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1 Introduction

Why do people dislike to be governed by ethnic others? This is the central question Michael Hechter has asked us to answer. Let me step back for a moment and ask why Michael should ask this question in the first place. This second question is all the more interesting if we consider that Michael came close to answering the first one in his recent book “Containing Nationalism”. The book outlines an interesting model of nationalist discontent which I should like to summarize briefly, hopefully without doing too much injustice to the coherence of its arguments. 
Pre-modern forms of government relied on indirect rule. Imperial administrations did not dispose of the government techniques to directly interfere in the day-do-day affairs of their subjects but instead were content if these would pay taxes, deliver soldiers for expansionist warfare, and were politically loyal to the ruling aristocracy, prince, the king, the sultan. Most communities and nations, therefore, governed themselves. Where they were able to assimilate conquering elites into the local culture (the fate of the Normans in Brittany), cultural and political units coincided. Where this was not the case (the German aristocracy in the Baltics), possible discontent was successfully repressed by the aristocratic elites. 

Modern government, by contrast, rules directly over a population and territory. It interferes in the daily life of citizens, who cannot exit their states as they can country clubs or schools. Modernizing states attempt at enhancing the loyalty of their citizens by nation-building through the well known instruments of school and army. Direct governance and homogenization are resisted, however, by peripheral elites of minority cultures, who loose their political role as power brokers. Their nationalist appeal to independence falls on fertile ground among the population at large, which prefers to be governed by “their own” people rather than culturally alien bureaucrats from the centre of the nationalizing state. The shift from indirect to direct rule thus fosters nationalism.

Just why exactly non-elites prefer to be governed by their own, which in Hechter’s account is a constant feature of politics, remains somewhat undetermined and I assume that this motivated him to bring us all together to help answering the question. Building on Michael’s contribution, I offer the following three propositions:
1) Nationalism was historically intertwined with two other aspects of political modernization, which are far more appealing to the population at large than the modernization of governance techniques: democracy and equality before the law. The fusion between national sovereignty, democracy, and equality into one single model of political organization is historically contingent: It could have happened otherwise, but it didn’t. It is appealing both to state elites (who get direct rule) and the population at large (who get citizenship and democracy), which explains its great appeal across times and continents and why the combination of principles has proven to be so durable. The model became influential and consequential both as an ideal (nationalism) and an institutional form (the nation state). Political actors find it difficult to separate the three principles that went into the model both on the cognitive level (trying to think a democratic empire) and institutionally (to disentangle equality before the law from nationally defined citizenship).
2) The model diffused across the globe and was adopted even where the population had little chance of enjoying its positive aspects (democracy and equality). I distinguish three mechanisms that account for this diffusion: imitation, imposition, and domino. Even if some actors would realize that aliens would provide better governance than co-ethnics, the three mechanisms encouraged to adopt the nation state model. Being ruled by ethnic others implied a serious embarrassment and led to imitation of the successful and powerful models; alien rule also represented a hurdle for being admitted to the club of legitimate states which thus imposed the model on newcomers; and foreign rule also entailed the risk of political exclusion and second-class citizenship in a nationalizing state (domino effect).
3) The consequences of the global spread of discontent with alien rule was a series of wars because a) nationalist movements sought independence from imperial rule in wars of “national liberation”; b) neighboring nation states fought over territory in order to avoid alien rule for their co-nationals; c) minority groups may go to war against nationalizing state elites in order to fight exclusion and domination that would be considerably worse than experienced under imperial rule. 
 I have organized my paper along these lines and will discuss each point subsequently. Most of the argument will be broadly comparative historical or ideal-typical, with all the dangers that this entails. Only the last section will discuss some descriptive statistical data derived from a recent project. 
2 Democracy, equality, nationality

The national principle has defined the social group to which equality before the law and democratic participation should be granted. It has thus profoundly shaped these two modern principles, in ways that are rarely acknowledged by the major accounts of political modernization. 
I will discuss both marriages separately and begin with the principle of equality, as enshrined in the institution of modern citizenship. How did citizenship and nationality become linked together? The legal system of empires defined the unequal rights and duties of social strata, thus consolidating and reinforcing horizontal lines of distinction. Modern states have replaced this hierarchical concept with that of equality before the law. Regardless of their social background, all members of society, poor or rich, noble or commoner, peasant or townsman, male or female, should have the same rights and duties. The economic prerogatives of the nobility or of state elites were abolished; commerce, property and the freedom to choose a profession and a place of residence became accessible to all citizens. While for some decades, the rights of political participation were confined to an educated urban upper class, universal suffrage and its twin, the obligation to attend primary school, were eventually introduced. 

However, legal inclusion based on the concept of equality evolved in parallel to a new, vertically structured form of exclusion, for the exercise of rights became linked to citizenship. Only citizens of the state were allowed to choose their profession freely, to settle wherever they wanted on the national territory, to hold property, to vote and stand for elections, to speak up in public and express their opinion freely—a formidable form of social closure, as Rogers Brubaker (1992) has shown. 

While at the beginning, the concept of citizenship was based on a strictly territorial principle — still in the old tradition of quidquid est in territorio est de territorio —, it became gradually linked to the principles of nationhood. In the early nineteenth century all inhabitants of a territory, no matter what their language or ethnic origin, were considered to be subjects of the state. Citizenship became extinguished in case of permanent emigration. In the 1850s this strictly territorial concept was replaced by a linguistic and ethnic one, and citizenship and nationality became synonymous, both in France (Withol de Wenden 1992), in Prussia (Franz 1992) and elsewhere. 

