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Introduction


This contribution critically assesses territorial strategies for managing diversity, based on my own research which primarily relates to how this is done in the context of ‘plurinational states’ in Western Europe (especially Belgium, Spain and the United Kingdom) and South Asia (especially India). I first review different ways in which territorial diversity can be managed. Subsequently I assess the cost and benefits of territorial management for holding together territorially diverse states. According to some authors, territorial solutions set states with spatially concentrated minorities on a path of disintegration with the emergence of new – often unitary – sovereign states as their most likely outcome. For others, territorial solutions provide the best chance for holding together such states. To make sense of this debate I highlight the conditions under which territorial strategies are more likely to be successful. In the concluding section, I attempt to draw some comparative insights for Morocco. Given that I am not a specialist on Moroccan politics, these insights entirely derive from comparative experience and it is up to those who are more familiar with the politics of the region to assess to what extent such proposals carry any value for the process of constitutional and institutional reform in Morocco. 

Varieties of Territorial Management 


Territorial management refers to the institutional, political and economic strategies of the central state to address demands for self-government or recognition arising from territorially concentrated groups (usually minorities) within the state. Such demands are often linked to the presence of a particular language, religion, tribe, a shared history, but above all, a shared understanding of being part of a separate political community with a distinctive identity separate from or in addition to that of the state as a whole (Keating 2001, Tully, 1995; Ghai 2000, but Stepan, Linz and Yadav 2011). Territorial strategies may not be viable, especially not for multi-ethnic states in which minorities do not live territorially concentrated. For instance, Lebanon is a plural or highly diverse country, but not in a territorial sense because its Sunni, Shia, Maronite Christian, Druze and Orthodox communities live dispersed across the country. The grievances of such non-territorially concentrated groups are often more appropriately accommodated through power-sharing devices than territorial self-government. 

Table 1: Varieties of Territorial Management in the context of a Plurinational State

	
	Union state
	Federalism
	Devolution
	Federacy

	Constitutional entrenchment of sub-state autonomy
	Not applicable
	Yes
	No
	Yes

	Self-rule affects entire territory
	Not applicable
	Yes
	Possibly
	No

	Variations in the degree of self-rule? 
	Not applicable
	Possibly (asymmetric federalism)
	Possibly 

(e.g. UK devolution)
	Yes (only applicable to small share population)

	International Monitoring?  
	No
	No
	No (except Northern Ireland)
	Possibly

	Shared Rule
	Territorial ministries and ministers 
	Yes (second chamber, intergovernmental relations)
	Weak 
	Possible representation in national legislature, but not in executive


States can choose among a variety of strategies to accommodate territorial diversity. We can distinguish between territorial strategies on the basis of (a) the extent to which they constitutionally or legally entrench substate-levels of autonomy (self-rule); (b) the extent to which such autonomy arrangements apply across the entire territory of the state; (c) the degree to which differences in autonomy apply among the sub-state entities of the state; (d) the extent to which autonomy arrangements involve international monitoring, (e) the degree of sub-state participation in the governance of the centre (shared rule). Table 1 above presents a set of ideal types of territorial arrangements based on the five criteria identified above. They are discussed (with examples) in the remainder of this section. 
 

Territorial management is often equated with self-government or self-rule Yet, it is possible to think of territorial management with limited territorial self-rule, in other words without entrusting sub-state governments with substantive political and fiscal autonomy. The UK, at least until devolution in 1999 restored directly elected regional assemblies, was governed as a union and not a unitary state for most of the twentieth century. Within it, Scotland and Wales obtained recognition as ‘composite nations’ through their representation in the union cabinet (territorial secretaries) and their over-representation relative to their share of the population in the UK Parliament (shared rule –see further). The UK secretaries of state presided over territorial field administrations which in Scotland, Wales and (since 1972 also in) Northern Ireland implemented UK policy (in certain fields; most notably education and health) in a territorially distinctive way (Mitchell 2008; Bulpitt 1983). In this sense, territorial distinctiveness was accommodated by uploading Scottish and Welsh sub-nationalist interests at the centre, but it came without devolved parliaments (political autonomy) let alone, regional tax autonomy.  

However, such a ‘union’ strategy is contingent upon a centre that is willing to endorse territorially distinctive policies. Furthermore, the centre has to be perceived as sufficiently legitimate to speak on the territories which the state attempts to accommodate in this way. In the UK, the Conservative government under PM Margaret Thatcher (1979-90) was felt to have sidestepped Scottish, Welsh and Northern Irish preferences. When the party lost nearly all of its electoral representatives in these nations - in part because of its (perceived) territorially ignorant policies - it could no longer claim to legitimately represent them. Therefore, in time, the discredited union state (had to) give way to an arrangement in which the distinctiveness of the sub-state nations was more politically secure, a step that was taken in 1999 with the direct election of the Scottish Parliament and the Northern Irish and Welsh Legislative assemblies.  

