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While territorial and non-territorial forms of autonomy have been explored in the literature (ex. McGarry/Simeon), this workshop will further explore the political potentialities for autonomy in managing highly differentiated societies.  The concept of autonomy has entered into political debate, for example, in the platform of the Action Démocratique du Québec and in discussions about territorial devolution in Europe, as a category distinct from federalism and from decentralization in a unitary state. Spain is officially an Estado de las ‘Autonomías’, while the current British devolution settlement is neither federal nor unitary. Yet the concept is not well defined or theorised as a distinct form of political order. (Nor is the concept of territorial autonomy well linked to neighbouring concepts such as personal autonomy or group autonomy.) Belgium until 1993, the First nations in Canada, Tibet, Nepal, Äland Islands, Nunavut, Nunavik as well as Bolivia, Ecuador, Palestine and Kenya are also actual or potential sites for autonomy.  This raises legal, institutional, normative and policy questions. An examination of autonomy as it currently exists in some states and as a potential means of managing diversity in other societies will enrich our conceptual understandings of forms of territorial government. This workshop will consider the political economy of autonomy, exploring how autonomous territorial developments can be constructed, rather than limiting ourselves solely to constitutional matters. The present global economic dispensation provides opportunities for new development regimes without acquiring the trappings of statehood. Here we will draw on the literature on the ‘new regionalism’ (a new region-oriented consciousness and cooperation, sometimes also accompanied by sweeping powers) in economic sociology and geography. As a group-based political regime, can autonomy provides powerful democratic alternatives to statist politics? Under what conditions can we establish real sensitivity to groups’ demands?  To use Alan Keenan’s terminology, under what conditions can states allow for “a politics of questioning and openness”? Trust is at stake here. This workshop will help to expand our research around the themes of “blind”, “conditional” and “binding” trust to assess conditions of effective collaboration, examining several countries which possess more features representative of autonomy than of federalism.

Jacques Bertrand

Jacques Bertrandis associate professor of Political Science, University of Toronto. He is a graduate of McGill University (B.A. 1987) and of the London School of Economics and Political Science (M.Sc. 1988). He received his Ph.D. in Politics from Princeton University in 1995. Before joining the University of Toronto in 1998, Bertrand was researcher and subsequently Senior Researcher at the North-South Institute (Ottawa) from 1996-1998. He also held a post-doctoral fellowship from the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada (SSHRC) at McGill University (1996-1997). 

Jacques Bertrand is one of North America's broadly recognized specialists of Indonesian politics. He is the author of Nationalism and Ethnic Conflict in Indonesia (Cambridge University Press, 2004), which has received attention worldwide and is currently being translated in Indonesian. He was the winner of the 2002 William L. Holland prize for the outstanding article published in Pacific Affairs for his article, "Legacies of the Authoritarian Past: Religious Violence in Indonesia's Moluccan Islands" (Pacific Affairs, 75:1, 2002). He has also published articles on Indonesian politics and Southeast Asia more broadly in journals such as Comparative Politics and Asian Survey. He has also published several book chapters, reference materials and popular articles. He is a frequent commentator in the Canadian media of political events in Indonesia and Southeast Asia.

Bertrand has been working for many years on ethnic politics and conflict, nationalism, and democratization in Indonesia and Southeast Asia. More recently, he has begun to work on ethnic minority representation and interests in Southeast Asia more broadly, with an emphasis on the relatively new democracies of Indonesia, Thailand and the Philippines.

Proposal: Autonomy and nationalist demands in Southeast Asia

Autonomy has only recently been used in Southeast Asia to address territorially concentrated nationalist groups’ long lasting demands for accommodation. Two cases offer a particularly interesting contrast: the Moros in the Southern Philippines and the Acehnese in Indonesia. Several parallels can be made between the two groups and their respective struggles. Both Moros and Acehnese developed their own nationalist orientation as a result of histories of resistance to colonial rule, as well as struggles against centralizing and integrationist states. Armed guerilla movements were formed in both groups as they faced states intent on repressing rather than accommodating their grievances. In this respect, both the Philippine and Indonesian states preferred strongly integrationist, assimilationist, and centralizing policies. Yet, in the last decade, they have taken divergent paths. In spite of being generally less centralizing and integrationist than its Indonesian neighbour, the Philippine state has been unwilling to agree to significant autonomy for the Moros. Even though some form of autonomy has been implemented since a 1996 peace agreement with the Moro National Liberation Front, this autonomy has never been properly implemented in part because of continued armed struggle against the Moro Islamic Liberation Front (MILF). Negotiations with the MILF on territorial recognition and genuine autonomy have repeatedly failed. Conversely, in Indonesia, where the state has historically been much more strongly integrationist and centralizing, wide-ranging autonomy has been granted and is being implemented in Aceh. Why have such divergent outcomes occurred? The paper argues that two factors were particularly important: first, the electoral interests of ruling parties in Indonesia required that a solution be reached in Aceh whereas ruling parties are relatively insulated from political damages over the Moro conflict in the Philippines; second, business interests in Mindanao have been much more reluctant to relinquish control over local resources than similar interests in Aceh, partly because of the depletion of oil and gas resources in the region. Furthermore, business interests in both regions have different structural bases and ties to ruling parties, with important consequences on autonomy. The paper discusses these issues and draws general conclusions on conditions favourable to autonomy solutions to accommodate nationalist demands in these types of settings. 

James Bickerton

Professor of Political Science at St. Francis Xavier University. His publications include Nova Scotia, Ottawa, and the Politics of Regional Development, Ties That Bind: Parties and Voters in Canada (with Alain-G. Gagnon and Patrick J. Smith), and Freedom, Equality, Community: The Political Philosophy of Six Influential Canadians (with Stephen Brooks and Alain-G. Gagnon). To be completed.
Proposal: Constructing New Autonomies within Canada’s Federal System: Limits and Possibilities
Canada, it is generally acknowledged, is one of the most decentralized federations in the world, with provinces endowed with constitutional and fiscal powers that make them crucial political actors – either solely or in concert with the federal government – in most fields of Canadian public policy. That Canadian provinces exercise a large degree of regional autonomy is therefore a given for those who study Canada in a comparative context, often making the concessions to autonomous regions in other national contexts seem rather meager in comparison. But this does not tell the whole story about regional autonomy within Canada, in that it tends to be both reductionist in its collapse of regions into provinces, and neglectful of the ways in which powerful and entrenched federal institutions can frustrate, inhibit or co-opt, but also occasionally trigger and nurture new territorial autonomies.  

There have been a number of different catalysts and rationales at work in attempts to diversify and rescale regional governance in Canada. Some of these can be linked to shifts in the national and global political economy that have altered the conditions and strategies for regional development; strong minority group identities and territorial affinities have been primary in other initiatives; fiscal and political crises have been catalysts, especially when interpreted through the lens of neoliberal ideology and the efficiency and accountability promises of new public management philosophy; and looming energy and environmental crises seem poised to re-localize economic activity, with implications for the construction of new regional autonomies.