To be citizen of a state meant belonging to its nation, a livelong status difficult to change and to get rid of, as both France, Germany, Britain
 and the US gradually included — albeit to varying degrees — elements of ius sanguinis in the legal definition of citizenship (Bös 1997: 139-157). From now on, those born, say French (citizens) were supposed to be somehow deeply French and to remain French even when they left France and settled permanently elsewhere. Their children, too, could choose to remain French; so profound is the link between person, citizenship and nationality, that membership status was made transferable to the next generation.

In this manner the national community evolved into a ‘legal association’ (‘Rechts​genossen​schaft’), to take up a concept coined by Max Weber (1922: 23). Equal treatment before the law became a privilege reserved for nationals. The legal discrimination between members of social estates was converted into institutionalized and legally enforced discrimination between citizens and aliens. The particularism of nationally defined citizenship replaced the enlightened universalis​m of human rights.

Similarly, democracy became intertwined with the principle of national self-determination. The latter provided the former with an answer to where its boundary of inclusion would lie. The rulers of colonial empires saw themselves as standing on top of a ladder that distinguished between lesser and more civilized peoples. This compelled them to help backward peoples in climbing the steps of evolution by a benevolent policy of colonial incorporation. Christian kings, Muslim caliphs and sultans were by their noble birth predestined to execute God’s will on earth and to ensure that commoners could live a decent and peaceful life. Communist cadres ruled over vast empires by virtue of their vanguard role in the revolutionary transformation of the world. 

Unlike these ‘multi-cultural’ empires, the modern state apparatus rests on the principle of national representativity. In Western Europe, this was anticipated by the concept of religious representativity that characterized pre-modern absolutist states (‘cuius regio, eius religio’) (Schilling 1992; Calhoun 1997, chap. 4; compare also Hastings 1997). While under absolutism, the population had to adopt the religion of the ruler, in national states the rulers have to adapt to the people. Thus, access to state power is reserved for those who represent the national community (Modelski 1972: 9-108). The rule of French-speaking lords over German-speaking peasants is now regarded as scandalous (Kappeler 1992). Bengali peasants should no longer be governed by British administrators. A ruling class of ‘ethnic others’ like Mamelukes or Janissaries lost all legitimacy. Russian party elites are to be replaced by a government of Lithuanian extraction. Like should rule over like. Discontent with alien rule became universal.
 

How did this claim to national self-determination became intertwined with the ideal of democracy? To put it simply, the nation defined the group within which democracy was supposed to flourish (Calhoun 1997, chap. 4; Hermet 1996)—similarly as it came to define the boundary of the citizenry. The enlightened philosophers never asked where one democratic polity should end and the neighboring begin, or if there should be one single world-covering democratic state. Hegel and Kant assumed that existing state borders would remain, without, however, giving much thought to the problem. Others saw nations as ‘natural’ bedfellows for democracy. Despite their disagreements an almost every other issue, this view was shared by Johann Gottfried Herder, John Stuart Mill and French revolutionaries, as the following quotes nicely illustrate. 

Nothing seems more obviously opposed to the purposes of government than the unnatural enlargement of states, the wild mixing together of different human species and nations under one scepter.

(Herder 1968: 384)

Free institutions are next to impossible in a country made up of different nationalities … [because] the boundaries of governments should coincide in the main with the those of nationalities

 (Mill 1958: 230ff.).

The monarchy had good reason to resemble the Tower of Babel … In a free people language must be one and the same for all.

(Committee of Public Safety 1794, cited in Kohn 1967: 92)

What in the 18th century appeared as a marriage of convenience appeared in much more problematic terms to those born  after the devastating experiences of almost seventy years of nationalist wars by democratizing states. Immediately after the Second War, when a systematic sociology of nationalism gradually emerged, liberal scholars such as Hans Kohn still acknowledged the relationship that binds democracy to nationalism, but the relation was no longer taken for granted; there was a moral problem to be solved Mill had not yet known. Kohn saved the innocence of liberal democracy by distinguishing between a good, Western nationalism which peacefully evolved together with democracy, from a bad, Eastern nationalism, a fellow of authoritarianism, ever inclined to violence (see discussion in Chatterjee 1986: 2ff). 

Nowadays, the disconnection between nationalism and democracy has been completed. Nationalism is considered to be politically dangerous per se, and is seen as standing in a total opposition to liberal, progressive democracy. This view has become common sense among Western scholars and policy makers disgusted with the nationalist excesses in former Yugoslavia or the Caucasus. Conformingly, the cure recommended for countries thorn apart by nationalist violence is a still stronger dose of democracy. The fact that nationalism has historically defined the limits of democracy has thus become eradicated form our memories. Most current theories and histories of democracy, especially the treatises of political philosophers, neglect this link. They look at the inner dynamics of the evolving democratic polity and lose sight of what defined its boundaries — with few exceptions such as Synder’s (2000) recent book or an essay by the Georgian philosopher Ghia Nodia (1992).

But why should this polygamous marriage between citizenship, nationalism and democracy have occurred? I have two answers to offer, one historical, the other sociological. The historical argument outlines some contingent contextual factors that helped to bring the partners together. The sociological argument may explain why the marriage was one of enduring love. Both represent necessary, yet not sufficient conditions to explain the rise of the nation-state model. 

