elites are given considerable autonomy to pro-

vide particular interpretations of the history of their regions, as long as they do not openly con-

tradict and challenge the European orientation. Thus, Donbas can continue to celebrate the Octo-

ber Revolution, Odesa can raise monuments to Catherine the Great, and L’viv can celebrate the 

anniversaries of the creation of the ZUNR. On their trips around the country, the members of the 

national executive elite also modify their interpretations of history to reflect the profile of the 

region they are visiting.5 

                                                 
1 Holos Ukrainy, 29 April 1992. 
2 Vasyl Kremen’, “Znamenii Vikhy Ukrainskoi Revolutsii,” Uriadovyi Kurier, 1 November 1997. 
3Vasyl Kremen’, “Ukraina—Evropeizatsia chy Retrochtorianstvo,” Uriadovyi Kurier, 14 May 1998. 
4 Ibid. 
5 Volodymyr Kulyk, Ukrainskyi Natsionalism v Nezalezhni Ukrainii (Kiev, Centre for Research on National Secu-
rity at the National University “Kyivo-Mohylansta Akademie” 1999), pp. 47–49. Also, the informal process of 
devolution of the cultural and language policies to the regions reduced the tensions surrounding the historical-
ideological parameters of the state and the status of the Russian language. 
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Ukrainian Identity: Between East and West 

Ukraine’s independence and separation from Russia entailed the reformulation of the tra-

ditional Soviet-era view of the “fraternal friendship” and “commonality of interests” between 

Ukraine and Russia, which was used to justify their coexistence within one federal state, the So-

viet Union. The redrawing of political boundaries has been explained by the need to restore the 

natural balance between the different civilizations that shaped Ukraine’s identity. The elite does 

not deny the influence of the East: it argues that Ukrainian identity formed in the context of the 

dialectical interplay between the East and the West, and that the tensions between the two realms 

were resolved through their synthesis.1 Therefore, Ukraine’s identity effectively bridges and 

connects East and West, and hence the East cannot be simply blocked out from Ukraine’s iden-

tity, culture and history. According to Kremen’ and Tkachenko, in particular the early Kiev Rus’ 

period exemplified the successful fusion of East and West. However, influences of the East were 

limited to the cultural and religious sphere rather than the political domain, since “political 

Byzantinizm never took root in Kiev Rus’.”2 Ukraine’s connection to the West was manifested 

under Khmelnytskyi, who, as Kuchma pointed out, was a contemporary of Oliver Cromwell and 

of similar revolutionary magnitude.3 In the period of upheaval induced by the birth of capitalism 

and the creation of the nation state, Khmelnytskyi’s uprising demonstrated that “Ukraine was not 

excluded from the process of European awakening.” “Unfortunately,” in the president’s words, 

“Ukraine could not then and in the following centuries take advantage of a historical chance.”4 

After the 1654 Treaty of Pereiaslav, Ukraine fell under the exclusive spell of Russia’s Orthodox 

Christian civilization, that is the East,5 and its links with the West were severed. The Ukrainian 

Revolution constituted an attempt to rebuild the links. The Fourth Universal of the Tsentralna 

Rada in January 1918 manifested that “Ukrainian society gravitated towards democratic social-

ism of the European type, and [hence] to unite Ukraine and Russia under one federal roof was 

not possible.”6 It was only full independence which allowed Ukraine to regain the autonomy to 

restore the natural balance between the two realms. The absence of military conflict in Ukraine is 

pointed to as a crucial affirmation of Ukraine’s European credentials. Stressing the “preservation 

of peace” in Ukraine, in contrast to Russia, Kazakhstan and Belarus, Marchuk argued that 

Ukraine stands out among the post-Soviet states because “Our path and our mentality is, to a cer-

                                                 
1For example, the speeches made at the celebrations of the eightieth anniversary of the ZUNR in L’viv in 1998 were 
not broadcast to other parts of Ukraine. 
2 Vasyl Kremen’, “Ukraine—Shlakh to Sebe,” Uriadovyi Kurier, 28 March 1998. Parts of that article were also pub-
lished in Polityka i Chas, No. 1, 1999, pp. 29–35. 
3Vasyl Kremen’ and Vasyl Tkachenko, Ukraina: Shlakh Do Sebe (Kiev: Druk 1998), p. 35. 
4 Uriadovyi Kurier, 23 December 1995. 
5 Ibid. 
6 Kremen’, Ukraina—Shlakh Do Sebe, p. 6. 
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tain extent, different from others [nations] in the sphere of instability of the CIS.”1 Marchuk also 

added, “The proclamation of independence and the passage of the new constitution at the end of 

the twentieth century reinforced the process of the separation of Ukraine from totalitarianism 

andimperial thinking, which started at the beginning of the century.”2 Nevertheless, despite the 

emphasis on Ukraine’s relentless drive for political self-determination and its distinct political 

culture that sets it apart from the East, Kuchma warned against cutting ties with Russia: “You 

know my principal position on our foreign political orientation: one cannot interpret our Euro-

pean choice in a too simple way. We must not turn our back on our neighbors, on our own past, 

which connects us with them.”3 Therefore, even if the ongoing cultural “Europeanization” of 

Ukraine aims to restore the disrupted balance, the goal is not to leave Russia behind. Rather it is 

to help Russia shed its autocratic and imperial legacy: 

Some time ago, Mykola Khvylovyi called “Away from Moscow! Orientation towards 

psychological Europe.”4 It does not mean some kind of Russophobia, but it means only a break 

with imperial Moscow, and the creation of the ideology, policy and practice of “Greater Europe” 

together with democratic Russia and other European nations.5 Nevertheless, the Ukrainian elite 

points out that Ukraine’s chances of successfully combining East and West and of assisting Rus-

sia in a democratic transformation ultimately depends on the self-perception of Russia itself. As 

Russia threatens Ukraine’s equilibrium between the two realms, its balancing act becomes unsus-

tainable, and a choice is forced upon Ukraine. Ukraine’s gravitation towards “Europe and its 

universal culture” since 1991 is, therefore, explained as a reaction to Russia’s growing hostility 

to the West: “the [Russian] ruling elites combine the liberal-democratic ideals with the tradi-

tional (pre-communist) identity in order to gain legitimacy with the pauperized masses.”6 This 

anti-Western drift of Russia does not leave the Ukrainian elites with a viable alternative: The 

growing tide of Eurasianism in Russia, the promotion of cultural confrontation to the level of a 

civilizational gulf between East and West, the strong wave of mobilizational fundamentalism… 

entailed confrontation and potential conflict. Not wishing to become a gray buffer zone, Ukraine 

faced a choice. As a result a choice for radical Europeanisation and for special relations with 

NATO was made.7 Russia’s reluctance to abandon ideas of Eurasianism jeopardizes not only 

Ukraine’s ties with West but also its independence: The idea of Ukrainian sovereignty [samostii-

                                                 
1 Kremen’, “Znamenii Vikhy Ukrainskoi Revolutsii,” p. 5. 
2 Yevhen Marchuk, “Siohodni Symfolom Ukrainskoi Natsionalnoi Ideii Maie Buty Ne Bulava, ale Kompiuter,” 
Den’, 31 January 1998. 
3 Kuchma’s speech on the eighth anniversary of Ukraine’s independence, Holos Ukrainy, 26 August 1999. 
4 Mykola Khvylovyi was a prominent member of the literati circles in Ukraine in the 1920s, and believed in the cul-
tural superiority of Western Europe vis-a`-vis Russia. See excerpts from Khvylovyi’s pamphlets in Lindheim and 
Luckyi, eds, Towards an Intellectual History of Ukraine, pp. 267–277. 
5 Kremen’, “Ukraina—Evropeizatsia chy Retrochtorianstvo,” p. 17. 
6 Kremen’, Ukraine—Shlakh Do Sebe, p. 6. 
7Ibid. 
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nosti] and independence contrasts with the ideas of Eurasianism. Without Kiev in Greater Rus-

sia, the idea of Eurasianism perishes, together with, as the advocates of Eurasianism argue, “the 

prospects of preservation of [Russia’s] European identity.” Only the inclusion of Ukrainians (and 

Belarussians) in the Russian state, which is referred to as “unity of three brotherly nations,” can 

secure the appropriate status of Russia-Eurasia as a geopolitical center in its own right in the 

world community.1 Marchuk echoed Zbigniew Brzezinski’s argument when he claimed that by 

breaking up the Russian empire, independent Ukraine created the possibility for Russia, the state 

and the people to finally become democratic and European.2 

To this end, according to the ruling elite, even if the Ukrainian identity synthesizes East 

and West, the essential difference between Ukraine and Russia lies in their political cultures and 

aspirations. But Russia’s “political Byzantinizm” is not portrayed as intrinsic and set in stone. 

Once Russia sheds its undemocratic legacy, the two countries can join Europe together. Yet as 

Russia continues to equilibrate between liberal, democratic ideas and authoritarian Eurasianism, 

Ukraine is forced to put a premium on the West and its “universal culture:” hence Ukraine’s 

European policy orientation. 

Nevertheless, it needs to be stressed that Europe was not the self-evident choice for all 

members of Kuchma’s entourage, and signs of disunity were only too visible in the first years of 

his presidency. For example, in two books published by Kuchma’s close associates in 1995, the 

authors advocated “integration into the Eurasian space,” bilingualism, a pro-Russian foreign pol-

icy orientation, and openly doubted the “historical distinctiveness” and even the viability of 

Ukraine as an independent state.3 However, those voices were swiftly muted and/or marginal-

ized. While holding the post of presidential adviser, Volodymyr Hryniov was marginalized, and 

Dmytro Vydryn and Dmytro Tabachnyk’s book was withdrawn from circulation before it had 

been widely distributed.4 Having suppressed internal dissent, the elite started speaking in a rela-

tively unified way.  

Nevertheless, the elite proclamations on Ukraine’s rightful place in European civilization, 

as opposed to the East Slavic, post-Soviet or Eurasian civilizations, are not reciprocated in 

Europe. Any tangible, institutional recognition of “Europeanness,” in the form of membership of 

the European Union, is denied to the country.5 In December 1999, at the Helsinki summit in the 

                                                 
1 Vasyl Kremen’, “Na Terezakh Globalismu,” Polityka I Chas, No. 2, 1999, p. 56. 
2 Yevhen Marchuk, “Siohodni Symfolom … ,” p. 4. 
3See Dmytro Vydryn and Dmytro Tabachnyk, Ukraina na porozi XXI stolittia (Kiev: Lybid, 1996), and Volodymyr 
Hryniov, Nova Ukraina: Yakoiu II Bachu (Kiev: Abrys, 1995). 
4 On the national democrats’ critique of the books, see Viacheslav Chornovil, “Natsionalna Inteligentsia i Ukrainska 
Polityka,” Slovo I Chas, No. 2, 1996, pp. 24–27. 
5 For details on Ukraine’s membership of some of the subregional institutions, see Roman Wolczuk, “Ukraine and 
Europe: Relations since Independence,” Ukrainian Review, Vol. 44, No. 1, 1997, pp. 38–53. As has been pointed 
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document entitled “A Common Strategy for Ukraine,” the EU congratulated Ukraine on its pro-

European orientation and called for increased economic, political and cultural cooperation, but 

did not mention the possibility of membership, as it did to Slovakia, Malta, Lithuania, Latvia, 

Bulgaria, Romania and Turkey. In light of Europe’s lukewarm reception and support for 

Ukraine’s choice, the elite is presented with the challenge of bolstering its rhetoric on Ukraine’s 

European identity while at the same time remaining beyond key European institutions. 

The problem of the disparity between the proclamations and reality is exacerbated by the 

criticism of Ukraine voiced by various European institutions. The Organization for Co-operation 

and Security in Europe condemned the violations of democratic standards which took place in 

the run-up to the presidential elections in autumn of 1999, as a result of which Kuchma was re-

elected for a second term. Also prior to the constitutional referendum staged by Kuchma in April 

2000 to increase his presidential powers, the Council of Europe issued a harshly worded critical 

statement and put forward some recommendations. In the Ukrainian state media, the executive 

elite dismissed the Council’s action as an act of interference in Ukraine’s internal affairs. As the 

international community becomes critical of the authoritarian traits in Kuchma’s presidential 

style, the elite finds itself refuting public criticism from European institutions, while at the same 

time promoting Ukraine’s “Europeanness.” 

The “National Idea:” Computer or Mace? 

The executive elite embraced many elements of the discourse of identity of the national 

democrats. In particular, the interpretation of Ukraine’s pre-Soviet history closely coincides with 

the position of the national democrats. Not only did the executive elite wholeheartedly embrace 

Hrushevskyi’s scheme, but the national-liberation myth became the pivot of the state-sponsored 

historiography. There are, however, several overlooked but significant differences between the 

national democrats and the ruling elite. In addition to the evaluation of Soviet rule in Ukraine 

(see above), there are important differences in their respective definitions of the main subject of 

Ukraine’s history and views on the role of the state in reversing the legacy of the “colonial” 

status of Ukraine, i.e. cultural and linguistic Russification. Examination of these two differences 

demonstrates the ruling elite’s selective appropriation of the discourse of the national democrats. 

In the narratives on national history, the fundamental difference between the national 

democrats and the executive elite lies in what they emphasize as the core concept: for the na-

tional democrats it is the ethnic nation (natsiia). History is centered on ethnic Ukrainians, who 

form the pivot of the “Ukrainian people.” After the centuries-long yearning and struggle for 

statehood, the natsiia exercised its historical right to self-determination and spawned the state. 
                                                                                                                                                             
out, “Europe is now defined by the membership of different clubs. Today you are what you belong to. We’re no 
longer governed by history or geography, but by institutions.” Robert Cooper, “The Meaning of 1989,” Prospect, 
December 1999, p. 29. 
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The state is an instrument in the hands of the indigenous titular majority to ensure its ethnocul-

tural survival, though at the same time respecting the rights of national minorities. In contrast, 

for the more pragmatically disposed president and highest echelons of the executive elite, the 

state takes priority over the nation. The latter features insofar as the creation of the state needs to 

be explained: if there is a state, so there must be “a people” in whose name it was formed. Hence 

the passing references to the Ukrainian natsiia are not so much an indicator of “state ownership” 

by the titular majority, as the raison d’eˆtre of the Ukrainian state. With the non-continuous tra-

dition of statehood, “the people” who continued to cherish the ideal of statehood provide a vital 

link between the intermittent periods of independence. Hence despite the long periods of time 

between Kiev Rus’, the Cossack State and the UNR, the gaps could be filled by references to 

“the people” as the carrier of the ideal of statehood.1 By invoking the national-liberation struggle 

of the people, the genealogy of the state was extended back beyond December 1991 to the Kiev 

Rus’ period. In this way the newness of the state was dissipated, something that allows the 

Ukrainian elite to rebuff the claims that Ukrainian independence was little more than a “histori-

cal accident.” Despite proclamations that Ukraine’s history “can be understood only in terms of 

the achievements and frustrations of the nation,”2 the executive elite does not dwell on the mor-

phology of the “nation.” In contrast to the national democrats, the issue of the “optimal” balance 

of power between ethnic Ukrainians and other ethnic groups within the polity is not explicitly 

addressed. Even if the concept of the “Ukrainian people,” which according to the national de-

mocrats makes ethnic Ukrainians primus inter pares, has become an official canon since the pas-

sage of the constitution in 1996, a certain degree of calculated conceptual ambiguity and eva-

siveness characterizes the elite’s public statements. The elite never succumbed to the idea of the 

titular majority owning the state and Kuchma argued that “international peace and interethnic 

harmony is evidence that we adhere to the correct policy in a matter of such importance and sen-

sitivity as the national policy of the state. In short, its essence is: Ukraine—is a common home, a 

homeland for all its citizens.”3 

Kuchma invoked the example of Khmelnytskyi, who made “the first attempts to build a 

modern Ukrainian political nation” from the multiethnic population: “the tolerance of the Het-

man in the national-religious issues allowed him to attract support of peoples from many other 

nationalities who lived on the territory of Ukraine.”4 Kremen’ anticipates the consolidation of all 

of the ethnos living in Ukraine on the basis of citizenship, something that would bring about the 

                                                 
1 As Wilson put it, “plugging in the gaps” is the major task of Ukrainian nationalist historians. See Andrew Wilson, 
“National History and National Identity in Ukraine and Belarus,” in Graham Smith et al., Nation-Building in the 
Post-Soviet Borderlands, p. 34. 
2 Uriadovyi Kurier, 23 December 1995. 
3 Holos Ukrainy, 28 September 1995. 
4 Uriadovyi Kurier, 23 December 1995. 
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spread of universal culture and European standards.1 Ukraine’s tradition and culture of tolerance, 

which allows its various ethnic groups to coexist peacefully, something that, it is argued, exem-

plifies Ukraine’s European credentials, is turned into a pillar of national mythology, which is to 

nurture Ukrainian national identity. The reluctance to assert the ethnolinguistic foundations of 

the “Ukrainian people” is evidenced by the elite’s stance in debates on the “national idea.” The 

national democrats advocate the national idea in order to guide a set of policy measures to imbue 

the population with a national identity anchored in Ukrainian language and culture. Hence, in 

order to reverse the effects of Russification,2 the state has the duty “to promote the rights of the 

Ukrainian ethnos to a national revival in its land” and to create conditions for “the linguistic re-

habilitation of the citizens of Ukraine.”3 

The imperative of the cultural and linguistic revival of the titular majority in order to in-

still a sense of national identity among the ethnic Ukrainians formed the leitmotiv of the “na-

tional idea” as advocated by the national democrats and cultural intelligentsia.4 The ruling elite’s 

response has been far from enthusiastic. On the one hand, it rejected the usefulness and appropri-

ateness of the “national idea” as articulated by the national democrats, although it conceded to its 

positive role in the past; on the other hand, the elite attempted to imbue the “national idea” with a 

new meaning.5 Former prime minister and the head of the NSDC, Yevhen Marchuk, pointed  out 

that the “national idea” has fulfilled its historical role: “the national idea is a good symbol, which 

kept the nation [natsiia] alive in the most dramatic times, starting from the times of Volodymyr 

the Great and the Bohdan Khmelnytskyi and up to modern history.”6 In a similar vein, in L’viv 

Kuchma proclaimed, “in the ZUNR we have a convincing example that the national-democratic 

idea was the key factor in integrating the people and the realization of the state ideals.”7 How-

ever, Kuchma argued that “the Ukrainian national idea did not bring about an expected consoli-

                                                 
1 Kremen’, “Ukraina—Evropeizatsia chy Retrochtorianstvo,” p. 17. 
2An article by the Rukh member and head of the parliamentary commission on culture and spirituality Mykhailo 
Kosiv, published in Holos Ukrainy, 16 September 1994. 
3 Oleksandr Trubushnyi, “Movna Polityka v Ukraini: Problemy i Priorytety,” Viche, Vol. 7, No. 66, 1997, p. 100, 
and Vechirnyi Kyiv, 15 March 1996. 
4 For a view on the role the state ought to play in the process of national revival, see Valeriy Kravchenko, “Ne Ma-
hiya Sliv a Vse-Taki Vidrodzhenia,” Viche, Vol. 6, No. 51, 1996, pp. 68–79. One of the initiatives to put pressure on 
the government to support the Ukrainian language and culture was the National Congress of Ukrainian Intelligent-
sia, which was convened in Kiev in November 1995. The cultural elites gathered to protest at the continued dis-
crimination against Ukrainian culture and language. Resorting to highly emotional rhetoric, the Congress pointed 
out that the status of the Ukrainian language was not only inferior to that of Russian, but was actually deteriorating, 
as the number of Ukrainian-language schools, nurseries, and publications had declined or stagnated since 1991. See 
the address of the leader of the First Congress of Ukrainian Intelligentsia to the president of Ukraine in Ukraina 
Moloda, 12 July 1996. On the Second Congress, see Vechirnyi Kyiv, 2 September 1997. 
5 For example, Anatoliy Matvieenko, leader of the National Democratic Party of Ukraine, in an article “We Stand on 
the Ground of Ukrainianness [Ukrainstvo]” did not refer to the ethnocultural meaning of “Ukraininness” and instead 
focused exclusively on the economic issues. Anatoliy Matvieenko, “My Stoimo na Hrunti Ukrainstva,” Uriadovyi 
Kurier, 21 February 1996. 
6 91. Marchuk, “Siohodni Symfolom …”, p. 4. 
7 Uriadovyi Kurier, 3 November 1998. 
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dation [in post-Soviet Ukraine], most of all because, from the onset, it did not have a state-

political and economic content, but national-ethnic underpinnings.”1 Hence the president called 

for a departure from “the simplified and vulgar-aggressive meaning of the national idea.”2 But 

the need for a state ideology was not dismissed altogether. In August 1996, on the fifth anniver-

sary of independence in Kiev, Kuchma argued for the need for the “national idea,” since the 

“lack of a single ideological platform, a type of ideological core, is perceived by many as dis-

comfort of life.”3 But if the “national idea” has some mileage for the executive elite, its content 

has to be stripped of ethnocultural connotations. Serkhiy Teleshun, the then head of the depart-

ment of internal affairs in the Presidential Office, rejected the old meaning of the “national idea” 

as outdated and divisive: 

Today is the time to fill the “Ukrainian idea“… with a concrete socio-economic meaning. 

Historically this idea formed on the basis of populists, culturalists, and Ukrainofiles, who often 

reduced it to formal attributed of statehood… Mykhailo Hrushevskyi himself pointed out that the 

Ukrainian idea failed not under the Bolshevik guns, but because of our own inability to use 

socio-economic instruments…We have to generalize the historical experience of state-building 

in Ukraine, including the last 75 years, and develop such an [national] idea, which will unite and 

not divide the people of Ukraine.4 Marchuk also called for the modernization of the content of 

the idea: “traditionally the national idea was associated with a Hetman’s mace [bulava]. This was 

our history, but today we live in a different age and the symbol of the Ukrainian national idea 

ought to be a computer and not a mace.”5 Overall, the ruling elite has attempted to reformulate 

the “national idea” as an imperative for socioeconomic and technological modernization, which 

is exemplified by Europe, rather than for a cultural and linguistic revival. Europe symbolizes a 

zone of prosperity, stability and tolerance, rather than a cluster of sovereign nation states that as-

sociated themselves with their dominant majorities and pursue a set of policies to ensure their 

domination. Although Ukraine has acquired the form of a nation state, the elite does not insist on 

following the exact path that the European nation states took in the nineteenth and twentieth cen-

turies. 

Conclusion 

Ukraine’s ruling, post-nomenklatura elite, which found itself presiding over a population 

of which large sections possess only a hazy sense of collective identity and tenuous affiliation 

                                                 
1 Kuchma’s speech commemorating the fourth anniversary of Ukraine’s independence (in Kiev). Holos Ukrainy, 25 
August 1995. 
2 Kuchma’s annual address to parliament, Holos Ukrainy, 4 April 1996. 
3 Holos Ukrainy, 28 August 1996. 
4 Interview with Serhiy Teleshun, “Ekonomichnyi Pragmatyzm Yak Czynnyk Ukrainskoi Ideii,” Uriadovyi Kurier, 
13 January 1996. 
5 Ibid. 
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with the Ukrainian state, appeared the prime candidates to be agents of the nationalizing regime. 

Indeed, despite coming to power in 1994 on an anti-nationalist ticket, the elite has undertaken the 

task of harmonizing the collective identity with new political realities, and, through an eclectic 

distribution of highlights and omissions, a teleological narrative of national identity has been 

constructed. Yet, even if it cannot be denied that the constitutional assertion of the symbols and 

language of the titular majority sits uneasily with the proclaimed goal of the consolidation of the 

political nation, the way that “nation building” has been undertaken in Ukraine does not easily 

satisfy the criteria to qualify as a “nationalizing regime.” On the one hand, the elite wholeheart-

edly embarked on historicizing the nation and set out to make Ukraine like other states by mold-

ing its history as that of a nation state, if not in reality, then at least in terms of the deeds and 

ideas of Ukraine’s great historical figures.1 Ukrainian identity is historicized by glorifying the 

centuries-long yearning and struggle of the “Ukrainian people” for independent statehood, while 

simultaneously brushing aside the more sensitive issues of the nature of Soviet rule and its cul-

tural, demographic and linguistic legacies in Ukraine. On the other hand, the elite refrained from 

essentializing and totalizing the Ukrainian identity. The elite did not invoke the ethnocultural and 

linguistic differences between the Ukrainian natsiia and the Russians (whether within Ukraine or 

in Russia) and the oppression of the former by the latter. Rather it is argued that it is the incom-

patibility of political ideals which inspired Ukraine’s quest for political self-determination in or-

der to escape Russia’s “political Byzantinism.” To the frustration of the national democrats, the 

precise configuration of the constituent ethnic communities in the Ukrainskyi narod is left delib-

erately vague; and hence the position of the Ukrainian ethnic nation (Ukrainska natsiia) is not 

exalted. Moreover, the imperative for positive action to implement the linguistic and cultural de-

Russification of Ukraine has so far been eschewed or played down. The assertion of the leading 

role of the Ukrainian ethnos by dwelling on its symbolic representation and historical myths ap-

pears not so much to be designed to revitalize the ethnocultural bonds of community as to reflect 

the pragmatic recognition by the elite of the absence of an alternative reservoir of plausible sym-

bols and myths. 

In the case of Ukraine, the elaboration of the particularistic historical credentials of 

Ukraine as a nation state coexists with proclaimed aspirations to peace, modernization and pros-

perity, most tangibly encapsulated in “Europeanness.”2 The references to the universalist culture 

                                                 
1 Mark von Hagen, “Does Ukraine Have a History?” Slavic Review, Vol. 54, No. 3, 1995, pp. 658–673. 
2 As Szporluk pointed out, “Modern nationalism speaks the language of particularism but practices universal en-
gagement: it measures its own performance according to universal values and standards, it looks up to those who are 
the most advanced.” Roman Szporluk, “Nationalism after Communism: Reflections on Russia, Ukraine, Belarus and 
Poland,” Nations and Nationalism, Vol. 4, No. 3, 1998, p. 314. On particularism and universalism in the ideology of 
nationalism, see also Alan Finlayson, “Ideology, Discourse and Nationalism,” Journal of Political Ideologies, Vol. 
3, No. 1, 1998, pp. 99–118. 
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of Europe offset and submerge the uncertainty and disagreement on what constitutes the essence 

of Ukrainian identity. The promotion of the supra-national, European identity, in place of the 

Soviet identity, offers an alternative to the identification of the population solely with Ukraine as 

a nation state, something that is still a contentious proposition for perhaps as many as one-third 

of the population of Ukraine. At the same time, however, the assertion of the European pedigree 

of Ukraine unmakes the myth of “fraternal friendship” and “commonality of interests” between 

Russia and Ukraine. Therefore, despite the apparent moderation, the elite’s proclamations have 

been designed to anchor Ukrainian identity in a particular set of symbols, myths and beliefs that 

underscore Ukraine’s distinctiveness from Russia and justify Ukraine’s European orientation. 

