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INTRODUCTION

Plagued by a rccuncnt and scvctË famine and torn apart by a very
prolonged civil war, Ethiopia at the moment stands on the threshold of
a new cra of peace. A faint üght of hope is flickering on the horizon.

We are in a very delicate situation. \Vhatever is done, one urrong move

can put out the faint light, and can plunge ttre country in a darkness

nevor secn before. If thc prcsent "Pcaco" fails, üre crisis and the

bloodshed o follow will dwarf even the past Ethiopian civil war that

has becn termed as onc of thc grcatcst human tragedies in hisory.

Thc crisis in Ethiopia was largely an institutional crisis. And mostly,

it was a stato crisis. When we say it is a state crisis, we mean that it
is also a constiuttional crisis, for constitutions arc nottring but the

collection of principles according to which üre powers of government,

ttre rights of the governed, and the relationship of üre Wo are adjusted"

Thc pæt constitutions werc not ablc to adjust thc rclationship benrecn

ürc two, and hence thc crisis, and the dcmand for a new constitution.

Ttris is a time for leaving asidc utæring lofty political phrases and

getting into the nuts and bolts of thc problem to offer practical

iolutiôns. It is only once these things havc bccn done ürat we can havc

an cnduring constitution that can lead to §tability in this cornor of the

world. And as rgcent history hæ shown, it should be emphasized that

instability in Ethiopia is not a phenomcnon that is confined to the

country but is a crisis that affccts the whole of the Horn of Africa. And

hence the importance of the constitutional issue for Ethiopia and for

the whole rcgion.

True, constitutions are not by themselves magic formula or panacea

that solve all the problems of a country. But all the same, bad

constitutions or constitutions that do not accorril with objective reality

could have an adversc effcct on thc political, social and economic life

of the country. Constitutions which arc drafted or copied from different

sources or which arc eclectic without being bæed in the history and

socio+conomics, and that do not tako into account üre diversity of the

country will obüously eventually lead in other cri§es. Thereforc, it is
of paramount importance that the constitutional issue should not be
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utterly left to politicians, but should also be the concem of academics

from differpnt disciplines.

What Ootions are Opcn?

Political philosophers accept the ripartite classification of states:

monarchy, oligarchy and dcmocracy. But this papcr, when it ries to
discuss the options open to the country, as there is no contoversy in
choosing betryeen the three, does not dcal s,ith thc problem frrom the
prospect of üris classification. Nor does it use the classification based
on the economic basis that classifies states in feudal, capitalist and
socialist states. This not only becausc it is not so much of a burning
issue, but because such a classification dcals more with a type and not
with the form of govemment which is our only interest and which is
more of a constiurtional question.

The classification used here is bascd on the sovercignty suucture. And
if the sovereignty sructure is utilized, the only opüons open to the
country urill be choosing benreen a unitary and a federal statc.

Unitary states are states whose central government power is
unresnictod, in the sense that in such a form of government, besides
the central parliament, no othcr subsidiary law-making body is admitted
in the constitution. This means in unitary statcs there is undivided
sovereignty to which all political dccisions are finally referable - there
is only a single focus of authority. This does not mean that therc is no
delegation of power or does not imply that there are no local
govemments in unitary states. \vhat is mcant is only ttrat if there are
such things, they are donc at the discrction of the cenral polver, which
implies that there is no possibility of conflict between the cenral and
local authority lvith which thc central authority cannot cope. The
existence of the local power simply dcpends on the will of the central
authority.

\vhen $,e come to a federal form of govemment the basic mark that
distinguishes it frrom a unitary state is the existence of division of
sovereignty which is expressed by the existence of nvo kinds of
legislative bodies--that of the fedcration and that of the state. Here
unlike the unitary states, the states comprising the federation have
exclusive righs with which üre federar authority cannot interfere
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without amending thc constitution. In a fedoral arangement, the units

continue to be staæs retaining ccrtain rights short of some sovercign

rights which they have by agrcement sunendered to the fedcration.