According to Michael Mann (1993, chapter 4) the link between the democracy and citizenship on the one hand and national self-determination on the other was established during the Napoleonic wars. The allies for the causes of freedom had turned out to be oppressive conquerors. In much of Europe and beyond, this constellation produced an enduring association of nationalist and democratic principles. I should like to generalize Mann’s analysis and detach it from the destiny of the world spirit’s most beloved secretary. The link between nationalism and democracy was established in other historical constellations too (e.g. in South America at the same time) and would, so I should like to argue contra-factually, have been established even if Ajaccio would have been destroyed by an earthquake on the 15th August of 1769. Most nationalist and democratic movements outside France emerged within an imperial political framework. Political practice and discourse mixed claiming freedom from ‘foreign’ rule with fighting for popular sovereignty, because both contradicted the principles empire. Overthrowing kings and lords (or, for that matter, Napoleons) more often than not meant opposing peoples with other ethnic backgrounds, speaking other languages, ‘belonging’ to other nations. Thanks to this double logic of opposition, democracy and nationalism became the twin principles of modern nation-states. Most probably, the world would look differently today if the first nation states emerged from within a framework of tribal politics or of city states, where such a double logic would hardly have made any sense.

But why did nationalism, democracy, and citizenship form such a powerful trinity that it mobilized masses of hitherto politically marginalized and passive individuals? Why would state elites and the population at large embrace it so eagerly? Here my sociological argument comes in. From the elite’s point of view, acting on behalf of the nation, the progress of the country and the welfare of its citizens allows to expand further their realm of power. Indeed, the history of nation-state formation is also the history of a spectacular expansion of state power,
 for two reasons. First, the progressive modernization of governing techniques, for example by observation and control via census, facilitates the bureaucratic penetration of vast territories (compare Giddens 1995). On the other hand, this expansion of state power is made possible by its novel mode of legitimacy. I would thus like to make the causal connection between state modernization and nationalism somewhat more complex than in Michael Hechter’s account, where the modernization of governance leads to nationalism on a one way road. A state elite whose decisions are made ‘for the benefit of the people’ and are controlled via the democratic process, is more legitimated to interfere in the various domains of everyday life than a government acting ‘by the grace of God’.
 Direct rule is acceptable in a nationalizing state and the expansion of state power often followed decades after a bourgeois, democratic and nationalist revolution had overthrown the ancien regime. 
On the other hand, the population at large gets two advantages from the nation state model. First, everybody can claim economic rights, political participation, equality before the law, predictable and non-arbitrary governance, free schooling and finally welfare benefits. The fully developed democratic constitutional state provides its citizenry with a measure of security, predictability and participation that imperial polities could not. Under the modern nation-state, these participatory rights are tied to nationally defined citizenship, thus establishing a difference between those who are privileged (the citizens of the nation) and those who are not. Since citizenship cannot be chosen like club-membership, the model of the nation-state provides access to a space free of discrimination and arbitrary state action. 

Add to this the gain in symbolic capital which the majority of the population experiences when ‘the people’ no longer means a primitive plebeian mass, to be kept at arms length from the centers of civilization and power, but the ultimate source of political legitimacy and the wellspring of the nation’s culture. The rise from plebs to people provides a sense of dignity, a widely recognized, generally accepted and valued prestige commoners, peasants and artisans would not ever dream of in hierarchically legitimized empires (Greenfeld 1992). The nation state model thus serves the interests of a wide variety of social groups. To put it briefly, state elites get direct rule while the hitherto excluded bourgeois and peasants get citizenship, democracy, and dignity. 
Once the trinity has been formed, it becomes difficult to disentangle. The boundaries of the citizenry and the democratic sovereign are defined in national terms; national “liberation” from imperial rule is closely associated with democratic self-rule and equality before the law. The reciprocal clewing of the various dimensions of political modernity into one single model makes it difficult to conceive them as independent from each other and to “go back” beyond the historical point where they became interlocked. They form a package deal that people have to accept or reject in toto, pretty much like adherents of duo-physite churches who have to accept the trinity of God, Christ and the Holy Spirit or leave the club.

Such interlocking has its cognitive as well as institutional aspects. Thinking democracy as independent from national self-determination becomes difficult. Who would ever imagine an empire to be democratic? Who (except social scientist trained either in social anthropology, rational choice or political theory) could imagine a polity where elites were imported from the outside and hired and fired according to their performance? 

Similarily, the institutional correlates of democracy, citizenship and nationality interlock with each other and develop internal complementarity (cf. Streeck and Thelen 2005) and external incompatibility.  Citizenship laws define the sovereign as well as the boundaries of the national community through provisions regarding naturalization and the inheritance of citizenship status. Concepts of the national community, on the other hand, strongly influence these aspects of citizenship law (Brubaker 1992). The democratic process rests on shared assumptions about the national boundaries of the polity: all major political parties mean the national when they appeal to the common good. Democratic politics is thus very much the domain of banal nationalism, to use Michael Billig’s (1995) term. Due to such interlocking, the costs of disentangling these institutions and reorganize them on different levels of political inclusiveness are enormous, as the experience of the European Union shows. Only with great difficulties and thanks to the outmaneuvering of the democratic public was the Union able to establish an institutional arrangement where citizenship rights are generalized over the entire territory, while democratic participation remains tied to the national level.

To put the argument in a rational choice language and strip it from all the complex historical details and institutionalist arguments I have bothered my audience with: individuals do not necessarily prefer the rule of ethnic likes for its own sake, but because it comes in a package deal that included attractive goods such as equal treatment before the law and political participation.