However, the sustainability of this identification with Europe, when the EU keeps Ukraine at 

arm’s length, is yet to be seen. 

[Wolczuk, Kataryna. “HISTORY, EUROPE AND THE “NATIONAL IDEA”: THE 

“OFFICIAL” NARRATIVE OF NATIONAL IDENTITY IN UKRAINE,” Nationalities Papers 

28: 4 (2000): 671-694.] 

 

Volodimyr Fesenko    

Perspectives on a Liberal-Pluralist Approach to Ethnic Minorities in Ukraine 

Ukraine is a multi-ethnic society comprised of more than 120 ethnic groups. Ethnic 

Ukrainians constitute 37 million, or 72 per cent of the population. Russians, the largest group 

after the Ukrainians, number 11.3 million (22 per cent). The remaining ethnic groups each num-

ber fewer than 500,000 people, eight with populations of 100,000 to 500,000. About 90 ethnic 

groups have fewer than 1,000 people.1 Six of the largest ethnic minorities are geographically 

concentrated near Ukraine's borders, in areas contiguous with their respective kin-states. 

Of the five types of ethnocultural groups discussed by Kymlicka, four can be found in 

Ukraine: national minorities, immigrant ethnic groups, metics, and Roma, who number about 

48,000. The specific ethnocultural problem of the Rusyns should also be noted. The Rusyns are 

an ethnocultural group living in the Ukrainian Transcarpathians and in Slovakia. Unlike Slova-

kia, Ukraine does not recognize the Rusyns as a distinct national group, considering them instead 

to be one of the regional subcultures of the Ukrainian nation. 

The division of Ukrainian society along linguistic, ethnocultural, and regional lines is 

deepened by serious religious differences. More than half of the religious communities and be-

lievers in Ukraine are orthodox. Ukrainian orthodoxy, however, is divided into three churches 

that are firmly in opposition to one another: the Ukrainian Orthodox Church of the Moscow Pa-

                                                 
1 Based on data from the 1989 USSR census. 
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triarchate (UOC-MP),1 the Ukrainian Orthodox Church of the Kyivan Patriarchate (UOC-KPV)2 

and the Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Church (UAOQ)3.The Ukrainian Greek Catholic 

Church (UGCC) also figures in the religious antagonisms. Greek Catholics (the Uniates) account 

10 per cent of all believers in Ukraine. The UOC-MP is oriented to the Russian-speaking popula-

tion of Ukraine in the eastern and southern regions, while the UGCC's influence is mainly in the 

western part.4 

Although most of Ukraine's ethnocultural groups are small in size, many of them yearn 

for the preservation and development of their ethnic identity and cultural uniqueness. To this 

end, institutions have played an important role. In early 1995, there were 237 ethnocultural, non-

governmental organizations, including 16 that operate throughout Ukraine.5 At the beginning of 

2000, these numbers had risen to 275 and 35, respectively. Representatives of 31 ethnic groups 

have established national cultural societies of their own. 

The Special Case of Russians in Ukraine 

Russians are concentrated mainly in the east and south of Ukraine, the Crimea, and nine 

other regions, constituting 20-67 per cent of the local population in each region. Judging solely 

by the demographic size and territorial concentration of Russians in some regions of Ukraine, 

one might deduce that the relationship between Russians and Ukrainians constitutes the basic 

ethnic problem of the young Ukrainian state. Some politicians in Russia, and sometimes even in 

Ukraine, think along these lines. In fact, however, it is a much more complicated matter. 

The vast majority of Ukrainian-Russians were born in Ukraine, socialized in the bilingual 

and bicultural medium of the large cities and, to some extent, have adopted Ukrainian cultural 

values. Approximately one quarter of the Russian population (4.3 million people) came to 

Ukraine at a mature age and have not had enough time to imbibe the 'Ukrainian spirit'.6 The dual 

                                                 
1 The UOC-MP is the successor to the Russian Orthodox Church in Ukraine. 
2 The UOC-KP was created in 1992 to counterbalance the UOC-MP. The leader and the founder of the UOC-KP is 
Filaret, ex-metropolitan of the Communist-era Russian Orthodox Church in Kyiv. The UOC-KP, which has preten-
sions to be the only national church in Ukraine, supported right-wing political parties during the 1998 parliamentary 
elections in Ukraine. 
3 The UAOC was created in 1921 and declared its independence from Moscow. The Communist government liqui-
dated the autocephalous churches in Ukraine in the 1930s. The UAOC, revived in 1990, is supported by the pro-
Ukrainian urban intelligentsia. Two-thirds of UAOC adherents are located in Galicia (western Ukraine). The UOC-
KP has tried, unsuccessfully, to join with the UAOC. 
4 The religious structure of Ukrainian society is striking in its diversity. Members of approximately seventy religious 
denominations, schools, and doctrines reside in Ukraine. Together with the four main churches, the Roman Catholic, 
Evangelical Christian Baptist, Christians of Evangelical Belief, Seventh Day Adventist, the Watch Tower Society, 
Muslim, Reformatory, and Judaic religions represent 97% of religious adherents. See, M. Rybachuk, ' "Svoi" i 
"chuzhie" u chrami: religiynyi faktor mizhetnichnyh vidnosyn', Viche, 2 (1996) 138. The 1990s witnessed the ap-
pearance of unconventional cults, spiritual trends, and movements. Many of them are socially insular, avoiding par-
ticipation in politics or civil society. Their activities are unusual in the Ukrainian context, and sometimes lead to 
conflict with mainstream society.  
5 Ukrainian Ministry for Nationality Affairs, Migration and Religion, Information ' Bulletin, 1 (1995) 31-2. 
6 F. D. Zastavnyi, Skbidna ukrayins'ka diaspora (L'viv, 1992) 21. 
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culture of most Russian-Ukrainians is also characteristic of a significant segment of ethnic 

Ukrainians, especially those living in large cities in eastern and southern Ukraine. 

According to sociological research conducted in 1994 and 1995 by the Sociological Insti-

tute of the National Science Academy and the Centre for Democratic Initiatives, the population 

of Ukraine as a whole can be divided into three linguistic groups of roughly equal size: families 

using only Ukrainian as the language of communication; families using only Russian; and fami-

lies using both Ukrainian and Russian, depending on the circumstances. Table 2.13.1 provides 

the regional breakdown for these three groups. 

The approximately equal size of these three dominant ethno-1'nguistic groups creates, on 

the one hand, a situation of ethnic equilibrium; on the other hand, it makes it impossible to speak 

about the Russian-speaking—meaning linguistically Russian not culturally Russian—population 

as Ukraine's ethnic minority. That bilingual people constitute a third of the population of the 

country represents a specific feature of Ukrainian society, highlighting the ethnic complexity and 

instability of ethnic identification amongst the Ukrainian population. We can also assume that 

the high percentage of bilingual people inhibits the development of aggressive nationalistic 

manifestations, both Russian and Ukrainian. 

The proximity and centuries-old cross-fertilization of the Russian and Ukrainian cultures 

and languages have created a special ethnocultural situation in Ukraine. 78 per cent of the popu-

lation of Ukraine speaks fluent Russian and 77 per cent speaks fluent Ukrainian.1 Perhaps this 

explains why language has not become a serious source of conflict despite the gradual exclusion 

of the Russian language from official use. 

For most of its history the territory that now makes up Ukraine developed as parts of dif-

ferent state formations. The inevitable result is profound socio-cultural differences between the 

western region, and the eastern and southern part, sometimes referred to as 'right-bank and left-

bank’ Ukraine The significant linguistic variations between the western region and the eastern 

and southern part are clearly shown in Table 2.13.1. This regional ethnocultural cleavage is a 

dominant feature of the country's political life. 

The peculiar ethnocultural and ethnopolitical identification of the Russian-speaking 

population of Ukraine is  determined not only by its marginal, 'boundary' socio-cultural status, 

nor by its only partial conformity to the ethnocultural standard of either ethnic Ukrainians or eth-

nic Russians. It must also be appreciated that the Russian-speaking population in Ukraine—as 

well as in the other former non-Russian republics of the USSR—represents the remnant of Soviet 

society. Many Russian-speaking people to this day identify themselves as 'Soviet people'. They 

are nostalgic for the single united state, the USSR, and support the idea of the recreation if not of 

                                                 
1 Based on data from the 1989 USSR census. 
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the USSR, then at least of a union of the Slavic nations of Russia, Ukraine, and Belarus. The 

Russian-speakers' desire for some form of reunification represents another profound cleavage 

within the Ukrainian nation. 

How Liberal is Nation-Building in Ukraine? The key problem of Ukrainian ethnic policy 

is balancing Ukrainian majority nation-building with respect for ethnic minority rights. This ex-

plains a paradoxical but, at the same time, logical mixture of liberal and illiberal elements in the 

nation-building process.1 The more illiberal elements are rooted in a peculiar post-colonial 'Rus-

sian syndrome', which drives Ukrainians to distance themselves from Russia and strengthen the 

legitimacy of the independent Ukrainian state. At the same time, though, the policy of nation-

building in Ukraine is moderate and open to compromise. It reflects the current balance of forces 

within the political elite of the country as well as among the country's different regions and main 

ethnocultural groups. 

Given its ethnocultural make-up, Ukraine offers ample scope for the application of a lib-

eral-pluralist approach to minorities policy. But do the legislative basis of official Ukrainian pol-

icy towards ethnic minorities and the liberalization of majority nation-building in Ukraine meet 

liberal-pluralist standards? The Ukrainian legal framework governing inter-ethnic relations does 

have a significantly liberal character. But this liberalism has defined limits, which stop short of 

such ideas as the right of national minorities to territorial autonomy. 

TABLE 2.13.1 Language of communication in families: regional variations, May 1994, (%)2 

 Only Ukrainian Only Russian Ukrainian and Rus-

sian (depending on 

circumstances) 

Kyiv 16 39 46 

Western Ukraine 79 5 16 

Central Ukraine 60 8 32 

Eastern Ukraine 13 53 35 

Southern Ukraine 22 47 31 

Crimea 4 86 11 

All Ukraine 37 33 30 

 

                                                 
1 The eclectic combination of liberal principles (laws) and non-liberal social practices—or, vice versa, bad legal ar-
rangements and spontaneous self-regulatory social mechanisms—is an essential feature of the post-Communist, 
post-Soviet society. This situation may appear perplexing for western theorists, but it is the real picture. It can be 
solved by gradually improving legal arrangements and liberalizing social practices and the political and civic cul-
ture. 
2 Source: Politychnyi   potret   Ukrayiny.   Budeten'   doslidno-navchal'noho   centru 'Demokratycbni initsiativy', 14 (1995) 66. 
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Ukraine belongs to the relatively small number of post-Cornniunist states that have man-

aged to avoid serious ethnic conflict. Nevertheless, the uniqueness of Ukraine's ethnocultural and 

ethnopolitical configuration poses a variety of problems. Overcoming these depends on the proc-

ess of nation-building in Ukraine. Seven key elements of this process are examined. 

Alternatives for the Territorial-State Arrangement of Ukraine 

The choice of territorial-state organization for Ukraine has been the subject of the most 

animated political discussion since the moment of independence. The specific nature of the eth-

nocultural structure of Ukrainian society, as well as the existence of significant ethnocultural and 

socio-economic differences between various regions of Ukraine, would seem to provide a com-

pelling argument in favour of some sort of federation. Those political forces speaking for the 

Russian-speaking population of Ukraine supported the idea. National democratic parties and 

movements were, however, against federation, upholding instead the unitary-state model. In their 

opinion a federal arrangement would stimulate the separatist aspirations of the regions, thus con-

solidating existing cleavages within Ukrainian society. The potential instability of federations is 

confirmed by historic experience, most recently in the examples of the USSR, Yugoslavia, and 

Czechoslovakia. 

Disputes over Crimean autonomy did nothing but increase negative perceptions of feder-

alism. For example, when the draft Law on National Minorities was being considered by the 

Ukrainian legislature, it contained a clause on the establishment of autonomous administrative 

units for minority groups.1 The clause was voted down. The reasons for dismissing the idea of 

territorial autonomy for minorities were the same as for rejecting federalism. Supporters of a uni-

tary Ukrainian state suspected that the idea of federation was a strategy by the opponents of 

Ukrainian independence to seek to re-establish the USSR or at least reunite Ukraine with Russia. 

Some Ukrainian politicians were so concerned that they proposed the introduction of a con-

stitutional prohibition of any manifestations of federalism. 

In the end, Ukraine decided in favour of a unitary form of territorial-state organization, 

and enshrined it in the Constitution. However, this choice can in no way be considered final and 

irrevocable. Even the opponents of the idea of federation understand the objective predisposition 

of Ukraine to a federal form of state organization. As a compromise, Leonid Kravchuk, the first 

democratically elected President of Ukraine, proposed a unitary but decentralized state model. 

While supporting a unitary state, Viacheslav Chornovil, the leader of Narodnyi Rukh (People's 

Movement), the pre-eminent national democratic party, accepted the possibility of a federation in 
                                                 
1 In the 1920s, Soviet authorities established a large number of minority autonomous regions at all administrative 
levels. In 1931, a few years before they were eventually abolished, there were twenty-five autonomous districts— 
eight Russian, seven German, three Jewish, three Bulgarian, three Greek, and one Polish—and a few hundred 
autonomous rural communities in Ukraine. Is this not a good example of a minority policy based on the principle of 
ethnocultural justice? Today, the episode is a closed chapter in Soviet nationality policy. 



 815

the future, but only after the independent Ukrainian state had strengthened its position and over-

come centrifugal trends. 

Russian Language Status 

The 1989 Law on Languages regulates relations among language groups in the state. 

Adopted even prior to the announcement of Ukrainian independence, it represents the corner-

stone of Ukrainian majority nation-building. The Law for the first time entrenched the official 

status of the Ukrainian language and formulated a programme ensuring its priority development 

and eventual application in all spheres of public life in Ukraine. At the same time, the Law al-

lows any language to be used at a regional level providing it is acceptable to the whole popula-

tion of that region. Although no language is specifically mentioned, it is well understood that 

Russian is the language in question. 1 

As often happens when decisions are the result of compromise, the Law satisfied neither 

the supporters of Ukrainian majority nation-building nor most of the Russian-speaking popula-

tion. The former believed that the Law on Languages was insufficient in that it did not provide 

an adequate enforcement mechanism. The latter viewed the Law as an instrument for the imposi-

tion of the Ukrainian language and culture on Russian-speakers. Among Russian-speaking politi-

cians the idea of granting official status to the Russian language was very popular. In the end, the 

Constitution of Ukraine confirmed Ukrainian as the sole official language, making provisions for 

its comprehensive development and use in all spheres of social life throughout the entire territory 

of Ukraine.2 The Russian language was placed on a par with the languages of national minorities, 

though it was given specific mention: In Ukraine the free development, use and protection of 

Russian, and other languages of national minorities of Ukraine, is guaranteed'.3 

Those opposed to granting Russian official language status used the following arguments: 

1. It would not right historic injustices. Official status must be granted solely to the 

Ukrainian language in part to overcome the legacy of Russian linguistic and cultural domination. 

2. The slogan of official bilingualism is simply a way to preserve the Russian language 

monopoly, and mask an unwillingness to study the Ukrainian language. 

3. Granting official status to the Russian language would strengthen existing cleavages 

within the Ukrainian nation. 

4. The Ukrainian language is the most important instrument, the organic principle, of 

nation-building in Ukraine. The rebirth of Ukraine is impossible without the revival of its lan-

guage. 

5. Official status for the Russian language would lead to technological and cultural de-
                                                 
1 The Constitution of Ukraine, Article 1. 
2 Ibid., Article 10. 
3 Ibid., Article 10. 
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pendence on Russia and would amount to continuing Russian imperialistic control over Ukraine. 

The paradox of Ukrainian language policy, as implemented, is that in spite of the language legis-

lation, Russian is widely used in the public life of Ukraine. Approximately half of Ukrainian 

schoolgirls and boys are taught in the Russian language, and most of the print media is in Rus-

sian. 

On the other hand, the provisions of the Law on Languages that allow official status for 

Russian in places of territorial concentration of Russians, or Russian-speakers, have not always 

been implemented. Recent developments in Kharkiv illustrate this. In 1996, the City Council de-

cided, in keeping with the Law on Languages, to grant official status to the Russian language, as 

it is spoken by a large majority of the city's population. However, the Regional Public Prosecutor 

overturned the decision, citing the Constitution provision that only the Ukrainian language can 

have official status. What seems to have emerged in practice is a situation of informal 'peaceful 

coexistence' between official monolingualism and spontaneous bilingualism, that is, the simulta-

neous usage of both Russian and Ukrainian in the public sphere. 

The Status of the Crimea and Crimean Tatars 

The most painful ethnopolitical problem facing Ukraine is the status 

of the Crimea. This is complicated by its close connection to the acute 

foreign policy issues of Russian territorial claims and the status oi the 

Black Sea fleet. The Crimea is the only region where ethnic Russians 

make up the majority of the population-about  two-thirds – and where separatists are politically 

organized and constitute a real threat to the territorial integrity of the region. 

At the time of Ukrainian independence, the Crimea enjoyed the status of autonomous re-

gion, the only such case in Ukraine. The peninsula's inhabitants confirmed this autonomous 

status in a referendum and Kyiv was forced to accept the decision. In the subsequent constitu-

tional debates, opinions over Crimea were divided. In official circles, the reasons that underlay 

opposition to the idea of federation also applied to the notion of autonomous status for Crimea. A 

number of right-wing deputies of the Ukrainian legislature proposed terminating Crimean auton-

omy, while deputies of left-wing parties suggested that the Crimea be granted full-fledged auton-

omy. In the end, the autonomous status of the Crimea, albeit with restricted powers, was con-

firmed by the Ukrainian Constitution. 

The current status of ethnocultural and political rights for the Crimean Tatars is rather 

contradictory. On the one hand, the rights of the Crimean Tatars in the spheres of education and 

culture are ensured to a much greater extent than the rights of the ethnic Ukrainians residing in 

the Crimea. For example, as of 2001 there were ten Crimean Tatar schools operating in the Cri-

mea and just two Ukrainian ones, though there are twice as many ethnic Ukrainians as Tatars 
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residing there.14 Furthermore, the Crimean Tatars are the only ethnic group in Ukraine that has 

managed to create a well-developed and efficient structure of economic, political, and educa-

tional institutions. On the other hand, the problem of acquiring Ukrainian citizenship by newly 

arrived Crimean Tatars has become more complicated and, as a result of a change in the electoral 

system, the number of Crimean Tatar representatives in the Crimean legislature has dropped sig-

nificantly. 

The current situation reflects the dual policy Kyiv has adopted toward the Crimean 

Tatars. In the first half of the 1990s, for example, when strong separatist tendencies emerged in 

the Crimea, Kyiv used the Crimean Tatars as a counterbalance and an ally in the struggle against 

chauvinistic manifestations by Crimea's Russian community. Furthermore, Kyiv had to be sensi-

tive to the international community's focus on the Crimean Tatars' problems. By claiming the 

status of 'deported nation' and 'indigenous people', the Crimean Tatars attracted the attention of 

the international community and won support for their efforts to return to their historic native 

land. As soon as the wave of separatism began to wane, however, Kyiv's interest in the Crimean 

Tatars dropped sharply. 

The Problem of Citizenship 

The 1991 Law on Citizenship of Ukraine ensures equality before the law of all permanent 

resident citizens, regardless of their ethnic, cultural, linguistic, or religious identity. The Law was 

passed in its so-called 'zero option' form, that is, it granted Ukrainian citizenship to all who re-

sided on Ukrainian territory at the time the law was passed. At present, decisions regarding the 

acquisition of Ukrainian citizenship tend to be based either on ethnic affiliation, as an expression 

of national solidarity, or on humanitarian grounds for those fleeing persecution in their home 

countries. Citizenship may also be granted for historical reasons, such as compensation for pre-

vious injustice. This would apply, for example, to formerly deported peoples.1 

The most acute disputes have been generated by the problem of dual citizenship. In the 

first half of the 1990s, the idea of dual citizenship was widely popular with ethnic Russians, es-

pecially those residing in the Crimea. During Ukrainian-Russian negotiations over the status of 

the peninsula, the Russian side insisted on putting the principle into practice. However, Kyiv ob-

jected to the principle allegedly on the grounds that if dual citizenship were introduced it would 

lead to a number of thorny legal conflicts over citizens' rights and responsibilities in both coun-

tries. In reality, Kyiv feared that dual citizenship would be an instrument through which Russia 

could intrude into the political life of Ukraine, and possibly provide a legal basis for the unifica-
                                                 
1 The following reasons explain the extremely minimal number of Ukrainian-language schools in the Crimea: in 
comparison to Crimean Tatars, ethnic Ukrainians in Crimea are not as persistent in protecting their cultural rights; 
the Crimean government, influenced by the international community, pays more attention to the cultural and educa-
tional problems of Crimean Tatars than of ethnic Ukrainians; and about 50% of ethnic Ukrainians in Crimea are 
Russian-speakers. 
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tion of Crimea and Russia. As a result, single citizenship was entrenched in the Constitution of 

Ukraine.1 

The Problem of 'Ethnic' vs. 'Civic' Nationalism Heated discussion about the meaning of 

'Ukrainian nationality' has arisen in several contexts. The most animated debate was over the ref-

erence to nationality in the Ukrainian passport. What does one write in the 'nationality' column of 

the passport? Phrases such as 'the Ukrainian nation' and 'the nation of Ukraine' are ambiguous: 

do they refer to the ethnic or political nation? The phrase 'Ukrainian nation' is generally under-

stood to refer to 'ethnic nation', that is, a nation made up of ethnic Ukrainians as opposed to na-

tional minorities. In other contexts, however, the terms 'nation' and 'nationality' have a political 

(civic) connotation, that is, they refer to Ukraine as a political entity embracing ethnically diverse 

groups. The terminology used in Ukrainian law and policies, which is often the result of compro-

mise, tends to perpetuate rather than resolve the conceptual ambiguity over these terms. 

The failure to clearly define the terms 'nation' and 'nationality' reflects the underlying un-

certainty about the appropriate process of nation-building for Ukraine. The alternatives are 

clearly delineated: 

either nation-building through integration and unification of Ukrainian society on the ba-

sis of the Ukrainian language and Ukrainian culture, or the formation of a civic, multi-ethnic, 

multicultural, and multi-religious society in which Ukrainian ethnicity plays a fundamental, but 

not hegemonic, role. 

Ensuring the Rights and Conditions to Maintain and Develop the Ethnocultural Identity 

of National Minorities 

Ukraine is developing a legal framework for protecting minority rights through domestic 

legislation and by signing and ratifying international conventions. On 1 November 1991, the 

Verkhovna Rada  (parliament) adopted the Declaration on the Rights of Nationalities, which says 

that the Ukrainian state guarantees all peoples, national groups, and citizens residing on its terri-

tory equal political, economic,  social, and cultural rights. In territories where ethnic groups are 

concentrated, they can use their native language along with the state j language. According to the 

Law on National Minorities in Ukraine, j adopted by parliament in June 1992, a person belong-

ing to an ethnic j minority, while being a citizen of Ukraine, can express his or her national self-

awareness and affinity with members of any particular ethnic group. The state guarantees to all 

ethnic minorities the right to national and cultural autonomy, which includes: 

(1) the use of, and education in, their native language and the study of the native lan-

guage in state educational institutions or through national-cultural societies; and 

(2) the development of national cultural traditions, use of national symbols, celebration of 

                                                 
1 The Constitution of Ukraine, Article 4. 
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national holidays, religious practice, pursuit of cultural endeavours—literature, art, mass me-

dia—creation of national cultural and educational establishments, and any other activity that 

does not contradict the existing legislation. 

Ukraine is actively involved in preparing and adopting international accords on the pro-

tection of national minorities. In 1992, it ratified the Bishkek Agreement of the CIS countries on 

issues related to the restoration of rights of deported persons, and ethnic minorities and peoples; 

in 1994, Ukraine signed the Moscow Convention of the CIS Countries on ensuring the rights of 

persons belonging to national minorities. In September 1995, Ukraine was the first CIS country 

to accede to the Council of Europe's European Framework Convention for the Protection of Na-

tional Minorities. 

Illegal Migrant Problem 

The issue of immigrants, either legal or illegal, is relevant to an understanding of the 

country's ethnocultural diversity. Excluding ethnic Ukrainians who have returned to their historic 

homeland upon its gaining independence, the largest immigrant groups in Ukraine are the de-

scendants of the people deported from the region during Stalin's regime. This includes Crimean 

Tatars, Germans, Greeks, Armenians, and Bulgarians. Originally, it was expected that the total 

number of such immigrants and their descendants would reach about 500,000 by the year 2000. 

However, their numbers have turned out to be significantly less and consist mainly of Crimean 

Tatars, whose population has increased more than five times between 1989 and 1997.1 At pre-

sent, Crimean Tatars number approximately 260,000. 

The specific problem of illegal immigrants, or 'metics' to use Kymlicka's terminology, is 

being exacerbated by the continued growth in their numbers from year to year. In 1997, 16,500 

'illegals' were detained at the border,2 a figure comparable to the population of many ethnocul-

tural groups residing in Ukraine. For the majority of illegal migrants, Ukraine is just a transfer 

point, a stopover on their way from the East to the West. Those who are detained usually remain 

inside Ukraine for only a short time. Ukrainian law states that illegal migrants are to be deported 

from the country. In practice, however, administrative bodies have money neither for deportation 

nor for settlement—even temporary—of these people on the territory of Ukraine. 

Nevertheless, the number of illegal immigrants who have chosen to settle in Ukraine for a 

longer period of time is growing. They are mostly citizens of Asia and Africa, usually former 

students who studied in Ukraine. Although no exact information exists on the number of such 

illegal immigrants, one can judge the scale of the phenomenon by the following example. During 

the first nine months ot 1998 in Kharkiv alone—the second largest city in Ukraine with 1.6 mil-

                                                 
1 Den', 7 February 1998. 
2 Uriadovyi kur'er, 27 August 1998. 
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lion people—5,000 foreign citizens were prosecuted for violation of the law on the legal status of 

a foreigner, and more than 200 illegal immigrants were detected, of whom 47 were deported. 