At least three different strategies or approaches are evident in past efforts to accommodate diversity by constructing new regional autonomies within Canada’s federal system: through the creation of new nodes and patterns of governance; through the renovation of existing institutional arrangements; and government-initiated rescaling of regions without constitutional or institutional reform. 

A number of Canadian experiences with constructing new autonomies – with varying degrees of success – will be examined, yielding insights into the general processes at work, especially as they may apply in well-established federal systems. These cases involve the construction of autonomies at a number of different spatial scales (above and below the provincial level) and pursued by a range of cultural and territorial identity groups, in addition to state actors seeking to solve policy problems or implement conflict management strategies.
Laurent-Mehdi Chokri

Insert Bio
Proposal: Toward a comparative account of the long-term effect of systems of pluralism: from the collective religious-based autonomies in the Ottoman Empire to fragmented nationalisms. 
As Ernest Gellner understood it, nationalism is the contemporary form of societies’ social link. In this perspective, the concept of nation is a synthetic representation of theses societies. This synthetic representation tends to be reinforced by institutions, mainly the State, but also others like corporations or associations. Standing on Pierre Bourdieu’s work, Brubaker and Cooper proposed a theoretical description of the concept of nation who stressed the political nature of the concepts of nation. According to these points of view, the historical constructions of the concepts of nation has something to do both with their political efficiencies and the institutional contexts of their construction. 

In this presentation, I shall focus on one of this institutional context, namely the form of institutionalized pluralism, in order to stress its effect on the mainstream representations of nation. More precisely, by comparing it with the well-known cases of France an Great Britain, I intend to stress that the millets system of the Ottoman empire has profoundly shaped the way nation are, and can be, conceptualized in the region who used to be under the Ottoman rule. 

We’re used to think about the nation as a political reality who emerges more or less naturally when a group of a certain size shares some characteristics and thinks of itself as having a right to self-government. This understanding of the nation has been reinforced by events many times since the concept of nation have emerged progressively in Europe as a way to justify sovereignty and as a challenge to the divine monarchical right to govern. In the Western European cases, the concepts of nation have been built in accordance with certain circumstances that derive both from the quasi-hegemony of Christianity and the idea of religion inherited from the Westphalian order. 

According to the Westphalia agreement the religion of the prince is the religion of the state. Implicitly, the first conceptualizations of nations in Europe whether were justifying the public use of the religion of the majority (Great Britain use of both Anglicanism and Presbyterianism) or were justifying the embodiment of the cults, including and in particular the one of the majority, in the State (the case of France’s gallicanism and, then, republicanism). 
By contrast, the Ottoman Empire was an extremely diverse empire, as many empires were, but its history has a specificity that it shares with no others: at its beginning, it build a structure of legitimacy reposing on two different (and then many) religions. The Ottomans were a tribe who spoke Turkish and were Muslim. The habitants of Constantinople were already multilingual but were mostly orthodox Christians. Wars and alliance (against the crusaders, for instance) used the different Turkish tribes (including the Ottomans) and the Orthodox Christians to each other. In countryside, it was already common that Christian peasants were under the rule of Muslims princes, and the other way around. So when the main Christian city felt under the rule of the Ottomans, a certain trust was already linking each group. 

One of the main institutions of the Byzantine Empire was the Orthodox Church who played a central role in the legitimization of the Eastern-Roman Empire. When the Empire felt, the Church remained. The Ottomans chooses to rely on the Orthodox Church in order to control a mainly Christian population. This was the beginning of the Millets system. Since that moment, the Ottoman Empire who was deeply influenced by the complex legal system of the Byzantines began to produce a legal framework working side by side with the Muslim traditional law. They granted the non-Muslims with a non-territorial and non-liberal original form of autonomy. 
The millets system was created by the integration of a centralized religious organization, the Orthodox Church, into the structure of government. The main figure was the patriarch of Istanbul. The orthodox millet was partially allowed to use the Muslim power to tax non-believers and to enforce the Christian Orthodox family and personal law. Based on this model, the Sultan will later change profoundly the Armenian Church, in order to reproduce that model, and organized a central power for the Jews who settled in the Empire, running away from European persecutions. Since the Jewish’s religious institutions were not centralized, the Ottomans created this centralized political structure to represent them (while they let more or less the moral religious authority decentralized). 
We could summarize the situation this way: the millets system was a set of ad hoc agreements between the Sultan and the non-believers reinforced both by Islamic law and Ottoman imperial law. It was a tool of government and self-management. The two Christian Patriarchs and the Hambsat (the Jewish equivalent) were all important political figures the Sultan was more or less willingly dealing with. 
· Everybody was forced to be part of a millet
· No freedom of religion was allowed inside each of the millets. 

· It was allowed to convert from a religion to Islam but not the other way around.

· The millets system reflected and contributed to maintain the actual strength of each group. Muslims were explicitly dominant in that system while Orthodox Christians were the second dominant group. 

· The millets system explicitly acknowledged inequality of power between the groups, but at the same time was giving power to each of them. 

· All of the millets were multilingual and non-territorial, legally rooted on the principle of personality rather than the legal principle of territoriality. 

This system worked quite well during two centuries for stabilizing politically the Ottoman Empire. It offered security and financial means to dominated groups among the Empire and contributed to build a profound sense of collective belonging for members of millets. This system allowed the religiously diverse populations to settle wherever they wanted in the empire while keeping their rights. As a result the Ottoman Empire became extremely mixed religiously especially in central regions. As a consequence, the main self-understanding became religious based rather than linguistic based, largely because Muslims inside the empire spoke Arabic, Albanian, Turkish and many other languages and Orthodox Christians were speaking as well a huge set of languages. 

During the 18th and 19th centuries things changed progressively for different reasons: 

· The growing influence of Western Europe on the Christian communities and the pressurization on the empire to recognize new millets (protestants of all kind, Catholics, other Christians) 

· The spreading of the idea of nation. 

· The spreading of the ideal of equality.

· The hellenization of the orthodox millet

· The secularization of the Armenian millet

As a result, millets progressively turn themselves into proto-national organizations. 
I shall demonstrate that virtually all the concept of nations in that region whether have religious based boundaries or are divided by religious based identities. These identities remain strong despite sometime a deep secularization process.

Sujit Choudhry
Sujit Choudhry is an Associate Professor at the Faculty of Law, University of Toronto, where is cross-appointed to the Department of Political Science in the Faculty of Arts and Science. He is a Senior Fellow of Massey College. He holds law degrees from the University of Oxford, the University of Toronto, and the Harvard Law School. Professor Choudhry was a Rhodes Scholar, and held the William E. Taylor Memorial Fellowship from the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada (SSHRC), and a Frank Knox Memorial Fellowship from Harvard. He served as law clerk to Chief Justice Antonio Lamer of the Supreme Court of Canada from 1996 to 1997. During the 1998-99 academic year, he was a Graduate Fellow at the Harvard University Center for Ethics and the Professions, and a Visiting Researcher at the Harvard Law School.