Unlike the ‘union state’, federalism, devolution and federacies are strategies which incorporate an important element of territorial self-rule (i.e. substate political, fiscal and administrative autonomy). Federalism is the best known of these. In federal states, (internal) sovereignty is shared or ‘divided’ between the centre and the states. The centre and the sub-state entities (cantons, Länder, states, provinces, autonomous communities…) each have certain powers on which they can make final decisions (Riker 1964). The competencies of the federal centre, or the sub-state entities, or both are set out in a supreme constitution which cannot be amended unilaterally by the centre or sub-state entities alone. An umpire (usually a Supreme Court, or as in Switzerland, the people by referendum) have the final say in adjudicating ‘competence struggles’ between levels of government or sub-state entities. Federal states apply territorial self-rule and shared rule provisions, i.e. the governance of the centre must recognize the federal nature of the state by providing mechanisms to incorporate the sub-states in central decision-making, not only on issues of territorial constitutional reform but also in matters that require centre-sub-state cooperation, for instance, when sub-state entities implement federal legislation. In federal states, provisions of self and shared rule are normally applicable across the board, i.e. there is not a part of the state’s territory without some form of sub-state autonomy in place (Elazar 1987; Hooghe et. al. 2010). However, the degree of sub-state autonomy can be variable: India (through special provisions for Kashmir and the North-East), Canada (due to the exemption of Quebec from certain federal policies), Spain (as a result of more extensive autonomy arrangements that apply to the Basque Country, but also Catalonia, Navarre and Galicia), and Belgium (following the merger of Community and Region in Flanders, and the constitutionally inferior position of the Brussels Capital Regions and the German Community) all exhibit forms of territorial asymmetry. In fact, asymmetry is the corollary of territorial diversity, since the governments of distinctive territories may demand asymmetric powers as recognition for their status as nations, territories or peoples with a distinctive identity (hence, Quebec’s demand to be recognized as a ‘distinct society’ different from the English-speaking provinces), while majority nations (such as ‘the Castilians’ in Spain) may be more interested in projecting their interests at the centre, which they can control more easily. (O’Leary 2001) 

In contrast with federalism, devolution results in a less secure constitutional entrenchment of sub-state autonomy. In theory, the centre could unilaterally revoke the autonomy of the sub-state governments. The lack of strong shared rule mechanisms at the centre (compared with some, but not all, federal states) also puts sub-state governments in a comparatively weaker position to stop such retrenchment from happening. Finally, whereas federal states can emerge from a centripetal (or ‘coming together’) or a centrifugal (or ‘holding together’ Stepan 1999) process, devolved states always emerge from a unitary or union setting and thus are always part of a centrifugal dynamic. 

The UK is a devolved, not a federal state, because the UK Parliament has retained all (constitutional) sovereignty. As UK constitutional commentators have put it, ‘power devolved is power retained’ (Bogdanor 2001).
 For similar reasons, constitutional lawyers often question the federal nature of Spain and India. In Spain, the mediation of territorial interests at the centre is weak (the central second chamber does not adequately represent territorial interests), and is often contingent upon the brokerage power of small regionalist parties whenever the party in central office lacks a legislative majority on its own. Furthermore, the revision of the constitution, including sections covering the ‘state of the autonomies’ does not require the explicit consent of the sub-state entities (yet the autonomous communities must endorse proposed revisions to their autonomy statutes). In constitutional terms, India too is considered a ‘union’ and not a ‘federation’. Kenneth Wheare described it as a quasi-federal state at best in view of the extensive provision (and use) of Emergency powers (including the centre’s option – subject to certain conditions - to substitute or suspend state governments) and the right of the centre to legislate in areas of state competence without first requiring state approval. 

This said, there can be an important disjuncture between the legal or constitutional nature of a state and the actual dynamics of multi-level government within that state. Constitutional lawyers tend to emphasize the former (but there are exceptions, for instance Tierney 2004), while political scientists pay more attention to the latter. For instance, many political scientists would argue that contemporary Spain and India function as de facto federal states (see for instance Colino 2009, Mitra and Pehl 2010) even though their constitution may not be ‘federal’. In India, the fragmentation of the party system since 1989 has led to the formation of broad-based federal coalition governments in which small state-based parties often play the role of kingmakers (Sridharan 2010). A more fragmented centre in tandem with a more activist Supreme Court (policing the political abuses of the constitutional Emergency provisions) have generated a polity that is much more ‘federal’ than ‘union’ like in its actual practice (Saéz 2002). Similarly, by convention, the UK government will not amend the Parliamentary acts that stipulate the self-rule provisions for Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland without securing the prior consent of the devolved legislatures. Furthermore, Scottish and Welsh self-rule were put in place following a referendum in 1998 which would render their unilateral retrenchment illegitimate in the eyes of the Scottish and Welsh public.
 