Illegal migrants are becoming an increasingly significant source of crime and conflict. 

Under these conditions it is difficult to expect a favourable attitude towards the idea of granting 

Ukrainian citizenship to foreigners who happen to find themselves on Ukrainian territory. 

Now, as the borders of the European Union are approaching Ukraine 

one can predict an aggravation of the problem of illegal migrants. 

Solving this is possible only within the broader European context with the participation of all 

concerned parties. 

Implications for the Future Although the new Ukrainian Constitution of 28 June 1996 

addressed many controversial issues such as the form of the territorial-state arrangement, Rus-

sian language status, and Crimean autonomy, this does not mean that the ethnic problem will no 

longer obscure the Ukrainian political horizon. There will be continued debate on the subject. In 

this debate, there is no doubt that the liberal-pluralist approach to solving minority issues is rele-

vant to the dilemmas faced by contemporary Ukraine. However, in the current political en-

vironment this approach is unlikely to prevail in Ukraine, at least in the short term. 

The political landscape in Ukraine is much more complicated and contradictory than the 

straightforward dichotomy of Communist (illiberal) versus democratic (liberal) forces. For ex-

ample, many Ukrainian national democrats oppose the pluralist model of ethnocultural develop-

ment, while some leftists support a federal system. In the final analysis, though, it remains that 

Ukrainian policy-makers, who are former members of the Soviet-era nomenklatura, take a cen-

trist stand on issues dealing with minorities policy. And while many of the (former Communist) 

bureaucrats have adopted pro-Western attitudes, this reflects more a desire for prosperity than an 

embrace of liberal-pluralist beliefs. This means that, to a large extent, residual illiberal elements 

in the post-Communist, post-Soviet transition period  determine policies  toward  ethnic minori-

ties.  Thus, 'ukrainization' policy is not so dissimilar from the Soviet-era policy of russification.1 

In the current political environment, a much greater effort is required to propagate the 

liberal-pluralist perspective. Attitudes favouring Ukrainian majority nation-building, and its logi-

cal outcome of 'ukrainization', dominate the ideological discourse. Many authors, politicians, and 

scientists decisively reject the idea of a more pluralist approach to minority issues, citing its 

negative impact on the transition process in Ukraine.2 Their arguments are, first, that ethnocul-

tural diversity undermines the integrating national idea by fostering antagonistic group interests 

that result in the growing fragmentation of society. Second, diversity promotes irredentist ten-
                                                 
1 Sloboda, 13 October 1998. 
2 This attitude is most thoroughly treated in the article of S. Grabovs'kyi, 'Polietichnist' u perehidnykh suspil'stvakh: 
perevagy I nebezpeky', Suchasnist', 10 (1997) 81-90 
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dencies among those ethnic groups that have neighbouring kin-states— for example, several po-

litical movements in Crimea seek reunification with Russia and similar tendencies can be ob-

served in some sections of the Romanian community in Bukovina. Third, the significant increase 

of organized crime activity during the transition period is attributed in part to national minority 

groups—for example, there is a disproportionately high percentage of non-Ukrainians involved 

in organized crime groups. Fourth, Russian cultural nationalism is on the rise. Many Russian-

speakers remain culturally oriented toward their 'great motherland' despite the collapse of the 

Soviet Empire and subsequent social crisis in Russia. 

The prevailing view in Ukraine has therefore been that under conditions of transition, 

ethnic diversity constitutes a source of problems and conflicts rather than of social dynamism. 

Multi-ethnicity is recognized as a political reality but it is rejected as a principle for the organiza-

tion and development of Ukrainian society. Likewise, federalism is regarded as a mechanism for 

preserving ethnic diversity but is superseded by a rather broadly accepted formula for solving 

ethnic problems that aims to avoid conflicts, develop a national idea—but not on a narrow ethnic 

basis—and integrate society around it. This prevailing view incorporates the negative stereotypes 

of the multi-ethnic, pluralistic model of development, and reflects the anxiety of Ukrainians dur-

ing a period of social crisis. Overcoming these stereotypes will not happen quickly or easily, but 

it is possible. 

First, the fortunes of the liberal-pluralist approach can be enhanced by linking them with 

Ukraine's gradual advancement into European institutional structures. Kyiv is prepared to make 

serious domestic policy concessions in instances where the integration of Ukraine into European 

structures is at stake. The best example is the introduction in Ukraine of a moratorium on capital 

punishment following pressure from the Council of Europe, despite the fact that a considerable 

part of the political elite and the majority of the population—according to the data of sociologi-

cal surveys—support the death penalty. 

Second, there are multi-ethnic regions in Ukraine, such as the Crimea and Transcarpathia, 

where principles of ethnocultural justice simply cannot be ignored. The internal ethnocultural 

diversity and need to incorporate the interests of different ethnic groups make anything but a 

multi-ethnic, pluralistic model of development unthinkable. These regions could become 'ex-

perimental fields' to perfect policies that would ensure ethnocultural justice and the developmen-

tof multi-ethnicity. Such experimentation would provide an opportunity to anticipate potential legal 

and political pitfalls and to prepare the ground for the further liberalization of ethnic policies in 

other regions of the country. 

To adopt a broader liberal concept of ethnocultural justice, the country's political elite must 

be assured that it is an appropriate and secure model of development for Ukraine. In this respect, 
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one of the thorniest issues relates to immigrants, including illegal ones, acquiring the right to be-

come citizens. This only stimulates the stream of migrants to the developed countries. With an ex-

pected toughening of immigration legislation in Western European countries, the countries of Cen-

tral and Eastern Europe that do not become members of the European Union may become a 'hot-

bed', if not 'dumping ground', for illegal immigrants. Will they accept this role? If so, would the new 

millennium not begin with another mass migration of peoples? 

The liberal concept of ethnocultural justice poses a worthy theoretical challenge to the 

ideology of illiberal nation-building. 'Integration through ethnocultural diversity' is a good motto 

and an important practical task for the twenty-first century. But how universal and effective is this 

formula for solving all ethnopolitical problems ? 

[Fesenko, V. “Perspectives on a Liberal-Pluralist Approach to Ethnic Minorities in Ukraine,” in 

Kymlicka, W. and M. Opalski. Can Liberal Pluralism Be Exported? (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2001): 

283-298] 

 

16. Подведение итогов: Будущее национализма и этнических конфликтов 

Michael Billig 

Postmodernity and Identity 

The extent of the banal flagging, described in the previous chapter, may come as a sur-

prise. Increasingly, it is becoming commonplace to hear that the nation-state is in decline. Many 

commentators are arguing that the contemporary world is postmodern rather than modern. Na-

tion-states, they argue, were a product of the modern era and are now becoming outmoded. If 

nationalism and national identity are both adjuncts of the nation-state, then they too belong to the 

fast disappearing world of modernity. This change from modernity to postmodernity has, so it is 

claimed, important political consequences. The old politics of nationhood are giving way to new 

politics of identity. The nationalist consciousness with its emphasis on boundaries and the home-

land is supposedly passe. Banal flagging of nationhood, therefore, is not something that is to be 

expected in this postmodern world. 

The thesis of postmodernism represents an important analysis of contemporary times. It 

proposes that a matrix of economic, cultural and psychological changes is occurring in the 

world. As will be argued in this chapter, the thesis, however, overlooks the banality of national-

ism. In discussing nationalism and postmodernity, it is necessary to refocus attention. When the 

previous chapter documented the banality of national identity, it did so by concentrating its Day 

Survey on British newspapers. Britain may not provide the best register of portents for the post-

modern future. As a nation-state, Britain's world role belongs to the earlier age of modernity. 
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Geopolitically, Britain has become a bit player, flapping about indecisively on the edge of the 

European Union. The nation on whose sphere of influence the sun never sets is now the United 

States. 

Many of the ideas about postmodernism are currently being developed in the United 

States. However, it is arguable whether the thesis of postmodernity has come to terms with US 

nationalism. Part of the problem, as with orthodox sociology, is the tendency to equate national-

ism with its 'hot', rather than banal, varieties. But it is not just a matter of definitions. Perhaps 

one of the most interesting questions to ask about postmodernist analyses is 'how can nation-

hood appear so invisible within the world's strongest nation - a nation, which continues to dis-

play and salute its flag?' 

In attempting to throw light upon this question, an earlier argument should be borne in 

mind. Chapter 4 suggested that international themes have always been part of the nationalist 

consciousness. It is misleading to think that nationalist and internationalist habits of thought are 

necessarily in opposition to each other. They can be, and frequently are, intermixed. One could 

expect this intermixture to be especially marked in the case of a nation bidding for global he-

gemony. What appears to be international will аlso be national and vice versa. This is an impor-

tant consideration for the thesis of postmodernity. Part of the thesis maintains that a global, 

transnational culture is developing. If this culture has a national provenance, then what appears 

to be global may not be quite so transnational. The global culture, bearing the marks of its na-

tional heritage, may be flagging 'America'. An identity of identities - national and global - will 

be claimed. 'America' may not be flagged as a particular place: it will be universalized as the 

world. As will be suggested, in postmodern times the national flags have not been hauled down, 

or transmuted into a pastiche of ironic decorations. Today, the United States flags its presence 

so often and so globally that it almost seems invisible. 

The Thesis of Postmodernism and the Global Culture 

In the past 15 years, there has been an outpouring of words within the social sciences on 

the topic of postmodernity. Writers from a variety of academic disciplines and theoretical stand-

points have taken a bewildering range of stances. There are those who have welcomed the post-

modern spirit; and there are those who condemn it. 

Postmodernism has been variously described as conservative, radical, conservatively 

radical and radically conservative. There is uncertainty when the age of modernity is supposed to 

have ended and postmodernity begun (see, Murdock, 1993, for a critique). Some analysts pro-

nounce postmodernity to be a decisive rupture with previous times; others claim that modernity 

has gradually dribbled into its post-phase. Jean-Frangois Lyotard (1984), in a major work which 

popularized the concept of 'postmodernity', even suggested that modernity was always postmod-
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ern. Despite all the differences of interpretation, theorists, who claim that there is a vital differ-

ence between the age of modernity and that of postmodernity, share several broad areas of 

agreement. They tend to agree that by the end of the twentieth century there has been a series of 

economic, cultural and psychological changes which are associated with a growing 'globaliza-

tion' (Lash, 1990). As the twentieth century dawned, the climate of the times was still largely 

modernist. It was then possible to have faith in progress, and to believe that science would pro-

duce a bright, new world of unambiguous truth. Now, by the end of the century, the hopes of the 

modern movement seem naive; doubts and ambiguities abound. 

Roland Robertson, who has written extensively on globalization and postmodernity, 

claims that the heyday of the nation-state was from 1880 to 1920 (for example, Robertson, 

1990,1992). Many of the states that were to enjoy sovereignty during that period had been cre-

ated in the previous hundred or so years. A modernist spirit had attended their creation. One of 

the essential characteristics of modernity was vital to state-making: the intolerance of difference. 

The new states were to be centralized polities which flattened traditional regional, cultural, lin-

guistic and ethnic differences. As Bauman has claimed, "nationalism was a programme of unifi-

cation, and a postulate of homogeneity" (1992b, p. 683). Unity within the bordered territory was 

the state's goal. Official languages were imposed upon a mosaic of speech patterns (see above, 

Chapter 2). Citizens, with their way of thinking moulded by a common education, would use the 

same currency, travel on the state's highways and be expected to show unequivocal loyalty to the 

nation. 

The result was not a uniform world, but a world of limited, independent uniformities. 

The quest for uniformity involves the imposition of firm boundaries, whether these are bounda-

ries between truth and error, science and nonsense, rationality and irrationality. The world of na-

tion-states, being constructed in the modernist mood, is a world of boundaries. States, following 

a general uniform pattern, were divided one from another, as nationals and foreigners were 

clearly and legally demarcated. Psychologically, the modernist world of the nation-state resem-

bles the state of mind described by Henri Tajffels (1981) theory of categorical judgement: differ-

ences between members of categories are minimized and differences between categories are ex-

aggerated. This boundary-consciousness represents, according to the thesis of postmodernity, a 

decidedly modern cast of mind and modern form of life. 

In the days of modernity, or so it is argued, nations were economically and politically in-

dependent. Industries and capital were nationally based, and, in consequence, governments were 

able to exert direct influence over the economic life of nations. Classical sociology, as was ar-

gued in Chapter 3, contains a vision of the world as containing separate, bounded 'societies'. 

This image, according to Wallerstein (1987), describes the world-system of the late nineteenth 
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century. Since then, however, there has been a vast internationalization of capital. Multinational 

corporations, which transfer monies and products around the globe, have grown. As financial 

transactions have become increasingly internationalized, so the economies of nation-states have 

become globally interrelated. Since the 1940s, nation-states, as Nigel Harris observes, have been 

obliged "to unwind much of the structure of economic nationalism and to free capital", in order 

to create economic growth (1990, p. 250). The development of global communication systems 

has accelerated this internationalization of capital (Schiller, 1993). The flow of information 

across electronic networks knows of no national boundaries. Capital can be transferred across 

the globe through the keying of computers in Tokyo or New York (Harvey, 1989). If finance is 

transferred globally, then so is labour, albeit with more physical and psychological difficulty. 

Nevertheless, the global economy is characterized by massive migration across national bounda-

ries (Castles and Kosack, 1985; Cohen, 1992). All these factors have combined, so it is argued, 

to diminish the autonomy and stability of the nation-state. It is no wonder that states are combin-

ing to form supra-national economic and political organizations, such as the European Union or 

even the United Nations. Held suggests that one of the chief aspects of "the contemporary global 

system lies in the vast array of international regimes and organisations (of which Nato is only 

one type) which have been established to manage whole areas of transnational activity (trade, 

the oceans, space and so on)" (1989, p. 196). In 1905 there were 176 international, non-

governmental organizations; by 1984 there were 4,615, according to Held's calculations. Some 

of these organizations make direct demands upon sovereign nations. The International Monetary 

Fund, in loaning funds to hard-pressed governments, will often insist that those governments 

reduce public expenditure on welfare programmes and devalue their currency. Nation-states may 

still exist in this global world but their sovereignty is compromised. 

A number of theorists contend that the economic conditions of late capitalism are pro-

ducing postmodern, rather than modernist, forms of sensibility, which are very different from the 

old boundary-consciousness of modernism (Hall, 1991a, 1991b; Harvey, 1989; Jameson, 1991). 

Grand 'meta-narratives', which aim to establish clear boundaries between truth and falsity belong 

to the modernist past, as does confidence in the benefits of science and the inevitability of pro-

gress (Lyotard, 1984). According to Jean Baudrillard, the very possibilities for 'truth' and 'reality' 

have been undermined; the contemporary world is marked by the electronic relay of images, 

which are simulacra of other images, rather than representations of an external 'reality' (Baudril-

lard, 1983). In a world where information circulates through 'cool' electronic transfers, there is 

only 'hyperreality', not truth and falsity. This hyperreality looks the same in Los Angeles and 

Tokyo, London and New York. The vast distances of previous ages have disappeared, as infor-

mation incessantly pulsates across the globe in nanoseconds. 
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On one level, the logic of late capitalism is dictating a homogenized culture. No longer is 

the world a patchwork of bounded, national cultures, which claim to be uniquely different. 

George Orwell, writing during the Second World War, could believe that anyone returning to 

England from a foreign country would have "immediately the sensation of breathing a different 

air". So much would be noticeably different even in the first few minutes: "The beer is bitterer, 

the coins heavier, the grass greener, the advertisements more blatant" (1962, p. 64). Orwell's 

England, now, seems to belong to another world: Today, the traveller is likely to land at an inter-

national airport resembling the one just left. The cafeterias will sell 'continental lager'; the adver-

tisements will proclaim their international products; and the coinage has shrunk to standardized 

dimensions. Britain is only one place where this homogenization has occurred. McDonald's and 

Coca-Cola are internationally available; so are Nintendo games and the iconic representations of 

international stars. Across the 'global village', there is a similarity of experience. The world be-

comes nightly available on the television screen: 

The whole world can watch the Olympic Games, the World Cup, the fall of a dictator, a po-

litical summit, a deadly tragedy . . . while mass tourism, films made in spectacular locations, make a 

wide range of simulated or vicarious experiences of what the world contains available to many 

people. (Harvey, 1989, p. 293) 

The thesis of postmodernism suggests that life in the contemporary world is marked by a 

banal globalism. Daily the 'global village' is flagged, and this banal globalism is supplanting the 

conditions of banal nationalism. 

The Declining, Fragmenting Nation-State 

There is another important theme in the thesis of postmodernism. The forces of global-

ization are not producing cultural homogeneity in an absolute manner. They may be eroding dif-

ferences between national cultures, but they are also multiplying differences within nations. 

Theorists of the postmodern emphasize the importance of consumption in the postmodern ex-

perience (Featherstone, 1990, 1991; Sherry, 1991). The consumer is expected to buy a variety of 

products; these express so many styles that boundaries are constantly traversed. The consumer, 

especially in the rich countries of the West, can eat Chinese food on one day, followed by 

French or Malayan the next. Meals can combine different national cuisines, just as clothing can 

mix 'ethnic' styles. An English family can decide to have 'traditional English roast beef, in ex-

actly the same way that they can decide upon any other marketed exotica. 

Patterns of consumption are not strictly national. Consumers can no longer imagine 

themselves as part of a national community, all purchasing the same type of article, which is 

marketed within the nation's borders and which represents a distinctive national culture. Instead, 

there is the development of niche-marketing, aimed at particular groups of consumers, often de-
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fined in terms of 'life-style', rather than class. Consumers can create their own identities through 

their changing patterns of consumption. Moreover, these identities cross boundaries of state. 

'Yuppies', 'punks', 'thirty-somethings' can be found throughout Europe, north America, Australia 

and, even, Japan. In the communications industries, 'narrow-casting' is replacing 'broad-casting'. 

Television programmes are not aimed at a general national audience, but at specialized seg-

ments, whose particular patterns of consumption are targeted by advertisers; at the same time 

globalized, satellite broadcasting is developing so that programmes are shown internationally 

(Morley, 1992; Schlesinger, 1991). In consequence, the nationally imagined identity is dimin-

ishing in importance, as compared with imagined 'life-style' groups of consumers. The result is 

that the processes of globalization, which are diminishing differences and spaces between na-

tions, are also fragmenting the imagined unity within those nations. The state, declining in its 

powers, is no longer able to impose a uniform sense of identity. With the pressure for national 

uniformity removed, a variety of other forces is released. Within the national territory, multiple 

narratives and new identities are emerging. Local, ethnic and gender identities have become the 

site for postmodern politics (Roosens, 1989). It is as if the nation-state is being fatally assailed 

from above and below. The hurricanes of globalization swirl in the skies above, whilst from be-

low, the national soil is fissured by seismic faults. The two disasters are linked: 

In effect nationalism, the tendency towards centralization that accompanied the state forma-

tion process, in which attempts were made to eliminate differences in order to create a unified inte-

grating culture for the nation, has given way to decentralization and the acknowledgement of lo-

cal, regional and subcultural differences in the Western world. (Featherstone, 1991, p. 142) 

The result is that the sovereignty of the nation-state is collapsing under pressure from 

global and local forces. Economic necessities are compelling states to surrender parts of their 

sovereignty to supra-national organizations. The European Union is a good example: no longer 

do the parliaments of the member states have the powers which they formally had. National 

identity no longer enjoys its preeminence as the psychological identity that claims the ultimate 

loyalty of the individual. Instead, it must compete with other identities on a free market of iden-

tities. 

In addition to supra-national identities, there are sub-national identities to challenge the 

state's claims. The very differences and attachments which the state sought to erase in its mod-

ernist quest for uniformity are now being revived. Some of these newly revived identities are 

constructed in the image of nationhood. Smaller homelands within the territory of the existing 

state are being imagined. Separatist movements, whether in Quebec, Scotland or the Balkans, are 

attaining the sort of support in the 1980s and 1990s which they never attracted 30 years earlier. 

There is evidence that a sense of place is important as a component of separatist support: adher-
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ents define the nation which is to be created as a place (a homeland), rather than as a network of 

'primordial ties' (Linz, 1985). These homelands tend to be of ever-decreasing size, for each new 

homeland is being carved out of a portion of an existing homeland. 

If new, smaller nations succeed in gaining their independence, they do not enjoy the sov-

ereignty which nations were said to possess in the heyday of nationalism. These new states must 

seek admittance to supranational organizations. In addition, they are threatened by the very sub-

national processes which permitted their own birth. Having come into existence through proc-

esses of national fragmentation, they are liable to be threatened by the imagining of other identi-

ties, claiming their own even smaller homeland space. The USSR embodied Russian hegemony 

over the other 14 legally constituted republics, with over a hundred 'nationalities' also legally 

recognized (Breuilly, 1992). Just as the republics have moved for national independence, so 

some of the 'nationalities' now move against the newly independent republics. Ukrainians find 

Tartar minorities, claiming the right to a Crimean Tartar Republic. Russia, now constituted as a 

nation-state, faces separatist movements in Chechenia, Tatarstan, Tuva and Bashkortostan. 

Czechoslovakia, after a brief period of autonomy from the Soviet influence, has split into two. 

And as for Yugoslavia, it is unclear how many of the new small states will fragment further, as 

minorities claim their right to self-determination. Even before independence is achieved, signs of 

fragmentation can be apparent. The Quebecqois in Canada see their own arguments for national 

independence being turned against themselves by the Cree (Ignatieff, 1993). 

It is as if the whole business of nationhood is being unravelled. At each turn, it seems 

that a group separates from a state, to declare a new state in its own name and then minority 

groups within the new state claim national status. An infinite regress beckons, with states frag-

menting into infinitely smaller units. These units, in their turn, cannot be culturally isolated enti-

ties. They are plugged into the vast networks of information, which respect no natural, political, 

or linguistic boundaries. Thus, the thesis of postmodernism proclaims a vision of a future world. 

In this world, no longer is the national territory the place from which identities, attachments and 

patterns of life spring. The order of the national world gives way to a new mediaevalism. The 

binary language of electronics is like a new Latin, binding together the knowledgeable across 

political kingdoms. In place of the bordered, national state, a multiplicity of terrae are emerging. 

And those, who see their identities in terms of gender or sexual orientation, are, like monks be-

fore them, bound by no earthly terra, restricted by no mere sense of place. Thus, a new sensibil-

ity - a new psychology - emerges in global times. 

Depthless and Depth Psychology 

The postmodern image is a beguiling one. It seems to describe trends which are apparent 

in the contemporary world and it appears to give a historic significance to these trends. Given 
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the popularity of the thesis, it is little wonder that the decline of the nation-state is being treated 

as a truism, an obvious fact in a postmodern world of few facts. The thesis proclaims the world 

of postmodernity to be marked by new modes of apprehension and forms of identity. Unfortu-

nately, many analysts of contemporary culture use a very abstract sort of psychology. Few actu-

ally get round to talking to ordinary people to see how so-called subjects of postmodernity actu-

ally think and feel (Brunt, 1992; Morley, 1992). This is a pity, because the thesis of postmoder-

nity rests upon important psychological assumptions. 

Two very different psychological themes are discernible in the broad thesis of globaliza-

tion. On the one hand, there are claims about a new postmodern psyche, which differs from the 

old modern psyche. This postmodern psyche is at home playing with the free market of identi-

ties. In contrast,  there  is the  not-so-new  (and  not-so-cool)  psyche  of 'hot' nationalism. Glob-

alism is said to be producing nationalist reactions   in which there is little spirit of playful irony. 

As was discussed in Chapter 3 a number of observers, surveying ethnic conflicts and the rise of 

neo-fascism have the sense of the repressed returning: an older, fiercer psychology of identity is 

being unleashed. 

Sometimes there is a reluctance to call these unleashed identities 'nationalist'. The left-

wing British 'think-tank', Demos, produced a widely publicized report, claiming that "after the 

Cold War, a new politics is emerging". This new politics is gaining ground across the world: 

"The surface may be different - language, colour, tribe, caste, clan or region -but the subterra-

nean source is the same: an assertion of cultural identity." The report specifically declared that 

"tribalism holds sway in the Balkans, Belgium, Burundi and Belfast" (Vincent Cable, 'Insiders 

and Outsiders', Independent on Sunday, 24 January 1994). Although mentioning the identities of 

'tribe', caste, religion etc., the report does not mention the identities of nation. The nation is pre-

sumed to be in decline, withering towards its point-zero: tribalism, rather than nationalism, is 

returning. 

The two psychological themes relate directly to the claim that the nation-state is in de-

cline. There is the global psychology, which strikes the nation from above, withering loyalties 

with a free play of identities. And, then, there is the hot psychology of caste or tribe, which hits 

at the soft underbelly of the state with a powerfully intolerant commitment and emotional feroc-

ity. How these two psychologies are related is unsure. But taken together, they seem to leave lit-

tle room for the sort of banal national loyalties which were seen to be daily flagged in the previ-

ous chapter. 

To begin with, the global psychology can be considered. The thesis of postmodernity 

suggests the new postmodern culture signifies a change in psychic tone. Frederic Jameson argues 

that the culture of late capitalism possesses a constant "depthlessness", for, today, "depth is re-



 830

placed by surface". Postmodernism often achieves this depthlessness through pastiche, which is 

"one of the most significant features or practices in postmodernism today" (1991, p. 12). Pas-

tiche is not parody, according to Jameson, because it does not have an ulterior motive, or an un-

derlying programme of truth. Instead, postmodernist products - whether of art, clothing or cui-

sine - mix styles in a constantly altering pastiche. The result is a culture which is without fixed 

points or uniform truths and which speaks with a multiplicity of voices (Bauman, 1992a). Given 

that this culture erodes boundaries, there is a loss of sense of place (Giddens, 1990; Meyrowitz, 

1986). 

The depthlessness of culture is accompanied by a psychological lack of depth. Psycho-

logical attachments have become weaker. Jameson, for example, writes of the "waning of affect" 

(1991, p. 10). In place of an autonomous ego, which invests 'truths' and 'fixed identities' with an 

emotional force, there is a shifting sense of depthless selves - a continual 'cognitive mapping' 

rather than a deep emotional attachment to a few fixed points (Jameson, 1991). If, as has been 

claimed, "our identity has become synonymous with patterns of consumption" (Miller, 1986, p. 