ln hisory, federations are cr€ated as a result of various rcasons like
geographical, cconomic and historical reæons or to solvc a nationality

problem. In the United States, for examplc, more than any other thing,

economic and historical rcasons are the major factors that led to fedcral

formation in the sense that thc thirtecn sAtcs which rebclled against

British colonialism had dcveloped beforc federating a distinct economic

character and inærcst which workcd against the formation of a unitary

statc. And on the other hand, the fact that they were all colonies of the

British and the common fear thcy had of the former colonizer was a

factor that confibuted to the formation of some kind of a union rather

ttran cach forming a separato sovereign §tate. If we takc AusUalia" üe

most important factor is the geographical factoç i.e. the existence of

a large uninhabitable desert existing between the settlement areas'

whic[ was not suitable from many angles for üre formation of a unitary

state. In Switzerland, it is the common insccgrity from Germany and

the existence of different races that led to thc adoption of the federal

form of govemment and when we comc to the situations of countries

that "optéd" for federation later, ükc thc U.S.S.R., Yugoslavia, India,

Nigeria, etc. the main rcason bchind the formation of federations is to

find a solution to the nationality problem.

And so fedcrations could be formed for differcnt lca§on§. But to the

question of why unitary states arc prcfcrred to that of federal forms,

à"ing a categorical reply or üst of facors that lead to such an option

*iU L 
"rry 

diffi.un feOerat arrangements are adopæd to solve

specific probfurt that counry encounter§, or to ptlt it angther way that

,r" irpoirO upon countries for differcnt tpasons, and in the absence of

such probleri tt r unitary form of government is a natural form of

gorrrn ntnt, therefore it becomes almost impossible o-explain in the

fositive what leads a coungy to form a unitary state. Rather it could
'in 

general be explained in tftc negative by saying that whcre factors

ttrat teaO O a federal form of governmont arc not pfpsent' unitary

governments arc adopted.

Because Ethiopia has existed as an Empire or a unitary §tate for the

last century, *d ,inr" from üre geographical, historical or economic
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a§pect strong r€asons negating thc existence of a unitary state arc not
üsible, or at least since these factors have not bccn put forward as an
issue for adoption of a federal form of government, we will consider
only the conmoversial issue. Is therc a nationality problem in Ethiopia
that necessitatcs the adoption of fedcralism b copc with üre problem?

Ethiopia is an Empire that was crcatcd by forcefully incorporating
other peoples adjacent to her board€rs. And sincc it was created in ttris
way, likc any empire elsewherc, there hæ been a continuous and
systematic endeavour on the part of the conquerors to supprcss and
eliminate the history, culture,language, on the whole the idenüty of the
local people and to replace it $,ith thcir own. And on top of this, on the
economic front, the souürern people were denied ownership to thcir
land and werc made serfs to the Amhara Neftcgnas. The Ncfægnas
who setüed among the southcrn peoplc, besides acting as a military
force stationed to check the legitimarc smggle of the people, were the
means of Amharanization and also had their rccnrits from among the
local peoples themselves. And the most import point that gluingly
shows and is still the basis of national inequality in Ethiopia is relarcd
to the method of formation of towns in southern Ethiopia. Most of the
southern towns were initially the place where the Nefrcgnas settled
togethcr in a group in view of protecting üremselves against possible
local rcprisals; they were in cffect garrison towns. And as ganison
towns, they represenrcd the symbol of authority and repression to üe
local people. They were in üre midst of an alicn land. But ttris had an
even more lasting consequence.

The birth of bureaucracy that almost coincided and even to some extent
was caused by the conquest of thc southem pcople also made its seat
in the garrison tourns and nansformed ürem into adminisrative cenucs.
It not only started to protect the intcrest of the Neftegnas among which
it was bæc4 it also started to recruit people who manned it armost
exclusively from among them; üre æsociation was complete.
Bureaucracy is the arm of the central govemment, it is the
reprEsentativc of the govemment, and as far as the local people are
concerned it is the govemment, and therefore for the southern people,
the government was nothing but a Neftegna government, for the
bureaucracy was the Neftegna bureaucracy. both æ adminisrative
cenEes and as a seat of the bureaucracy the former ganison towns also
became the cenre of commercc and modern social services; they
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devclopcd into urban centres. And again the southern people were
alienated from modernization. The Nefægnas wore urbanized, ttre local
people for the most part remained rural. And in some insunces by
associating everything urban and everything modern with the Neftcgna

rule, the southerners further alienatcd themselves. [n relation to the

town dwellers, thc southcm peoplo were marginalized" Thc
contradiction not only took the form of ethnicity, but also took the

form of the countrysidc versus thc own.