Territorial strategies for managing diversity are often introduced to contain the demands of sub-state (or minority) nations, but sometimes these nations are so tiny in relation to the overall population of the state, that the proposed solution is not devolution or federalism, but an arrangement that recognizes their separate identity in the context of a unitary state with far-reaching territorial self-rule as the result. Arguably, UK devolution could be seen as such an ‘autonomy arrangement’ (Wolff 2011), since the combined populations of Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland only represent about 15 percent of the UK total. Yet, that share is still considerably above the comparable shares of Greenland, the Åland Islands, Aceh, Bougainville, South Tyrol, Gaugauzia or Hong Kong relative to Finland, Indonesia, Papua New Guinea, Italy, Moldova and China respectively (Henders, 2011; Stepan, Linz and Yadav, 2011). In these cases, the autonomy arrangement that is put in place is referred to as a ‘federacy’. Stepan et.al. (2011: 204) define a federacy as a ‘political-administrative unit in an independent unitary state with exclusive powers in certain areas, including some legislative power, constitutionally or quasi-constitutionally embedded, that cannot be changed unilaterally and whose inhabitants have full citizenship rights in the otherwise unitary state’. Compared with devolved arrangements, federacy arrangements are more secure; that security may not only derive from its entrenchment in the constitution of the ‘parent state’, but also from the role that outside actors play in monitoring the adequate observance of the arrangement. Federacies are often linked to cross-border arrangements, because they seek to accommodate minority nations that may have a strong cultural, historic or economic link with another state: as the (Catholic) Northern Irish with Ireland, or the German-speakers in South Tyrol with Austria.
 Hence, an international treaty between Sweden and Finland, or between Austria and Italy secures the special status of the Åland Islands or South Tyrol in Finland and Italy respectively. McGarry and O’Leary (2008: 8) have argued that the Good Friday agreement also turned Northern Ireland into a ‘near’ federacy insofar as its status, unlike that of Scotland or Wales is entrenched in an international treaty. They argue that the unilateral suspension of devolution in Northern Ireland between October 2002 and May 2007 was consistent with the framework of devolution, but breached the terms of the international Agreement.

The perils and virtues of territorial management

The context in which territorial strategies emerge


Theorists of conflict management have often criticized territorial autonomy arrangements for being inherently unstable (for useful review essays see Amoretti and Bermeo, 2004; Erk and Anderson 2009, Wolff 2011). The most prominent criticism is that they empower minority nationalist elites by giving them political, administrative, economic and fiscal resources which they can use to launch demands for further autonomy, putting the state on a slippery slope towards secession or disintegration (see in particular Nordlinger, 1972 for a powerful and early criticism, but also Horowitz 1985).

In recent times, the dangers of federalism or autonomy strategies have been emphasized in particular by scholars working on Russia or Central and Eastern Europe. They frequently point at the failure of the Soviet Union, Yugoslavia or Czechoslovakia to hold together and contrast this with the territorial integrity of the Central and East European states that lacked such self-rule arrangements prior to their democratization. In a recent review Adeney (2017: 127) shows that the track-record of federalism in holding together ethnically divided states is at least mixed. Fourteen existing federal states can be said to have ethno-federal attributes, yet notwithstanding difficulties encountered among groups in some (e.g. Iraq), they hold together as states (the states concerned are Belgium, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Canada, Ethiopia, India, Iraq, Malaysia, Nepal, Nigeria, Pakistan, Russia, South Africa, Spain and Switzerland). On the other hand, nine ethno-federations disintegrated (these are Mali, Malaysia-Singapore, Pakistan-Bangladesh, USSR, Czechoslovakia, Senegambia, Yugoslavia and Sudan), whereas a further eight saw their ethno-federal structure replaced with a unitary one. 

One of the important reasons for the failure of these federations is the legacy of existing ethno-federal structures in a context of ongoing democratization. Sometimes, this provided a fatal (and violent) cocktail in which secessionism had become ‘the only game in town’ (see Bunce 1999, Hale 2004, Roeder 2007, 2009; Treisman 2007). Territorial autonomy is always partially fictitious in a non-democratic regime, because it is subject to the approval of the ruling political and military elites who could rescind it whenever it (is seen to) undermine(s) their authority. Very often, federalism coexisted with a one-party system, leaving territorial autonomy confined to accommodation within the party. Indeed, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union were not democratic but they were ‘federal’ in a sense that they had political-administrative units below the level of the central state, each of which had constitutionally assigned responsibilities and resources. They were also ethno-linguistic federal states since the territorial units overlapped with national republics or minority nations (though not always perfectly so, especially not in the Soviet Union). Ultimately, however, the goal of national federalism was to spread the socialist project and like Western modernists, the ruling Communists assumed that economic development, urbanization and education would erode sub-state identities in the long term. 

The failure of the Communist project to deliver on its economic promises, combined with the very limited career prospects for regional party elites (say to ‘hop’ from the level of a national Soviet Republic to that of the Soviet state) solidified and strengthened sub-state identities. For Bunce (1999) and Roeder (2007), not the ethnic or national diversity of Central and Eastern Europe, but its combination with national federalism (and the institutional resources for minority groups which this implied) explained where territorial disintegration occurred (i.e. only in those states which recognized sub-state nations; see also Brubaker 1996). 