165), then individuals no longer have a firm, centred sense of their self, but the postmodern con-

sumer is liable to buy whole series of identities. As fashions change, and as different styles of 

clothing are worn - or as new products enter the market and old ones are replaced - so the ego 

takes on yet another identity (Tseelon, 1991). The autonomous ego belongs to the past: the indi-

vidual in the postmodern world, like the cultural climate of the times, "is now fragmented, dis-

persed and decentered" (Michael, 1994, p. 384; see also Lather, 1992, 1994). 

Kenneth Gergen's The Saturated Self provides a deeply sensitive and insightful account 

of the psychology of the de-centred, postmodern self. According to Gergen, the cultural condi-

tions of postmodernity are reproduced psychologically. People in the postmodern world are satu-

rated with information and relationships. They have no clear sense of self, for the self is filled 

with the voices of others. Gergen refers to this as 'multiphrenia', or "the splitting of the individual 

into a multiplicity of self-investments" (1991, pp. 734). For Gergen, the condition is filled with 

possibilities: "As the moorings of the substantial self are slowly left behind and one begins to 

experience the raptures of pastiche personality, the dominant indulgence becomes the persona - 

the image as presented" (p. 156). 

The pastiche personality differs from the patriotic psyche of former times. No particular 

identity is to be accorded a special psychic investment, in the way that the patriot invested the 

homeland with a depth of emotional feeling. Any such investment would disrupt the ever-

changing carnival of pastiche. Indeed, the cosmopolitan individual is thought to inhabit an elec-

tronic, global world, rather than a single homeland. In consequence, the conditions for national 
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loyalty have been undermined. Accordingly, writes Gergen, in the postmodern world "the very 

idea of independent or sovereign nations is thrown into question" (p. 254). 

Not everyone, however, is able to enjoy the raptures of the pastiche personality. The 

ironic detachment and the shifting depthlessness of the de-centred ego ill describe the fascist 

thug or the ethnic cleanser, both of whom are being washed up on the beach of 'tribalism' in the 

postmodern world. A number of writers have suggested that some people feel lost in the fluid 

conditions of the postmodern world: such people retreat psychologically from the possibilities 

offered by postmodernism. The collapse of old boundaries, the loss of certainty and the blurring 

of a sense of place have caused what Giddens (1990) terms 'ontological insecurity'. Melucci 

(1989) believes that such insecurity is built into the contemporary condition, for the person to-

day is a 'nomad of the mind', living with a sense of homelessness. As Bauman (1992b) suggests, 

the postmodern citizen is a nomad wandering between unconnected places. 

The dispossessed and insecure cannot bear this nomadic condition of homelessness: for 

them there is no rapture in ambiguity. They are driven to seek secure identities, often regressing 

to an earlier stage of development.  

Myths of nation, tribe and religion seem to hold out the hope of psychological whole-

ness, offering the fragmented, disorientated person the promise of psychic security. As Julia 

Kristeva writes, "the values crisis and the fragmentation of individuals have reached the point 

where we no longer know what we are and take shelter, to preserve a token of personality, under 

the most massive, regressive common denominators: national origins and the faith of our fore-

bears" (1993, p. 2). 

Anthony Giddens (1985, 1987) makes a similar point about regressive reactions to the 

ontological insecurity of contemporary times. As was mentioned in Chapter 3, Giddens suggests 

that people often react against ontological insecurity with 'regressive forms of object-

identification'. They identify with, and invest great emotional energy in, the symbols of nation-

hood and the promise of strong leadership. Giddens' argument, and, indeed, that of Kristeva, 

resemble Erich Fromm's classic, psychological explanation of fascism. In Fear of Freedom, 

Fromm (1942) claimed that capitalism has destroyed the fixed identities of traditional societies. 

People have been freed to create their own identities in ways which were impossible hitherto. 

Some people are scared by this freedom. Turning away from the uncertainties of the present, 

they regressively yearn for the security of a solid identity. So, they are drawn towards the sim-

plicities of nationalist and fascist propaganda. 

Two psychological portraits are contained in such visions of the postmodern world: the 

portrait of the depthless psyche, bobbing along on the postmodern tide; and the regressive psy-

che, struggling against the flow. In many respects, these two portraits represent polar opposites. 
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Although theorists of postmodernism tend not to detail exactly what a 'decentred ego' is, their 

image of the postmodern psyche appears as an almost exact mirror reversal of a well-known 

psychological type: the authoritarian personality, as described by Adorno et al. (1950). In fact, 

Adorno and his co-workers built upon Fromm's insights about the psychological origins of fas-

cism. Unable to handle ambivalence, authoritarians need unambiguous truths and clearly demar-

cated hierarchies. They seek the security of a clear world-view in which evil 'others' can be hated 

and a pure 'us' loved. Recently, there is evidence that supporters of fundamentalist Christian 

sects in north America and members of the fascist Front National in France show the characteris-

tics of authoritarianism  (Altemeyer,  1981,  1988; Orfali, 1990). 

On practically every count, the decentred, postmodern self, as represented in writings of 

postmodern theorists, can be contrasted with the portrait of the authoritarian personality. 

1 Authoritarians were said to need a serious sense of order and hierarchy; by contrast, 

postmodernists subvert distinctions and they play with the idea of 'liminality' (Gergen, 1991; Mi-

chael, 1992). 

2 The authoritarian's psyche is marked by a brittle, emotional intensity; the postmodern-

ist has an ironic, playful detachment. 

3 The authoritarian is driven by affect, which dominates cognition causing the authoritarian to 

apprehend the world through rigid stereotypes; the postmodernist possesses a shallower psy-

che, in which affect has waned and cognition (or what Jameson calls 'cognitive mapping') 

predominates. 

4 The authoritarian fixates on a single identity, particularly that of race or nation; by contrast, 

"postmoderns have no 'investment' in particular groups or identities", but, instead, "the in-

vestment is in the turnover of identities" (Michael, 1991, p. 215). 

5 The authoritarian's commitment to the beloved ingroup is marked by a deep rejection of out-

groups, who are felt to be different from the self; the postmodern person experiences no such 

divisions for "as consciousness of interdependence expands, so withers the distinction be-

tween self and other, mine and yours" (Gergen, 1991, p. 254). 

At first sight, the psychological dimensions seem to be falling into place in the thesis of 

postmodernism. Two contrasting psychologies are indicated: one is making the assault on na-

tionhood from above and the other from below. These psychological assaults match economic 

ones. The middle is being excluded by an extreme either/or: either there are the playful uncer-

tainties of the decentred ego, or there are the fierce furies of an ego centred upon a single iden-

tity. The banal identity of nationhood is presumed to be withering away along with the nation-

state. 
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And yet, it all appears too neat. The middle has not disappeared. As was argued in the 

previous chapter, political celebrities in the established democracies continue to address the na-

tion as the nation. Daily the citizens encounter the flagged signs of nationhood. Discourses of 

national sacrifice still appear as commonplace.An example of their continuing ordinariness can 

be given. An English father was talking with his family about the British Royal Family. He was 

the only anti-royalist in his family: he enjoyed arguing with his wife and children on the issue, as 

he took the shockingly radical stance. Suddenly, in the middle of the conversation, as if to 

counter an unspoken accusation, this Robespierre of the suburbs declared himself to be "very 

patriotic". Just because he did not like royalty, don't think, he said, that he would not "fight for 

my country"; yes, he would "fight to the end for Britain" (for details, see Billig, 1989b, 1992). 

No one in his family seemed amazed by his outburst. Neither wife nor teenage daughter told him 

to stop being silly. His utterance was treated as perfectly unexceptionable. How is this possible? 

How can a man, in the comfort of his suburban sitting-room, and himself with no military record 

of service, declare a willingness to sacrifice all for his country in an unspecified cause? And how 

can his family consider the utterance as appropriate? Surely nationhood cannot have withered 

into insignificance. 

Not all identities should be considered as equivalent and interchangeable. Perhaps the 

postmodern consumer can purchase a bewildering range of identity-styles. Certainly, the 

commercial structures are in place for the economically comfortable to change styles in the 

Western world, national identity cannot be exchanged like last year's clothes. The anti-

royalist father was declaring his national identity primus inter pares: he was declaring a 

commitment over time. One can eat Chinese tomorrow and Turkish the day after; one can 

even dress in Chinese or Turkish styles. But being Chinese or Turkish are not commercially 

available options. Cosmopolitans and authoritarians alike are constrained by the permanence 

of national identity. 

Another question can be asked: what is the relation between the two psychologies, which 

supposedly are assaulting the nation-state from their differing directions? Surely, they are not 

totally separated consciousnesses, belonging to two totally different species of individual. The 

passions of 'hot'  nationalism  do  not  merely  indicate  that  particular  homelands continue to 

have a hold upon the political imagination; they indicate that the universal principle of national-

ism - the abstractly expressed right to possess a homeland - also maintains its hold. It is surely 

too simple to believe that this principle is confined to those who imagine themselves to be dis-

possessed. Perhaps those, who live in established nations and who take the reproduction of their 

homeland for granted, assume the principle to be set in place. In this case, the so-called post-
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modern cast of mind may not be so disdainful of boundaries and place: it may be taking much 

for granted. 

There is a sense of 'as-if' in some versions of the postmodern thesis. It is as if the na-

tion-state had already withered away; as if people's national commitments have been flattened 

to the level of a consumer choice; as if millions of children in the world's most powerful nation 

do not daily salute one, and only one, style of flag; as if, at this moment around the globe, vast 

armies are not practising their battle manoeuvres beneath national colours. 

The State in Global Times 

One major problem with the thesis of postmodernism is that the elements of nationalist 

consciousness appear to be persisting. As the previous chapter's Day Survey indicated, the 

sense of the importance of a bounded homeland, together with the distinction between 'us' and 

'foreigners', have not disappeared. Moreover, these habits of thinking persist, not as vestiges of 

a past age, having outlived their function; they are rooted to forms of  life, in an era in which 

the state may be changing, but has not yet withered away. After all, nations still maintain their 

massive armouries. As Giddens (1990) has commented, there is no Third World with respect to 

weaponry. And this weaponry remains the property of nations, not individuals nor corporations. 

The thesis of postmodernism suggests that nationalism has changed its function. No 

longer is nationalism a force which creates and reproduces nation-states: it is one of the forces 

which is destroying nations. Thus, there is a paradox: the more that 'hot' nationalists commit 

themselves to the ideal of nationhood in the struggles to establish their own particular home-

lands, the more they hasten the end of nationhood. Because of this position, some theorists seem 

uneasy about describing today's movements for national independence as genuinely nationalist. 

As was seen in the British think-tank's report, the very word itself can be avoided. Sometimes the 

term 'nationalism' is used, but authors imply that this is not proper nationalism. Hobsbawm, pre-

dicting the end of nationalism, writes that the world of the next century "will be largely suprana-

tional and infranational, but even infranationality, whether or not it dresses itself up in the cos-

tume of some mini-nationalism, will reflect the decline of the old nation-state as an operational 

entity" (1992, p. 191). Even when nationalism appears, it is only 'infranationalism' dressed up: it 

is not really nationalist. Stuart Hall and David Held claim that "everywhere the nation state ... is 

eroded and challenged". Not only is globalization eroding the state from above, but "the rise of 

regional and local 'nationalisms' are beginning to erode it from below" (1989, p. 183). The au-

thors put nationalism between apostrophes, as if to signal its current forms to be inauthentic. 

Zygmunt Bauman, one of the most important and scholarly of sociologists charting 

postmodernity, argues that the nations being created in the contemporary postmodern world dif-

fer so much from the nations created by nationalism in the age of modernity, that the term nation 
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should not properly be applied: "Exit the nation-state, enter the tribe", declares Bauman (1993, 

p. 141). The new so-called nations lack "viability", because national viability has been generally 

undermined in the present world; they are too small to be sovereign, and, in any case, state sov-

ereignty is disappearing (1992b, 1993). The rhetoric implies that France and the United States, 

having been established in the heyday of nationhood, were (and perhaps still are) 'real' nations. 

But Slovenia and Byelorus are arrivistes, seeking entrance after all the tickets to genuine nation-

hood have been sold. 

It may be too easy to dismiss nationalism in this way. After all, the movements of na-

tional independence seek bounded, homeland states; their political imagination is constrained 

within the limits of the national ideal, which continues to be valued above life. And, as Linz's 

evidence implies, the movements tend to define themselves in terms of territory, rather than 

'tribal' or 'primordial' loyalties. Moreover, not all social trends point towards the fragmentation 

and division of states. The two parts of Germany have been united. Irish nationalists in Northern 

Ireland are struggling for a united Ireland; Yuri Meshkov's Russian nationalist party is cam-

paigning for secession from the newly seceded Ukraine, in order to reunite with Russia. There is 

little evidence that the bulk of states in Africa are unravelling (Brown, 1989). In addition, there 

is no law of sociology to specify that the new states must inevitably fragment beyond some hy-

pothetical point of viability. 

As for the argument that the new states are too small for viability, then it must be said 

that the world of nations has always contained micro-states, existing in the shadow of super-

powers, who have tried to run the world internationally. It is a myth to think that during the 

peak of modernity the world comprised states which were sovereignly independent both de jure 

and de facto. Many small states, such as Nepal, Andorra and Guatemala, not only defied the 

sensible logic of 'viability' to survive, but they never possessed the free autonomy of larger, 

more powerful states. Even during the nation-state's supposed heyday, states like Serbia and 

Montenegro could disappear because their sovereignty got in the way of the powerful national 

players. Hinsley is surely correct to caution against confusing national sovereignty with the 

freedom of a nation-state to act independently of a superior power: the latter is historically "the 

situation to which many states may have often aspired, but have never in fact enjoyed" (1986, p. 

226). 

One reason why Bauman and others claim that the new states are not proper nation-states 

is that they face pressures to absorb themselves in supra-national organizations. The European 

Union is often seen to be the model of the supra-national organization, which is eroding state-

hood. However, it is not at all clear that, in the European Union, the ideal of nationhood is being 

replaced by a new image of community (Smith, 1990). Within the EU there is controversy about 
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the nature of the organization. The argument is not conducted between those who cling to na-

tionhood and those who wish to move towards a radically different image of community. Some 

envisage the EU developing into a federal state - a United States of Europe built on the model of 

a United States of America. Already some of the symbols of common statehood have been 

adopted. The EU has its own flag and anthem. It boasts a 'parliament'. Proponents of federalism 

are attempting to construct, or imagine, a form of community. For example, Jacques Delors, 

when chairman of the European Commission, suggested that Europeans unite behind the label of 

'Christian European Civilization' (Hagendoorn, 1993b). The label indicates an amorphous other-

ness: a non-Christian, non-European lack of civilization massing beyond the boundaries. 

The federal plan is resisted by those who seek a looser amalgamation of sovereign mem-

ber states. As was quoted in Chapter 4, British premier John Major declared that he would op-

pose all attempts to haul down the Union Jack and replace it by the star-spangled banner of a 

United States of Europe. In this vision, the EU becomes like some sort of permanent alliance and 

trading agreement between states, which jealously preserve their historical independence. Both 

visions - federalist and anti-federalist -perpetuate the notion of nationhood. The federalist vision 

transfers nationhood to a wider entity, as states combine to form a super-state. The non-federalist 

image defines membership of the community in terms of existing nationhood and national 

boundaries. 

Most importantly, the notion of boundary continues to be important in both visions: the 

European Union will continue to be clearly bounded, with its perimeter being defined in terms of 

existing national boundaries. Thus, Europe will be imagined as a totality, either as a homeland 

itself or as a homeland of homelands. Either way, the ideological traditions of nationhood, in-

cluding its boundary-consciousness, are not transcended. 

Within the European Union, national boundaries may be eroded, as a free transfer of la-

bour, goods and money is encouraged within the community. But as internal boundaries have 

been eroded, so the outer perimeter has been strengthened. Immigration (or rather its prevention) 

has been a central concern in EU policy. 'Fortress Europe' is being constructed in order to keep at 

bay what in Delors' image becomes the non-Christian, non-European and non-civilized world. It 

has been revealed that in 1991 immigration ministers of member countries approved in principle 

a document called "the External Frontiers Convention which sought to erect a wall around the 

EC high enough to allow the internal borders to be dismantled" (reported in Guardian, 27 May 

1993). 

The issue of immigration, more than any other, shows that the state has not withered 

away in the age of late capitalism. There is no free market of labour in the world, for all states 

seek to regulate the human flow across their borders. As Harris (1990) argues, states retain con-
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trol over immigration and the definition of citizenship. These most important functions of state 

show little sign of erosion. Two points can be briefly made. First, there is little reason to suppose 

that the migration of populations across state boundaries in itself signifies the erosion of states 

(although right-wing politicians often claim that it does). Historically, the great era of European 

state-making was preceded by unparalleled movements of population both within Europe and 

from Europe (Bailyn, 1988). Secondly, concern about immigration is today almost invariably 

expressed within nationalist ways of talking, as speakers wonder what is happening to 'our' coun-

try, 'our' homeland. 

This way of talking is not confined to the extreme margins of right-wing politics. There 

is a banal discourse of borders and migration. Indeed, there must be: each state has its own leg-

islative apparatus to restrict the market of labour and to define citizenship. In Chapter 4 exam-

ples were given of such discourse. A German minister was justifying exclusion of immigrants 

in order to protect 'our' society and 'our' fairness. Across Europe similar rhetorics can be heard 

(Van Dijk, 1991, 1993). This is not merely a European issue. The world over, governments, 

faced with migrants or refugees, strengthen legislation, whilst citing the value of their own 

(threatened) national essence. For example, the government of the Bahamas mentioned in its 

election manifesto the problems of illegal immigration and promised a "strengthening of the 

Bahamianisation process" (Guardian, 3 January 1994). Malaysia's Prime Minister, Dr Mahathir 

Mohamad, claims that Malays have a "primary right" to Malaysia and that Indian and Chinese 

immigrants should be required to absorb Malay culture (quoted in Independent, 5 December 

1993). Even within the United States, supposedly the historic land of immigration, anti-

immigration rhetoric is to be heard - against Mexicans, against Chinese and, in 1993 from a bi-

partisan group of 75 members of Congress, against Iraqis- Sometimes the themes of borders, 

'us' and foreigners become intermingled with the emotionally evocative themes of purity and 

dirt. Fascist propagandists, in particular, make this connection (Hainsworth, 1992; Orfali, 

1990). But the theme of the 'pure' nation and the pollutants from abroad cannot be confined to 

the margins. It has its own more familiar, even banal, versions. In Sweden, for example, main-

stream politicians can be heard regularly to argue for the strengthening of borders to keep out 

drugs, which are presumed to be alien to 'us' and 'our' identity and which pollute the nation (see 

Gould, 1993; Tham 1993). Across the globe, there are votes to be gathered from such ways of 

talking. 

There is a further factor to take into account, when considering the thesis of postmodern-

ism. The thesis asserts that nationhood is unravelling. Small nations no longer can assert their 

own independent sovereignty. However, the issue does not hang merely on the 'viability' of a 

Slovenia or Moldova. The thesis is being proposed at a moment when one nation, above all oth-
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ers, is bidding to lead a world order of nations. There would be a stronger case for declaring the 

end of the nation-state if this nation were showing signs of unravelling - either by disintegrating 

into sub-regions, or by dissolving its sovereignty into a United States of All the Americas. With 

the exception of the small Ka Lahui Hawai'i movement in the strangely positioned state of Ha-

waii, the United States is free from separatist movements. Even states like Texas, which once 

were independent states, have no populist movements, which aim to recreate the former inde-

pendence. If the world's most powerful nation, whose cultural and political influence stretches 

across the so-called 'global village', is not unravelling in this way, then surely it is too premature 

to declare the exit of the nation-state from the world's stage. Given the global power of the 

United States, one might, indeed, wonder what such a declaration is forgetting. 

Around the Country 

The United States occupies a central place in the analyses of postmodern culture. To put 

the matter crudely, the States is believed to be the place where the future can be observed most 

clearly. Jean Baudrillard, for example, sees Disneyland as the microcosm of the whole West, ex-

emplifying perfectly the orders of hyperreal simulation, which represent the near future for the 

world (Baudrillard, 1983, 1988). A banal nationalism must be reproducing the USA as the USA, 

place of the future. If the future is American, and if the United States is escaping the fissiparous 

forces which are fracturing less powerful nation-states, then it might be too early to book nation-

alism into the retirement home of ageing ideologies. 

It appears easy to overlook the nationalist factors in the equation. As was discussed in 

Chapter 3, forgetting is part of the operation of banal nationalism. The nation is flagged, but the 

flagging itself is forgotten as the nation is mindlessly remembered. The previous chapter showed 

how a daily deixis of little words can point out the homeland, reproducing it as the homeland in 

banally forgettable ways. This constant deixis shows the continuing presence of the homeland, 

and the ease with which it can be taken for granted. An illustration can be given to show how 

important, pervasive and forgettable this deixis is: the texts of postmodernism themselves often 

use the homeland-making deixis. Even as writers seek to describe the cosmopolitan, global world 

of today, they can take for granted the place of the United States, using a familiar, yet banal, 

deixis. 

Joshua Meyrowitz's No Sense of Place (1986) articulates themes which are close to the 

heart of the postmodern thesis. Although Meyrowitz himself does not use the term 'postmodern-

ism', No Sense of Place has been interpreted as depicting a "postmodern geography" (Morley, 

1992, p. 279) and as describing a postmodern phenomenology (Michael, 1994). In a superbly 

imaginative analysis, Meyrowitz suggests that physically bounded space is becoming less impor-

tant in the age of electronic information. Television has eroded traditional boundaries, both so-
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cial and physical, so that many social spheres, which were once distinct, now overlap each other. 

This is seen in "the blurring of conceptions of childhood and adulthood, the merging of notions 

of masculinity and femininity, and the lowering of political heroes to the level of average citi-

zens" (1986, p. 5). The depths of traditional allegiances are being replaced by a sensibility which 

flattens differences. In short, according to Meyrowitz, there is 'no sense of place'. 

Despite this repeated theme, there is a constant, but largely unacknowledged, sense of 

place throughout No Sense of Place. The text, and what it describes, are located within a place - 

the United States of America. There is a sense of 'us', who are American. In the preface, Mey-

rowitz states that "electronic media are present in nearly all physical settings in our country". 

The context makes it clear which country is 'ours': "almost every American home has at least one 

telephone and television set" (p. viii). The main text of the book is full of such examples of the 

national first person plural: "all our recent Presidents have been plagued with problems of 'credi-

bility' " (p. 268); "television has encouraged us to nominate candidates who like Jimmy Carter, 

Ronald Reagan and Walter Mondale avoid acting like 'great leaders' " (p. 304, emphases added). 

Meyrowitz even suggests that the sense of America may be enhanced by the very elec-

tronic media which are supposedly destroying place. For example, he writes that "through televi-

sion, Americans may gain a strange sort of communion with each other" (p. 90). Thus, the ar-

gument contains its own paradox. Meyrowitz claims that there is no sense of place, and he speci-

fies the place where this absence of place is taking place. This place is a nation - America. His 

text signals its own sense of belonging to this place. 

Another example of such deixis is provided by Gergen's The Saturated Self.  In present-

ing a vivid account of the life led by the decentred, postmodern self, Gergen speaks personally 

of his own life. The opening sentence of the book sets the scene: "I had just returned to 

Swarthmore from a two-day conference in Washington, which had brought together fifty 

scholars from around the country" (1991, p. 1). On returning, there is "an urgent fax from 

Spain"; Gergen's secretary has "a sheaf of telephone messages and some accumulated mail, 

including an IRS notice of a tax audit"; there are calls from a London publisher, a message 

about a summer trip to Holland and so on. The picture is one of brief, depthless, global inter-

connections. 

But the text also tells its readers that the writer is at home in America. The very first 

sentence uses the definite article in a piece of homeland-making deixis: 'Around the country' - 

the country is the nation-state of the writer, the 50 scholars and Washington. Immediately, 

America as a whole - as an entire homeland - has been flagged, but not named as such. Reader 

and writer are expected to take for granted a world in which people live in countries and pay 

their taxes to the national state. Gergen does not feel it necessary to explain the initials of the 
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Inland Revenue Service (or to describe which 'inland' this refers to). Without such shared un-

derstanding, the text would be puzzling. As it is, the text conveys its subtext smoothly. The 

phrase 'around the country' slips into the book's opening sentence, while the author is doing 

something else - while his creative imagination is depicting a world from which nations are 

supposedly disappearing. 

All this gives a depth to the depicted world. It is a banal depth, for the deeper surfaces 

are neither hidden nor unknown. The powers of the United States' government, to which taxes 

are paid, and the military, which is funded by those taxes, are not concealed secrets: they are 

publicly known. They are centrally part of the forms of life which the words of the text evoke. 

The words, however, do not dwell on the national forms: they dwell in them, forgetfully. 

Identities and Politics 

The examples from Gergen and Meyrowitz illustrate how easily the national context can 

be taken for granted. There is a broader point and this relates to the sorts of new politics which 

supposedly threaten nationhood. Even when subnational forms of politics appear to be eroding 

the nation-state, these forms may actually be taking the state for granted, deictically situating 

themselves within the homeland. This possibility needs to be seriously considered, given that 

'identity politics' is being claimed both as the politics of the future and as a politics which is 

eroding the nation-state. The case of the United States, as the special place of placelessness, 

needs particular attention. 

Some writers assume that the politics of identity in the United States -such as the move-

ments for Hispanic, gay or women's interests - are equivalent to the 'subnational' rumblings of 

separatism elsewhere (see, for example, Friedman, 1988). However, identities should not be 

treated as identical, as if all are merely fulfilling an identical psychological substrate of 'identity-

needs' (Bhavnani and Phoenix, 1994; Sampson, 1993). 'Identity politics' is politics and the politi-

cal dimension is crucial (Roosens 1989). As far as nationalism is concerned, a distinction should 

be made between those social movements which are mobilizing 'identities' in the cause of secur-

ing homeland territory and those which are mobilizing 'identities' within an existing polity. 