Professor Choudhry's principal research and teaching interests are Constitutional Law and Theory. He has published over 40 articles, book chapters and reports. his articles have appeared in a variety of journals, including the International Journal of Constitutional Law, the Journal of Political Philosophy, and the Canadian Journal of Law and Jurisprudence. He is a contributor to Canadian Constitutional Law (3rd ed., 2002). Professor Choudhry is currently working on a book, Multinational Federations, Constitutional Amendment and Secession, and is editing two volumes, The Migration of Constitutional Ideas (Cambridge University Press, forthcoming 2006) and Dilemmas of Solidarity: Redistribution in the Canadian Federation (University of Toronto Press, forthcoming 2006).

Professor Choudhry has been extensively involved in public policy development. He was a consultant to the Royal Commission on the Future of Health Care in Canada (the Romanow Commission) and the National Advisory Committee on SARS and Public Health (the Naylor Committee), the World Bank Institute at the World Bank, and was a member of a team of foreign constitutional experts on mission to Sri Lanka working with the Forum of Federations and the Centre for Policy Alternatives in support of the Sri Lankan peace process. Professor Choudhry was Chair of the Advisory Board of the South Asian Legal Clinic of Ontario. He served on the Academic Advisory Committee to the Province of Ontario's Democratic Renewal Secretariat, and was a member of the Governing Toronto Advisory Panel which examined the structure of municipal government in Toronto.

Proposal: Plurinational Polities and Constitutional Design

Since the early 1990’s, the study of multinational or plurinational polities has been a central preoccupation of political theory (e.g. Will Kymlicka), and a closely related sub-field in comparative politics devoted to the study of nationalism (e.g. Michael Keating). In parallel to this literature, there is has been a vigorous debate over constitutional design in ethnically divided societies, in which the leading figures have been Don Horowitz and Arend Lijphart. In this paper, I will explore the connection between these two lines of scholarly inquiry. What is striking is how these literatures have developed in isolation, with minimal contact. In this paper, I want to explore the sources of this gap. As well, I would like to explain what insights each body of work can offer the other.

Isabelle Côté

Isabelle Côté is a PhD candidate at the University of Toronto's Department of Political Science and at its Asian Institute. Her current research interests revolve around ethnic relations, cultural and political autonomy, political integration, and internal migration. Isabelle has received a multi-year Joseph Armand Bombardier CGS Doctoral Scholarship to conduct her fieldwork and complete her thesis on the dual impacts of autonomy arrangements and internal migration on ethnic relations in two autonomous regions in China.Isabelle received her B.A. Honors in International Studies and Psyhology at York University (Toronto, Canada) and her M.A. in Political Science and Asia Pacific Studies at the University of Toronto (Canada). Her previous work has examined Uyghur transnational political mobilization, social movements, "dominant minorities", and nationalism in China. She is currently a guest researcher at Lund University's Department of Political Science and at its Centre for East and South-East Asian Studies.

Proposal: Instituting Troubles. Impact of Autonomous Arrangements on Ethnic Conflicts in China

Territorial autonomy is often prescribed for national minorities as it tends to accommodate minorities' linguistic and cultural demands while granting them more economic and political power. But several scholars have pointed out that the effects of territorial autonomy on ethnic conflicts may have been painted in an overly positive light, overestimating its taming capacities and underestimating its strains. Why has autonomy worked to reduce ethnic conflicts in some contexts, but not in others? Cornell (2002) has blamed the lack of a clear delineation of power between the center and the autonomous units, which has led to some discrepancies between 'expected' autonomy and the actual amount of power held by the national minorities in these areas. Others, such as Bertrand (2004) have claimed that flexible ‘national models’ that properly integrate national minorities are important elements of the success of territorial autonomy. Yet, these two approaches are not applicable in the case of a single country that applied the same (arguably unclear) distribution of power between the center and all five of its autonomous regions, or that attempted to encompass all five of the national minorities to which it granted territorial autonomy into one national model. 

As the numerous instances of Tibetan and Uyghur uprisings indicate, ethnic tension has recently been on the rise in several localities in northwest China’s autonomous regions despite the granting of 'more' regional autonomy to those regions in the 1990s. Whereas the economic causes of such conflicts have extensively been reviewed elsewhere, two socio-political factors have largely been ignored: the nature of autonomy in China and the increased heterogeneity of the population in those autonomous regions. In China, autonomy is traditionally attributed at the provincial, prefectural or county level, and it is often overlapping. The Uyghurs, for instance, are the titular groups at the provincial level in Xinjiang, yet many other ethnic groups possess autonomous arrangements at lower levels. These multiple “autonomies” make it difficult to delineate the realm of power that is devolved to each group. Conversely, the ever-increasing Han population seeking work has also complicated this thorny situation by significantly shifting the demographic balance of those regions. These two conundrums thus fall into two different scholarly literatures that, in the case of China, have not been previously studied conjointly: the literature highlighting the conditions under which autonomy successfully reduces ethnic conflicts, and that highlighting the impacts of internal migration and heterogeneity on ethnic conflicts. 

My research dwells upon the role of autonomous arrangements and Han migration on ethnic conflicts in the Xinjiang Uyghur Autonomous Region and in the Inner Mongolia Autonomous Region. It will look at the conditions under which territorial autonomy reduces ethnic conflicts in some Chinese autonomous regions, while it increases conflicts in others. More specifically, it will attempt to explain why the granting of 'more' regional autonomy in Xinjiang in the 1990s has led to more ethnic conflicts in the region, whereas next-door Inner Mongolia Autonomous Region has seen an overall decrease in ethnic conflicts at the same period. Besides looking at state-autonomous units relations and at the titular ethnic group itself (eg: its territorial concentration, the strength of its national identity, etc), I will argue that one should also give due respect to inter-groups factors. In particular, it will evaluate whether the presence of substantial internal minorities within the autonomous unit, the granting of sub-autonomous arrangements to those minorities, the existence of state-sponsored migration schemes to the autonomous regions, and the increasing number of economic (Han) migrants moving to autonomous areas may make territorial autonomy more likely to lead to ethnic conflicts.
Zsuzsa Csergo(Queen’s University, Kingston, Canada /Stefan Wolff (University of Notthingham, Nottingham, England, UK
Zsuzsa Csergo is an Assistant Professor of Political Studies at Queen's University in Canada. After undergraduate studies in Hungarian and Latin Literatures and Linguistics at the Babes-Bolyai University in Cluj, Romania, Csergo received her M.A. in Russian and East European Studies (1992) and her Ph.D. in Political Science (2000 from the George Washington University. Before joining the Queen's faculty, she was Assistant Professor of Political Science and Coordinator of the Women's Leadership Program in U.S. and International Politics at the George Washington University.