3 The spread of the model: Imitation, imposition, domino

While the argument of the preceding section may explain why the nation state model developed in the West and remained dominant there, it does not explain why it should have been adopted by the rest of the word, even in places where it did not deliver on its promises, i.e. where democratic participation and equality before the law remained on paper. The answer lies in diffusion effects which come into play during the second stage of the spread of the model and which all provide, as I will try to show, strong incentives for adopting it. 

Before I address these diffusion effects, I should mention that some factors that had contributed to the emergence of the first nation states remained effective during this second stage, especially the historical context of imperial politics which helped to fusion of democracy and nationalism. Most new nation states emerged from the ruins of an empire. The first wave followed the collapse of the Spanish empire; the second wave goes from 1848 to 1880 and includes a number of nation states that emerged from a non-imperial background (Germany, Italy, Japan), but also some break aways from the Ottoman empire; a much larger third wave occurs after the First War with the break up of the Ottoman and Habsburg empires, another wave after the Second War when the Middle East as well as South and Southeast Asia were decolonized; the next follows in the sixties, when the colonial empires broke apart in Africa and Asia, and the sixth wave rolls over the realms of the Soviet and other communist empires during the nineties. On the following figure the six waves are clearly discernible.

Figure 1
Waves of nation state formations, 1780 to 2000
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However, the double logic of opposition to imperial rule is not sufficient to explain why all these polities should organize on the basis of the nation state model. And why do they remain nation states even if the nationalizing elites do not deliver part of the package deal, that is, even if governance is bad, treatment before the law unequal, and democratic rights are constantly kicked with army boots? The answer can be found in three diffusion mechanisms that I should now like to discuss one by one.
First, the first nation states were also the most powerful states in the world system. This gave the national model an aura of prestige and power hard to resist for ambitious politicians. The leaders of second wave nationalist movements greatly envied the success of France and Britain. It seemed that the new way of organizing politics and the military (Napoleon’s peuple en armes) were far superior to the old imperial style. Many second wave nationalist movements resented the power of these early nation states and were jealous of their achievements. Liah Greenfeld (1992) has, in her historical comparison of the rise of nationalism in Great Britain, France, Germany, Russia and the US, emphasized the role of resentment and jealousy for late coming nationalist projects such as the German or the Russian one opposing and at the same time mirroring the earlier French and British examples. A large part of the literature on ‘post-colonialism’ (Chatterjee 1993), to shift to another epoch and region, deals with the apparent paradox — and from a national perspective: discomfort — that late coming nationalists casted their claims to independence in ideological forms derived from the very power centers against which the national project was directed. They had to do so, I would argue, because being a colony rather than a “self-“governed national state signaled, both to the world public and to domestic audiences, that one was less civilized and less capable of running a modern government machine that would bring progress (schools, railroads, hospitals) and justice (a system of court; the overcoming of “feudalism”) to the people. Anything other than achieving the full nation state form was seen as a stigma. Even where a protectorate, a colony, or a dependent province was well governed, national statehood was universally preferred (with few Caribbean exceptions) because it meant status in the present and hope for the future: the hope that one day the new country would be as great and powerful as the country of the colonial master. Speaking in rational choice terms: People in newly independent countries apparently were prepared to heavily discount current suffering with bad governance and to attach a very high value, with very high risk tolerance, to possible gains in a quite distant future. 
Second, from the declaration of Wilson’s 14 point plan onwards, the international system has itself become a major promoter for the spread of the nation state form (Mayall 1990). The League of Nations and later the United Nations, the OCDE, NATO, the European Union etc. are clubs of nation states that only accept similar entities as members — a considerable incentive to organize a state along the principles of citizenship, democracy and nationality, because only acceptance by the ‘inter-national’ community, or more tellingly: by the ‘family of nations’, would guarantee stability and continuity of the state form. City states would not be, with exceptions such as Singapore, San Marino or Monaco, be considered viable political units and would be constantly endangered by expansionist neighboring nation states. Colonies and mandate territories would one day be forced, by the United Nation or the US after its rise to world hegemonic status, to become independent. Rational political actors thus should opt for the nation state form, even if this meant accepting some bad governance in the present, because it guaranteed political independence and avoided political instability or even warfare.
Third, we have to account for the ‘domino effects’ that the break-up of empires may produce. As soon as one national group achieves independence, the problem of ethnic minorities arises, such as the Alban speaking population of the Peloponnesos of Western Greece, the Bulgarian speaking Macedonians in the North. In a nationalizing state, these groups are relegated to the status of second class citizens, sometimes even denaturalized and forced over the border. They are predisposed to become the diaspora spearheads of nationalist movements of their own groups and demand an Albanian or Macedonian nation state which would protect them from the fate of becoming a subjugated and humiliated minority in somebody else’s state (Helbling 1997). In other words, the exclusionary nature of the nation state model propels its own diffusion.
The three mechanisms — imitation, imposition, domino— explain why the nation state model was adopted and often even enthusiastically welcomed by the population even when it was in no way clear whether the new elites would be able to deliver on its promises. They did so because 1) national independence symbolized equality with the colonial centre and the hope to one day match its economic and political power; 2) it was the only political form that the international community would accept and thus provided protection from political turmoil, annexation or warfare; and 3), it sometimes was the only way to protect an ethnic group from being dominated, excluded and pushed around by the nationalist elites of other groups. 
4 Conflict 
So far, I have tried to explain why discontent with alien rule has become so widespread in the modern world. I should now like to show that it is consequential for other political processes as well, thus moving discontent to the right hand side of an imagined regression, to use technical jargon. Nationalist discontent is especially important, I will argue, to explain warfare. Three different historical and political modes of modern warfare have to be distinguished in which nationalist discontent plays an important, yet different role.
1) Wars of national liberation. Empires may collapse and break apart for different reasons such as lost wars, imperial overstretch, economic crisis or ecological disaster. In modern times, many broke apart because nationalist movements successfully fought against imperial rule and established break-away states. We may call these wars of national „liberation“. Prominent examples are the Algerian war of „liberation“, the Mexican wars of independence, the Italian resorgimiento etc. Not all wars against an imperial center or against imperial expansion are fought in the name of national „liberation“. Sanusi tribes in Libya were not motivated by modern nationalism, but by the desire to remain independent when they fought Italian colonial troops; rebels who rose against the Hut tax were no modern nationalist either. We thus have to distinguish between wars of national „liberation“ and imperial wars of conquest, of “pacifying” tribes, of subduing insubordinate provincial governors who declare themselves independent, etc.
2) Inter-state war. Once an empire dissolves and a series of nation-states is established, these may compete over territory inhabited by populations belonging to both national groups in order to save them from alien rule; or there may be part of group A living on the territory of state B and state A may attempt at conquering this region in order to protect their national brethren from foreign domination. These wars take the form of classical inter-state warfare as defined by the international relations literature. Examples are the wars between Serbia and Croatia in the nineties of the past century, the Greek-Turkish war after the end of the First War, or to a certain degree Hitler’s attempt to bring the diaspora Germans “heim ins Reich”. Not all interstate wars are driven by such competing attempts at avoiding alien rule for co-nationals, but many are. 