Identity politics in the United States is not directed towards creating separate national 

homelands. In fact, identity politics appears, at first sight, to transcend place. Feminists, gays, 

Hispanics and so on are not localized within the United States. To be sure, there are ethnic and 

racial ghettoes within cities; but there is no African-American or Italian-American state, with its 

own bordered territory and with its claims for national independence. On the contrary, the poli-

tics of identity, unlike that of nationalist movements, gathers together those who are geographi-

cally scattered into an imagined unity of identification: a placeless community of interests is to 

be imagined. 
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Some have argued that this ethnic identification contains a typically postmodern element 

of 'consumer choice' or "voluntary identification" (Levine, 1993). Sollors (1986) gives the ex-

ample of two brothers in the United States with the same complex ancestry, one choosing to call 

himself 'Franco-American', whilst the other identifies himself as 'German-American'. According 

to Sollors, this sort of ethnicity is not a matter of compulsion: one can select from the shelves of 

ancestors the identity-product conforming to taste. It is hard, however, to see how deprived 

blacks in the United States, confined to all-black, deprived neighbourhoods, have chosen their 

ethnic destiny. Sollors argues that the chosen identities are depthless, for they do not come with 

whole cultural ways of life attached: "American ethnicity . . . is a matter not of content, but of 

the importance that individuals ascribe to it" (Sollors, 1986, p. 35; see also, Fitzgerald, 1992). 

The placeless quality of such identity is underlined if two persons, from the same family, living 

in the same city, can claim different ethnic identities and different places of origin. 

The question is whether identity politics and the importance attached to ethnic identifica-

tion are undermining the nation-state. Some critics are enthusiastic about the radical possibilities 

of identity politics. Henry Giroux (1993) maintains that identity politics is "the struggle to con-

struct counter-narratives and create new critical spaces and social practices" (p. 3). On the other 

hand, conservatives may feel that the new narratives are destroying old patriotic ones. Both 

sides, however, may be exaggerating, for the new politics, and its narratives, typically take the 

nation-state for granted. What is often at stake is not an argument against nationhood, but an 

argument about the nature of the nation and who should be taken as representing the nation. 

There is nothing remarkable in this: the creation of a nation "is a  recurrent activity", which  in-

volves "ceaseless reinterpretations, rediscoveries and reconstructions". These processes of rein-

terpretation are typically processes of controversy and argument. As was mentioned in the pre-

vious chapter, nationalism is, to quote John Shotter, a 'tradition of argument'. 

There is no doubt that identity politics is challenging old ways of defining the nation. 

Those who have been excluded from the power to make definitions are now claiming the right 

to re-imagine the community. During his lifetime, the painter Norman Rockwell was much 

praised for supposedly depicting the American people and the American way of life. In Rock-

well's America, the people are 'naturally' presented with white, Anglo-Saxon faces. Blacks and 

Hispanics are as rare as recognizably Jewish faces. At best, they appear as special subjects. In 

'The Problem We all Live With' a little black girl is escorted to school by big, protective, white, 

male bodies, bearing the ensigns of 'US Marshall'. Now the bias in the depiction of America is 

contested by those faces who have long been excluded from the national definition. Pictures 

such as Rockwell's can no longer be innocently painted. More faces are to be painted in. But if 

they are, it is still an America which is being painted. 
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Charge, counter-charge and background acceptance can be briefly illustrated by an arti-

cle originally published in the Washington Post (and reproduced in the Guardian, 10 March 

1994). It exemplifies the sort of contemporary controversy about ethnic identity in the United 

States. The reporter, Mary Jordan, was describing the growing trend for American college stu-

dents to live in ethnically separated residences. An Ivy League school had just opened a new 

dormitory for African-Americans. The new Harambee House overlooked Hispanic House, 

French House, Slavic House and so on. Educators, so it was reported, were becoming increas-

ingly worried: "The separatist movement is a hot issue nationwide." The report quoted the 

President of the University of Pennsylvania: 

We are moving into a very, very hyphenated world. It's Asian-American, African-

American. It's so contrary to everything I grew up with - when everyone fought just to be Ameri-

can. 

The semantics are revealing. 'Separatism' is used, but these separatists do not seek an in-

dependent, national territory. They imagine no new homeland. They want separate dormitories 

within institutions across the nation. The national context is given - the issue is controversial 'na-

tionwide'. The worried opponent of this separatism voices the fears of a threatened hegemony. 

From her position in an old elite university, she speaks for 'everyone'. For her, the whole Ameri-

can identity itself - just being American - is threatened by the dangerous hyphens. 

What she does not mention is that all the hyphenated identities flag the nation, as surely 

as if they bore portable flag-poles. To claim to be African-American or Hispanic-American is to 

claim be American. Of course, the rhetoric of identity-claims, when made within the nation, of-

ten leaves the flags unwaved, unsaluted, unnoticed. In Iowa or Denver, where there are few 

Atncan-Atricans to speak ot, to be 'African-American' may indicate a difference from others as-

sumed to be American; in Nairobi or Lagos, it carries a different rhetoric (Eriksen, 1993; Fitz-

gerald, 1992). Nevertheless this hyphenated world continually flags the national territory in 

which it dwells. 

If identity politics is based on the vision of the 'multicultural society', this politics takes 

for granted that there is a 'society', which is to be multicultural and which is to be represented by 

a greater variety of faces than on a Rockwell canvas. When the multicultural ideal is tied to the 

notion of a nation, then 'identity politics' is situated within the nation's tradition of argument: 

identities within the nation are contested, but not the identity of the nation itself. An apparent 

radicalism can become constrained within national borders. For example, Sneja Gunew (1990) 

criticizes the narrow definitions of Australian culture, based upon white, Anglo-Saxon, male nar-

ratives. She advocates an alternative "narrative of a national culture", representing multicultural 
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narratives (p. 100). The result is a re-imagined Australia: the culture is still 'national' and still 

located within the same territorial homeland. 'Australia' as an entity is still to be reproduced. 

Although multiculturalism might threaten old hegemonies, which claimed to speak for 

the whole nation, and although it might promise an equality of identities, it still typically is con-

strained within the notion of nationhood. As such, it implicitly inherits a tradition of 'us' and 

'them', the 'nation' and 'foreignness', not to mention the acceptance of the world of nations in 

which nationhood is accepted as important and worth defining. As Paul Gilroy forcefully argues, 

there are aspects of multicultural orthodoxy "which can be shown to replicate in many ways the 

volkish new right sense of the relationship between race, nation and culture" (1992a, p. 57). 

Unless identity politics can transcend the nation, escaping the bounds of the homeland, the radi-

calism of the challenge to old images and narratives is critically constrained within the assump-

tions of nationalism (see also Gilroy, 1992b). 

There is a further theme. The national element in the hyphenated America is flagged and 

typically forgotten. The President of the Ivy League university, in talking of America, says that 

the 'world' is becoming hyphenated. It was just a turn of phrase, scarcely significant in itself. But 

the lack of significance shows the banality of the phrase, and the habit of identifying the particu-

lar with the universal. This matches certain features of identity politics in the United States. The 

nation appears as a global village, in which the identities transcend differences of space: and so-

cial scientists are quick to read these signs as portents for everywhere. It is as if the United States 

contains the whole world: Hispanics, Africans, French, Slavs are all 'here'. The prefix predomi-

nates, as the suffix, identifying the particular nationality, slips from attention. The campus, with 

its dormitories, is like the World Showcase in Disney World: the whole world is contained 

within a part of America. The new world order can be ordered 'here at home, in the homeland. 

Within the nation’s parade of different identities, a wider, more subtle identity of identities is 

suggested. 

Globalization and the United States 

It is easy to suppose that what is global cannot be national and vice versa, just as it is 

easy to suppose that nationalism is the direct opposite of cosmopolitan universalism. However, 

nationalism contains its universal features. As was argued in the previous chapter, American 

political nationalism often presents itself as the universal voice of reason, addressing a univer-

sal audience. Similarly, the 'global culture', which supposedly is threatening traditional national 

cultures, is not itself disconnected from all sense of national place. It does not represent a free 

flow of information, circulating effortlessly across the synapses of a self-enclosed electronic 

network. Stuart Hall acutely comments that globalization is not an abstract force, but that the 
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global, transnational culture is predominantly American, presenting "what is essentially an 

American conception of the world" (1991b, p. 28; see, also, Hall, 1991a; Schiller, 1993). 

Clearly, the global transmission of American culture is a vast topic. Levis and baseball 

caps have become universal apparel as Coke and McDonald's have become universal foods: and 

all have become universal symbols. Hollywood stars are not generally 'American stars', in the 

way that a Depardieu or a Loren always remains a French or an Italian star: a Costner or a 

Streep drops the confines of nationality and is simply a 'star', a 'mega-star', a universal icon. A 

small illustrative example of the mega-star in the global world can be given. Barry Manilow's 

press agent is talking with enthusiasm about the singer's tour of the Philippines: 

Every time we turned on the radio it was a Manilow song ... He played to 48,000 people 

every night for five nights . . . these people, they're so repressed, so poor that they worshipped 

Barry. Knew all the songs. Knew all the words to all the songs. (Quoted in Heller, 1993, empha-

sis in original) People in the Philippines worship the American singer; they take the English 

words to their hearts. In its turn, the American public has no Philippino star to worship, no 

Philippino words to memorize. 

The image of the global culture as a self-sufficient electronic circuit - an image to be 

found, for example, in Baudrillard's writings - seems misplaced: it dispels geography and ignores 

hegemony. The global culture is like water, pouring and trickling from higher ground, deluging 

valley and plane. The flow has the irreversibility of a Niagara. On the lower ground, embank-

ments can only be built with great effort, and then, the water, as if in insulted anger, rushes with 

increased ferocity against the ramparts, seeking the parched markets beyond. Parts of the Islamic 

world turn against the Western Satan and its culture. Levi jeans are branded anti-Islamic, their 

tight fitting is said to inhibit prostrated prayer (Ahmed, 1992). The ramparts against Hollywood 

and McDonald's are not easily constructed in Iran; the political pressure from outside is constant; 

the resistors, in turning against the modern world, find themselves building their ramparts with 

materials that come from modern nationalism (Zubaida, 1993). 

The products of the global culture bear the marks of the higher ground which itself is no 

mere physical geography: the higher ground is a national place, indeed the national place. There 

has been no detailed study of the quantity and quality of the ways in which Hollywood films and 

American-made, globally distributed television programmes flag the United States. Not only 

would the number of flaggings per visual hour need to be counted, but, most crucially, a taxon-

omy of flaggings would be necessary. Waved and unwaved flags would need to be distinguished 

from each other, and the taxonomy would also reveal the various ways in which flaggings can be 

unwaved. There are, for example, flaggings of scene, which allow the audience to recognize, of-

ten before the opening titles have finished rolling, that the action, telling its universalized story, 
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is to be set in the United States. And for most films, this is the flagging of the unmarked place - 

the normal, familiar place. This is the place of the sky-scrapered skyline, or the white-boarded 

suburban house or the cowboy gulch, none of which needs to advertise itself self-consciously as 

America. Such scenic flaggings, like the phrase 'around the country', deictically allow the audi-

ence (including those who have never seen America) to recognize immediately that 'we' are 'here' 

in America. Then, this familiar America might unselfconsciously flag its Americanness. Stars 

and Stripes might hang from the depicted public buildings or be sewn on to the sleeves of law 

enforcement officers. The marshall will be a lUS Marshall'. These flaggings, produced in the 

name of realism, will be just out of the reach of conscious awareness. 

There will be the flaggings which rustle the flag slightly, as characters draw attention to 

their Americanness. There will be flaggings which combine the particular and the universal, as 

the peculiarly American dilemmas, which confront the central characters, are presented as if 

universal dilemmas. Further along the taxonomy will be the wavings and salutings, as Ameri-

canness is praised, even as it is presented in universal guises. Jane Bethke Elshtain (1987) pro-

vides a brief but incisive analysis of the popular films Private Benjamin and An Officer and a 

Gentleman. Both films developed the general themes (and stereotypes) of the masculine warrior 

and the gentle, female soul. These universal themes were given the precise location of the mod-

ern US army. Flags were waved and saluted on screen, as raw recruits faced the demanding tests 

of initiation. The happy endings, which audiences saluted with cheers or tears according to gen-

der, saw the recruits passing successfully beneath the flag to take their place in the US military. 

Audiences around the world shared these crescendoes of happiness. 

There is a further form of flagging to be scored. This is a flagging of hegemony, where 

the identity of the particular is presented as a universal identity. If, as C.L.R. James pointed out, 

sport possesses a cultural and political significance, then the special nature of US sports bears 

attention. The United States is peculiarly isolated trom the ethos ot international team contests. 

The major team sports of the United States - baseball and football - are local. The 'United 

States' does not compete against other nations; the possibility of embarrassing defeats by minor 

nations has been eliminated. However, the local appears as if global. In baseball, the winners of 

the National and American Leagues compete annually for the 'World Series'. The symbols of 

baseball, together with their Hollywood representations, are transmitted globally. It is a cultural 

pattern which well fits a nation seeking world hegemony. 

Themes that might seem to be mythically universal are co-opted by a nationalism which 

has its own particular universality or globalism. Again, a brief illustration, or mini case-study, 

can illustrate a point, which deserves far greater analysis. One of the classic pieces of modern 

cultural analysis is Roland Barthes' 'The world of wrestling', first published in 1952. His essay 
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was an affectionate celebration of professional wrestling as a moral pantomime. Good and Bad 

confront each other in grandiloquently theatrical displays, staged in seedy Parisian halls. It is a 

working-class art-form, which bears traces of early theatre. In an aside, Barthes commented that 

French wrestling differed from American. In France, the performance was one of pure, even in-

nocent, ethics. In American wrestling, politics intrudes, with "the 'bad' wrestler always supposed 

to be a Red" (1983c, p. 28). 

Two generations on, such a comparison, suggesting two equal cultural traditions of wres-

tling, is not possible. The seedy halls cannot compete with the slickly marketed, multi-million 

dollar business of American wrestling. The stars perform on the grand stages of cable and satel-

lite television. Their fame is international. Their plastic replicas, made in China, are bought by 

children (mostly boys) across the West, to play in toy rings, supplied with suitable sound effects 

and displayable American flag. The occasional French or British wrestler makes it on to the 

American circuit: it is a sign of their fame. Strictly speaking, it is a mistake to call this American 

wrestling. It proclaims itself to be world wrestling, whether conducted under the aegis of the 

World Wrestling Federation or its rival business World Championship Wrestling. Its title and its 

operations are global, but its heart, both commercially and thematically, remains in the United 

States. 

'World wrestling', as befits its commercial ownership and administration, depicts the 

world as an American morality tale of masculine display. The element of pantomime persists, 

with the bodies pumped to muscular proportions unseen by Barthes in the back-street venues. 

Lincoln (1989), in an essay which aimed to bring Barthes up to date, comments that in most 

matches it was "those individuals most palpably 'American', not those most virtuous, who 

emerged triumphant" (p. 156). Lincoln picked the figure of Sergeant Slaughter as representing 

the most "hyperbolically" American patriot (p. 157). Times have since moved on. In true post-

modern style, the pastiche characters of this wrestling world are not just undimensional but are 

exchangeable. During the Gulf War, Sergeant Slaughter had become the hyperbolic traitor. He 

carried the Iraqi flag; hjs manager, speaking mock Arabic, sported the military fatigues and black 

moustache of Saddam Hussein. At the final of that year's Wrestle Mania (broadcast live across 

the States on pay-per-view channels), Slaughter was opposed by the mature, suitably blond, he-

roic Hulk Hogan. Head wrapped in a Stars and Stripes bandana, Hogan waved his American flag 

as he strode into the ring, the sporting but tough patriot determined to withstand whatever foul 

moves the enemy had in mind. Never before could have Good and Evil been so clearly signified 

in a wrestling ring. Or just beyond the ring. Thank goodness for the cameras in the dressing-

room: we could witness the cowardly Slaughter appearing to blind Hogan with a flamethrower, 

as if aiming his personal Scud missile into the face of the good American. Hogan was not merely 
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defending the honour of America, but that of World Wrestling, the world itself. A few weeks af-

ter the battles and bombings in the Gulf, this was pantomime paralleling war. 

The world of wrestling does not restrict its flag-waving to times of war. The global good-

ness of America is constantly to be defended. In December 1993, WWF, the official magazine, 

advertising a Thanksgiving Eve event, showed two pictures. The first depicted "the Thanksgiv-

ing Tradition foreign fanatics wait for". Non-American wrestlers, ugly and snarling, were men-

acing an American turkey, draped with the Stars and Stripes. The second showed "the Thanks-

giving Tradition all Americans wait for": smiling, good-natured American wrestlers tuck into a 

turkey adorned with a Japanese flag. The themes travel well. The World Wrestling Federation 

came to Britain's National Indoor Arena in September 1993. The well-recognized figures were 

cheered and booed by a full crowd, which, as usual, contained a much higher proportion of 

women and family groups than is customary at 'proper' sporting events. The top match pitted 

Yokozuna (enormous, brooding and very Japanese) against Hacksaw Jim Duggan (cheerful, 

smaller, red-necked American). The crowd read the symbols of Good and Evil appropriately. 

Yokozuna, with his manager bearing the flag of Japan, was booed into the ring. Duggan, waving 

his Stars and Stripes and delivering his back-woodsman's whoops, conducted the audience in the 

happy chant 'Yoo-Ess-Ay'. 

As for Hogan, after his wrestling triumphs he has progressed to Hollywood. His films 

tend towards the higher flagging quotient. In Mr Nanny, the hero mixes his muscular masculinity 

with the job of nanny. Looking after children is not the sole occupation of the hero. The film 

sees Hogan battling to recover a crucial micro-chip for an anti-missile missile, so that "they" will 

never declare war on "us" again. 'They' is left unspecified, but the enemy characters speak with 

heavy, Germanic accents. 'Us' is obvious: and 'we', as always, are the potential victims of cow-

ardly attack, never the aggressors. 

No longer does the world of wrestling have the seedy naivety which attracted Barthes. 

The excesses and the depthless unreality of today's top professional wrestling make it a pre-

eminently postmodern spectacle. If this is so, then wrestling also illustrates the ideological limits 

of postmodernism's free-flow of imagery. Not all combinations are possible. It is unthinkable for 

US audiences to boo the heroic bearers of the US flag, for Americanness is here a semantic sign 

of goodness itself. The toy rings come equipped, the world over, with the American flag: no 

other flag is supplied. Could audiences in the USA chant 'Ja-Pan', as foreign audiences can 

'Yoo-Ess-Ay'? How could the world of world wrestling have at its centre any other nation? And 

how could this world of worlds be devoid of nationhood in its depiction of hyper-morality? 

Of course, professional wrestling is just pastiche: it lacks the intensity of 'real' sports; it is 

understood as display, as fun. But that is the point. The flags and the flow of loyalties are not in-
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nocent. If the product is globalized (international audiences, spin-off products made in China, 

images transmitted supra-terrestrially), then so is the message. This is not the world of American 

wrestling: it is the American world of wrestling displayed as the whole world of wrestling. As 

Barthes realized, the world of wrestling can only work if its meanings, amplified to the point of 

parody, are already familiar. The world of world wrestling plays with familiar themes: it does not 

create its aggressive hyper-masculinity, nor its nationalism. And as it amplifies the familiar, so it 

illustrates just how banal and how global is this American world of worlds. In this way, the pan-

tomime bears a wider message, or rather a clue, about the globalized nationalism which is so fa-

miliar today. 

[Billig, Michael. Banal Nationalism (London: Sage, 1996): Ch. 6, pp. 128-153] 

 

JANOS  KIS 

Nation-Building and Beyond 

1. Introduction 

In his article on ethnic relations and Western (liberal) political theory, Will Kymlicka pro-

poses to take the nation-building state as given and to focus on variations in the ways ethnocultural 

diversity is handled in the course of the process of nation-building. '[T]he issue is not, he says, 

whether states engage in nation-building but rather what kind of nation-building.'1 I disagree. 

To be sure, the political organization of any modern society requires a population that is 

literate, is capable of communicating with public officials, shares a sense of common identity, and 

recognizes the institutions claiming authority over it as its own. Call the population endowed with 

these characteristics a political community. In so far as the characteristics of a political community are 

not naturally given but need to be created before, in the course of, or after the emergence of the 

political organization, any attempt at establishing authoritative political institutions is preceded, 

accompanied, or followed by a process of transforming the subject population into a political com-

munity. Nation-building is such a process. But it is only a special case in building political communi-

ties, one which corresponds to the rise of the political organization usually called the nation-state. 

In the course of the last three centuries, the nation-state succeeded in displacing all the pre-

modern systems of political authority. Unlike these, it is territorially based. Although premodern 

systems generally claimed control over an area, too, that claim was based on the fact that the area in 

question was the homeland of the people bound by ties of loyalty to a political ruler. 

Unlike most premodern systems, the nation-state is characterized by centralized organiza-

tion. That is, it has a body—a central government—vested with supreme authority such that any 

                                                 
1 On the rise of the nation-state and its defining features, see С Tilly, 'On the History of European State-Making', in 
C. Tilly (ed.) The Formation of Nation-States in Western Europe (Princeton, NT: The University Press, 1975). 
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other body within the relevant territory is subordinated to it while it is not subordinated to any 

other body within the same territory.1 

Unlike most premodern systems, the nation-state has direct access to all its subjects—those 

living on its territory—that is, at least some of their rights and obligations are defined at the level of 

the central government, and the enforcement is not delegated to intermediary bodies.2 

Territoriality, centralization, and direct access are generally treated as jointly defining the 

state in its full-blown, modern sense.3 The nation-state displays two further important characteris-

tics. First, it claims exclusive authority over its territory, that is, the jurisdictions of two nation-

states are not supposed to overlap—whenever two or more states claim control over the same do-

main, this fact is a symptom of an international dispute rather than of a mutually recognized, per-

manent status quo. Second, nation-states are supposed to be sovereign in their domestic affairs; they 

are not subjected to the rule either of distant colonial centres or of occupying forces, nor are they 

subordinated to any supranational body with government authority and enforcement mechanisms. 

In this rejoinder, I will call those states that command unrestricted sovereignty over mutu-

ally exclusive jurisdictions, nation-states. My claim is that nation-building as we know it presup-

poses an international regime of nation-states.4 

The nation-state as a form of political organization and the nation as a community of the 

state's subjects are linked by their name, but their connection is not a conceptual one. A state can 

have the characteristics of exclusive jurisdiction and unrestricted sovereignty without being the state 

of a nation. Absolute monarchies are illuminating examples. There is, though, a strong empirical 

connection between the two phenomena. The rise of the nation-state regime exerted, indeed, tre-

mendous pressure on subject populations to consolidate themselves into nations. 

The view that the state belongs to a ruling family or a ruling aristocracy to which all the 

other subjects owe their personal loyalty is extremely difficult to maintain in a territorially-based 

state with direct links between the centre and any anonymous individual. In order for the authority 

of such a state to be—and to be perceived as being— legitimate, the state must belong to all its 

                                                 
1 The separation of powers is not an exception to this: so long as the division of competencies is functional in nature 
and, in cases of conflicts between directives issued by two separate powers there is a procedure to establish which 
power's directive takes priority, one can still speak of one central government made up of the supreme bodies of all 
the separate powers jointly. 
2 Again, direct access is not abolished by a federal system. To be sure, a federal system delegates many of the pow-
ers over individual subjects to member states, provinces, etc.—but the claim made above is not that the central gov-
ernment should have direct access to individual subjects in all politically relevant issues. I only claim that there are 
some individual rights and obligations that are denned at the level of and enforced by the central government. 
3 See C. W. Morris, An Essay on the Modern State (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), especially ch. 
2.  
4 If the more general term of political organization is understood as entailing an institutional distribution of access to 
the legitimate use of violence, then that component of the state's definition, stressed by Marx and Max Weber, is 
implied by the above characteristics. A centralized political organization having direct access to those inhabiting its 
domain claims a monopoly in deciding who can legitimately use violence against whom and in what circumstances. 
But this aspect of the modern state will not play a role in the argument that follows. 
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subjects. Furthermore, the subjects, in their turn, must be tied to each other by horizontal bonds of 

loyalty. A modern state is in need of the shared belief that its subjects recognize each other as 

members of a political community and the state as their own political organization. Where the state 

is a nation-state, the political community shaped by it is a nation. Because the modern state sys-

tem emerged as a system of nation-states, nation-building had virtually no competitors as a pat-

tern of building modern political communities. 

Nation-building starts from a situation where the subject population is divided by multi-

ple and criss-crossing group identities. Individual subjects speak different languages and dia-

lects, they profess different religions, and their ordinary lives are informed by different cultural 

practices, rules, and beliefs. The same individual might speak a regional dialect of language A, 

belong to a religious community mostly composed of speakers of dialects of language B, and 

indulge in practices characteristic of a region inhabited mainly by speakers of a dialect of lan-

guage C. None of his or her identities dominates, by necessity, the others, nor is he or she neces-

sarily tied by any of these to all those permanently living on the territory of the state. Nation-

building has as its task, first, to consolidate some of these ties at the level of the whole state—for 

example, by substituting a literary language for regional dialects, and making it the official lan-

guage of the state and used in all the public schools—and, second, to make them predominant, at 

least for political aims, over all other ties of loyalty. Unlike pre-political ethnic groups—which 

are shading into each other, share overlapping and fluid homelands, and allow for multiple iden-

tities—nations claim to divide the human population into 'insiders' and 'outsiders', so that partici-

pation in those reference groups is a matter of 'yes' or 'no', and aspire to be sovereign over an ex-

clusive fatherland with sharp and fixed boundaries. 

The historically predominant pattern of nation-building consisted of uniting one of the 

loosely connected regional, dialectal, and sub-cultural groups into a single national community. 

Members of those ethnocultural groups left out of the emerging nation were then confronted 

with the alternatives of assimilating into the nation, resigning to a marginal social position 

within the state, emigrating, or mobilizing as a group with the aim of seceding and establishing 

their own state. 

This pattern of nation-building, which is generally called nationalist and which leads to 

the establishment of one-nation states, is the target of Kymlicka's criticism. There are fairly ob-

vious reasons to abhor nationalism. It is dangerous for internal stability as well as for interna-

tional peace. It is likely to generate situations of conflict where a high premium is put on terror-

ism on behalf of the minority and on preventive genocide and ethnic cleansing on behalf of the 

majority. Yet, even in the absence of such monstrous consequences, the nationalist path to na-

tion-building would still be unacceptable because a one-nation state tends to be inherently un-
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just. Whenever the state has, within its jurisdiction, more than one ethnocultural community, the 

one-nation model fails to meet the standards of what Kymlicka calls 'ethnocultural justice'. It un-

fairly disadvantages ethnocultural minorities by depriving them—but not the national majority—

of public status and of the politically allocated resources necessary for their culture to be pre-

served and to flourish. This is Kymlicka's central objection to nation-building as we know it. 