Csergo's research and writing have focused on questions of nationalism and democratization in post-Cold War Europe, with particular interest in the politics of language rights, majority-minority relations in post-communist states, and kin-state and diaspora relations. She is the author of Talk of the Nation: Language and Conflict in Romania and Slovakia (Cornell University Press, 2007). She also published articles in Perspectives on Politics, East European Politics and Societies, Foreign Policy, Nations and Nationalism, Central European Political Science Review, Regio, as well as chapters in edited volumes on democratization and nationalism in Central and Eastern Europe. She is currently working on a book project about changing strategies of "national interest" in the enlarging European Union.

Csergo has held a number of prestigious fellowships and awards, including the Fernand Braudel Senior Fellowship from the European University Institute in Florence, Italy, the 2005 Sherman Emerging Scholar Award from the University of North Carolina, Wilmington, and research grants from the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, the Institute for the Study of World Politics, the American Council of Learned Societies/Social Science Research Council, and the George Hoffman Foundation.

Since 2007, she serves as Vice President of the Association for the Study of Nationalities and book review editor of Nationalities Papers.

Stefan Wolff (BIO) To be completed
Proposal: Democratization and Territorial Self-Governance in Europe
Much of the available comparative scholarship situates sub-state territorial self-governance in the context of conflict settlement, including conflict resolution in democratic settings.  A theory of territorial self-governance (TSG) in this context would have to answer two distinct questions:

(1) Under what conditions is TSG a likely outcome of conflict settlement processes? (2) Under what conditions does TSG provide a stable conflict settlement?  In contrast to the relatively rich literature on the second question, theories that address the first question (e.g., under which conditions TSG regimes emerge in the first place) barely exist—at least not in the sense of systematic, generalizable claims.

Our goal in this paper is to contribute to comparative theory-building on the question of what leads majorities to create or enable minority TSG, by exploring the conditions under which TSG regimes have become available or denied in Europe—geographically defined, including the South Caucasus. More specifically, we inquire what democratization (e.g., the availability of democratic institutions) and “Europeanization” (e.g., a state’s incorporation into the transnational institutional setting that has emerged in Europe in recent decades) have to do with the likelihood that majorities provide or deny TSG for minority populations.  To derive our answer to this question, our study combines a multi-level methodology that relies on case studies, smaller-n regional comparison, and a larger-n comparison including 82 cases in Europe (based on a descriptive dataset we have constructed to map the “universe” of territorialized minorities in Europe, which have made TSG claims since the first part of the 20th century).  Our preliminary findings confirm the claim made by influential scholars that important sub-regional differences exist in Europe in the availability of territorial self-governance for minorities. These regional differences, however, do not delineate a simple East-West divide in the dynamics of majority-minority competition over territory or, put differently, a gradual increase in the “securitization” of minority demands from West to East.  Nor do they substantiate the expectation that increased “Europeanization,” coupled with democratic consolidation, de-securitizes minority claims for TSG, making them more palatable to majorities.

Certainly the “older” members of the EU provide minority TSG at an exceptionally high rate compared to the new European democracies that have joined the EU since 2004 (90% to none).  At the same time, the countries furthest outside the EU’s orbit (e.g., those furthest from the incentive of “EU membership conditionality”) all provide various forms of TSG; and none of those cases is categorized as a consolidated democracy.  In the final paper that we wish to present at the workshop, we will propose an explanation that highlights the significance of structural factors and political strategy in the dynamics of contestation over sub-state territorial claims.
Xabier Ezeizabarrena

Insert Bio
Dpt. of Constitutional and Administrative Law, University of the Basque Country
Proposal: Scottish Devolution and Basque Historical Titles: Two Legal Scopes for co-Sovereignty?

The legal and political process opened with Devolution within the UK-Scottish relations contains similarities and potentials of remarkable real and comparative interest with the constitutional clauses of recognition of Basque Historical rights within the Spanish Constitution. Nowadays the EU framework is suitable in both cases to ease and foster this interest within a context of progressive co-sovereignty at the EU level. 

This paper will compile the main legal and political comparative sources regarding Scottish Devolution and Basque Historical rights within both “constitutional” cases, in order to establish a comparative approach in the two territories. It will underline the potentials of these frameworks to develop the concept of co-sovereignty through mutual “constitutional” recognition with the UK and Spain.

In addition to the legal approach within the paper, there is indeed a different political consideration on both situations right now with extremely interesting consecquences. A nationalist party ruling Scotland within the devolution process and after a long time out of the government, while Basque nationalism, even though winning clearly the March 2009 elections, is for the first time in democracy out of the Basque central government through a formal agreement between the main Spanish parties: the Socialist party and the Popular party.  Would this imply a different vision of Basque Historical Rights from the new Basque Government and the possible path towards co-sovereignty?? In the meantime, the Spanish Constitutional Court is close to rule a key judgment concerning the new Statute of Autonomy for Catalonia. Will it foster the idea of co-sovereignty or will it avoid any step forward?

André Fazi

Insert Bio
Insularité et autonomie : une équation des plus trompeuses 
Les îles ont été classiquement représentées comme des territoires de l’exceptionnel. Les îles visitées par Ulysse et ses compagnons, Utopia, la Nouvelle Atlantide, etc., sont toutes des mondes à part. D’autres voulurent en faire plus ou moins concrètement des laboratoires politiques ; le projet de Constitution pour la Corse de Jean-Jacques Rousseau en est peut-être l’exemple le plus connu. Aucune de ces volontés n’aboutit, mais la singularité insulaire n’en demeure pas moins conçue comme une évidence. La rupture géographique serait un obstacle majeur au processus d’intégration politique, économique et culturelle, caractéristique du nation-state building. Une telle représentation est extrêmement simplificatrice. En se concentrant particulièrement sur les collectivités de type régional, les territoires insulaires ressortissant aux États européens renvoient à trois types de logiques politiques très distinctes, lesquelles fondent trois grands groupes de territoires. La première est une pure logique d’assimilation, qui implique l’application du droit commun (catégorie A). La deuxième est une logique d’adaptation, pouvant elle-même revêtir des formes très diverses (catégorie B). Toutefois, le niveau d’intégration aux systèmes politique et juridique nationaux est toujours très élevé, y compris lorsqu’il s’agit de régions dotées d’un pouvoir législatif. La troisième est une logique d’exception, suivant laquelle les territoires considérés – dont la majorité sont extra-européens – ne partagent rien ou si peu avec les collectivités continentales de même niveau (catégorie C). 