Some in arguing against thc conrcntion that in Ettriopia ethnic

differences arc associatcd with economic status, or economic

discrimination, try to put forward as proof the comparison of ttre

standard of living of the southern peasant with that of thc northern

ones. True, in most cases, the southem peasant is better off than his

northern brottrer. But this is only because the southern part is in most

cases much more fertile. Ihercforc, since therc is a completcly
diffcrent situation it would not be prcpcr to compare the standard of
living of the rwo regions and use üris æ evidence of non-existencc of
a relation between ethnic difference and economic status. On the

conrary, the proper comparison is benvccn the standard of living of the

local southcrn people and üat of the Ncftegnas found among them.

It is sometimes æserted that thc land proclamation has got rid of the

economic basis of the Nefægna systcm, and therefore there is no longer

domination of one nationality or thc Ncfægna systcm no longer exists.

This assertion is wrong for nvo rcasons. In the first place, thc

burcaucracy ürat wæ borne during Meniük's reign and developed by
Haile Selæsie was not brcken, but on the contrary srengthened and

dcveloped by the Derguc, and in many sinmtions and in many

cconomic aspects supplanted the individual Nefægnæ in exploiting the

peasantry. As bureaucracy in Ethiopia is nothing but Neftegna rule;
maintaining it has ttre consequence of maintaining Nefægna nrle. And
secondly, most of the Derguc's economic and social policies were

inrcntionally gearcd to promoting the position of towns over the

countrysidc. And in the south, to$,ns arc by and large Neftcgna cenues,

and so cvery policy that favours thc town always has the consequonce

of srengthening Nefægna rule over the southern people.

Therefore, in Ethiopia not only do we find national oppression, but we

still find Neftegna rule intact. And benpeen the trvo ttrere is a
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difference, for some, conceding that there arc some national

inequalities here and there, nevertheless deny that the Dergue was a
Neftegna government. The fact that the biggest opposition to the

Dergue rule was from the nationalist movements and had nationalist

overtones is furthcr evidcnce that therc is still an acute nationality
problem that is not resolved" Some try to cxplain this by saying that

the fact the movemenB werË nationalist movements is only the form
and does not explain the cause of Ethiopia's problem. But here, without
going into the contnoversy, $,e æsert only that the fact that they took
nationalist form and rallied thc people behind such slogans is by itself
enough, for our purpose to show that there is a nationality problcm.

All this shows that Ethiopia is not a single naüon, but a multi-national
government comprising a group of nations retaining their separaæ

nationhood among which somc have gone to the extent of waging
armed sruggle against domination and o,ppression and for the right of
self-dctcrmination. If this is the facL üren ürc question that follows is,
"how will this reflect in the choicc betrreen unitary m federal
government?"

Many believe that nationality problcms can be casily resolved by
dcmocratizing the country which they use in equating it to a unitary
state. For them, if all thc peoples arc given equal rights to use their
language and if there is religious €quality then national opprcssion
could be resolved in the contcxt of a unitary government Such
solutions are largely bascd on trro considcrations taking Ethiopia æ a
nation and equating the problem of nationalities with a cultural
problem.

But will this solve national oppression in Ethiopia? Is it an appropriaæ
form of govemment that accords with thc Ethiopian problem? lVould
not such a form of govcrnment in I multi-national counfy wherp there
was domination and oppression, lead to the disintegration of the
characrcristic quality of the former dominated nationalities and drain
them of their vitality? lvould it not frusuaæ the national aspirations of
self-administration on an ethnic lcvel? In Ethiopia, where there is dccp-
seated diversity betrreen nations, and in a situation where differcnt
ethnic groups have asserted their rights, to be rcalistic, the issue beforc
us is not the choice benveen unitary form of govemment and a fedcral
structure, but benveen a fedcral arrangement and forming an
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indepcndent stato. In Ethiopia therc is no unitary condition, thereforc

wc will not go into dctail and wcigh thc advantages and disadvantage§

of a federal in comparison with a unitary constitution in the abstract

The alærnative to federation in Ethiopia is not unitary Etttiopia, but no

Ethiopia.