In contrast, territorial self-rule stands a better chance of being successful if it is implemented in a fully consolidated democratic context. As McGarry and O’Leary (2009: 18) assert, ‘there is not yet an example of an established democratic plurinational federation failing’. Democratic federations can be said to be more successful in accommodating sub-state nationalism because, in comparison with non-democratic or democratizing states, they allow more space for a discussion on civil and political rights across multiple levels, and they combine this with a greater sense of openness for accommodating territorial group rights by a combination of self- and shared rule provisions. The rule of law and the frequency of competitive elections at the state and sub-state levels serve to sustain the legitimacy of the state and of democracy (Bunce 2004: 432). In non-democratic federations, like the SU, that openness was much more constrained and the relative weakening of one level (the centre) at the time of democratization could be more easily exploited by sub-national elites through their monopoly on sub-state power.


The disintegration of the Soviet Union shows that democratization, where it occurs in the context of a state which already recognized sub-state nationalities can trigger a process of territorial disintegration (Fillipov, et.al, 2004). Hence, while plurinational autonomy arrangements and democracy may reinforce the plurinational state, plurinational autonomy arrangements and democratization may undermine it, especially for states in which minority nations had access to important political, institutional or economic resources prior to their democratization. This finding leads Bunce (2004: 435) to the observation that in Spain democratization and plurinational accommodation may have been relatively successful because and not in spite of Franco’s highly unitary regime which preceded it. The complete disregard of territorial self-rule arrangements in the Francoist state meant that sub-state national elites had to negotiate with a powerful central state on obtaining territorial self-rule. This, so Bunce suggests, would have helped to channel [or perhaps force] the sub-state national elites into accepting a solution for territorial accommodation within the context of the Spanish state. Similarly, notwithstanding the calamity of Partition, in 1947, the Indian princely states and the former provinces of British India faced a ‘union’ government that had the political, legal and if needed military fire-power to address further threats to the territorial integrity of the Indian state (Adeney 2007). Without a strong centre (admittedly, helped by the towering figure of Nehru and the ideological binding force of Indian nationalism and the Congress Party), India might not have been able to address these territorial challenges successfully (Tudor 2013, Stepan et.al. 2011; Swenden 2016b). 

The institutional design of territorial autonomy arrangements: the number and relative size of sub-state units 

Other than the context (non-democratic, democratizing or fully democratic) in which autonomy arrangements emerge, scholars of governing divided societies have often pointed at the institutional design of these arrangements as factors determining successful territorial management. 

The design question can be broken up into several parts. First of all, how many sub-units should the federal state have? Even is there is only one key fault line on the basis of which a state could be divided into two territorially concentrated sub-groups, is a two-unit federation the best possible institutional design choice from the viewpoint of federal stability? (Bednar 2008). Despite its very compact size and population, Switzerland is made up of 26 cantons, but this high number helps to neutralize any divisions that otherwise might have developed in a three or four-unit federation structured along linguistically homogeneous cantons. Similarly, the ten province strong Canadian federation helps to fragment the political preferences of the English-speaking majority (dispersed across 9 provinces) in relation to French-speaking Quebec. The (relative) stability of these multi-member federations contrast with the territorial disintegration of two unit Czechoslovakia, Malaysia-Singapore, and pre 1971 Pakistan (which as of 1955 was divided between ‘one unit’ West Pakistan and East Pakistan, the latter seceded as Bangladesh in 1971; Talbot 2009: 125-48).
 For the same reason, Cyprus or Sri Lanka may not hold together if they were to be governed as bi-communal federations (McGarry and O’Leary 2009: 20). In contrast, the prospects for Belgium look slightly better because it is a ‘hyphenated’ state (Swenden and Brans 2006) with Brussels as a third region of mutual interest to Flanders and Wallonia. 



A second ‘unit’ design issue concerns the relative size of the units. For Hale (2004), the Soviet Union not only disintegrated because democratization imbued its sub-state nationalities with the power to contest the legitimacy of the state, but also because Russia, its core unit, contained more than half of the population. Where the core unit is too strong in demographic and economic terms it is likely to pay much less heed to the demands of the minority nations. In Spain, Canada or India, the ‘majority nation’ lives fragmented across multiple autonomous communities, provinces or states, and as such English-speaking Canadians, Castilians or Hindi-speaking Indians are weakened in their capacity to dominate the state. Therefore, a weakness of UK devolution lies in the overpowering strength of England in the union. The English example also reminds us that there is a limit as to how far a state can go in breaking up its majority nation into territorial fragments. In England, citizens of the North East (where feelings of sub-English identity were thought to be the strongest) voted against a proposition in 2004 to create a regional assembly, putting on hold plans to roll out devolution to other English regions too. Especially in federacy-type arrangements, the desire for self-rule is often limited to only a very small part of a state’s territory, making its extension to other parts of the state unlikely.   

The institutional design of territorial autonomy arrangements: Self-Rule, Shared Rule & Symbolic Recognition

Next to the number and relative size of territorial units in the state, decisions must be made with regard to what should be their powers, their degree of involvement in co-governing the centre and their recognition as nations in the state. Indeed as Keating (2001, 2009) reminds us, there are at least three important components to territorial strategies for managing plurinational states: self-rule, shared rule and symbolic recognition (see also McEwen and Lecours 2008; Swenden 2010, Moreno and Colino, 2010). 