	Logique d’assimilation
	Logique d’adaptation
	Logique d’exception

	
	Minimale
	Saillante
	Europe
	Hors Europe

	· Régions insulaires grecques (Crète, Îles ioniennes, Sud Égée, Nord Égée)

· Comtés insulaires estoniens (Hiiumaa, Saaremaa)

· Gozo

· Wight, Western Isles

· Bornholm
	· Gotland

· Scilly, Orcades, Shetlands 
	· Corse

· Sicile

· Sardaigne

· Baléares

· Canaries

· DOM français
	· Jersey, Guernesey Man

· Féroé

· Åland


	· Groenland

· Nouvelle-Calédonie

· Polynésie, Saint- Barthélemy,  Saint-Martin 

· Aruba, Antilles néerlandaises 

· Madère, Açores

· Territoires britanniques d’outre-mer


Alors que les évolutions statutaires sont relativement nombreuses au sein même des catégories B et C, le changement de catégorie est en revanche assez exceptionnel. C’est cette stabilité que nous voudrions interroger, notamment à l’aune des classes politiques régionales relevant de la catégorie B. Dans leur très grande majorité, celles-ci excluent catégoriquement d’envisager des formes d’autonomie beaucoup plus larges, parfois pratiquées dans le même État. Plus qu’une volonté immodérée de conquérir de nouveaux pouvoirs, c’est une grande dépendance politique et normative qui caractérise ces régions. 

Alain-G. Gagnon
He holds the Canada Research Chair in Québec and Canadian Studies at the Université du Québec à Montréal. His most recent books include Québec : State and Society (third edition), Contemporary Canadian Federalism, and Canadian Parties in Transition (with A. Brian Tanguay), all with the University of Toronto Press, and with Routledge The Case for Multinational Federalism and Federal Democracies (with Michael Burgess). To be completed.
Autonomy: Reconciling Autonomy, Community and Empowerment

Different models have been proposed to manage diversity. Among the most prominent of those models we find federalism, consociational democracy and territorial autonomy. Building on his earlier work, especially on The Case for Multinational Federalism (Routledge, 2009), the author challenges the dominant monist model of an all-encompassing nation-state and advances an alternative model founded on deep-diversity and trust. 

Multinational federalism is introduced as a powerful element that can contribute to advance trust among national communities on a given territory.

The author challenges prevailing models of “integration” and “accommodation” which he sees as two faces of a same medal. He proposes instead to advance a model of recognition based on a politics of recognition of national minorities through new forms of partnership. The notion of political nationality is used to describe trust at the federal level.

Limits of national sovereignty are also discussed while it is established that, far from escaping “the world of nations-states”, nation-state will remain for a foreseeable future the most potent political expression and constitute fundamental provider of meaning to citizens’ life experience. 

The author documents the extent to which international organisations have, a few years after the collapse of communism and the Soviet Empire, opposed more and more firmly the emergence of new nations-states. In the meantime, international organisations have been more sensitive to the need of aboriginal communities and have been willing to recognize additional rights for them. This, in turn, led minority nations to identify themselves as indigenous peoples in order to see their claims being met.

Rather than imagining the world based on a politics of recognition – though this remains an essential part of the equation - that would reproduce a world based on a hierarchical model, one needs to elaborate an authentic politics of empowerment that would give societal meaning to political communities. The intention is not so much to favour the emergence of new nation-states but instead to encourage nations, in an agonistic manner, to come to terms with each other and to engage the field of federal multinationalism as an empowering tool for nations.
Eve Hepburn

Dr Eve Hepburn is a Leverhulme Early Career Fellow in the School of Social and Political Science. Eve is currently Director of the MSc Multi-level and Regional Politics, Co-Editor and Book Reviews Editor of the Journal of Regional & Federal Studies, and Co-Convenor of the European Consortium for Political Research (ECPR) Standing Group on Federalism and Regionalism (a network of 400+ scholars and pracitioners working on substate issues). Eve joined the Department in February 2007 as an ESRC Postdoctoral Fellow. Prior to this, she was a Research Fellow at the University of Aberdeen, and she has also held Visiting Fellowships at the University of British Columbia (Vancouver), McGill University (Montreal), European University Institute (Florence), Università di Cagliari (Sardinia) and the Großbritannien-Zentrum der Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin. Eve completed her PhD at the EUI in Florence, examining the impact of European integration on the autonomy strategies of regional political parties. She is Principal Investigator on an ESRC-funded project 'The Politics of Island Regions: A Framework for Comparative Research' from 2010.
Proposal: Autonomy: Recrafting Sovereignty: Lessons from Small Island Autonomies

Islands have developed some of the most innovative forms of sovereignty in the world. Being typically small and insular, islands have repeatedly rejected outright independence in favour of developing unique status arrangements with larger state or supranational bodies. Islands such as Åland, Aruba, the Canary Islands, Corisca, the Isle of Man, Puerto Rico, and dozens of other island territories have agreed to share their sovereignty with larger political structures rather than seek independence. However, rather than representing an oddity in the world political order, islands are in fact illustrative of the creative governance arrangements that many states have adopted in order to accommodate diversity. In light of the trend towards decentralisation across OECD countries, scholars have begun to examine the implications of ‘variegated’ or shared sovereignty (Keating 1998, 2005; MacCormick 1999; Walker 2002). This is part of the shift away from conventional understandings of sovereignty focused on the nation-state. 

The experience of small islands offers important lessons in ‘asymmetry’ for states such as the United Kingdom, Spain, and Italy, which are all undergoing processes of ‘asymmetrical’ spatial rescaling. This paper will explore the self-rule and shared-rule aspects of island autonomy arrangements, in order to draw lessons for other states that are granting special status and special forms of autonomy to some parts of their territory. The paper will develop an analytical framework for the analysis of island autonomy and provide empirical exemplication with two case studies (Åland Islands in Finland and Sardinia in Italy). The main research question is: How do island regions negotiate and exercise their autonomy within larger political structures? And what lessons can we draw from their experience? Understanding how islands are governed helps us understand better the pluralism and creativity of new forms of political order around the world.

Michael Keating

Michael Keating joined the EUI in 2000 and was head of department between 2004 and 2007. Born in 1950, he graduated from the University of Oxford in 1971, gained his Ph.D. in 1975 at Glasgow College of Technology (now Glasgow Caledonian University) and is a Fellow of the Royal Society of Edinburgh. He is on leave from the University of Aberdeen, Scotland, where he is Professor of Scottish Politics.  From 1988 until 1999 he was Professor of Political Science at the University of Western Ontario, Canada and was previously Senior Lecturer in Politics at the University of Strathclyde in Glasgow. He has held visiting posts in the USA, England, France, Spain and Norway.  He has published numerous books and articles on urban and regional politics, nationalism and comparative European politics.  At present he is working on nationality questions, on European integration, on devolution in the United Kingdom and on methodology in the social sciences.
Rethinking autonomy. Self-government and the management of diversity
To be completed
Rémi Léger

Rémi Léger is a Doctoral Candidate in Political Studies at Queen’s University. His research focus is on Canadian political thought, especially multiculturalism and citizenship. He has two forthcoming chapters in edited collections, one on Will Kymlicka’s scholarship on multinational Canada, and another on the claims of Francophone minority communities on the Canadian state. Rémi holds a Joseph-Armand Bombardier scholarship from SSHRC.