In his discussion of the kind of nation-building in which states engage, Kymlicka leaves 

us with versions of one single alternative to the building of a one-nation state, an alternative 

which amounts to erecting a 'multination state'. Unlike one-nation states, a multination state 

gives public recognition to minority groups as equal partners in the national community, and 

provides these groups with the rights and resources necessary for them to prosper.1 

This rejoinder will not question the soundness of preferring, under conditions of ethnic 

diversity, the multination state to the one-nation state. I agree that the former is much closer to 

meeting the standards of ethnocultural justice than the latter. But I do not share the belief that 

alternatives to nation-building can be safely neglected. 

The division of the world into nation-states is not the only conceivable modern state sys-

tem. Institutions vested with political authority and powers of enforcement, more inclusive than 

the territorial states, can and do emerge. Some of these may have territorial jurisdiction—for ex-

ample the European Court of Human Rights or its Latin American counterpart—others may lack 

it—such as the World Trade Organization. Some may have direct access to individual subjects—

again, international courts are an example—others— bodies which supervise arms reduction—

may lack it. Some may be specialized on a very narrow range of functions—a suprastate envi-

ronmental protection agency is such a case—while others have a wide and potentially expanding 

range of functions—think of the European Union. And, jointly, these institutions do not submit 

to a central government. Although many organizations with a global reach—such as the United 

Nations—do exist, indeed, the majority of the other suprastate organizations are not subordinated 

to any authority with a global reach. Rather, they are drawing criss-crossing lines of authority. 

They are eminently political institutions because those under their control have an obligation to 

comply with their directives and because very often they are in possession of some enforcement 

mechanisms, but, with some exceptions, they fail to meet the conditions which are characteristic 

of states. The more the number of such suprastate institutions increases, and the wider their pow-

ers to interfere with internal matters become, the less is it justified to consider restrictions of 

                                                 
1 This is the international order that emerged from the 1648 Westphalian settlement. For the significance of that set-
tlement in shaping the European order, see A. Watson, The Evolution of International Society (London and New 
York, NY: Routledge, 1992), ch. 17. The characteristics of this order are accurately described yet unjustifiably taken 
as axiomatic for international relations by the so-called realist school. See H. J. Morgenthau, Politics Among Na-
tions (New York, NY: Knopf, 1949). 
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state sovereignty as something trivial. The global regime of nation-states may be heading to-

wards its end.1 

This trend started towards the end of World War II, and has gone on at an accelerating 

speed since the 1970s. We have good reasons to believe that it will continue in the future. This is 

because the processes that give rise to a demand for co-ordination across state borders and, thus, 

for restriction of state sovereignty, are highly unlikely to be reversed. The rise of transnational 

corporations exposes the regulatory and taxation capabilities of nation-states to a severe test. The 

globalization of the financial markets reduces the ability of domestic governments to pursue so-

cial policies on their own. The increase in labour migration makes the clear-cut division between 

citizens and non-citizens, an important feature of the traditional concept of citizenry, more and 

more obsolete. Modern technologies, such as informatics, defy localized control. Cumulative 

external—such as environmental—effects on the well-being of one state continue as the result of 

economic activities in another state. Weapons of mass destruction become easily accessible to 

any government, even to nongovernmental terrorist groups. Famines and epidemics caused by 

man have assumed unprecedented dimensions. The widening gap between rich and poor socie-

ties is more and more difficult either to justify or to tolerate without endangering international 

stability. 

The fact of these pressures as well as the tendency of nation-states to adapt to their chal-

lenges by surrendering to suprastate organizations one chunk after another of their sovereignty, 

seem to be beyond controversy.2 Less obvious is the possibility that, parallel to the erosion of the 

principle of state sovereignty, the principle of exclusive jurisdiction may start eroding as well. 

This rejoinder will try to show that there are chances for this second trend to take off and, that 

should the processes of restricting state sovereignty combine with those of establishing overlap-

ping jurisdictions, the bases of nation-building as we know it might be undermined. 

Section Two will attempt to establish the claim that if ethnocultural justice requires, as 

Kymlicka shows it does, that the one-nation state sometimes gives way to the multination state, 

then ethnocultural justice also requires that exclusive jurisdiction sometimes gives way to over-

lapping jurisdictions. The remaining part of this section will deal with the objection that such a 

development would be either unfeasible or unattractive. 

                                                 
1 In what follows, I will neglect the distinction Kymlicka makes between 'multi-nation states' and 'polyethnic states'. 
'National minorities', in Kymlicka's usage, are those ethnic groups that have been permanently settled on the terri-
tory of the state for many generations. 'Ethnic minorities', on the other hand, are recent immigrants with a distinct 
ethnocultural identity. Disregard for this distinction is justified by two considerations. First, the 'polyethnic' phe-
nomenon is absent from Hungary and its immediate neighborhood on which the interests of my rejoinder are fo-
cused—unless we treat the Roma minority as falling under this heading. Second, the 'polyethnic state' is exactly like 
the 'multiethnic state' in that it is predicated on the nation-state regime. Thus, I will take the liberty of calling both 
kinds of minorities 'ethnic' or 'ethnocultural*. 
2 For this tendency, see J. Habermas, 'Die postnationale Konstellation und die Zukunft der Demokratie', in J. 
Habermas (ed.) Die postnazionale Konstellation (Frankfurt/Main: Suhrkamp, 1998), especially 107-9. 
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Section Three will address a different kind of objection, that of practical irrelevance. De-

signing alternatives to the nation-state regime might be an interesting but fruitless exercise, so 

the objection runs, because we are very far from the situation where the nature of building po-

litical communities would be significantly affected by the changes in the global institutional en-

vironment. In support of my suggestion that this view is mistaken, I will describe an empirical 

story, that of the recent evolution in Hungarian nationalism. I hope to be able to show that the 

perception of the strategic options for the Hungarian nation is undergoing significant changes, 

which are, in their turn, induced by Hungary's getting into the orbit of the European Union. A 

brief note on the perspectives of this evolution will be offered in Section Four. 

All this is not to deny that the multination state is an option by far superior to its one-

nation rival in terms of justice and that it is not inferior to the one-nation state in terms of stabil-

ity. My aim is rather to suggest that a third option is taking shape, that of gradually overcoming 

the nation-state altogether. If this is so, then there are good reasons to encourage the integration 

of post-Communist Eastern and East Central Europe into the web of suprastate organizations, 

and to encourage the involvement of these organizations with the task of handling ethnocultural 

diversity in this region. 

2. Self-Government Across Borders 

In what follows I will assume with Kymlicka that, in countries with ethnically mixed 

populations, minority self-government is among the requirements of ethnocultural justice. As it 

stands, this is a statement with vague contours. It leaves open the question of how robust a mi-

nority self-government is required by ethnocultural justice. One of the main issues that demand 

further elaboration concerns the vertical reach of self-government. Public administration has a 

complex hierarchical structure, and minority self-government might exist at various levels of 

this hierarchy. The question of vertical reach asks how far self-government must reach upwards 

in order that the autonomy requirement of ethnocultural justice be met. 

Imagine a country with a municipal organization of three levels: local communities, 

counties, and regions. Suppose the country's population is divided into an ethnic majority and an 

ethnic minority. Call the minority homeland the geographic area where the minority represents 

more than, say, 50 per cent of the inhabitants. And let it be the case that the homeland in ques-

tion extends over the territory of two counties. The story I would like to consider is this. The 

minority asks for self-government in a petition to the national legislature. The number of signa-

tories is so large that the initiative can safely be taken as expressing the will of the minority 

community. The issue is put on the legislature's agenda. 

No political actor denies that the minority has a right to self-government in its homeland. 

There is no agreement, however, as to the vertical reach to which the self-government authority 
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has a right. Majority parties are unwilling to accept self-government on a level higher than that 

of the two separate counties. Minority representatives call for a redesigning of the state's regional 

division in such a way that the two counties are united in one self-governing region. 

Do considerations of ethnocultural justice support the minority claim? Do they require 

that the state give way to the minority desire to erect its own government over the homeland it 

inhabits?1 I can see three weighty reasons which support a positive answer. 

First, higher-level decisions constrain the choices open to lower-level decision-makers. 

For example, many local communities might find themselves unable to establish a new school 

without external financial support. If the region is a level of effective municipal government 

where decisions about allocation of public funds—between competing aims and competing lo-

calities—are being made, then the minority has an obvious interest in getting control over that 

level. And even if the region were to be absent from the municipal organization of the state in 

question, the minority would still have an obvious interest in getting the counties of its homeland 

combined into a single higher-level administrative unit so that it has the means to govern that 

area as a whole. 

Of course, the majority's interests conflict with the interest of the minority on this. But 

there is a weighty reason to give priority to the minority interest. In a country whose population 

is divided into a standing majority and a standing minority, the burdens and benefits of the po-

litical organization are distributed unevenly in the first place. To belong to the majority means to 

enjoy an initial advantage in access to public officials, to careers, and other resources allocated 

through political channels. To belong to the minority means to suffer cumulative disadvantages 

in all these respects. Justice requires, however, that the burdens and benefits of having a common 

state be allocated equally among the citizenry. Therefore, those who are structurally disadvan-

taged by the system need to be compensated for their disadvantages. The public institutions need 

to be designed in such a way as to countervail, in so far as this is possible, the initial bias against 

them. Securing municipal self-government over the minority homeland as a whole is one of the 

most important countervailing mechanisms. And so it is plausible to claim that ethnocultural jus-

tice requires providing the minority homeland with an autonomous municipal organization.2 

                                                 
1 For a balanced assessment of these trends, commonly discussed under the label 'globalisation', see E. Hobsbawm, 
"The Nation and Globalization', Constellations, 5, 1998, 1-9. 
2 To be sure, self-government over the minority homeland is only one of the instruments for securing autonomy for 
a minority. Minorities with no homeland in which they could be the local majority can still enjoy functional self-
government powers over special issues such as minority schooling, running of minority cultural centres, etc. Minori-
ties having such a homeland, but also having subgroups dispersed among the majority, can enjoy, besides territorial 
self-government in their homeland, functional self-government outside of it. They also can obtain special procedural 
privileges such as veto rights in the national legislatures over issues that particularly concern them. But the richness 
of the instruments of minority protection does not play a role in my argument. 
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Second, one of the channels through which social groups organize themselves is offered 

by the very institutions of public administration. Access to these institutions secures tremendous 

competitive advantages of self-organization over those groups to which such access is denied. 

The general strategy of liberal polities in treating this problem amounts to separating the public 

and the private, to making sure that no distinctive group can parasitize on government institu-

tions for the aims of self-organization. A paradigm for such separation is presented by the liberal 

treatment of the relationships between state and church. However, ethnic divisions are to a large 

degree immune to the application of the separation strategy. The government can refuse to adopt 

any belief in religious matters—including atheism—as part of its official doctrine. It cannot re-

fuse to adopt at least one language to serve as the medium of official communication. Nor can it 

avoid designating official holidays, identifying the founding fathers of the state, marking the 

great events of the state's history, and so on. As of necessity, some ethnic group will have access 

to public institutions, even if these are being strictly separated from all private organizations. In 

the dimension of ethnic diversity, therefore, the choice is not between making the state blind to 

the differences or allowing the largest ethnic group to prevail, but one between distributing ac-

cess to public institutions as equally as possible, or allowing privileged access to some ethnic 

groups. The pure separation strategy amounts to allowing privileged access to the majority. Se-

curing self-government at the level of the minority homeland is one way of equalizing access to 

the public channels of self-organization. 

A third consideration is this. Beyond providing social groups with organizational and 

material resources, access to public institutions is a means for them to gain symbolic recognition 

as constitutive members of the political community. A group is not perceived as a constitutive 

part of the political community if it is denied that status in the public domain which other groups 

do enjoy as a matter of course. Such a deprivation is not remedied by the fact that the group's 

individual members have full citizenship and are free of personal discrimination. If it is true that 

the way an individual is perceived by his peers depends on the way his ethnic group is perceived 

by them— so that an individual whose group does not enjoy a status equal to that of others can-

not expect to be treated with the respect due to an equal—then the right of the individual to be 

treated with equal concern and respect demands that the publicly recognized status of ethnic 

groups within the state be equal. And so the requirement of equal public recognition demands 

that ethnic minorities are not denied access to the highest levels of public administration that can 

be subjected to its self-government without unjustly disadvantaging some other group.1 

                                                 
1 The argument in the above two paragraphs draws on ideas from W. Kymlicka, Liberalism, Community, and Cul-
ture (Oxford: Clarendon, 1989), 187 ff. 
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I conclude that ethnocultural justice demands that the minority desire to establish self-

government over its homeland be satisfied, unless some overriding reason tips the balance in the 

other direction. What could serve as such a reason? Rather than engaging in a general discussion 

of this question, I will consider here one particular candidate for this role. Suppose the two coun-

ties into which the homeland of our ethnic group is administratively partitioned lie on the territo-

ries of two different states. Suppose the ethnic group so divided enjoys full recognition in both 

states, and is self-governing in each of the two counties. However, a very large part of its mem-

bers express their desire, in a petition submitted to the two state legislatures, to unite into a sin-

gle autonomous political unit. Does the fact that the two counties are separated by a state border 

rather than a mere administrative boundary make a difference for the moral standing of this de-

mand? Does it give rise to a reason against satisfying the minority demand, and weighty enough 

to override it? The answer to this question will be decisive for the assessment of the claim I for-

mulated at the end of the first section. A positive answer would imply that the extension of the 

right to minority self-government within the borders of a nation-state to the right to minority 

self-government over an area which cuts across state borders is mistaken. A negative answer 

would support that extension. 

There is a tendency to believe that the distinction between administrative boundaries and 

state borders is of decisive significance. In the intrastate case, meeting the minority demand does 

not involve more than redistributing government powers within the same state jurisdiction. The 

interstate case involves redesigning state jurisdictions themselves. There are two standard ways 

to do this: either one of the subgroups secedes from its state in order to join the other, or both 

secede from their respective states in order to form their own independent state. 

Secession, however, raises special problems, which the creation of autonomous units 

within one and the same state does not. It deprives the mother state of territory and natural re-

sources. It confronts many individuals with a coercive choice between accepting an involuntary 

change of their citizenship or emigrating. These are serious concerns in themselves, and they can 

give rise to further difficulties. Secessionist movements are likely to be resisted by means of 

force, to provoke oppression, genocide, and ethnic cleansing, to unleash internal wars or even 

wars between states. For all these reasons, unless it occurs by mutual agreement of all the con-

cerned parties, secession cannot be claimed as a minority right on the grounds that the minority-

has a right to self-government over its homeland which, in this case, cannot be secured unless 

secession is allowed. The mere fact that the distribution of state jurisdictions unfavourably af-

fects an ethnic group does not establish a case for the secession of the group. In order for such a 

case to be made, the minority must suffer systematic discrimination and persecution, including 
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gross violations of individual human rights. Secession is a remedy of last resort for this kind of 

injustice.1 

Thus, there is a significant moral difference between the claim to an autonomous region 

within the bounds of a state and the claim to seceding from that state. But this finding is not de-

cisive for our question, unless it is the case that the standard ways to unite an ethnic group di-

vided by state frontiers, that is, the ways which include secession, are the only conceivable ave-

nues towards minority self-government over its homeland if that homeland cuts across state 

boundaries. I want to maintain that they are not. There is a further possibility, that of uniting the 

minority homeland under the joint authority of the two or more states. We know at least one at-

tempt in contemporary Europe to resolve conflict in this manner, that of creating an autonomous 

government in Northern Ireland under the joint supervision of the United Kingdom and the Re-

public of Ireland. 

One could quickly answer that even if it proves to be successful, the Northern Irish 

model is unlikely to be applied in other places of the world. The grounds seem to be obvious. 

Such a solution makes the policy options of a state which joins the agreement too closely de-

pendent on the conduct of another state and, moreover, it involves the risk that giving up exclu-

sive authority over a domain will ultimately lead to losing authority over that domain altogether. 

This answer is all too quick, though. It relies on the tacit assumption that the world re-

mains a home of nation-states, except that there will be some experimenting with ethnic self-

government under joint authority of two or more states. So long as the nation-state regime re-

mains intact, the chances for a political arrangement of overlapping state jurisdictions to be more 

than a transition from one regime of exclusive jurisdictions to another one are very slim indeed. 

But my argument is predicated on the assumption that the global state system is undergoing mu-

tually reinforcing changes of restricting state sovereignty. Think of the European Union where 

national governments are more and more constrained from above by supranational bodies of the 

EU and from below by regions crossing state borders and gaining autonomy and direct access to 

the EU's central institutions. States enmeshed in a thick web of suprastate organizations have at 

hand an arsenal of practices, rules, and procedures that help to handle conflicts of overlapping 

authority, an arsenal that is not available to nation-states. Moreover, a long evolutionary experi-

ence of co-operation within such a web is likely to change the mutual expectations of the partici-

pants. The expectation that unilateral co-operative moves will not be reciprocated is a very 

strong motivating factor of nation-state action towards each other. This expectation might give 

                                                 
1 The above arguments draw on familiar ideas from W. Kymlicka, Multicultural Citizenship (Oxford: Clarendon, 
1995), 26 ff., 75 ff., 108 ff. 
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way to more positive ones in a framework of suprastate institutions with powers of enforcement. 

Important sources of destabilizing behaviour might be fading away. 

But if the stability of overlapping state jurisdictions relies on the growth of suprastate in-

stitutions, then there is a different kind of objection for us to face. From Immanuel Kant to John 

Rawls, liberal philosophers tend to agree that an 'amalgamation of states ... would end in one 

universal monarchy', and that such a 'universal monarchy' would tend to be despotic on the one 

hand, and would risk falling prey to anarchy on the other.1 I am not sure whether this gloomy 

prediction does indeed hold for a hypothetical world government. If, however, it is the nature of 

a centralized global state to involve the twin dangers of despotism and anarchy, then the objec-

tion does not apply to the evolution of the world upon which my argument relies. As already 

noted in the first section, the emerging suprastate institutions do not tend to unite under one sin-

gle central authority. Rather than giving rise to an almighty Global Leviathan, their proliferation 

gives rise to a pattern of criss-crossing lines of authority, to something like suprastate checks 

and balances. Unacceptably slow and cumbersome decision-making at the suprastate level 

seems to be more of a danger than universal despotism spilling over into universal anarchy. 

In sum, we must not assume that the format of an autonomous ethnic homeland simulta-

neously belonging to the jurisdictions of two or more states would either be inherently unstable 

or rely, for its stability, on a despotic suprastate organization. The joint jurisdiction solution is 

on the list of feasible and attractive options. 

It is plausible to claim that delegating parts of state sovereignty to suprastate agencies 

and allowing for overlapping state jurisdictions enlarges the strategic options available for han-

dling the problem of ethnocultural diversity in a just manner. But do these trends also affect the 

shaping of political communities? Do they point beyond what is generally called nation-

building? 

Because we are at the very beginning of the process of which I am talking, one can 

hardly make reliable, detailed predictions. But there are at least two important innovations that 

we can safely assume will play a role in shaping the political communities of the future. The first 

is this. Whether or not a nation-state is ready to allow the individual citizen to divide his or her 

loyalties between his or her particular ethnic group and the nation, in no case does it leave room 

for the ethnic groups inhabiting its territory to divide their collective loyalties. Not even a multi-

nation state can accommodate an ethnic group that splits its political loyalties between it and an-

                                                 
1 The reasoning contained in this paragraph relies on A. Buchanan, Secession: The Morality of Political Divorce 
from Fort Sumter to Lithuania and Quebec (Boulder, CO: Westview, 1991); and on his 'Theories of Secession', Phi-
losophy and Public Affairs, 26, 1997, 31-61. 
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other state on the same level1 An arrangement wherein an ethnic homeland is united under the 

joint authority of two or more states allows for divided loyalties not only in the case of the indi-

vidual but in the case of the ethnic group as well. 

The other innovation is that ethnic groups inhabiting a state, which is enmeshed in a net-

work of suprastate organizations, may find advantage in institutionalized access to such organi-

zations whether or not they share the characteristics of territorial states. This is important be-

cause an organization without territorial jurisdiction cannot possibly host a political community. 

While some suprastate institutions are creating a higher-level framework for possible political 

identification—think of the incipient European citizenship— others offer purely instrumental 

levers for political action to social, including ethnocultural, groups. This might be a cause for 

worry from the point of view of the future of democracy, but it is a source of hope from the point 

of view of de-dramatizing inter-ethnic relationships. 

Let me summarize this section's argument. I read Kymlicka as taking the world of sover-

eign states with exclusive jurisdiction as a given, and as assuming that ethnocultural justice can 

be achieved within such states. I argue, in part by appealing to Kymlicka's own arguments for 

minority rights, that if justice requires that ethnocultural groups located within the borders of one 

state have access to self-government over their homeland, then it also requires that ethnocultural 

groups located across state borders be able to develop some forms of common governance over 

their homeland. In a world of nation-states, the only way to develop such forms of common gov-

ernance is through secession and irredentism, which is not morally justified except as a last re-

sort. However, if we move beyond the assumptions of the nation-state, then we can envisage a 

form of common governance that involves joint authority. Such a model might not be stable if it 

were the only exception to the otherwise undisputed principles of state sovereignty and exclusive 

jurisdiction. There are wider processes, though, challenging the assumptions of the nation-state, 

and such a model of joint authority can take its place amidst the developing web of overlapping 

jurisdictions and shared sovereignty. These processes do not point in the direction of a World 

Government, so traditional worries about the rise of a Global Leviathan oscillating between des-

potism and anarchy—whether or not they are justified with regard to a hypothetical World Gov-

ernment—do not apply to it. Finally, we have some reasons to assume that the political com-

munities informed by a post-nation-state political organization will lose at least some of the un-

attractive features of nations as we know them. 

As developed above, my argument has direct application to the case where two or more 

kin groups, all of them in a minority position in their respective states, seek to associate with 
                                                 
1 See I. Kant, Zum ewigen Frieden [Perpetual Peace], in his Werke, vol. 9 (Darmstadt: Wissenschafliche Buchge-
sellschaft, 1993), 225. For Rawls endorsing Kant on this point, see his 'The Law of Peoples', in J. Rawls, Collected 
Papers (Cambridge, MA, and London: Harvard University Press, 1999), 539. 
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each other across state boundaries. We can imagine the Basques in Spain and in France enter-

taining such an aim. There are further cases that are different from the two-minorities case in 

important respects. An ethnic group might be distributed in such a way that one part of it is in a 

minority position in one country while the other makes up the majority in another. Such is the 

case of the Hungarians after the Versailles and Paris peace treaties. In order to fit these cases, the 

argument needs further elaboration. That is not part of this rejoinder, though. In order to chal-

lenge the claim I am attributing to Kymlicka, the more abstract reasoning made above must suf-

fice. 

3. The Hungarian Case 

Even if defensible in principle, is the idea of overcoming the nation-state regime relevant 

for the contemporary world? Can it contribute to the process of devising viable strategies for 

handling ethnocultural diversity—here and now? The collapse of the Soviet world system left 

the successor states with an enormous amount of ethnic and national conflicts—can the thesis of 

this rejoinder be of any help in attacking them? 

This question requires a drastic change in the level of discussion. The second section has 

presented an abstract normative argument. In this Section, we must turn to empirical description. 

I will try to show, using the example of recent developments in Hungarian nationalism, that the 

change in the international environment has already had an impact on the perception of political 

alternatives. 

Let me begin by stating the 'national question' as Hungarians see it. The contemporary 

history of the 'Hungarian case' started when World War I was concluded by the Versailles peace 

treaty. Hungary found itself cut off, as a result of that treaty, from two-thirds of its historic terri-

tory and one-third of the ethnic Hungarian population. Dismemberment of the traditional state of 

Hungary came as a shock for the ruling classes, and they reacted by adopting an uncritical stance 

of irredentism, supported by a myth of Hungarian supremacy and special mission in the Carpa-

thian basin. The central issue for Hungarian nationalists became how to undo the terms of the 

peace. 

Official irredentism set the target of restoring the Kingdom of St Steven as it stood until 

the war, with a reckless disregard for the ethno-demographic realities in the areas detached from 

Hungary, and without giving serious thought to the strategic isolation of the country. Under the 

tutelage of France, the inheritor states were united into a so-called Petite Entente to contain 

Hungarian revisionist claims. In order to break out of the country's isolation, its rulers tried, first, 

to seek alliance with Great Britain, a power supposed to be interested in containing the influence 

of France in Eastern Europe. When this attempt failed, they turned to fascist Italy for support. 

Finally, in the second half of the 1930s, they ended up as satellites to Nazi Germany. In Hitler, 
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they found a leader ready and able to return to Hungary large segments of its detached territo-

ries. Paradoxically, the two consecutive 'Vienna decisions' did what President Wilson promised 

to do: they brought state jurisdictions very close to the distribution of ethnic populations. 

That outcome proved to be fatal, though. First, it sealed the isolation of the non-

nationalist—Liberal, Social Democratic, and Communist—left which was very weak anyway. 

Second, the enormous popularity of the Vienna decisions defeated the only serious attempt to 

propose a more accommodating nationalist policy, the one made by the movement of populist 

intellectuals in the 1930s. The populists suggested that, confronted by a 'pan-Slavic danger' from 

the East and by a 'pan-Germanic danger' from the West, Hungary should give up its irredentist 

aims and join hands with the small peasant nations in the Danube area for their mutual defence. 

After the first Vienna decision, the idea of a Danube alliance vanished, of course. 

Finally, and most tragically, the hope of gaining further territorial concessions and the 

fear of losing those already won propelled Hungary into me war with Yugoslavia and with the 

Soviet Union. War participation led to the greatest national catastrophe Hungary suffered in its 

modern history: the deportation and extermination of about four-fifths of the Hungarian Jewish 

population, mob rule by the Hungarian Nazis at the turn of 1944-5, war destruction, an imposed 

peace treaty undoing all the territorial gains, and Soviet occupation for the next 45 years. 

In the first decades of Soviet rule, the consequences of the two wars could not be dis-

cussed in public. As the single greatest beneficiary of the new international arrangements, the 

Soviet Union did not allow its satellites either officially to challenge the post-war status quo or 

even to tolerate unofficial criticism of it. Losers and winners alike were reduced to silence about 

the treatment of their ethnic brethren by neighbouring states. Until about the end of the 1960s, 

the mere fact of the existence of ethnic Hungarians beyond the borders of Hungary was largely 

ignored within the country. 