3) Civil war. Within a newly formed national state, the nation-building policies of dominant majority elites may encounter the resistance of minorities—or, dominant minorities which try to pose as the Staatsvolk of the new state (Sunni Arabs in Iraq, Amharas in Ethiopia etc.) may be opposed by subordinate majorities. Examples abound: Christian minorities in Southern Sudan; Kurds in Turkey and Iraq; Catholics in Northern Ireland. These wars take the form of civil wars where government forces and rebels fight over control of the state. Again, not all civil wars are driven by ethnic competition and conflict, but many are. For once, we can cite some quantitative estimates: According to Fearon and Laitin (2003), two thirds of all civil wars in the post-War era are fought in the name of ethno-national autonomy or independence.
All types of wars may thus be fueled by the discontent with alien rule that the nation state model (both as an ideology and an institutional form) produces. Is there some evidence that that it is indeed such grievance that explains the occurrence of warfare? 

I would like to present some preliminary results from an ongoing project that although they do not firmly establish this point, they at least help to make it plausible. We have reclassified the major wars in the Correlates of War Dataset according to the typology outlined above. We have distinguished between imperial wars, wars of national „liberation“, interstate wars and civil wars according to the political aim of opponents rather than their status in the international system, as it was done when the COW data were coded. We have also added civil wars in colonies and in pre-colonial territories not recognized by the great powers and thus not considered to be part of the international system by COW (for details see appendix). 

The new dataset allows us, among other things, to look at the temporal relationship between the different types of war and the spread of the nation state model as an institutional form. We have coded a state to be a nation state as soon as it has a constitution that guarantees equality before the law, provides some form of popular representation through general elections and controls its own foreign policy. 

If the spread of the nation state model is indeed a driving force for the majority of wars in the modern world, we would expect the following: a) wars of „liberation“, driven by nationalist ideology, should occur immediately before nation state formation—since they are in many cases (though not universally) one of their major causes; b) inter-state wars and c) civil wars should be most likely to occur immediately after nation state formation. The following graph shows exactly such a temporal pattern.
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This does obviously not prove much, but seems to be consistent with the macro-historical story outlined above: Nationalist discontent with foreign rule by an imperial state may lead to the dissolution of empires and the establishment of nation states; these new states may go to war with each other to protect their co-nationals from alien rule; civil wars between nationalist state elites and ethno-nationalist rebels also follow the establishment of new nation states. The story is not as straightforward as one would wish it to be: during its first half, the nation state model is conceived as an ideology (nationalism), which causes its realization as an institutional form (nation state), which then in the second half of the story causes further ethno-nationalist reactions. The nation-state model is thus cause and effect at the same time and thus clearly not an “independent” variable in the sense of standard multiple regressions tales.
Clearly enough, many wars do not fit into this story: Neither Sendero Luminoso in Peru nor the New People’s Army in the Philippines are ethno-nationalist rebels. Their discontent is framed in different terms. Similarly, Ethiopia and Eritrea did not go to war because the miniscule territory between them was inhabited by a minority unhappy with their national government—the stretch of land was as deserted and depopulated as was the tiny rock in the Aegean Sea over which Turkey and Greece almost went to war. And some wars of nationalist „liberation“, such as the Polisaro struggle for independence from Morocco, did not lead to a successful nation-state formation, but to nothing but blood, tears and more discontent.
In general, however, the pattern is clear enough. Alternative interpretations are possible. One could argue, in the spirit of Fearon and Laitin’s (2003) model of civil wars, in the following way: Nationalism may be an important ideological doctrine of the modern world; but wars are not driven by ideology, but rather by military opportunity. If the government forces are weak, if there are enough unemployed young men to recruit, cheap weapons to arm them with, mountainous terrain for them to hide and retreat, there will always be ambitious leaders to organize a rebellion in whatever name: national „liberation“; freedom from oppression; less taxes or more self-government; elimination of class oppression; ethno-national autonomy; a government in accordance with religious principles and what not. 
And indeed, if we have a second look at the data and combine civil wars and wars of national „liberation“ (which have been coded as civil wars in most data sets), wee do see a much simpler and equally impressive pattern: All wars happen around the date of nation state formation. This is not so, one could argue, because their would be an inner logic connecting wars and the nation state model, but because of the break-down of imperial power motivates all kinds of armed rebellions (nationalist and ethno-nationalist, communist and millenarian, fundamentalist and warlordist).  It is the weakening of repressive capacities of the political center which explains both nationalist rebellions and civil wars.