Proposal: Autonomy Beyond National Minorities

The literature on multiculturalism typically distinguishes between minorities that seek autonomy and those that seek integration. The assumption is that national minorities and indigenous peoples claim autonomy, whereas immigrant groups wish to integrate into the mainstream society. As a result, discussions of existing models of autonomy have for the most part centered on the “big 3”: Catalonia, Québec and Scotland. A less substantial literature has looked at Indigenous peoples in Canada, and to a lesser extent South America. My most basic objective in this paper is to uncover the alternative model of autonomy that has resulted from the interactions between the Canadian government and Francophone minority communities since the adoption of the Official Languages Act in 1969. Precisely, through an analysis of position documents published by representative associations from these communities as well as government responses to their demands, the paper fleshes out an alternative conception of autonomy that combines self-rule with shared-rule; these communities seek the exclusive control of matters relating to education, whereas they desire shared governance with governments (“mechanisms of multilateral governance”) notably in the areas of health and immigration. The paper concludes by asking whether this softer model of autonomy is of use to appreciate and/or theorize other state-minority relations. In essence, my sense is that this paper contributes to understand how autonomy is currently played out in liberal democracies.
Manuel Litalien
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Proposal: Indonesia and The Philippines: Relevant Models of Autonomy for Thailand? 
The question of autonomy is often related to conflict resolution or conflict escalation (Gurr, 1994; Cornell, 2002). In this aspect, various Southeast Asian countries have opted for different policies to contain the demands of minority groups seeking territorial sovereignty (Brown, 1988; He, Galligan & Inogushi, 2007). The presentation assesses how different Southeast Asian countries have addressed separatist claims by granting certain groups some level of governing autonomy. Two cases where various autonomy arrangements have been adopted will be considered here to evaluate possible conflict management for a third case. The first case examines the Muslim minorities in the Philippines and the second looks at the special autonomy given to the province of Aceh by the Indonesian government. These two models of autonomy will be studied in order to evaluate their limits and potential in dealing with the Muslim insurgents of Thailand’s three southern border provinces, Pattani, Yala and Narathiwat. By exploring two models of autonomy, the presentation provides some reflections as to why Thailand has adopted a policy of increased decentralization, rather than autonomy with its three concentrated Muslim provinces. In light of the Indonesian and the Philippines model, I will addresses the potential these models hold in solving the failures of the Thai States in dealing with its anti-state militant movement. The argument is structured around a historical overview of the model of autonomy in each country, a focus on structural and functional constraint presented by the political regime for autonomy, and an analysis of the impact of the economic environment over the state’s capacity in responding to self-governing demands.
Jaime Lluch
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Proposal: Towards a Theory of Autonomism

In many multinational democracies, models of federation are the preferred institutional configuration to address the complexities of multinationalism, and much of the scholarly literature echoes this preference for federation. Yet, we find many examples of sub-state national societies with autonomist nationalist parties that reject a model of federation as an appropriate institutional design to address their needs. Instead, many stateless nationalists advocate autonomism. I seek to sketch the general contours of a theory of autonomism as an ideology of territorial order and institutional design. I will do so on the basis of empirical research into the attitudes, discourse, and opinions of the autonomists themselves. I examine the discourse of leaders and militants of the autonomist parties of Puerto Rico, Quebec, and Catalonia. My analysis is centered on five aspects of the autonomists´ credo: the parameters of national and ethnic identity that encompass the autonomist political universe, autonomism’s relation with federation, independence, and sovereignty, and how autonomists order their political preferences.

Margaret Moore

Margaret Moore is Professor in the Political Studies department at Queen's University. Since receiving her Ph.D. from the London School of Economics in 1989, she has published a number of books and articles on issues of distributive justice, nationalism and multiculturalism. Most notable are: Foundations of Liberalism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993) and Ethics of Nationalism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001). She has edited two volumes on state borders and secession: National Self-Determination and Secession (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998) and (co-edited with Allen Buchanan), Nations, States and Borders: Diverse Ethical Theories (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2003). She has published a number of articles in such diverse journals as: Ethics & International Affairs, Political Studies, The Monist, and Nomos. She is currently working on issues connected to citizenship theory, cosmopolitanism, ethics of multiculturalism and nationalism.

Proposal: Recent Normative Work Critical of the Notion of Territorial Sovereignty, and Statist Formations

This paper will examine recent normative work critical of the notion of territorial sovereignty, and statist formations, which appeal instead to post-national autonomy and/ or local forms of governance 

(beneath the nation-state). Many of the works on global justice do not advocate a global political order (world government) but seek alternatives to governance beneath and above the level of the nation and state along functional lines. This has been put forward by Thomas Pogge in Human Rights and World Poverty, where he seeks to develop a normative framework for governance that is neither global nor is nationalist or statist. Similarly, David Held has argued for non-territorial, overlapping and functional governance models.

This paper will examine the democratic credentials of these models, in part through an examination of a principle commonly evoked the justify post-national forms of governance (to deal with problems that are increasingly regional or even global in character): the all affected principle.

A secondary (sub-) theme of this paper is to ask whether there are democratic reasons to prefer different institutional arrangements. That is to say, one idea for addressing a global problem is to engage with all people affected by the various problems/ solutions to have a chance to engage with it, have input, etc. This would be a kind of direct effect arrangement, and is commonly invoked in the post-national literature.

Another arrangement might be to have the problem addressed at a higher level, at a regional or supra-regional level and in this way have concentric rings of self-gov't but ones which are constrained by justice.Sometimes both institutional configurations are referred to in the idea of post-national sovereignty. This paper will consider whether there is a democratic reason to prefer one over the other. Is there a reason to think that one is more legitimate than the other?
Luis Moreno

Awarded a PhD in Social Sciences from the University of Edinburgh (1986), Luis Moreno has worked as a researcher with the CSIC since 1988, and was the founding Secretary of the Institute of Advanced Social Studies (Instituto de Estudios Sociales Avanzados), precursor to the current IPP (Institute of Public Goods and Policies). As a comparative political sociologist his main fields of research are: (a) Social policy and welfare state; and (b) Territorial politics and policies (decentralization, federalism, and Europeanisation). He is presently co-ordinating the following research projects: 1. 'Multi-level governance and attitudes to the welfare state in Europe', an individual project within the collaborative research project WAE ('Welfare Attitudes in a Changing Europe') sponsored by the European Science Foundation. Teams from Finland, Germany, the Netherlands, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and United States are participating in this study, which was ranked first among all final 18 applications for the HumVIB Programme (Eurocores). Prof. Moreno also participates as an expert in the Question Module (2008 wave) of the European Social Survey. 2. 'New Social Risks and Welfare Policy Trajectories' (NURSOPOB). Awarded by the Spanish Ministry of Education and Science (National R&D Plan), the general purpose of this project is to analyse reforms in the Spanish Welfare State since the 1980s. Other than IPP-CSIC, there are members of the research team from the universities of Alcala de Henares, Autonomous of Barcelona, the Complutense of Madrid, Oviedo, Public of Navarre and Rey Juan Carlos of Madrid. 3. "Diversity and unity in federal countries". This project has been commissioned by the Forum of Federations and the International Association of Centres for Federal Studies (IACFS), within the Global Dialogue Programme. The study includes comparative analyses among twelve countries: Australia , Brazil , Canada , Ethiopia , Germany , India , Mexico , Nigeria , Russia , Switzerland , Spain , and the United States. Prof. César Colino, from the Spanish Distance Learning University (UNED), is jointly responsible for the project.