Self-Rule

Self-rule can take some of the grievances of minority nations away since it gives them the opportunity to make ‘final decisions’ (Riker 1964) on certain issues. However, while self-rule may (temporarily) weaken the ‘will’ of minority communities to secede, it also increases their ‘capacity’ to launch claims for further autonomy (or secession; Erk and Anderson 2009). In democratic regimes, territorial self-rule assumes the presence of directly elected sub-state legislatures. In time voters may shift their political allegiance to the sub-state nation. Through the control of culture (possibly including broadcasting) and education, sub-state governments can ‘rewrite’ national history and mobilize support for more regional autonomy. Most importantly, self-rule is likely to increase the visibility and relative importance of regionalist or secessionist parties (Hepburn, 2009). Brancati (2009) considers the relative strength of such parties as the most important variable for predicting whether self-rule will intensify claims for secession. Especially in states where sub-state nationalism is confined to a relatively small minority of the overall population (like in the UK), such parties are often too small to weigh substantially on national politics.
 In a context of territorial self-rule, they stand a much better prospect of capturing a sizeable share of seats in the sub-state parliament. This increased leverage can be used to bring their ultimate goal of independence a few steps closer, or at the very least, to intensify further grievances which the centre may feel compelled to accommodate. 
The extent to which minority nationalist parties will be successful in projecting such a strategy not only depends on whether they are strong enough to govern their region (or need to rely on the support of polity-wide parties), but paradoxically also on whether they need the centre to fulfil some of their aspirations. Secession is more likely where the cost of disentanglement is very low, in other words where the centre has been left with few competencies of significance. In contrast, where the centre is still quite powerful, as for instance in India, regional parties may see the benefits of cooperating with the centre. In India, in the 1970s a mutual understanding developed between the Tamil regionalist parties and the Congress Party in which the latter ceded space to the regionalist parties in state assembly elections in exchange for a stronger position for Congress in general elections. With the gradual electoral decline of the Congress, the Tamil regionalist parties sought direct access to the centre through their induction in broad-based central coalition governments instead. In either scenario, regional parties developed a centric-regional approach, instead of outbidding each other in terms of seeking to maximize Tamil autonomy (Stepan et. al., 2011)
There is no ‘one-size-fits-all blueprint’ for self-rule. Since citizens of ethno-federal units often have a strong sense of identity, they are likely to claim (and obtain) self-rule in culture, education or the provision of health or social care. Conversely, most modern multi-level states, all of which are engaged in redistributive policies to some extent, tend to keep the financing thereof (though not necessarily their provision) largely central (Watts 1999, Obinger et. al. 2005). Redistributive objectives also imply that the centre often retains a key role in extracting revenues from mineral resources where these are geographically concentrated in one specific area. Yet, in Canada, Alberta can keep most of its oil extracting revenues to itself, and this is also the case – albeit it to a lesser degree- for the Niger Delta Region and Iraqi Kurdistan. 

Citizens in federal states with a strong welfare state tradition often expect that the level and criteria for obtaining social benefits should be universally applicable and easily transferrable from one territory to another, irrespective of one’s place of living. There are efficiency grounds to organize social security at the highest possible level, simply because social risk can be spread across a larger pool of citizens. However, social policies also provide a potent tool of identity building (Beland and Lecours 2005) which is why some ethno-federal units have successfully contested the centre’s legitimacy in dominating the provision of welfare (McEwen 2005). In some states, they have stepped in where the centre retrenched from its previous welfare commitments (as in contemporary Britain where Scotland, unlike the rest of the UK, does not charge tuition fees to Scottish undergraduate students), they have contested the centre’s monopoly in providing key social entitlements (as in the case of the Flemish government which provides a Flemish care insurance scheme; over and above such a federal scheme) or they have engaged in a ‘race to the top’ (and not the bottom) in providing the most attractive mix of welfare schemes, especially where they have the financial resources to do so. 
Finally, few autonomous units are ethnically fully homogeneous. There may be important ‘minorities – within the minority community’. These minorities can be accommodated by enshrining protective rights in the constitution (e.g. a right to profess their religion of choice where it is different from the majority in the territorial unit, or to speak a language that is not regionally dominant). Yet, rights must be policed and enforced and in that sense, a case could be made not to leave the judicial adjudication thereof and enforcement (policing) to one level alone. In the ethnically fragmented North-East of India, regionally dominant groups often shut out important minority communities from political decision-making, undermining their constitutionally guaranteed rights and fuelling violence and the breakdown of subnational democracy (Lacina, 2009).   
Shared Rule



The stability of a plurinational state not only depends on finding an appropriate balance between centre and sub-state competencies, but also on identifying ways for sub-state nations to influence key policy and constitutional decisions at the centre. Shared rule gives minority nations a sense of co-ownership over central decisions that affect their interests. In a federal setting, the centre usually retains an important role in macro-economic management, social security, foreign policy and defence, and quite often it also has a strong input in determining important tax sources such as income tax, VAT or corporate tax, especially since these taxes have a relatively mobile base or are difficult to administer. Often these policies have wide ranging implications for what the sub-state entities can and cannot do with their own set of competencies. 