The rebirth of Hungarian nationalism was marked by a rediscovery, in the course of the 

1970s, of the Hungarian minority cultures and by attempts to reintegrate these into the general 

culture of the Hungarian nation. Literary magazines began to publish Hungarian authors from 

Transylvania, Slovakia, and the Voivodina, and in increasing numbers, young people visited the 

regions where minority Hungarians lived. A self-image of the Hungarian nation as cutting 

across the frontiers of the Hungarian state was slowly taking shape. 

A leading role in this process of rediscovery and reintegration has been played by the 

new generation of populist intellectuals. New populism, like the old one, was driven by a con-

cern for the mere survival of the Hungarian nation. A significant shift occurred, however, in the 

focus of this concern. In the midst of the turmoil of the inter-war period, the old populists per-

ceived the main danger as the threat to the existence of what remained of the state of Hungary. 
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These fears overshadowed the concern for the fate of the Hungarian minorities abroad. In the 

decades of Cold War stability, Hungarian statehood— even if not independence—seemed fairly 

secure. Thus, the anxiety for the Hungarians outside of Hungary, for their capacity to resist op-

pression and forced assimilation, became the main preoccupation of the new populists. To these 

worries, small-state nationalism and the virtual alliance of the Danube people could not possibly 

offer an answer. As soon as the movement of rediscovery reached the point where it raised po-

litical questions,15 the new populism had to depart from the old one. It could either move back-

wards, in the direction of the suprematism and irredentism of the pre-war ruling classes, an ide-

ology the old populists rejected with scorn and contempt, or else it could move forwards, in the 

direction of adopting the modern discourse of minority rights. Both possibilities have been ex-

perimented with in the 1980s. The playwright Istvan Csurka, who was to emerge in the 1990s as 

the leader of an extreme right-wing party, voiced the first option.1 The second option has been 

tried by the leading figure of the new populist generation, Sandor Csoori. In a preface to the 

autobiography of Miklos Duray, a Hungarian minority rights activist in Slovakia, Csoori identi-

fied Communist totalitarianism as the main culprit for the plight of minority Hungarians. It was 

the absence of multi-party democracy, of private property, and of church autonomy, Csoori 

maintained, that deprived the minority of any institutional defence. Political, social, and eco-

nomic pluralism emerged from this diagnosis as the bulwark which protects minorities against 

oppression, forced assimilation, and forced segregation.2 

Actually, Csoori's thinking represented an amalgam of these ideas and of traditional, 

anti-modernist rhetoric so dear to many of the old populists. Even so, his adoption of the talk of 

democracy and rights was to become a milestone in the evolution of Hungarian nationalism, one 

which deserves appreciation. A learning process had been started.3 

As the rediscovery of the minority issue reached the political level in the early 1980s, na-

tionalist intellectuals had to face the question of where to look for international support. The So-

viet Union could not be expected to be a partner, so the populists had to turn towards the West. 

This happened in the years following the conclusion of the Helsinki Accords. Some of 

the Western parties to that agreement, particularly the United States, were ready to make use of 

the changing international framework to pressure the Soviet Union and its dependencies to com-

                                                 
1 Simultaneous loyalty to a state and a federal or confederal government standing over it is possible, of course. 
The transition from rediscovery and reintegration, a largely cultural process, to the public discussion of minority 
grievances, with which the populist movement regained its political dimension, was marked by a two-part article by 
Gyula Illyes, a leading poet from the first generation of populists. See 'Valasz Herdernek es Adynak' [A Reply to 
Herder and Ady], Magyar Nemzet, December 25,1977 and January 1, 1978. 
2 See I. Csurka, 'Level az Iroszovetseg elnokehez' [Letter to the President of the Writers' Union] and his 'Uj magyar 
onepites' [New Self-Building of the Hungarians], in Minden, ami van (All There Is), (Budapest: Ptiski 1998) Vol. 1, 
a collection of political writings and talks. 
3 See S. Csoori, 'Elszo' [Introduction], in M. Duray, Kutyaszorito (New York, NY: Ptiski, 1983). 
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ply better with international human rights standards. To the degree that their perception of the 

complex game with the Soviet rulers permitted, they were responsive to complaints of East 

Europeans, provided those complaints were expressed in terms of rights-claims rather than na-

tionalist grievances. This is why the politics of human rights of the region's democratic opposi-

tion could be successful in the international arena. And this is why Hungarian nationalists them-

selves had to engage in a process of learning the rights-discourse.1 

When it came to the collapse of the Communist regime and to the transition to democ-

racy, the political landscape of the country was significantly different from that between the two 

wars. First, non-nationalist parties held a solid share of the parliamentary mandates— somewhat 

more than 40 per cent in 1990, more than 70 per cent in 1994, and about 40 per cent in 1998. 

Second, non-nationalist and mainstream nationalist parties alike agreed on the priority of getting 

Hungary admitted to NATO and the European Union. Jozsef Antall, Chairman of the Hungarian 

Democratic Forum—a party issued from the populist movement which won the first free elec-

tions—proved to be as firm on this issue as any other political leader of the country. And, thus, 

the learning process continued. 

At the beginning, Antall seems to have entertained some hopes that a firm Euro-Atlantic 

commitment might not conflict with attempts to exploit the post-Communist instability in the 

region to regain lost territories. In July 1991, he told the Italian president that the southern bor-

ders of Hungary were not established with Serbia by the two peace treaties but, in Versailles, 

with the Serbo-Croatian-Slovenian State and, in Paris, with Yugoslavia. Therefore, Antall con-

cluded, in the case of a dissolution of the Yugoslav federal state, the status of Voivodina was 

open for renegotiation.2 In the same year, his government facilitated secret arms shipments to 

Croatia, shortly before it seceded from the Yugoslav federation and the outbreak of war. 

There is some indirect evidence that Antall might have been encouraged in this move by 

the then German Chancellor Helmuth Kohl. If so, then we have a plausible explanation for the 

absence of any follow-up to this adventure. After the outbreak of the war, Germany quickly 

abandoned its separate game in the Balkans, and Hungary's new leaders had to learn that the EU 

will not be a partner in challenging the status quo. It was made clear that no former Communist 

country can hope for admission to the EU until it makes credible efforts to resolve its historic 

conflicts with its neighbours. 

                                                 
1 Other figures, less central to the new populist movement, went much further than Csoori in this direction. Out-
standing among them was the literary historian and Polonist Csaba Gy. Kiss who tried to adopt a conceptual appara-
tus making possible the separation of the nation as an ethnocultural entity and the nation as a political unit. Kiss's 
central idea was that, in multi-ethnic contexts, equality could be secured by divorcing citizenship from nationality. 
See his 'Parbeszed Europaert' [Dialogue for Europe], Hitel, 3, 1990, 38-40. 
2 This learning process did not go unrelated to a dialogue between them and the democratic opposition in Hungary. 
In the 1980s, the democratic opposition made repeated attempts to raise the minority issue and to propose policies to 
tackle it within the framework of a non-nationalist concept. 
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At the same time, Europe offered a set of international standards, including provisions 

on minority rights, in terms of which conflict resolution could be sought. The Council of Europe 

was particularly active in this respect.1 Thus, the Antall government was being pushed in the 

direction of exploiting the European legal and political framework in its search for an accom-

modation with the neighbouring countries. Minority rights, especially language rights and the 

right to minority schooling, as well as cultural and territorial autonomy became the key words in 

the government's vocabulary. A new strategy began to take shape. 

In 1992, the Antall government struck a basic treaty with Ukraine, in which Hungary 

recognized the frontiers between the two countries as inviolable. True, in the parliamentary de-

bate, Antall declared that he considered the Hungarian-Ukrainian treaty an exception, not to be 

followed by any parallel agreements with Romania and Slovakia. The fact was, however, that 

the treaty set a precedent which the next government, elected in 1994, could follow. 

The Socialist-Liberal government made a similar treaty with Slovakia in 1995 and with 

Romania in 1996. Both treaties improved upon the original model by including, along with a no-

territorial-revendications clause, a long list of minority rights and privileges. They also con-

tained, as an Annex, Recommendation 1201 of the Parliamentary Commission of the Council of 

Europe on minority rights—with a note, in the case of the treaty with Romania, to the effect that 

the parties read Recommendation 1201 as not entailing provisions of collective rights. 

The right-wing opposition attacked both treaties in harsh terms. But it was cautious 

enough not to reject the very structure of the deal. What they objected to was mainly the list of 

rights and privileges pinned down by the two treaties, which they judged to be insufficient. Par-

ticularly, they blamed the government for not insisting on the inclusion of the principle of an 

ethnically-based territorial autonomy and for accepting, in the case of the treaty with Romania, 

that a note be added denying that Recommendation 1201 provided for collective rights as dis-

tinct from rights held by individuals severally. Although the rhetoric used in the debate was that 

of traditional nationalism—an analogy was drawn, by no less a political figure than the country's 

next Prime Minister, with the 1849 capitulation of the Hungarian army to the Russians—2 the 

merit of the conflict was not in the clash between two opposite conceptions of the minority issue, 

but in two different strategic views of implementing the same conception.3 

                                                 
1 On Antall's claim, see the statement made by his cabinet chief to the Hungarian News Agency, 'A bekeszerzodesek 
a Vajdasag teruletet nem tekintik automatiku-san Szerbia reszenek' [The Peace Accords Do Not Treat the Voivodina 
Automatically As Part Of Serbia], Magyar Hirlap, July 9, 1991. 
2 See, e.g., the Recommendations 1134 (1990), 1177 (1992), 1201 (1993) and 1203 (1993) of the Parliamentary As-
sembly of the Council of Europe, issued at the time when the Antall government was in office, and their follow-ups 
in Recommendations 1255 (1995) and 1285 (1996). 
3 See V. Orban, 'Alapszerzodes: Temesvar vagy Vilagos' [Basic Treaty: Timisoara or Siria], Magyar Nemzet, Sep-
tember 14, 1996. Timisoara is the city in Northern Romania where the parties came together to sign the basic treaty. 
Vilagos or Siria is the place where the Hungarian revolutionary army surrendered its arms in 1849. 
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At the time I am writing this, Hungary faces a similar conflict between the Orban gov-

ernment and its opposition, this time on the Yugoslav crisis. Orban's strategy is to push for a 

linkage between the post-war Kosovo settlement and a settlement on Voivodina, the latter imag-

ined as combining restoration of territorial autonomy for the province with special rights for the 

local ethnic—mainly Hungarian— minorities.1 

His liberal critics agree that autonomy and minority rights are the key for the solution of 

the minority problem in Voivodina. However, liberals attack the strategy of linkage for two rea-

sons. First, waging war for the Kosovo Albanians and interfering with the sovereignty of the 

Yugoslav state in dealing with the status of Kosovo was justified, they argue, by extreme viola-

tions of international humanitarian law. No comparable emergency situation has been created in 

Voivodina. Second, by pushing for a linkage, Hungary creates an image ot itself as having par-

ticipated in the war not for its declared aims but for promoting quite different interests. In so do-

ing, liberals claim, it sends a dangerous message not only to nationalists in Serbia but also to 

possible democratic allies there and in other neighbouring countries.2 

This debate reveals a deeper disagreement between the nationalist and non-nationalist 

understandings of the policy of minority rights. For non-nationalists, the commitment for such a 

policy is a matter of principle, a consequence of their more general commitment for freedom, 

equality, and individual dignity. Nationalists, on the other hand, adopt the rights-discourse as a 

matter of tactical accommodation to a status quo, not as a framework for principled settlement. 

That this is so is confirmed by further evidence. First, the mainstream nationalist conception fails 

to meet the universalization test. The presence of anti-Semitism in the ranks of the nationalist 

mainstream and its indifference towards the plight of the Romas are symptoms of a lack of will-

ingness to apply the same principles of minority protection to domestic politics.3 Second, the na-

tionalist right treats individual human rights with neglect and contempt, and this attitude sug-

gests that, very likely, the right-wing case for minority autonomy, rather than basing the claim of 

collective rights on individual interests, takes the former as basic and as capable of overruling 

the latter, should the two conflict. 

Is there a chance for the tactical accommodation to give way to principled agreement, or 

has the evolution of Hungarian nationalism already reached the outer limits of its evolution? The 

answer to that question depends on the future of the relationships of Hungary to the European 

                                                 
1 For a somewhat biased but informative overview of the Parliamentary debate, see (j. jeszenszky, "the Debate On 
the Hungarian-Rumanian Basic Treaty', Hungary's Political Yearbook 1997. 
2 The Kosovo war gave an opportunity to the Hungarian extreme-right openly to formulate revisionist demands to-
wards Yugoslavia. Although the Prime Minister hesitated to condemn this move, in the end he was brought to dis-
tance himself from it in an interview to the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, August 25, 1999 His own proposals 
have always been formulated in terms of minority rights rather than in those of territorial revision. 
3 See T. Bauer, 'Ketseges egyseg' Pubious Unity], Nepszabadsdg, May 22, 1999. 
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Union. Hungary is in the group of post-Communist countries that are candidates for admission to 

the EU in the first round. Should the admission process halt, a reversal in the evolution of Hun-

garian nationalism is possible. But if that process comes to completion in the foreseeable future, 

the movement towards a principled affirmation of the rights language is likely to continue. 

Suppose this forecast is not grossly inaccurate—does it support the thesis of this rejoin-

der? Not really, or so it might look at first sight. After all, what the pressure of the EU environ-

ment has so far brought about does not amount to more than coming nearer to the concept of the 

multination state—and even then, as tactical accommodation rather than principled agreement. 

But this is not the end of the story. The account given in the third section deliberately ig-

nored such pro-nationalist authors whose voice is not echoed by the official right. In these cir-

cles, the idea that the 'Hungarian question' might find a solution in the framework of the EU has 

been raised already. At least one of the authors I have in mind blames official Hungarian nation-

alism for being blind to the fact that, within the EU, large blocks of state sovereignty are dele-

gated in part upward, and in part downward. Rather than trying to strengthen its central state 

powers, he claims, Hungary ought to proceed to regionalize its internal administrative structures 

as quickly as possible so as to facilitate the development of regions across state borders in the 

future. He maintains that the downgrading of the sovereign state and the upgrading of the re-

gions below it, with a capacity for crosscut-ting state boundaries, might bring the problem of the 

Hungarians close to a solution.1 

Suppose Hungary and its neighbours become members of the EU—which, in its turn, 

succeeds in overcoming the present tensions of integration. In this case, ideas such as the one 

cited in the above paragraph will find support in the strategic options inherent in the suprastate 

institutional framework of the Union. This might help these ideas to penetrate the mainstream 

nationalist right. Should this happen, the Hungarians will be on their way out of the era of na-

tion-building, with their preferred ways of uniting politically based more and more on institu-

tional structures that are different from and cross-cutting/restricting those of the nation-state. 

This prediction relies on very optimistic assumptions, but my aim is not to make empiri-

cal forecasts about what is likely to happen. I am simply trying to show that something like this 

can possibly happen. And if there is some possibility for mainstream nationalism to evolve in 

the direction of overcoming the nation-state framework, then non-nationalists have good reason 

to take this alternative very seriously, both as a theoretical possibility and as a political option. 

That is the central claim I have tried to support in this article. 
                                                 
1 For anti-Semitic velleities in the Orban government, see A. Sajo, 'A Kover Laszlo kerdey [The Kover Question] 
Nepszava, August 27, 1999. As to the disregard for Roma interests, it is helpful to consult the redesigning, in 1999, 
of the system of family allowances in such a way that conspicuously disadvantages the Romas as a group. See I. 
Riba, 'Padra fogva' [Forced to Study], HVG, September 9,1999. See G. Molnar, 'A tortenelmi Magyarorszag kis-
ertese' [The Spectre of Historical Hungary], Vildgossdg, 39, 1998, 73-7. 
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MARGARET MOORE 

Globalization, Cosmopolitanism, and Minority Nationalism 

The theme of this volume is how minority nations are affected by globalization. By 

'globalization', I refer to increased global economic trade, the liberalization of economic mar-

kets, the advance of the multinational corporation to many corners of the globe, and capital mo-

bility. 

The ideal of a cosmopolitan culture is, some argue, possible in this new context of inter-

dependency. The dream of a cosmopolitan global culture was shared by both Marx and eight-

eenth- and nineteenth-century Enlightenment thinkers, and their contemporary counterparts. 

Marx, for example, conceived of nations as playing an important role in supporting a capitalist 

economy with a large population base, a large territory, and a viable bureaucratic structure. He 

also assumed that the forces of the capitalist economy would lead to the demise of many minor-

ity nations and the consolidation of a common cosmopolitan culture.1 Enlightenment theorists, 

from Condorcet to Descartes, Voltaire to d'Alembert, also shared this vision of a cosmopolitan 

(global) culture. Condorcet, for example, argued that the emancipation of the individual from 

fixed social roles would lead to the gradual decline of cultural definitions of identity, the emer-

gence of a universal language, and a single global society.2 

The contemporary heirs to this tradition have argued that the current context of global 

economic restructuring has reduced the natural barriers between national and ethnic groups and 

at last made the realization of the 'dream' of a cosmopolitan culture possible. In the closing pas-

sage of his book Nations and Nationalism since 1780 Hobsbawm argues, for example, that the 

age of nationalism is past.  

Hobsbawm welcomes this development, viewing nationalism as a backward and atavistic 

romanticization of the past, which may 'die' a prolonged and difficult death as its adherents resist 

the inevitable change that accompanies global capitalism, but that is doomed to the 'dustbin' of 

history. 

There are, I think, three distinct, but related misconceptions or problems inherent in this 

view, which I discuss in the three sections of this chapter. The first misconception involves the 

relationship of nationalism to the economic 'base' of society. Many proponents of cosmopolitan-
                                                 
1 This interpretation of Marx's thought is found in W. Connor, The National Question in Marxist-Leninist Theory 
and Strategy (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984), 7-8. For a different interpretation, see E. Benner, Really 
Existing Nationalisms: A Post-Communist View from Marx and Engels (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995). 
2 See T. Schereth, The Cosmopolitan Ideal in Enlightenment Thought (Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame 
Press, 1977). 



 868

ism have assumed that nations are modernist constructions, functional at a certain stage in indus-

trialization, but that, as the world economy becomes more interrelated, the nation will be tran-

scended by supranational institutions. Minority nationalism, with its celebration of particular na-

tional and cultural identities, is a doomed romantic or conservative reaction to the economic 

forces in favour of increased political cooperation at the supranational level and increasingly 

standardized cultural forms across the globe. 

The second misconception is that acculturation—that is, increasingly common standard-

ized cultural forms—will necessarily or automatically translate into the assimilation of minority 

nations. I argue that even if globalization leads to increased acculturation, it does not necessarily 

lead to the demise of minority nationalism, or national forms of identity. 

The third misconception or problem with this conception involves the underlying ideal of 

a truly global, cosmopolitan culture. In the section dealing with this misconception I put forward 

three arguments designed to question whether the ideal of a 'cosmopolitan culture' should be re-

garded as an 'ideal'. I argue that this ideal has several problems: it is not genuinely global and 

neutral; it involves the false identification of minority nationalism with exclusivist ethnic isola-

tion; and it fails to meet the requirement of minimal realism. All these concerns should lead us to 

adopt a new view of minority nationalism, in which minority nationalism is viewed as consistent 

with an enlightened cosmopolitanism and with managed globalization of the economy. 

Misconception 1: Nations are Obsolete in the New Order of Interdependency and In-

ternationalism 

Many  proponents   of  cosmopolitanism,   and   critics   of  minority nationalism, have 

argued that minority nations are a romantic and conservative reaction or resistance to global 

economic forces, which make no sense in the global economy. What is needed, it is suggested, is 

increased international cooperation to cope with the global reality of the economy, not the pro-

liferation of smaller and smaller units, claiming sovereignty over smaller and smaller pieces of 

territory. 

This view frequently draws on the work of historians of nationalism, such as Hobsbawm, 

who have pointed out that the nation-state is a modern construction, serving important functions 

in the nineteenth century, with the modernization of the economy, and the bureaucratization of 

the state. Nationalism, or the modern nation-state, it is suggested, no longer makes sense. Supra-

national political institutions are necessary to cope with the interdependent nature of the global 

economy. Minority nationalism, by which is meant the assertion of small nationalities within 

larger states, is an attempt to copy the nation-state model, which is itself outdated, and so should 

be dismissed as a doomed romanticism. 
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There is some truth to this claim. It is true that absolute sovereignty on the Westphalian 

model makes less and less sense in the global economic era. Practice has, to some extent, over-

taken theory, and in two ways. First, there is some evidence of the erosion of Westphalian sov-

ereignty, in favour of international action in defence of certain norms or a certain conception of 

state legitimacy. Secondly, the move toward regional economic associations has involved limita-

tions on state sovereignty, for states are increasingly acting in cooperation with others, and in 

this interdependent world, are increasingly dependent on the actions and cooperation of others. 

In this section I will argue that, while this is true, it does not mean that the nation is an obsolete 

category of no relevance to the (post-)modern world, but only that the nation and its context are 

being transformed. Moreover, I shall argue that these transformations tend to strengthen minor-

ity nationalism, rather than suggesting its obsolescence. 

First, state sovereignty has been eroded by the notion that the international community 

has obligations towards individual members of other states. Action on this idea of political le-

gitimacy runs counter to the notion of the territorial integrity of states and the absolute sover-

eignty of states over their internal affairs. It is difficult to pinpoint the origins of this view, or 

even to claim that it is now the dominant one, for it is certainly not consistently applied or uni-

versally accepted, but, beginning in the 1970s, there was a sense that legitimate states had to 

meet minimal standards of human rights towards their (individual) members. This was the basic 

insight behind the anti-apartheid movement, which sought to isolate South Africa from the rest 

of the international community, and also underlay the 1975 Helsinki Accords, and the Copenha-

gen Agreement of 1990, which superseded the earlier Helsinki Accords.1 

More recently, since the end of the cold war, there have been several cases of interna-

tional intervention in the 'domestic affairs' of states— in the Kurdish region of Iraq, and in So-

malia, Rwanda, Bosnia, Kosovo, and Cambodia. Not all were completely successful, but they 

were not simply an exercise for extending their backers' range of influence or securing their own 

(self-)interest, narrowly defined.2 In each case United Nations involvement, which was author-

ized by the Security Council, was provoked by a humanitarian disaster or an injustice, and the 

stated aims of intervention were either to end the conflict or to deliver relief. This intervention 

also suggests that the era of the individual nation-state is being transformed; and that any nation 

                                                 
1 Allen Buchanan also makes the link between political legitimacy and the anti-apartheid movement. See A. Bu-
chanan, 'Democracy and Secession', in M. Moore (ed.), National Self-Determination and Secession (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 1998). See also Т. М. Franck, 'The Emerging Right to Democratic Governance', American Journal 
of International Law, 86 (1992), 46-91. 
2 A. C. Arend and R. Beck, International Law and the Use of Force: Beyond the U.N. Charter (New York: 
Routledge, 1993); D. Philpott, 'Self-Determination in Practice', in Moore (ed.), National Self-Determination and 
Secession. 
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that is seeking national independence or national sovereignty in the traditional sense is probably 

revering an ideal whose time is passing. 

Secondly, the traditional nation-state model, developed in the nineteenth century, viewed 

the economic sphere in national terms, as subject to national regulations and controls. Histori-

cally, states were instrumental in breaking down the barriers erected by the medieval charters of 

towns and corporations, as well as in instituting a common currency and a common system of 

weights and measures.1 Central to eighteenth- and nineteenth-century nation-building policies 

was the promotion of national economic policy. This frequently involved various forms of pro-

tectionism, in addition to internal liberalization and the development of infrastructure to facili-

tate capitalist development. 

This traditional nation-state model is challenged by the globalization of the economy, 

and especially the mobility of capital markets. These have reduced the ability of the state to pur-

sue national economic policies. States have had to respond to this new situation by restructuring 

the economy, with various forms of regional mobilizations, such as the North American Free 

Trade Agreement (NAFTA), the Association of South East Asian Nations, the European Union 

(EU), and Mercosur. These have further limited the sovereignty of individual member states by 

constraining them to abide by the rules and procedures (and, in the case of the EU, the law) of 

the association. 

In this context, the idea of absolute sovereignty and autarkic economic policies for small 

nations make very little sense. In fact, it made very little sense prior to this erosion of state sov-

ereignty. For example, in 1945 Alfred Cobban, in his book National Self-Determination, criti-

cized President Woodrow Wilson's principle of national self-determination on the grounds that 

economic autarky on the part of smaller states would not work, that these minority nations could 

not be viable states in the sense of pursuing their own independent national economic policy.2 In 

the era in which he wrote, when the international state system presupposed national economies, 

Cobban was right. 

However, many contemporary minority nations, operating in the context of regional eco-

nomic associations and the erosion of absolute sovereignty, do not aspire to this form of control 

over their economy. Most minority nationalists do not seek to resurrect the traditional sovereign 

nation-state on an even smaller scale, with complete national control over their economy. Many 

minority nationalists in Quebec and western Europe (Catalonia, Flanders, Scotland) are liberal 

democrats: they support access to a global economy and favour the regional associations that 
                                                 
1 M. Keating, Nations against the State: The New Politics of Nationalism in Quebec, Catalonia and Scotland (Lon-
don: MacMillan, 1996), 30-3; E. Weber, Peasants into Frenchmen: The Modernisation of Rural France, 1870-1914 
(London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1979). 
2 A. Cobban, National Self-Determination (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1945), 157-66. 
Keating, Nations against the State, 62—4. 
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make this possible, as well as traditional liberal and democratic rights and the rule of law. They 

have supported increased liberalization of the economy, though with a concern that this is con-

sistent with the reproduction of their culture and identity. 

It is wrong, therefore, to associate minority nationalism with a backward-looking quest to 

realize the Westphalian sovereignty system. This is to saddle minority nationalists with the 

charge of being anachronistic and romantic, in the pejorative sense, which is quite against the 

evidence. Rather, minority nationalism can convincingly be seen as a particular response to the 

global restructuring of the economy. In some cases, nations which could not be viable under the 

traditional nation-state model, described by Cobban, have a role to play in the context of regional 

economic associations and military defence pacts. The context has changed the criteria of viabil-

ity: after all, in what sense is Luxembourg 'viable'? 