Federalism for Ethiopia?

Though most fedÊrations, qpccially in tlre we§L aIE uninational, in

multi-national govemments wherc thc units want §ome kind of union

without wanting to be united, thc right form of govemmcnt i§

fedcralism. Suggesting a fedcral form of govcmment for a country

means on the onc hand recognizing the cxisænce of a unit wiü a

distinct character and its desfuc to plg§crve that charactcr, and on the

other hand, it also means that ürerc is a common desire to form or

maintain some kind of a union. There are always cenfifugal and

ccnfipetal forces that work against cach other to balancc ttrc desire of

ttre units to remain §eparato within the general desirc of a political

union.

In Ettriopia the cenfipetal forces, as $,e have partly seen in-the last

chaprcr,'are the very é*istencc of a multi-naüonal §tate, thc desire of

the nationalities to preservo their distinct character, national opprcssion

and domination, e*istence of organized rcsistance, divergent economic

inrcrest, etc. This is one §et of factor§ ueating a fedcral situation, but

if not balanced by other cenUipetal set of factors it wi[ only lead jg

secession. The unitary factors aIG the hope that some economic

advantage could be acquired ttrrcugh economies of scale, pa§t common

tristory, geographical proximity, inconvenient tenitorial situation to

form inOependtnt tAt"t, crc. Thercforc, though it will bc discussed

elsewhereïhcther federation could work in Ethiopia, herc in general

it could be said that there are both thc desire to romain separaæ and

ttrc desire to form a union, i. e. factor§ which cleate a fcderal situation.

If it is said that fedcral situations exist in Ethiopia, and if it is

suggested mainly as a form of govornment that gives a solution to

naÉonAity probiems, then üre unit's or sültc'§ boundaries should be

bæed on 
-ethnic 

teni6ry. In multi-national federations where

fedcrations arc not based on the recognition of the ænitory of

nationalities, therc is always instability and a demand for
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rcorganization. In a situation wherc the boundaries set fall short of the
scope of the nationality, there is thc urge to incorporate the excludcd
portions.

The question usually heard in connection with the boundary p,roblem
is whether nationalitics in Ethiopia have a dcfined ænitmy. And it is
mainly raised in relation to the Orromos.

The problem emerges only when we see it in the prcsent or past
provincial settings. To say thc least, existing adminisrative divisions
are artificial and arbitrary in the senæ that they are drawn in total
disregard of naüonal üversities, and without the consultation of thc
nations to bc affected in the process. And in *üty, even though
adminisrative exigencies arê given as a rËason behind such
delimitations, the truth is that they were the result of a carefully
designed political machination--it was to dividc the oromo and weaken
them so that they would not assert ttreir right as ono huge ethnic block.
Thus seen in the context of the prcsont administrative division, the
oromos appoar not to occupy a single territorry, but in actual facÇ
though there arc some pocket nationalities amidst them, ttrey live in
one unb,roken tenito,ry, a tenitory whose boundary could fairly easily
be drawn in consulation with ttreir neighbours. The oromos, and fot
that matter any nationality in Ethiopia, unlike the African-Americans
and the Jews in many countries have a locus tenitmy.

Given the will to solve the nationality probrem in Ethiopia, the
tenitorial problem is not an insuperable obstacle to the establishment
of a federal systcm.

Because of the fact that a unitary form of govcmment cannot solve the
acute nationality problcm in Ettriopia" federalism is suggested out of
necessity to be the form that the future Ethiopian staE sructure should
take. But still, it should be examined if federalism could work in
Ethiopia, what factos could be inimical to it, and if they arc unique to
the Ethiopian situation in its formation and what implication they àodd
have.

! ,hr past, in general, it could be said the way federations were

lormed could bc roughly categorized into rwo purti. at the beginning
like in the case of the Americans, canadiani, Ausralians .na trrà
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Swiss, federalism was the outcome of the merger of sovereign or semi-

sovereign states. This classical way of formation we call here the

mcrger method. The sccond method through which federations arc

formed is by partition from above. Here unlike the first way, or

oppositc to it, it is the former unitary states that were partitioned into

units and üen transformed into a federal §Eucturc.