Strong shared rule mechanisms can weaken the need for separate (bilateral) intergovernmental channels between the centre and the minority nations since their involvement in central decisions is structurally guaranteed. However, shared rule is always difficult to organize in a plurinational context, because most shared rule mechanisms (second chamber, intergovernmental forums) do not entrust sub-state nations with a veto-power vis-à-vis the centre (or other regions/nations in the state). Therefore, they tend to prefer bilateral contacts with the centre that serve to underline their ‘special character’ in the state. In federacies or highly asymmetric federal states, such bilateral arrangements may be the only feasible option for communicating with the centre, since territorial autonomy is confined to a very small share of the population. In Spain and Canada, the failure to transform the national second chamber into a more effective chamber of territorial representation is not only due to the central government’s fear that such a reform would weaken its capacity to control decision-making at the centre (Roller 2002; Franks 1999); but also because of resistance from Quebec, Catalonia or the Basque Country. The political elites in these minority nations fear that they have to exchange their informal but often effective voice in relation to the centre for a formalized but collective sub-national voice in which they may be well be sidelined by other regions. Thus, Quebec, Catalonia or the Basque Country fear that Senate reform could actually weaken and not strengthen their influence in central decision-making.


The relationship between self and shared rule requires some further thought. For states that are highly asymmetric and that have developed out of a union, it is sometimes said that more territorial self-rule has come at a cost of less shared rule. This observation applies to the UK in which following devolution English MPs, in view of the lack of self-rule for England, have pushed to reduce the influence of the devolved nations in Whitehall and Westminster (Keating 2009). Some commentators (Keating 2009, but also McGarry 2007) see this as ‘the Achilles Heel’ of UK devolution, since it appears to signal a lack of commitment from the English dominated centre to invest in the future of the union. In contrast, Belgium and Spain (during the Francoist period) were unitary states and not unions. Therefore, the centre did not recognize the sub-state nations until the first federalization reforms took place. Furthermore, these reforms affected the entire territory (albeit not necessarily in a symmetric way). Consequently, the empowerment of the regions and sub-state nations in both countries has led to the development of a stronger and not weaker set of mechanisms for channelling sub-state grievances at the centre. Scholars of comparative territorial politics may still consider these mechanisms as comparatively weak, especially in the Spanish case, but the key point is that they have become stronger and not weaker (though not necessarily in a linear way) as the process of federalization progressed (Bolleyer 2009; Colino 2009). 



While the UK case may serve to illustrate the potential danger of insufficient shared rule, the Belgian case may demonstrate the difficulty of having too much shared rule. The consociational Belgian federal government entrusts the French-speaking minority (whose interests largely overlap with that of the Walloon Region and French-speaking Community) with a permanent veto-right. With growing political divergence between the two language communities on many issues from how to address the economic crisis to immigration policy, many Flemish MPs have become keener on hollowing the powers that are still left with the centre. They argue that the French-speakers have used their federal veto-right irresponsibly and have blocked the modernization of the state. However, the consent of the two language communities is not just required to sanction steps for enlarging the competencies of the sub-state entities, but also for forming a federal government tout court (which must be balanced equally between Dutch- and French-speaking ministers). Decision-making at the federal level has been paralyzed as the result of different views on the territorial organization of the state and of different opinions on the ideological direction of federal policy. Belgium was without a federal government for about 540 days after the 2010 general elections because parties from the two language communities did not manage to bridge their opinions. However, in line with O’Leary and McGarry (2009) one may dispute that the excess of shared rule is the root of Belgium’s current woes. After all, the Flemish majority is too small (60-40) to warrant anything less than a full-blown power-sharing arrangement at the centre. Furthermore, in the Brussels Capital Region comparable consociational mechanisms benefit the much smaller (15-85) Flemish minority. Belgian ‘consociationalism’ has also operated relatively well until 2007. The recent ‘problematizing’ of shared rule is connected to the split party system and the growing ideological polarization between a centre-right Flemish and a centre-left Francophone party system. It would be a step too far though to blame federalism for this. The process of federalization (and the uncoupling of federal and regional elections since 2004) may have created more room for the political expression of inter-community differences, but the structure of the Belgian federation has been shaped by and has not shaped the linguistically split party system. The parties were split (or in the process of splitting) as the country was becoming federal. In sum, it is difficult to point at federal design as the main cause of the current Belgian crisis of governability: nationalist opportunism and rent-seeking in the context of a split party system are equally to blame (Swenden 2015). 
Symbolic Recognition