Proposal: Autonomy, Multi-Level Europeans And The Advancement Of Social Citizenship
Europeanization implies that policies are to be shaped by considerations which go beyond the formal sovereignty of EU’s member states 

Claims for autonomy within the EU have been put forward not only by ‘stateless’ nations within plural and compound states, but also by regions demanding self-government. More often than not, meso-governments do not need par force the rationalising intervention of state central bureaucracies and elites. Autonomous regions enjoy additional economic and political security offered by the European Union and are gradually accommodated in a post-sovereignty era of progressive trans-nationalization. 

The paper elaborates on the idea of multi-level citizenship as a ‘civility compound’ of collective attachments which favours regional territorial autonomy. Multiple identities expressed by Europeans are inserted in a variable continuum of territorial belongings and affinities grounded in values of human rights and solidarity. Both civil and political rights are being increasingly accomplished at the regional level of EU’s member states. As it could no be otherwise the exercize of civil and political rights has ‘spilt over’ into social citizenship. 

Attention is paid to the aspirations of regions and sub-state layers of governance to carry out welfare expansion based upon arguments of optimality, accountability, legitimacy, partnership and recalibration. As a consequence of the emergence of ‘new social risks’ (NSR), vulnerable groups are likely to experience new needs in three broad areas: (i) balancing paid work and family responsibilities (especially child-care), (ii) being called on for care for a frail elderly relative, or becoming frail and lacking family support; (iii) lacking the skills necessary to gain access to an adequately paid and secure job, or having skills and training that become obsolete and being unable to upgrade them through life-long learning; and (iv) using private provision that supplies an insecure or inadequate pension or unsatisfactory services. NSR are seen as providing autonomous political communities with opportunities for welfare development, concerning labour activation, social assistance, care services and policy closure of ‘safety nets’. Some regions in EU’s member states have been active in policy innovation concerning NSR (e.g. Basque Country’s Regional Plan Against Poverty or Scotland’s Free Care for the Elderly).

Due to the very nature of multi-level governance in the EU, there is little impediment for autonomous political communities to develop programmes which may advance social citizenship based upon two premises: (a) EU’s post-regulatory ‘soft regulation’; and (b) Practices of emulation and policy learning such as ‘benchmarking’ and ‘best practices’.

Geneviève Nootens

Geneviève Nootens is professor of political science at the Université du Québec à Chicoutimi since 1998. Her research is mainly concerned with the redeployment of democratic practices and the diffusion of sovereignty; majority and minority nationalism; and plurinational societies.

She is a member of the Groupe de recherche sur les sociétés plurinationales (GRSP), of the Centre de recherche interuniversitaire sur la diversité au Québec (CRIDAQ), and of the Groupe de recherche en interventions régionales (GRIR). She is also an affiliated researcher of the Canada Research Chair in Quebec and Canadian Studies.

Her most recent publications include Désenclaver la démocratie. Des huguenots à la paix des Braves (Montreal: Québec Amérique, 2004), "Nations, States, and the Sovereign Territorial Ideal. Renner's Contribution to Current Debates on the Multinational State" (in Ephraim Nimni, ed, National Cultural Autonomy and Its Contemporary Critics. London: Routledge, 2005), "État, lien civique et minorités nationales" (in P. Noreau and J. Woehrling, eds, Appartenances, institutions et citoyenneté. Montreal: Wilson et Lafleur, 2005), "La citoyenneté à l'ère de la mondialisation : un sens à redéfinir?" (in A. Duhamel and F. Jutras, eds., Enseigner et éduquer à la citoyenneté. Presses de l'Université Laval, 2005), and "Liberal Nationalism and the Sovereign Territorial Ideal", Nations and Nationalism, vol. 12, no. 1, January 2006. She is also director of Politique et sociétés

Proposal: Autonomy, Boundaries and Trust. Preliminary Remarks

The issue of autonomy (as a category distinct from both federalism and decentralization) in highly differentiated societies raises major issues related to trust and boundaries (social as well as territorial). For example, liberal nationalists have largely assumed that trust builds on a shared national identity and allegiance which sustain social solidarity and redistribution between conationals, hence constraining the scope of solidarity outside those ‘boundaries’ (though not excluding it).

In this paper I will propose preliminary remarks on 1) how one may challenge such a thesis from the point of view of processes of democratization 2) the relationship of those processes to trust as an institutional or public (rather than purely personal) matter, and the issues raised 3) the function of the notion of sovereignty in those conditions.
Francesco Palermo
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Proposal: Why is Territorial Decentralization Alien to Central and Eastern Europe?

The Lund Recommendations on the Effective Participation of National Minorities in Public Life (hereinafter ‘Lund Recommendations’) are among the best known and most authoritative documents produced under the aegis of the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) High Commissioner on National Minorities (HCNM). Their influence can be measured against a number of indicators. Not only they are obviously very present in the activities of the HCNM, but they have been extensively used as a source of inspiration also for other instruments, including the thematic commentary of the Advisory Committee on the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities on effective participation, and acknowledged as such. Moreover, among the HCNM recommendations, they have the highest score in the ‘citation index’, and it can be affirmed that so far they are the most commented, quoted and ultimately appreciated by scholars. Finally, and more importantly, over the last decade since the Lund Recommendations have been adopted, legislation and practice in all the OSCE participating States where the HCNM is most active have considerably improved as to minority participation in public life. While a direct link between these elements cannot be proved, a connection can certainly be deduced.