While critics have argued that the new context has affected the sovereignty and inde-

pendence of states, and so made the very idea of state sovereignty questionable, one could claim, 

on the contrary, that the new context has opened up a new political space in which minority na-

tions can operate. Minority nations are no longer as dependent on their host (multinational or bi-

national) state, and are more dependent on international and continental regimes, like NAFTA or 

the EU, and the International Monetary Fund. Sovereignty is, indeed, being transformed into 

something quite different, but this does not mean the demise of minority nationalism. Rather, 

these developments have redefined national autonomy as a space in which nations, and espe-

cially small nations, can play off their various forms of dependency against one another.1 

Moreover, there is a plausible case, mainly associated with Michael Keating's book Na-

tions against the State, that smaller units like nations have advantages over larger nation-states.2 

This is partly because they have a higher degree of interaction and mutual trust, and this social 

consensus is necessary to manage change. Even more importantly, small nations, in part because 

of this high degree of social interaction, can adapt more quickly to changes in their environment, 

and are better positioned to promote local skills and resources, which is crucial to adapting to 

changes in the global environment. 

In short, we may be moving beyond the traditional Wesphalian nation-state. International 

and continental regimes have replaced some of the functions of the traditional sovereign state. 

But this does not mean that minority nationalism is harking back to an ideal whose time has 

passed. Rather, this new context has opened up opportunities for political space that may permit 

new nationalism to flourish. Globalization has helped to give rise to a new context of both (a) 

                                                 
1 Ibid., 52-8. 
2 W. Connor, Ethnonationalism: The Quest for Understanding (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1994), 32-6; 
Т. Н. Eriksen, Ethnicity and Nationalism: Anthropological Perspectives (London: Pluto Press, 1993), 386; D. 
Horowitz, Ethnic Groups in Conflict (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1985), 36-54. 
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international regimes and international cooperation in a global economy, and (b) local and re-

gional forms of social solidarity to cope with these changes. 

Misconception 2: Cultural Homogeneity will Solve the 'Problem' of Minority 

Nationalism 

In this section I argue that the view that globalization will lead to a common cosmopoli-

tan culture and the demise of minority nationalism is based on a misunderstanding of the rela-

tionship between national identity and 'objective' characteristics such as culture and language. 

The argument that globalization will lead to increased cultural homogeneity and that this will 

eventually erase the desire for institutions to protect and promote these distinct cultures assumes 

a 'snooker ball' view of nationality, according to which different nationalities have distinct cul-

tures and languages. 

The desire to base nationality on objective cultural characteristics is understandable, but it 

is almost certainly false. Indeed, it is often remarked by anthropologists, sociologists, and politi-

cal scientists who study national conflicts that national (and ethnic) identities require some 'cul-

tural marker', some mechanism for mutual recognition of members (and so implicitly a method 

for recognizing outsiders), but that these do not necessarily correlate with sharp linguistic or cul-

tural differences.1 Of course, in some cases, national identities do correspond to cultural differ-

ences, but, even then, it is not clear that the identities are based on the different cultures. Rather, 

the political or institutional structures that correspond to national identities, or the various 

mechanisms of boundary maintenance that groups employ, can be used to reinforce cultural ho-

mogeneity and so increase the extent to which the members of the group are different from out-

siders. Whatever the precise relationship, the important point is that linguistic and cultural dif-

ferences are not central to national identities because national identities can be mobilized along 

other lines. 

This insight, while initially counter-intuitive, at least for people who like to ground dis-

tinct identities, and especially conflicts about identities, in some 'deeper', more objective charac-

teristic, is confirmed when we think about some of the most violent conflicts between competing 

national (or ethnic) groups. If we compare Northern Ireland, Burundi, Rwanda, and the former 

Yugoslavia with Canada, Switzerland, Belgium, what is important about the first group is that 

here (a) the level of violence involved in the conflicts tends to be greater, and (b) the members 

of the antagonistic communities speak the same language and have broadly similar cultural val-

ues; whereas, in the latter group {a) relations between the communities are generally peaceful, 

and (b) the members of the communities speak different languages and exhibit deeper cultural 

                                                 
1 J. McGarry and B. O'Leary, Explaining Northern Ireland (Oxford: Blackwell, 1995), 171-213. 
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differences. In other words, cultural differences do not correspond with the violence or intensity 

of the conflict. 

This cultural similarity is often recognized by the groups themselves. For example, in 

Northern Ireland, where there are two distinct and mutually antagonistic national communities 

on the same territory, the conflict between the two groups is not about some objective cultural 

difference. Despite a common misconception, it is not religious in nature. The groups are not 

arguing over the details of doctrinal interpretation. Religious leaders—priests, nuns, ministers—

are not targets for violence, as they were in the Reformation period, when conflict was genuinely 

religious.1 Interestingly, anthropological studies reveal that the conflict is not perceived by the 

people as about cultural difference. A 1968 survey of cultural similarity in Northern Ireland re-

vealed that 67 per cent of Protestants thought the Northern Irish of the opposite religion were the 

'same as themselves', while only 29 per cent thought the same about the English. Similarly, 81 

per cent of Catholics regarded Ulster Protestants as 'the same as themselves', but only 44 per cent 

thought this about southern Catholics.2 Similar results have been found by Rosemary Harris, an 

anthropologist studying a rural community in Northern Ireland, who argued that, despite social 

segregation, there was a 'considerable area within which Catholics and Protestants shared a 

common culture'.3 

Analysts of the conflicts in the former Yugoslavia, especially those who adhere to the 

elite-manipulation school of conflict analysis, almost universally emphasize the cultural similari-

ties between the different groups.4 Analysts begin the puzzle of explaining what happened in the 

former Yugoslavia by noting that, prior to the conflict, Serbs, Croats, and Muslims shared a 

common life, language, physical appearance, and a lot of history. The Muslims were among the 

most secularized Muslims anywhere in the world. One of the primary divisions was between ur-

ban and rural communities, which meant, in effect, that an urban Serb would have more in com-

mon with her urban Croat neighbour than with rural Serbs. In short, the groups themselves were 

culturally very similar; and cultural variation was as great across groups as within them. 

There is a wonderful (for my purposes) dialogue between Michael Ignatieff and a Serb 

gunner in Croatia in 1995, which Ignatieff recounts. Ignatieff tells the gunner that he can't tell 

Serbs and Croats apart. At first, the gunner tells him that Croats and Serbs have nothing in com-

mon. Everything about them is different. Then, a few minutes later, he says: 'Look, here's how it 

                                                 
1 R. Rose, Governing without Consensus: An Irish Perspective (London: Faber, 1971), 218. 
2 R. Harris, Prejudice and Tolerance in Ulster (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1972), 131. 
3 M. Ignatieff, 'Nationalism and the Narcissism of Minor Differences', Queen's Quarterly, 102/1 (1995), 13; P. Mo-
jzes, Yugoslavian Inferno (New York: Continuum Press, 1995), xvi; N. Malcolm, Bosnia: A Short History (New 
York: New York University Press, 1994), 282; C. Bennett, Yugoslavia's Bloody Collapse: Causes, Course and Con-
sequences (New York: New York University Press, 1995), 247. 
4 Ignatieff, 'Nationalism and the Narcissism of Minor Differences', 13-14. 
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is. Those Croats, they think they're better than us. Think they're fancy Europeans and everything. 

I'll tell you something. We're all just Balkan rubbish.'14 Ignatieff uses the example to illustrate 

how the gunner's personal knowledge of these people as friends and neighbours ('we're just the 

same'), prior to the outbreak of the violence, conflicts with the political and ideological message 

of Serb leaders that Serbs and Croats are culturally distinct, antagonistic communities. 

I don't wish to deny Ignatieff's point that the political leadership attempted to escalate the 

violence and divisions between the two communities for their own ends. Nevertheless, I think 

Ignatieff makes an additional point that warrants greater consideration, for it bears on the rela-

tionship between cultural differences and national identity. He points out that national divisions 

are not necessarily based on, and do not correspond to, deep cultural differences. If it is the case 

that national divisions are not necessarily based on different cultures, then it is wrong to infer 

from the cultural similarity of the groups that the national divisions are not genuine. And if na-

tional divisions are not based on cultural differences, then eroding cultural differences— making 

the groups more culturally similar—may not have any effect on the intensity of national divi-

sions or national conflict. 

The preceding discussion draws an implicit distinction between national identity and cul-

tural difference. This also makes better sense of some of the examples discussed in this chapter. 

Buchanan offers an example of a native member of an unviable indigenous culture who is reluc-

tant to adopt a more viable, western, capitalist culture. I would argue that the best way to under-

stand this case is not in terms of culture, but in terms of identity. Many do seek to appropriate 

elements from other cultures in order to modernize, but what they don't want to give up is their 

identity as native. In the case of the person on the sinking lifeboat, one can imagine that it would 

be particularly problematic (dislocating) to be required to adopt the identity of the group that 

rammed and stole your boat in the first place, thus causing it to sink. Analogously, in the case of 

Northern Ireland, it would be particularly problematic to adopt the identity of the group that op-

pressed members of your group, and dispossessed your forefathers of their land; or, in the case 

of the former Yugoslavia, to adopt the identity of the group that engaged in large-scale slaughter 

against your people. None of this means that you blame the current people; but only that this 

identity is one that would be difficult for you to adopt, because your own identity is at least 

partly developed in relation to it. 

I think Kymlicka was groping for something like the distinction that I am making here, 

between cultures and identities, in Multicultural Citizenship, but his own culturalist argument 

did not permit him to develop it adequately. Kymlicka argues, quite rightly, that during the Quiet 

Revolution French Quebec changed dramatically from a religious and rural society to a secular 

and urban one. He is at pains to emphasize that his argument does not involve a static and fossil-
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ized conception of culture: rather, it is natural for cultures to change as a result of the choices of 

their members. We must, therefore, 'distinguish the existence of a culture from its "character" at 

any given moment'.1 However, the distinction between the existence of a culture and its character 

is not very clear or helpful. A much more useful distinction, which I think captures the relation-

ship between a shared sense of nationality and changing culture, is that between a specific cul-

ture and the subjective sense of identity. The identity of people as Quebecois (or Canadian) may 

not change, even while cultures do and can change, even quite dramatically. In the Quebec case, 

the identity did change, as more and more French Canadians living in Quebec have identified 

themselves as Quebecois (rather than Canadian). This is not predicted by the direction of cultural 

change, for polling results have suggested that, at the same time, people living in Quebec are be-

coming more similar to other Canadians in terms of their norms and values.2 

National identities, in contrast to cultures, are relatively intractable since they can remain 

the same even while cultures are changing, and perhaps becoming increasingly similar. This is 

why, as Walker Connor noted, and I cited earlier, assimilation is quite rare. Acculturation can 

and does occur, perhaps even frequently, but what is much rarer is assimilation in the sense that 

the identity of the group (as a distinct group) is given up and absorbed into the identity of a dif-

ferent group. this also means that the connection that proponents of globalization make—

between (a) globalization and the attendant greater cultural homogeneity, and (b) the demise of 

minority nationalism—is quite tenuous. With globalization, there may indeed be greater cultural 

homogeneity, but this does not necessarily lead to a reduction in minority nationalism. All that is 

required for a national identity to persist is some marker to tell the groups apart (and this might 

be such a small thing that it comes down to the person's last name). To achieve the complete 

eradication of all signs of a distinct identity is extremely difficult, especially for a group that is 

living on its own territory and has the demographic strength to survive as a distinct community. 

Globalization may make the groups appear, to the outsider, more alike; but it will probably not 

have any bearing on the group identities that people have. 

Misconception 3: The Ideal of a Cosmopolitan Culture 

In this section I examine and critique the presupposed normative ideal which I call 'the 

ideal of a cosmopolitan culture'. This ideal has been articulated in some recent work in norma-

tive political philosophy, particularly by Jeremy Waldron and Allen Buchanan.3 Their work 

suggests a cosmopolitan ideal which, they contend, is more attractive and philosophically defen-

                                                 
1 W. Kymlicka, Multicultural Citizenship (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995), 104. 
2 W. Norman, 'The Ideology of Shared Values', in J. Carens (ed.), Is Quebec Nationalism Just? (Montreal: McGill-
Queen's University Press, 1995). 
3 J. Waldron, 'The Cosmopolitan Alternative', and A. Buchanan, 'The Morality of Secession', both in W. Kymlicka 
(ed.), The Rights of Minority Cultures (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995). 
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sible than nationalism. I argue that this ideal underlies a line of criticism of minority national-

ism. I suggest in this section three reasons why this ideal should be questioned. 

While this ideal is often referred to as 'cosmopolitanism' in the literature, it is only dis-

tantly related to the political ideal of a unified world government, or cosmopolis. In this context, 

the term 'cosmopolitanism' refers to a global culture, which is similar across the globe, and 

which transcends local and particularist forms of identity. 

Jeremy Waldron contrasts the nationalist vision of the individual, as situated within a 

particular culture, sharing a heritage of custom and ritual, sharing a (real or imagined) history 

and sense of homeland, with that of a freewheeling cosmopolitan life, lived in a kaleidoscope of 

culture. He invokes several images of the cosmopolitan—migrants, frequent flyers, perpetual 

refugees (like Rousseau)—but, Waldron says, the distinctive characteristic of a cosmopolitan is 

'his refusal to be defined by his location or his ancestry or his citizenship or his language'.1 Wal-

dron elaborates: 'Though he may live in San Francisco and be of Irish ancestry, he does not take 

his identity to be compromised when he learns Spanish, eats Chinese, wears clothing made in 

Korea, listens to arias by Verdi sung by a Maori princess on Japanese equipment, follows 

Ukrainian politics, and practices Buddhist meditation techniques.'2 In Waldron's view, the exis-

tence of a cosmopolitan lifestyle demonstrates the falsity of the Herderian argument that humans 

need a secure cultural framework. 'It can no longer be said that all people need their rootedness 

in the particular culture in which they and their ancestors were reared in the way that they need 

food, clothing and shelter.'3 While cultural fragments are necessary to the cosmopolitan lifestyle, 

there is no need for a particular culture to be politically protected. Thus, Waldron questions the 

liberal-nationalist view that the state can legitimately express a particular national identity, and 

the nationalist argument with respect to self-determination. 

Buchanan makes the same point about human needs for particular cultures, although in 

the context of an indigenous culture faced with a modern technological culture. He notes the 

possibility that members of an unviable, traditional culture 'can leave the sinking ship of one cul-

ture and board another, more seaworthy vessel'.4 He suggests that those people who seek to try to 

preserve their culture by demanding political self-government or political rights within a state 

are 'like people who refuse to be rescued from their sinking lifeboat because it is their craft and 

because any other vessel seems alien and untrustworthy to them. Indeed, they demand that we 

provide them with timbers and pumps (special group rights, greater autonomy, and/or other re-

                                                 
1 Waldron, 'The Cosmopolitan Alternative', 95. 
2 Ibid. 
3 Ibid., 100. 
4 Buchanan, 'The Morality of Secession', 357. 
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sources) to shore up what we have every reason to believe is a doomed vessel.'1 In this passage 

Buchanan ignores the fact that in many cases the reason people demand timbers and pumps is in 

part because they have had their boats smashed and stolen.2 He also suggests, like Waldron, that, 

while some cultural structure is necessary as a context to make choices, as a good from which 

people choose, no particular cultural structure is necessary, and certainly no homogeneous cul-

tural structure is necessary. Using the state to defend a particular culture that is not viable in the 

cultural marketplace of ideas is therefore irrational and indefensible. By contrast, cosmopolitan-

ism, conceived here as a melange of cultural elements, is more compatible with liberalism, be-

cause it is consistent with the liberal ideal that governments should be neutral with respect to in-

dividuals. Cosmopolitanism is attractive, in part, because it suggests a way in which it is possible 

to be neutral on issues of culture: specifically, government neutrality is possible when the public 

sphere is comprised of a melange of cultural fragments, but no particular culture is supported. 

There are three normative problems with this ideal, which I will discuss in turn. The first 

issue concerns whether the cosmopolitan culture is simply Americanism writ large. This is part 

of the case that Benjamin Barber has made in his book Jihad v. McWorld.3 There he claims that 

what passes for global culture is really the ethos of consumerism, which is fuelled by the expan-

sionist imperatives of large American corporations. This objection to cosmopolitanism presses 

on the genuine cosmopolitan (and neutral) character of the global culture. It identifies the so-

called 'global culture' with the powerful engine of international capitalism. Cosmopolitan culture, 

on this argument, is merely a 'mask' for the predominance of American (or, at the least Western, 

individualistic) culture, and not truly a melange of different traditions. 

Now, it is clear that the crude version of this argument cannot be right. There is obvi-

ously much fruitful cultural interchange, and a global culture may involve much intermixing in 

artistic styles and food preferences and music from different parts of the globe. Our present cos-

mopolitan culture, to the extent that we have one, does not simply involve the proliferation of 

McDonalds and Burger Kings, but can also lead to Thai restaurants becoming fashionable and 

Indian curry houses displacing the traditional British fare of fish and chips in the United King-

dom. 

This does not mean, however, that the marketplace of cultural ideas and norms and prac-

tices is operated on a level playing-field. Global capitalism tends to favour those cultures that 

                                                 
1 Ibid., 357-8. 
2 I am grateful to Brendan O'Leary for pointing this out to me. 
3 B. Barber, Jihad vs. McWorld (New York: Ballantyne, 1995). Barber is not an exponent of cither cosmopolitanism 
or minority nationalism. His basic argument is that there is an important dialectic between globalization and what he 
calls 'tribalism'. The argument for this relationship is 'supported' mainly by recounting how the forces of tribalism 
(e.g. Serb gunners) are frequently clad in Adidas running-shoes and Nike shirts and know all about Michael Jordan. 
These connections are not rigorously argued for. He does, however, provide a good argument for the American, 
consumerist bias of much of what is termed globalization. 
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operate in technologically advanced economies; and some languages and cultural narratives and 

practices will be disadvantaged in relation to other cultures. Thai restaurants may proliferate 

globally as well as McDonalds, but it will be hard for Thai movies to compete with Disney, 

given the tight hold that some companies have on the global distribution of films.1 Because the 

various cultures of the world do not compete on a level playing-field, state action in support of 

minority cultures can be justified in terms of an appeal to equality or fairness. Indeed, this appeal 

is at the heart of most arguments for state action in defence of minority nations.2 

Secondly, this argument works by presupposing the very limiting, and almost certainly 

false, assumption that cultures are based on ethnic descent.3 Waldron, for example, thinks that an 

Irish American who eats Chinese food and listens to Italian opera is 'living in a kaleidoscope of 

cultures', when in fact it is clear that the person is merely utilizing the diverse opportunities af-

forded to her in her own culture. Most minority nations, especially those with strong liberal-

democratic traditions, such as Quebec, Catalonia, and Scotland, do not try to use the state to 'pu-

rify' their culture from all 'external' influences. At most, they simply attempt to protect certain 

elements of their culture, such as their language, or certain industries that are central to the re-

production of culture (such as literature and film), from overwhelming foreign domination. They 

seek a democratic mandate to gain greater control over the shape of their society, the very condi-

tions in which they exist, and to use this to negotiate the terms on which they engage with global 

forces. This is quite different from the caricature drawn by Waldron and Buchanan, in which na-

tionalism is identified with a kind of ethnic purist isolationism. This caricature ignores the extent 

to which minority nations embrace the basic tenets of liberalism and democracy and the rules of 

the global marketplace. They merely intend to do so in a way that protects, at the same time, the 

reproduction of their identity as Scots or Quebecois or Catalans. 

This brings us to the third problem with this kind of argument. This is the terms of the 

debate in which cosmopolitanism is conceived. Both Buchanan and Waldron focus on the fact 

that a cosmopolitan identity is possible. They may indeed be right that this is possible. But there 

are two distinct questions here. One is the issue of existential identity and whether nationalism is 

an attractive way of life. This is part of the case that Waldron makes, and the vision he paints of 

a freewheeling, jet-setting, culturally eclectic way of life does have its attractions (particularly to 

an academic audience). The other issue, and the one that most liberal-nationalists are dealing 

with, is not that of which way of life is existentially attractive, as a way of life, but rather what is 

the appropriate response to the fact that many people do have national identities and attachments. 

                                                 
1 See Barber, Jihad vs. McWorld, 37-5l. 
2 An appeal to equality is implicit in Will Kymlicka's argument for minority rights in Liberalism, Community and 
Culture (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989) and Multicultural Citizenship. 
3 I owe this point to Kymlicka, Multicultural Citizenship, 85. 
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This second question takes it as an empirical given that national identity is important for most 

people, in conditions of modernity. Cosmopolitanism is a possibility, but most liberal nationalists 

will claim that it is of limited sociological significance. What is more common, of course, is the 

case of someone who has lived in two cultures or two societies and feels allegiances and identi-

ties to both, such as the person who feels both Polish and American, speaks Polish and English, 

occasionally returns to Poland for a visit (or longs to, depending on financial considerations) but 

has made her home in America, and also feels American. This is not the same as the rootless 

cosmopolitan who has no national identity and no national attachments whatsoever. 

Once we distinguish between these two types of questions it becomes clear that the real 

issue is not whether having a particular national identity is rational or defensible or justifiable, 

but whether it is rational, justifiable, defensible to expect people to give up their national iden-

tity. Indeed, it may be the case that once one has a particular national identity, associated with a 

particular culture or language or way of life, it is not rational to give it up. Ernest Gellner makes 

this point well, arguing that, in conditions of modernity—where the imperatives of industrializa-

tion lead to increased standardization and homogenization, the introduction of mass elementary 

schooling, and standard modes of interaction—cultural definitions of identity, such as the lan-

guage one speaks, one's education and modes of interaction, and other cultural attributes, assume 

a new importance.1 To compare the person who refuses to give up her culture because it is hers 

with the person who refuses to board another life-raft is to underestimate seriously the impor-

tance and value of national and cultural identity to most people. It suggests that people consider 

their interests apart from their national identity, when in fact their sense of nationhood is an im-

portant constitutive part of their identity, and what counts as an interest crucially depends on 

their conception of who they are (their identity).2 

Conclusion 

Thus far I have identified three problems with the normative ideal of a cosmopolitan cul-

ture, which I think justify us in viewing its normative underpinnings as based on a misconcep-

tion. I have argued, first, that the ideal of cosmopolitan culture is not genuinely global and neu-

tral; secondly, that proponents of cosmopolitanism falsely identify minority nationalism with ex-

clusivist ethnic isolation; and thirdly, that this ideal fails to meet the requirement of minimal re-

alism, in treating the important question of what we do with the national allegiances and identi-

ties that people have. I think these three concerns together should raise doubts about the cosmo-

politan ideal, at least as it is put forward by its contemporary proponents in normative theory. 
                                                 
1 E. Gellner's basic argument about the role and significance of culture under conditions of modernity is elaborated 
in Nations and Nationalism (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1983) and Plough, Sword, Book: The Structure of 
Human History (London: Collins Harvill, 1988). 
2 See С Calhoun, 'The Problem of Identity in Collective Action', in J. Huber (ed.), Macro-Micro Linkages in Sociol-
ogy (Newbury Park, Calif: Sage, 1991). 
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In this chapter, I have argued against a dominant critical view of minority nationalism. 

On this view, globalization is making possible the realization of the ideal of a 'cosmopolitan cul-

ture'. Minority nationalism is compared unfavourably with cosmopolitanism: it is viewed as 

anachronistic and less attractive than the cosmopolitan ideal. 

This line of argument involves three interrelated arguments: first, that nationalism is 

anachronistic in the context of global capitalism; secondly, that acculturation will lead to the 

demise of minority nationalism; and thirdly, that national forms of identification are less ideal 

than the promotion of a global cosmopolitan culture. 

Each of these arguments is seriously flawed. First, I argue that there is strong evidence 

that minority nationalism is even more relevant in the global economic era, for it opens up more 

political space for smaller nations and these are adaptable to changes in the global economic en-

vironment. Secondly, even if globalization does lead to increased cultural homogeneity, I argue 

that this does not necessarily mean that minority nationalism will be eroded. The second line of 

criticism is based, I argue, on a false 'snooker ball' view of nationality, according to which dif-

ferent nationalities have distinct cultures and languages. Finally, I question the normative ideal 

of a cosmopolitan global culture. I argue that it is not genuinely global and neutral, and involves 

a false and unrealistic view of minority nationalism. 

This critique of the view that the demise of minority nationalism is inevitable, either be-

cause of globalization or because of an increasingly standardized culture, has implications for 

how we should regard nationalism. If nationalism, and national forms of identity, are not likely 

to wither away (as I have argued) and if coercive assimilation is normatively unacceptable as 

well as unproductive (as I have argued), then it follows that we must learn to live with national 

identities, to recognize them and accommodate them. 

I have also tried to suggest that this accommodation should not be regarded simply as a 

realistic assessment of the limitations of state-building and the stubbornness of human particu-

larist attachments. Rather, national forms of identity can coexist with universal ideals such as 

liberalism and democracy. While I have not argued for that position directly, I have tried to clear 

away some of the misunderstandings that attach to minority nationalism and the caricature of 

minority nationalists as ethnic purist isolationists. Minority nations, like many majority nations, 

often embrace the basic tenets of liberalism and democracy and the rules of the global market-

place. Nationalism (at least of the liberal-democratic variety) is consistent with, indeed func-

tional to, the global economic environment. It is also an important basis from which individuals 

can be cosmopolitans at least in the sense of appreciating and experimenting with other modes 

of living (without necessarily changing their identities) and availing themselves of at least some 

of the opportunities afforded by the global economy. 
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I have not discussed here the kind of recognition or accommodation that is required, or 

the extent to which the new world order might facilitate more imaginative institutional arrange-

ments, especially in cases where two national groups are co-mingled on the same territory. There 

is a range of factors that should be taken into account, on a case-by-case basis, in deciding what 

kind of recognition is appropriate. These include: the nature of the minority; the nature of their 

identity (for example, whether nested or not); and whether or not they are territorially concen-

trated. These are important in order to judge the form that recognition should take—whether se-

cession, or devolved power of a federation, or other forms of non-territorial autonomy for na-

tional minorities are desired and appropriate. Recognition may, of course, be withheld, but, if the 

arguments of this chapter are valid, we should not expect that national identities will then simply 

wither away, or that minority nations will voluntary assimilate into the majority group.  

[Moore M. “Globalization, Cosmopolitanism, and Minority Nationalism,” in Keating, M. and J. 

McGarry. Minority Nationalism and the Changing International Order (Oxford: Oxford Univ. 

Press, 2004): 44-60]. 