In the situation of the federal form crearcd through the merger sy§tem'

in the formative stage because the §tatc§ u,erc former independcnt

statcs, wc see thcir inærest being very much pronounced and hencc thc

existence of a loosc federation. But as time passed and their federal

s6ucture survived and matured, the idea of a loose fedcration that was

dictatcd by necessity and mutual suspicion gave way and raised the

qucstion of the desirability of maintaining a loose federation. And as

a result, we seo in all fedcral govemment§ that were formed by mergcr,

the ændency of moving away morc and more from a decenualized

form to more of a cenralized fcderation. But in general this method

could be said has produced a wortablc federation.

In the cæe of federations oeated by partition from above, we rather

find a situation that has no single paüorn. This type is mostly imposed

by colonial powors on üeir colonies before their deparnge. Mostly

because it was not based on the rcalities of the local situation it did not

pass the æst of time. No sooner had the colonialists left, ttran it started

to crumble to pieces as in the casc of British India, colonial federation

of Indochina, West Indies Federation and many others.

Wherc it did not end up in disintegration, it in most ca§es led either to

a demand for morc rights and sAte reorganization, or as the case may

be for lack of forces that stand for the state (unit) rights culminated in

a dc facto unitary state or o a situation bordering it. And such

outcomes are influenced very much by the very way fedcration§ weIE

adopted or formed.

So we see that thc federal form of govemment is not a stable form of
govomment, in the sense that depending very much on the method of
its formation, eiürcr starting from a looser federation it moves to a

more tight or centralized onc, or cnds up in a completc break-up, or

leads to a dcmand for state reorganization or looser federation. But in
general there is no historical evidence that warrants the conclusion that
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all federal arrangements finally lead to secession, or promote the

feeling of secession.

\Vhen we come to the Ethiopian situation, if a federal arrangement is

to be adopæd, the way it is going to bc adopted will have a significant
unique characteristic of its own fo which there is no precedence. It
differs from the merger system in that Ethiopia is a unitary state, and

differs frrom the devolution or partiüon from above in that if therc is

going to be partitioning, its is going o be ftrom below. It is said frrom

"below" not only in the sense that there has been a grcat demand and

pressure from nationalist forces, but also in the sense that if thcre is
going to be federalism, thc nationalist forces from different nationalities

which have been struggling for independence will be representing their
people as if they arc representing a sovereign state. And there is no

histo,rical experience of such a type which led elsewhere to federalism.

This will obviously have a significant impact on the type of federation

that will be adopæd and the ucnd it is going to take. As seen already
in a situation of partition from above, because of the lack of force that

stands up for states' righs in thc formative sage, federalism led either,

as the case may be, to a situation bordering on a unitary state or
provoked a demand for more rights or for state reorganization, or to
disintegration. But here, since thc units will be reprcsented by
independent organizations, we will not have the situation of partition
from above. This aspect of formation of federation in Eüriopia is more
or less similar to the morgor situation. Therefore hopefully, at least
seen from the prospect of the method of its formation, federation in
Ethiopia hæ the prospect of working and manring and thercby
bringrns stability.

Against such a background, then what tlpc of federation is appro'priate
to the Ethiopian condition? The tÊrm fcderation has a very elastic
meaning covering all the situations from confederation to de facto
unitary govemments. There is no idcal of federation and there is no
consistent, uniform, or logical pattern in allocating power among the
states and the federal govemment. Thercfore which form of federation
should be adopted and which powerc should be given to the central m
federal state and which ones should bc left to the states is a complex
question. Here without going into the dctails, only some points will be
raised.
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It has already been pinpointed that there is an acute nationality problem
in Ethiopia, that nationalities havc been waging armed sruggle, and
that fcderalism is suggested out ofnecessity and that the choice facing
Ethiopia is not federalism or unitarism but fedcralism or no Ethiopia.
All these point to the direction that the situation is only conducive to
a coordinated or loose type of federation. It is said that a federation
will bc adoptcd to solve nationality problems then an arrangemcnt that
comes nearor to confening statehood on nationalities will be in order,
for thc desperate need at the moment is only a modicum of union.