We have tried to test this alternative interpretation with the rather primitive statistical means that we dispose of at this early stage of the project. Do nationalist wars of „liberation“ indeed occur when colonial powers are weak? The following two tables give an answer to these questions. The first one plots the military-economic power of colonies, measured in the “capabilities” defined by COW which are meant to represent capacity to control overseas territories, and the occurrence of wars of national „liberation“. The second one allows to see whether, on a global scale, the degree of hegemonic concentration of power is somehow related to the likelihood that a war of national „liberation“ will break out. 
INCOMPLETE, I AM STILL WORKING ON THE DATA
Conclusion 
TO FOLLOW
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Appendix: The Wimmer/Min Data-Set
The data basis of the Correlates of War project suffer from four deficiencies: a) It has a Western bias, i.e. it excludes states with no diplomatic relations to major Western powers before 1878, or not recognized by Berlin Treaty of 1878, not member of League of Nations after 1920 or UN after 1945; b) it has a state bias and does not include wars, especially civil wars, with no involvement of state actors; c) it has a colonial center bias: no civil wars are counted in the colonial peripheries, because a civil war has to take place in an independent country; d) it has an actor-bias: it is not known where a war actually took place; an anti-colonial war is classified as occurring in the core country of the empire although it took place in the colony. This actor bias impedes us to hold constant a place (a territory) and see over time which wars have happened --- crucial if we want to test a long-term hypothesis such as the institutionalist one presented here.

The four biases together make it impossible to see that major institutional transformations such as the dissolution of empires and the spread of nation states are driving forces of wars, because a) the data on civil wars only include countries AFTER independence and b) they attribute wars to imperial centers where they did not take place.

To solve the problem, we have addressed the Western bias by including wars from states that were not recognized by the Western powers and thus were not covered by COW. The colonial bias was overcome by specifically looking for civil wars that happened during Western colonial rule. In order to find these additional wars we went back to the sources of COW and all other quantitative articles that have appeared over the past decades. The most important source proved to be Richardson’s “Statistics of Deadly Quarrels” (1950). Richardson was a British mathematician of meteorology, a believing Quaker and a quiet scholar. After having observed the devastating effects of the two world wars, he tried to find a mathematical algorithm to calculate the probability of war. To this end, he compiled the most complete list of wars in human history. It contains information on battle deaths, the type of issue that triggered the war, the major participants etc. There is no other Western bias in his list other than the – albeit dramatic – general bias which is due to the fact that historical sources about societies with no tradition of state centralization and record keeping are meager. The problem is exacerbated because even if historical chronicles and archives exist, they are less well researched and certainly less accessible to Western researchers with limited language skills. We added nine wars based on Richardson’s list. 

In addition to Richardson, we systematically went through a second major source book, i.e. Clodfelter’s monumental “Warfare and armed conflict” (Clodfelter 2002). Clodfelter is a Vietnam veteran and amateur historian who was mainly interest in the casualties of warfare from 1500 to 2000. He included all information an all types of war in whatever corner of the globe that he could get hold of and formed a historical narrative for each conflict. We added two civil wars from this source. We also went through another major amateur source, the onwar.com website that lists a very large number of wars, with unsystematic but precious information about the major lines of conflict. Finally, we consulted the list of war that was published in the World Military and Social Expenditures series in their 1987/88 edition (World Military and Social Expenditures 1988:29-31), which seems to have been based on Richardson, from which we added a total of XY wars, Butterworth’s (1976) list of wars in the post World War II era, as well as a handful less extensive lists (Licklider 1995; Miall 1992), which all contained no new information. All wars that we found were cross-checked as thoroughly as possibly using different sources. We used the same battle death threshold of 1000 per year to decide whether or not to include a war in our database. All wars without such detailed information (a considerable number especially in Richardson’s list) were not included.

In order to address the actor-bias and the lack of information on where a war actually took place, we added locational codes for all wars, taking the current division of the globe into states as the grid on which to map each war. Onwar.com and Clodfelter were our main sources for determining battlefield locations, where necessary we did internet searches to find the geographical locations of major battles. If battlefields were located on more than one territory (such as during the Russian revolution), we coded several locations. Following the coding rules that COW used for determining who counts as a participant in a war, we included all countries as locations where at least 100 died in battle or 1000 troops were actively engaged. 

There were a few cases where we diverted from these coding rules: In some civil wars, the forces that aim at overthrowing the government may develop its bases of operation outside the territory of the country. These bases may become under attack by across-the-border operations of government forces. We decided that such cross-border pursuits were not justifying adding a second location to the war (this was relevant for the civil wars in Nicaragua, Angola, Zimbabwe and Turkey). The locational coding produces some oddities, mainly in the case where to expanding empires meet outside of their core territories, vying for control over a region that has no local forces strong enough to participate in the battles. According to the locational logic, this war is then related not to the two empires, but the current state on the territory of which the battles took place. The cases are the Russo-Japanese war of 1904 which is attributed to China (and not to Russia or Japan), the Russo-Persian war of 1826 which is coded as relating to Armenia, Afghanistan, and Turkey (but neither Russia nor Persia), the Italo-Ethiopian war of 1887 which his related to Eritrea (not to Ethiopia), the Russia vs. Central Asian Rebels of 1931 which is coded as a war in China. We sticked to these classifications for the sake of consistency. 