Symbolic recognition is the final feature of importance when crafting successful territorial strategies for a plurinational state. Symbolic recognition assumes that national political elites are willing to identify the state as plurinational and recognize that it encompasses multiple, but possibly complementary identities (Punjabi and Indian, Sindhi and Pakistani, Tamil and Sri Lankan). Symbolic recognition can be reflected in the choice of national anthem or flag, the wording of the constitution (constitutional preamble), the acceptance that the state has more than one national or official language, religion or tribe. Symbolic recognition may also imply that the constitution or federal practice tolerate ‘asymmetric’ arrangements that underline the ‘distinctiveness’ of the various (minority) nations comprising the state (Kymlicka 2001). 
However, symbolic recognition is not only about accommodating sub-state nationalities, it is also about projecting an image that transcends these nationalities. In the terms of Stepan’s et. al.’s (2011: 1-39), it is about projecting the state as a ‘state-nation’ (in which a majority of citizens hold multiple loyalties) rather than as a state that is either robustly multinational (in which the prime identities are unmistakable sub-national) or a ‘nation-state’ (in which the state is built around the idea of a homogenous majority community or nation). 
Political elites need to think through this logic when designing the federation and crafting policies. For instance, where sub-state nations are closely linked with sub-state languages, the idea of the state-nation assumes that the right to express oneself in the language of one’s nation (linguistic accommodation) should not entirely free oneself from the moral obligation to learn and practice the language of other nations within the state; or – where there are simply too many, as in India – to master a ‘connecting language’ that is understood by most citizens across the state (linguistic integration). There may be strong normative grounds to support linguistic territoriality (Van Parijs 2007), but where linguistic accommodation equals linguistic segmentation, the common ground on which to build a state-wide integrative discourse is likely to be much narrower; possibly too narrow. 
It is in this sense that symbolic recognition cannot be easily detached from the other two dimensions (self-rule and shared rule); self-rule may provide sub-state nations with a degree of recognition which they seek from the state; shared rule may commit (some) politicians from minority regions to adopt a ‘state-nation’ instead of a ‘robustly multinational’ discourse, while a sufficiently powerful centre can use its capacity to help cementing multiple but complementary identities, e.g. through its redistributive or development policies. 
By way of conclusion -- Some preliminary insights for Morocco   


As a non-specialist of the region, I can only offer some comparative insights which may be useful for the Moroccan experience of regionalization. 