Therefore in the constitution, the cxclusive rights of the cenral power
and the units should be clearly delimited through clearly providing for
the rights of ttre centro and leaving the residual powenl to the units.
And except on the matters under thc exclusive and concurrent lists, the
federal state should not have power ovcr other matters. The units in
Ethiopia, if they are worth having, should in general have power over
education, local government and adminisuation, natural rtsourccs,
police, local laws and law courts, and it should be suessed that the
power of the units will be fictitious in the absence of financial powers.

But is the federal arrangemont applicable or appropriate to all the
nationalities in Ethiopia? Not at all. A fedcrat type of government is a
form of govemment that requires, to be run effectively, a fairly
dcvetoped statê organ and uained manporver. Therefore before opting
for federalism out of fashion, such things should bc carefrrlly
considered. A staæ structurc that does not accord with the level of
dcvelopment of a nationality, rather than solving a problem will only
be a burden that cannot be shouldered. Just like the case of a little girl
who tries to walk puning on her mother's shoes, rather than an aid, it
would be an obstacle.

Problems of Stabiliw

In a federal strucffie, once the gound is laid to resolve the nationality
problem, one more problem that will be encountered is the relationship
that should exist between different organs of ttre federal government.

Should Ethiopia adopt the parliamentary or cabinet type of
government? Or should she opt for a presidential type of govemment

or should some kind of a middle-of-the-road system be found?
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Parliamentary democracy means in short, the situation where the party
or coalition of parties that get the majority seat in the parliament form
the government. The executive govenrment which comes out of ttris
arangement forms a cabinet led by a prime minister. Thcre could bc
a president but his actual power is very limited. In a siruation where
there are no srong parties and in countries which do not have a long
democratic heritage behind them, and in a situation where the
resignation of the majority of thc cabinet member leads to the collapse
of the govcmment, it is in general believed that this type of
government does not lead to a §table govemment. If there arc no strong
parties, then in this system govemments will be formed by coalition of
parties. And as history has shown governments formed by coalitions of
partics are not that stable. If the coalition somehow brcaks then another
govcrnment should be formed. It could bc imagined what effect the
change of government fum time to time could have in such countries
as Ethiopia. And on top of this, sincc in Ettriopia most of thc
organizations are based on nationality lines, if the parry which wins the
majority vote in the representaüve assembly is a local party, in the
sense that it is organized on the basis of nationality, then this could
create discontent among others for example if all ministers are frrom
one nationality. Therefore adopting this form of government §eems
inappropriate O the Ethiopian situation.

By presidential republic is meant the system whercby the prcsident is
elected by the pcople independent of parliamentary elections. After thc
election, the president forms thc government. His ministers, unlike in
the case of a parliamentary govemment are his subordinates, their
resignation does not lead to the fall of his government; his party necd
not neccssarily have the majority seat in the house of rcprescntaüves.
The existence of a strong president who symbolizes an important fattrer
figure is sometimes said important for stability in càunries like
Ethiopia. But it should also be added that this system also hæ a
relatively strong potential of lcading to a dictatorial rule. But more
rclevant to the Ettriopian situation, electing of a president direcüy by
the people throughout the couns has the danger of promoting a
negative nationalist feeling among people. other elections in federal
anangements are confined to regions and thereforc do not pose such
dangen. Even though prcsidential forms of government havithe credit
of.leading to stable govemments elsewhere, because of the point just
raise4 it seems again not to be the right q,pe frr Ethiopia. tiesidei, it
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doesn't seem to solve all in alt the problem of representation of
nationalities in the federal cabinet, for again the elected president could

choose all or most of the minisærs frrom among those who belong to

his organization, and his organization could be a naüonality

organization. It should be realizcd that a system ttrat makes it possiblc

for a regional party to systematically capture the presidcncy will not

producc a stable government as such.

It is sometimes suggested that if organizing along nationality lines is
prohibited or at least if such organizations arc not allowed o run for
state power, the problem could be eæily averæd- But if the aim is to
form a democratic society in Ethiopia, it wi[ be difEcult to justify such

a move, for it goes against accepted dcmocratic principles. And

besides, such rcsrictions arc rcstrictions that could bc eæily bypassed

just by changing the name of Ürc organization and changing the

programmc here and therc without very much affccting the substance.

firerefore it docsn't seem that such resricüon is of much help, and this

is all the more true in a country where all the major political

organizations are organized around the national question. Then, what

is the way out?