In addition to these various bias corrections, we expanded the database to include wars that had happened since the last update of the COW dataset in 1989, using the data provided by Eriksson, Wallesteen and Sollenberg that includes wars up to 2002 (Eriksson et al. 2003). 

Classification problem
The COW project developed on the basis of an international relations perspective: It aimed at describing the evolution of the Western state system over time and described wars as a function of the expansion (and contraction) of this system and the power struggles within it. Accordingly, COW distinguishes between three categories of war, depending on the type of actors involved: Extra-state wars develop between a state that is a recognized member of the international state system and a non-state actor (or a non-recognized state). Two sub-types are distinguished: colonial wars (one of the actors is a colonial dependent) and imperial wars (one of the actors is a non-recognized state actor, such as the king of Burma). Inter-state wars are between the armies of two recognized states. Intra-state wars involve the armed forces of a recognized state. Pogroms and communal riots without involvement of the military are thus excluded from this category (Sarkees 2000). 

We have chosen to reclassify many wars according to a different classificatory logic. We group wars according to the political aim of war participants, not their status in the international system of states as in the COW dataset. The main reason for this is that we are less interested in the expansion and transformation of the international state system, but in the political dynamics that lead to different types of war. This political dynamics is best captured by distinguishing between different political projects or aims that drives the warring parties. These aims are linked, following the institutionalist logic of our argument, to different basic political institutions: pre-modern states, empires, and nation-states. In its most simple form, we can state that empires make war to expand their domains or to defend them from the encroachments of other empires or provinces that attempt to make themselves independent of the imperial center. Pre-modern states and other empires may defend their domains by going to war against the encroaching empire. Political movements that strive to carve out a nation-state from the body of an empire may rise in arms against the imperial center which in turn may suppress such nationalist movements by means of force. In all types of political systems (empires, pre-modern states and modern nation-states) civil wars over the domestic power distribution may occur, both at the center or in the periphery of the state’s territory.  We arrive at the following simple typology:

	
	Wars of imperial conquest
	Wars of national “liberation”
	Inter-state wars
	Civil wars

	Aim of actors
	Expansion of imperial domains, subjugation of new territories and populations; resistance against such expansion by independent states, tribal confederacies, etc., attempts at breaking away from imperial control (if not with aim to establish a nation state) and  military reactions of the imperial center to prevent such break-away
	Fight against imperial center with the aim to establish an independent, modern state ruled in the name of a nation; resistance against such independence by imperial center
	Fight between states (or empires) over borders and territory, regional hegemony 
	Fight between groups, at least one of which represents the state or imperial government, over domestic power relations, degree of autonomy of provinces, tax burden, etc..

	COW category that corresponds most closely 
	Imperial wars
	Colonial wars, if aim is founding of an independent national state as opposed to less taxes, changes in administrative structures, re-installation of privileges etc.
	Inter-state wars, but with some reclassifications into wars of imperial conquest if war goal is permanent absorption of enemy territory into empire
	Civil wars but with some wars added from colonial war category, if war goal is reduction of taxes, changes in administrative principles, re-installation of privileges etc.


.

The re-classifications that were necessary to arrive at this new classification were numerous and shall be discussed briefly here. First, we treated non-colonial empires (the Ottoman; Habsburg; China; Romanov; Abyssinian empires) and Communist empires (the Soviet Union), in the same way as colonial empires (French, Portuguese, British, Dutch). Therefore, rebellions against Ottoman rule e.g. in the Balkans (the Greek, Serbian etc. “wars of liberation”) were classified similarily as the anti-colonial wars in Algeria or Angola. By contrast, COW classifies the Greek movement as civil wars and the Algerian wars of national liberation as extra-state wars. We reclassified a total of 21 wars from civil wars into anti-colonial rebellion. 
Secondly, we redefined the distinction between the two sub-types of extra-state wars again basing our distinction on the different political projects pursued by actors: “Wars of national liberation” were defined as rebellions against an imperial center which aimed at establishing a separate state that would represent a nationally defined people, thus conforming to the modern ideal of the nation state. If a rebellion against an imperial center was basically directed against certain specific aspects of imperial rule, such as laws that infringed on traditional rights, or new taxes, or direct administration by imperial officers and administrators, without challenging imperial rule in principle, we defined this as a civil war. We reclassified a total of 8 wars from extra-state wars to civil wars. 

There is, obviously, a fine line between the two sub-types, since many tax rebellions turned into nationalist wars of liberation, and many anti-imperial movements were composed of groups with different motives. The Druze rebellions against the French in Libanon from 1925 to 1927, which was initiated by Druze mountain tribes resisting direct administration and later joined by Arab Syrian nationalists, is a case in point. Another problem is that it may be difficult to distinguish whether or not the new state that is demanded is a national one in the modern sense of the term. To give a few examples here: Is the semi-independent Bosnian province under a Bosnian Vizier that Christian rebels demanded from the Ottoman Sultan in 1836 a modern nation state? Does the independent Khanat that Muslim rebels fought for in 1863 in China or the re-installation of the Moghul during the so-called Indian mutiny in the middle of 19th century represent nationalist ideals? We decided on the basis of historical judgment whether or not the nationalist elements were dominant in these and some other borderline cases.  