In terms of the number of units, it is interesting to note that Morocco opted for 12 regions, three of which are either in full or partially overlapping with the territory of the Sahara region. However, the three Southern regions are quite small – in fact, although they represent 59 percent of the Moroccan territory they only account for 3.2 per cent of the Kingdom’s population. Traditionally these areas were less developed, in part reflecting their more arid nature (although inhabitants cluster in urbanized areas). However, these three provinces now have higher indicators of human development than the rest of Morocco.
Having a relatively large number of regional units in the country as a whole aids stability. Equally it can be observed that the three Southern regions have not been merged into one single entity. Even if the Moroccan constitution (2011) does not refer explicitly to a Sahara autonomous region, the autonomy proposal for the Sahara region presented to the United Nations Security Council in 2007
 underlines, in its Article 29, that “the Moroccan Constitution shall be amended and the autonomy Statute incorporated into it, in order to guarantee its sustainability and reflect its special place in the country’s national juridical architecture”. Integrating the Autonomy statute into the Moroccan Constitution is envisaged as a last step in resolving the Sahara issue, after the approval of the proposal by the concerned population. However, given the special topographical, cultural and economic features, attention should be given to relationship between these three regions, the central state and the other regions in the Moroccan state. There may be stronger demands for regional self-rule than in other regions of the state. The Autonomy proposal provides a clear road-map for the powers of the regions in its Articles 11 to 26. Article 140 of the Constitution states that the ‘territorial collectivities’ have their own competencies, competences divided with the State and those which are transferable to them by the latter.’ In principle therefore, the State could decide to cede responsibility in some areas to some regions only and not to others. Therefore, at first sight it seems that the constitutional text has an in-built degree of flexibility and open-endedness, which especially for a state in (democratic) transition is to be welcomed. In form Morocco appears to have opted for a symmetric decentralized design, yet asymmetric practices may open up in practice. For instance, the ‘New Development Model for the Southern Provinces’
 underlines participatory and inclusive governance, which may not apply in the same way to other regions in the state. By developing a strategy for the three regions, the state also recognizes that there are some specific challenges, demands or aspirations in terms of development and cultural recognition which set these regions apart from the other regions in the state. 
Crucially, the success of this strategy depends on the degree to which the development programmes are co-owned by the local political, administrative elites and civil society at large. The latter need to be reflective of the various tribal groups within the regions and the increasing share of Moroccan inhabitants who originate from outside. To prevent one or a few groups from dominating the others, ways of power-sharing may be envisaged at the regional level. In turn, these regional stake holders must ‘share’ in or co-produce the formulation of central plan objectives affecting their region and agree on the proposed time-line for their implementation. In other words, successful development requires a degree of shared rule, albeit it in a bilateral and direct way with the centre in order to secure the effective implementation of its development objectives on the ground. The need for such intergovernmental mechanisms of centre-regional coordination is paramount, for it seems that the Chamber of Councillors (Article 63 of the Moroccan Constitution) may not provide the necessary mechanism for the regions (due to its mixed composition) let alone the Southern regions (due to their small size and hence limited representation) to voice their concerns. 
Such intergovernmental cooperation is also required to see through the New Development Model’s Plans to recognize and promote the Saharan-Hassanic culture. In itself, the intent to do so provides a welcome element of symbolic recognition which at least is also nominally present in the preamble to the constitution itself. Here, we also find reference to the Sarahan-Hassanic culture as a constitutive part of Morocco’s national identity. Moreover, the creation of a Museum dedicated to the enrichment of the cultural heritage of the Sahara region was launched with a budget of USD 10 million within the framework of the New Development Model for the Southern Provinces.
In terms of self-rule, given capacity issues, and the high dependence of the Southern provinces on state central support, regionalization must develop incrementally. It seems that what is on offer at present is primarily administrative decentralization and – due to the proposed election of the regional assemblies as per Article 135 - , a modicum of political decentralization. Although fiscal autonomy may strengthen accountability, it needs to be preceded by a thorough assessment of the revenue-raising capacity of the region. Are there certain types of taxes for which the tax-base is sufficiently-wide? Are those taxes sufficiently immobile or can they spark a race to the bottom? Do the Southern regions have sufficient infrastructural capacity to collect these taxes in an efficient and transparent way? Furthermore, a fine line needs to be cut between autonomy and solidarity and between fiscal responsibility and a central commitment to bail out regional governments should they default through no fault of their own. The Autonomy proposal underlines, in its Article 13, that the Sahara autonomous Region will have the financial resources required for its development in all areas. Resources will come, in particular, from: 
· taxes, duties and regional levies enacted by the Region’s competent authorities; 
· proceeds from the exploitation of natural resources allocated to the Region; 
· the share of proceeds collected by the State from the exploitation of natural resources located in the Region; 
· the necessary funds allocated in keeping with the principle of national solidarity; and
· proceeds from the Region’s assets.
The autonomy of a region does not just follow from its institutional or formal blueprint, but perhaps especially from how that autonomy is tolerated and exercised in practice. In terms of political culture, it requires a centre that is tolerant of divergent views, especially where parties in control of different levels of government are non-aligned, but also, and sometimes especially that political parties are willing to tolerate regionally distinctive views within. Ultimately, this requires a level of decentralization within internal party structures (should a party seek representation across the regions and across multiple levels of representation) as much as within the state. 
Finally, the central state is more likely to tolerate a degree of self-rule for the regions, and the Southern regions in particular where its territorial integrity is secure. Since the Southern border is contested by Algeria in the main, any bilateral international agreement on sovereignty and borders could be expected to increase the willingness of the Moroccan state to expand levels of territorial autonomy of the Southern regions (or heed demands for more regional, possibly transnational co-operation). It is perhaps in this sense, that a federacy type arrangement along the lines of the Northern Irish or even South Tyrolean peace agreements would make sense. In its absence, the prospect for deeper political, administrative and fiscal autonomy is likely to be muted. 
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� Some authors (McGarry and O’Leary, 2008; Stepan, Linz and Yadav 2011; Wolff 2011 also include confederacies in this overview, but I have purposefully left them out of Table 1 and the discussion for managing plurinational states. A confederal arrangement applies to more than one state, as state sovereignty remains i tact and the confederal centre cannot act without the consent of the states which partake in the confederation. Confederations have either transformed into successful federations (US, Switzerland), unitary states (the Netherlands) or disintegrated (Senegambia, or more recently Sudan, which prior to the secession of South Sudan in 2011 was governed under a confederal interim constitutional arrangement; Reynolds 2010). The EU has confederal and federal traits. The European monetary crisis in 2010-11 illustrates the difficulty of sustaining political systems of a primarily confederal nature.





� Power can be devolved all-round, or, as is the case in the UK, to just a few minority nations. UK devolution is peculiar due to the dual asymmetry of the arrangement: not only is England without self-rule, but the powers that have been devolved to Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland are variable, with Scotland obtaining the largest and Wales the lowest level of self-rule.    





� The suspension of devolution in Northern Ireland for much of the period between 2000 and 2007 was due to the gridlock among coalition partners in the power-sharing Northern Irish executive. Without workable power-sharing in place, the UK government felt it necessary (with the implicit consent of the Northern Irish coalition partners) to suspend self-rule for as long as required. 


� Not all minorities of this type benefit from comparable autonomy arrangements; for instance, the Hungarian-speaking minority in Serbia, Slovakia or Romania does not benefit from such arrangements. 





� Serbia-Montenegro also disintegrated but it was never governed as a federation. 





� Though they could affect the campaign strategies of polity-wide parties in those regions, see Meguid 2008; Toubeau 2011, or they may gain more significant representation in the federal second chamber where it is composed on the basis of equal representation for the territorial units. 


� United Nations, Document S/2007/206 of 13 April 2007 (� HYPERLINK "http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N07/307/49/PDF/N0730749.pdf?OpenElement" �http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N07/307/49/PDF/N0730749.pdf?OpenElement�). 


� See: Economic, Social and Environmental Council of Morocco, “The New Development Model for the Southern Provinces”, available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.ces.ma/Documents/PDF/Synthese-NMDPS-VAng.pdf" �http://www.ces.ma/Documents/PDF/Synthese-NMDPS-VAng.pdf�. 
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