When it comes to territorial autonomy, however, the picture is less rosy. The Lund Recommendations devote considerable attention to autonomy as a potential instrument for a more effective participation of national minorities in public life,  and this is quite remarkable considering the international law contexts in which they have been elaborated, as this environment is normally – as further described below – reluctant to take up the territorial autonomy discourse. Despite that, it cannot be denied that, unlike in all other areas covered by the Lund Recommendations, virtually nothing has changed in regard to territorial autonomy in the OSCE region over the last decade. Not a single new territorial arrangement has been set up, and very little has changed in the (legislative framework of the) existing autonomy regimes in Europe during the last ten years. The least that can be said, thus, is that the options offered by the Lund Recommendations in terms of territorial autonomy have not been followed up and their practical impact has been rather limited. This does not mean that the Lund Recommendations have proved irrelevant in this respect. Quite the contrary: their potential is still unexploited and might serve as helpful guidance when the issue will be eventually addressed in a more consistent way. 
This article argues that part of the reason why the useful guidance provided in part III of the Recommendations dealing with self-governance (and particularly in part III.B dealing with territorial arrangements) has not induced any practical consequence is that it has been handled with excessive caution, including by international actors. Territorial autonomy, however, is a too important tool to be entirely neglected. This is not to suggest that territorial autonomy does always have to be promoted. Rather, it will be contended that this should be done only on a careful case-by-case basis (see 2.). Moreover, it is suggested that territorial autonomy should not only be considered from a minority self-governance angle, but also from the perspective of the overall governance of a territory, which has an important impact on minorities (see 3.). In other words, a comprehensive approach to territorial autonomy is suggested in order to fully exploit its potential as an instrument for effective minority participation and inclusion (see 4.).
Lobsang Sangay
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Proposal: Paradox of Autonomy and Unity in Tibet

To be completed.
José Maria Sauca
Profesor Titular de Filosofía del Derecho desde 1997, dirige el Grupo de Investigación sobre el Derecho y la justicia (GIDYJ) y coordina el Programa Interuniversitario en Cultura de la Legalidad (Trust-Cm). Es doctor en Derecho por la Universidad Carlos III de Madrid (1994. Premio Nicolás Pérez Serrano del Centro de Estudios Políticos y Constitucionales y Premio Extraordinario de la Universidad); diplomado en estudios europeos (1986) y licenciado en Derecho (1985) por la Universidad de Deusto. Ha desarrollado actividades docentes e investigadoras en diversas universidades y centros de investigación de España, Italia, Francia, Canadá, México, Guatemala, El Salvador, Nicaragua, Costa Rica, Colombia y Perú. Entre sus cargos académicos destacan los de Director de Programas de Postgrado de la Universidad Carlos III de Madrid (2003 y 2004), Director del Programa de Doctorado en Derechos Fundamentales (1997-2003) y Secretario del Instituto de Derechos Humanos Bartolomé de las Casas (1991-2003).

Proposal: Cultural Rights and membership
Insert proposal
Dejan Stjepanovic
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Proposal: Regions and Territorial Autonomy in Southeastern Europe

Insert proposal
Markku Suksi

Prof. Dr. Markku Suksi is currently Professor of Public Law at the Abo Akademi University, Finland. He is also the National Director of the European Master’s Programme in Human Rights and Democratisation, Rapporteur to European Public Law and a member of the Editorial Committee of Mennesker&Rettigheter, a Nordic journal on human rights published in Norway. He holds Ph.D. and Master in Political Science from the Åbo Akademi University, Finland; as well Ph.D. in the Science of Law and Master of Laws, from the University of Michigan Law School. It is worth mentioning the fact that Prof. Dr. Suksi has a wide experience in research and teaching fields as participation (elections and the referendum), autonomy, indirect public administration, constitutional law, comparative law. Currently, he works on ‘The Public Law of the Åland Islands’ and ‘Empowerment, participation and non-discrimination - Operationalizing a human rights based approach to development’. Prof. Dr. Suksi is frequently providing Constitutional Law consultations and also has extensive experience in elections observation in countries as Hungary, Romania, Estonia and the Russian Federation.
Proposal: Sub-state Governance through Territorial Autonomy
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Ricard Zapata

Ricard Zapata-Barrero is associate professor of political theory at the Department of Social and Political Science, Universitat Pompeu Fabra (Barcelona-Spain). His main lines of research deal with contemporary issues of liberal democracy in contexts of diversity, especially the relationship between democracy, citizenship and immigration. He has published several articles and chapters in journals and edited books. He is Coordinator of the interdisciplinary research group on immigration (Grup de Recerca interdisciplinari sobre immigració - GRITIM ) and of the Master degree on immigration management at UPF He is currently working on dif​ferent lines of research: the link between two types of cultural pluralisms: im​migration and national minorities, an ethics of migration politics, the political theory of borders, the regional euromediterranean politics of immigration, and diversity accommodation policies. He is working on research programmes financed by the Ministry of Education and Science and the European Union (Sixth Framework Pro​gramme). 

His early reflections and most relevant publications include (books selection): 2006 Multiculturalism, Muslims and Citizenship: A European Approach (Routledge) (Co-edited with T. Modood and A. Triandafyllidou), 2008 La inmigración en naciones minoritarias: Flandes, el Québec, y Cataluña en perspectiva (Icaria), 2008 (ed.) El discurso político en torno a la inmigración en España y en la UE, (Observatorio Permanente de la Inmigración, Ministerio de Trabajo y Asuntos Sociales. co-edited with E. Gonzalez and E. Sánchez), 2007 (ed.) Conceptos Políticos en el contexto español (ed. Síntesis), 2007 (ed) Discursos sobre la inmigración en España: los me​di​os de comunicación, los Parlamentos y las Administraciones (Ed. Cidob, co-edited with T. Van Dijk), 2004. Multiculturalidad e inmigración (ed. Síntesis).
Proposal: Catalan autonomy Building-process in Immigration Policy: Conceptual, Institutional and Normative Dimensions

My basic purpose is to contribute to the main topic of the workshop from a conceptual, institutional and normative point of view. Conceptually, I would like to discuss the concept of autonomy applied at the territorial and community level in Spain, and interpreting its meaning as a certain way of interaction between identity and political /legal competence. Here my argument will be that ‘autonomy’ is a theoretical concept that in practice it is very policy-related, in the sense that it has different meanings for different kind of policies. Taking the immigration policy as a case example and understanding it not only under its diversity management dimension, but also under its border management dimension, I will develop the institutional and normative point of view. 

At this point I will be interested in analysing how autonomy is being constructed under the immigration policy in Catalonia. I will analyse institutionally, and with an historical overview, how Catalonia is combining identity and competencies in immigration policy though a serie of institutional actions, specially in the context of the development of the new Autonomous Statut (programmes, National Agreement on immigration, reception Law), and by this way how Catalonia is conducting its autonomy-building process in a policy that were not a matter of discussion during the democratic transition. Immigration policy is one of the first policies, whose analysis allows us to understand this autonomy building process from the beginning in a a very different context than the democratic transition.. In this sense Spain and Catalonia is a very interesting laboratory for the international debate.

Normatively, I will be interested in dealing with the questions of limits. I will try to identify a list of topics that still need to be discussed in order to reach the level of “full autonomy” in immigration policy. That is, the level where Catalonia will have all the legal/policy instruments to deal with immigration following its own national identity. At the end of my discussion I will try to summarise and orientated my main findings under a broad theoretical reflection on immigration into multinational states, organised under a federal system.