The second type of “extra-“state wars are wars of imperial conquest. They are driven by the aim of an imperial power to enlarge the territory under control and to incorporate a territory as a dependent entity into the imperial domains. Attempts at “pacifying” the hinterland (such as in the wars in Lybia against the Sanusi tribes in the 1920ies) are also coded as wars of imperial conquest. 54 wars that COW defines as “state vs. independent non-state”, a sub-category of extra-state wars, were included in this new category of wars of imperial conquest. We also added many wars that COW had grouped into the category of inter-state wars, since many wars classified as inter-state wars were fought against imperial encroachments and ended, in all but a handful of cases such as Afghanistan, with the defeat of the independent kingdoms or tribal confederacies and their incorporation into the imperial domains. We reclassified these wars from “inter-state” “wars of imperial conquest”. We reclassified a total of 9 wars from inter-state wars to wars of imperial conquest. 

Adding information on nation-state formation

In order to understand how the different types of wars relate to nation state formation and if indeed there is a strong relationship between warfare in the modern world and the process of transforming empires into nation states, we need to know the date of nation state formation --- as sometimes different form juridical independence, which is coded in the COW dataset. 

We defined nation-state formation—as different from independence—as the major institutional transformation introducing: equality of all citizens before the law guaranteed by a constitution; some form of popular representation through general elections (democracy); national sovereignty, defined as autonomous control over foreign policy decisions. This latter criteria proved to be the most difficult. It is a matter of historical judgment and definitional precision how much control over foreign policy is necessary to classify as a sovereign state, given various forms of shared sovereignty, such as the dominion status in British empire, the quasi-dominion status of Simbabwe, the quasi-independent foreign policy of Egypt when it was still under strong influence of Britain, though not legally a colony but still part of the Ottoman empire. The shared sovereignty during the transition period in many decolonizing states also produces ambiguity: Was Cambodia’s “fifty percent independence” that the French grated from 1950 onwards enough to classify as a sovereign state or is it rather in 1953 when legal independence was reached? We decided to regard dominion status (or quasi-dominion status) as providing “enough” control over foreign policy, but think that full independence in the case of situations of decolonization is necessary to think of a state as sufficiently sovereign. 

Based on these three criteria, that have to be cumulatively fulfilled, we defined the year of nation-state formation for each state in the system—except for those states that still do not qualify as modern nation states (such as Saudi Arabia or Lybia). The island states in the Caribbean and the Pacific are not taken into account. New state foundations and subsequent splits into smaller entities are counted separately (the foundation of Czechoslovakia is counted separately from the independence of the Czech Republic and Slovakia, similarly with Pakistan and Bangladesh, Sweden and Norway, The Netherlands and Belgium, Denmark and Iceland etc.). We also took into account that some modern nation states have disappeared for some time (usually they were absorbed into an empire) and re-appeared later. We therefore gave these states two dates of independence. When modern nation state formation was aborted shortly after it was started (Nepal in 1951, Spain in 1820), we nevertheless regarded this as the “moment of birth” of a nation-state.

For Germany and Italy the dates of unification are taken as foundations of modern nation states. For Switzerland, the new constitution of 1848, for Japan the Meiji restoration, for the republics of Middle America and of South America the year of introducing modern constitutions (sometimes decades after gaining independence), for Spain, Bhutan, China, Afghanistan, Ethiopia, Iran, Thailand, Nepal and Marocco the abolition of absolutist monarchies and the introduction of modern constitutions are considered crucial moments of transition.

The dataset

The end result of these additions and 114 re-classifications is a data base with 418 wars, of which 207 are civil wars, 89 wars between states, 89 wars of national liberation and 67 of imperial conquest. The data-set is structured in a country-by-year format, i.e. we know for each year for each geographical area (present day state boundaries) whether a war was started, which type of war it was, who was involved (using the states that were involved at the time), how many died in battle, and when the war ended.

� In the case of Britain, the shift from an imperial logic (everybody subject to the emperor is a citizen) to a national logic (every member of the nation is a citizen of the state) was not completed until the British Nationality Act of 1981 was passed.


� On the principle of national representativity, see Bendix 1979; Geertz 1977: 249-253; Kedourie 1988; Rothschild 1981: 11-16, 227-235.


� See the nuanced analysis of Mann (1993, chapters 11 to 14), which surprisingly shows that the economic importance of government relative to the entire economy declined during the nineteenth century, while the absolute size showed a spectacular growth.


� See Chatterjee’s (1993, ch. 10) description of the expanding government of post-colonial India, acting for the sake of national development.


� The island states in the Caribbean and the Pacific are not taken into account. Only states that have survived at least 30 years are considered. New state foundations and subsequent splits into smaller entities are counted separately (the foundation of Czechoslovakia is counted separately from the independence of the Czech Republic and Slovakia, similarly with Pakistan and Bangladesh, Sweden and Norway, The Netherlands and Belgium, Denmark and Iceland etc.). For Germany and Italy the dates of unification are taken as foundations of modern nation states. For Switzerland, the new constitution of 1848, for Japan the Meiji restoration, for Canada and Ireland the achievement of dominion status, for the republics of Middle America the year of breaking away from Spain (thus disregarding the episode of the Central American Federation), for Spain, Bhutan, China, Afghanistan, Ethiopia, Iran, Thailand, Cambodia, Nepal etc. the abolition of absolutist monarchies and the introduction of modern constitutions are considered crucial moments of transition.
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