The way out and the best altcrnativc ürat could solve the problem

socms adopting, mutatis mutandis,the Swiss experience of quasi-

indcpendent executive. Here the FedÊral Council (which hæ functions

almost similar to those of a cabinet) is elcctcd by ttre federal assembly.

But unlike the parliamentary rcpublic, they may not be members of
cither House of the Federal Assembly. And most important in
Switzerland, each of ttre Fedcral councilors should come from a

different canton. And the practice is to elect a council in which the

main political parties, the Cattrolic and Protestant communities and the

main language groups in the population are represented.

This besides fulfilling the need for a wide regional rcpre§entation in thc

fedcral cabinet, by also avoiding the dcpendence of the formation of
the government on one party or coalition of parties can very much

conribute to the formation of a stable govemment in Ethiopia" And the

position of a Head of Staæ, President of the Supreme Court, Speaker

of Assembly, etc. could be madc by rotating it benveen different units.
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It should be remembercd in üris connection that of all the classical

federal states, the position of Swieerland has similarities with our

condition in that the Swiss federation is composed of different nations.

Lastly, the relationship benvecn democracy and fedcralism should be

raised briefly. Federalism is a §y§Em ürat requires a written

constitution to exist Though constitution§ are not by themselves a

guarantee against totalitarian rule, at least they have to some extent a

certain value of resricting thc power of the nrler. Thcrcfore the very

fact that federalism means having a constitution is one step fowad
towards a democratic society.

But this is not all. Federalism as seen above, besides being bascd on

division of sovereignty, bccause it is being a decenralized government

is an unsuitable form of government for a "charismatic", all powetful,

all dominating despor Such a leadcr cannot accept and tolerate

restrictions and limitations that are imposed on the central govemment.

Either he should go or thc federation should not be-both could not
exist in the same system. And as thc historry of fedcrations have shown

in federal countries such as Pakistan and Burma where there were no

democratic righs federal experiments tverc a lamenable failure.
Therefore federations wontry of their name need democracy for their
existence. But the above, besides showing that authoriurian rule is
inimical to ttre sysæm of federation, docs not show the relationship that

exists between a federation and a multiparty sysæm.

But a system that ries to implement a federal arangement and above

all a system born by the method of partition frrom below to worrk

should adopt the mulü-pany system. If nationality problems arc

rcsolved in a dcmocratic way, then a system that accepted this should
also accept the multi-party system, otherwise it means democratic
solutions as rcgarrds the nationality issue are adopted only as a tactical
measure and therefore there is a dangcr ofreversal, for one cannot bc
"half-democratic" too long.

CONCLUSION

We arc very conscious of tlie danger inherent in our suggestion of
federalism as a form of state structure for Ethiopia. Therc is no
precedent to guide us. The former federal experiences could be
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misleading or out of place. But still we have no choice but to surt
rudging on previously uncharæred lanü One false step and we do not
know where we will end up. In spiæ of all ttris, at least from the
prospect of the formerly dominated people, a new era of hope has set
in. If all take this opportunity and work towards a real dcmocratic
society, if all work together to brcak ttre chain that üed the different
nationalities of this coun§, then a bright future is in sight. Times have
changed in Ethiopia. And new thinking, or a rcturn to thc thinking of
the laæ 60s or early 70s is needcd. If not, then everybody will be a
loser, for as R.M. Maclver has said:

Under all condiüons the discrimination of group against group is
dcrimental to the well-being of the community. Those who are
discriminated against are balked in their social impulses, ane prevented
from developing their capacitics, become warped and frusraæd,
sccretly or openly nurse a spirit of animosity against the dominant
group. Energies that othenvise might have been devoæd to constructive
service are diveræd and consumed in the friction of fruitless conflict.
The dominant grcup, fearing the loss of is privileges, takes its stand
on a traditional conservatism and loscs the porver of adapting itself o
the changing times... Each side conceives a false image of the other,
denying their common humanity, and the community is tom aside.
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