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Mighty nation states and fragile international body The German-Polish minority policy

of the League of Nations as an early experiment iglobal governance
Abstract

Globalization scholars generally acknowledge théddinNations as a key
transnational actor that helps to regulate theajinéd world by means of an
institutionalized network of norms and agreemeidtsvever, it is often
forgotten that the United Nations’ successful depeient is fundamentally
rooted in its historical predecessor: the Leagudaifons. Through a
historical-sociological analysis of an extreme cstsely, namely the German-
Polish minority policy of the League of Nations, emphasize this early root
of global governance and explore the early marafasts of a key issue in the
contemporary globalization debate: the tension betwglobal institutions and
nation states. Our analysis reveals four key featthat help to conceptualize
this tension field: the broad actorhood of thearastate(1), with nationalism
as a consequence thereof(2), and the League aii&tack of repressive
capacity(3) as an important incentive for decouggn. This historical-
sociological case study shows that the world calgrants significant power to
the nation states, which makes them crucial aatatse globalized world.
Hence our framework contributes to the widely dssad debate about the
global-national tension field and could also prevalsteppingstone for

examining current relations between nation statestlae United Nations.
Keywords

global governance; nation states; tension fieldyld/@/ar I; League of

Nations; German-Polish minority policy
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Introduction

Globalization scholars generally acknowledge théddinNations as a key
transnational actor that helps to regulate theajined world by means of an institutionalized
network of norms and agreements. However, it isroforgotten that the United Nation’s
successful development is fundamentally rootedsihistorical predecessor: the League of
Nations. According to Pedersen (2007), the LeadUdations was a first clear attempt at
global governance. This supranational organizatstgblished after World War | with the
goal of international cooperation, peace and sgc(falters 1960, Northwestern University
Library 2010) was indeed one of the first gathesingnation states around the world and

thus forms a significant yet overlooked subjeaglmbalization studies.

This article aims to emphasize this early root lobgl governance by exploring how
globalization theorizing can shed light on a kegues in the contemporary globalization
debate: the tension between the diffusion of a igdized global model and the remaining
power of the nation states (see for example: Sas868, 2006, 2007, Castells 2000, Held
2000, 2006, Faist 2001, Turner 2001, Linklater 2@&hhabib 2005, 2009, Beck 2007, 2008,
Kivisto and Faist 2007, Nash 2009a, 2009b).Much een written regarding this subject,
with some authors swearing by the optimistic olklod a harmonious globalized world and
others being critical by pointing to the possibiednances and obstacles being set up by the
nation states. However, there is a more qualifiesitmn in this debate that is increasingly
being expressed, where the importance of the nataie is part of the globalization story and
creates a tension field of which the outcome isaitys straightforward. This article takes a
position closer to this last perspective and res/#at the League of Nations indeed marked
the diffusion of a world culture, but wherein th&d power of the nation state counted as an

important principle.
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In this article, we explore the early roots of tteasion field through an extreme case
study, namely the German-Polish minority policycdnese we believe this case is a marked
example of the strained relationships between #imm states and the League. Our research
centered around the question: How can the concé@storhood(Meyer et al. 2009, Meyer
and Jepperson 2009), nationalism, lack of repressapacity, andlecoupling(Meyer and
Rowan 1977, Meyer et al. 2009) help to clarify tieasion field that characterized the
German-Polish minority policy as an early globalgmance experiment of the League of
Nations? To answer this question, we pursue a secgnanalysis of renowned sources
regarding to the League of Nations and its mingoiblicy (De Azcarate 1945, Walters 1960,
Horak 1961, Fink 1972, 1979, 1981, 1995, 1996, 20@azower 1997, 2004, Raitz von
Frentz 1999). In this article, we begin with a shHastorical introduction into the League of
Nations and its minority policy and then provideanl links between the four key concepts
(actorhood,nationalism, lack of repressive capacity, aetoupling and the historical case

study.
German-Polish minority policy of the League of Natns

The political map of Central and Eastern Europe rgdesigned during the peace
conference in Paris after World War | (Raitz voeriz 1999). Although one tried to take into
account the ethnic distribution of the populatithhe decisions were also steered by promises
made during the war by the allied powers and byeaeld military facts. In this way,
although the total amount of ethnic minorities ur&pe lessened from 50 to 20 million, new
minorities were created (Thornberry 1980), and thesdevelopment of a minority policy

was inevitable.

Poland was one of the new minority states. The itguvas founded as a monarchy
on 5 November 1916 (Horak 1961). The new Polishitéey included Russian terrain that had

been captured by German and Austrian troops. Haabgat number of Germans now fell

4



Chloé Delcour Working paper-please do not cite or quote without permission

under Polish jurisdiction. Poland signed the mityarieaty with allied and associated powers
on 28 June 1919 as a prerequisite for the recogniti Poland as a nation state, but without
great enthusiasm (Mazower 1997). After years ofkweas and dominance by Russia, Poland
was determined to become a strong nation statef amaild not allow the minorities to

interfere with this goal (Horak 1961).

Poland is considered to be one of the most impbegperiments in Europe in terms
of national minorities (De Azcarate 1945). The Leagf Nations dedicated most of its time
to petitions from German minorities in Poland, amgarison to other minority states (De
Azcarate 1945, Raitz von Frentz 1999). Furtherm@adish integral nationalism and German
revisionism are seen as the biggest challengdeetsyistem of minority protection (Raitz von
Frentz 1999). The continuing public confrontati@tvieen the two countries even led to the
collapse of the minority policy in 1934, when Palauspended its cooperation with the
system. Poland and Germany can thus be definetb&gpnists in the story of minority

protection.

The minority treaty guaranteed political, juridicaliltural, social, religious and
economic equality for all non-Polish citizens (Hod®61). Moreover, the minority state
needed to accept these provisions as basic lavesel all conflicting laws, regulations or
actions were invalidated (Thornberry 1980). Impotr&nd innovative was article 12 in this
treaty, the so called ‘guarantee clause’ (Horakl]l9®6his clause made the League of Nations
a guarantor for the minorities, which meant thattfi@ first time the sovereignty and power of
the nation states was restricted and partly traresf¢o a supranational body. However, later
in this article we will show that nation statedl $tad a lot of power in the debates about

minority issues.

More specifically, the responsibility for enforcinginority rights lay with the

Council.
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Any Member of the Council shall have the right tag to the attention of the
Council any infraction or any danger of infractiminany of these obligations, and the
Council may thereupon take such action and givé direction as it may deem proper

and effective in the circumstances (De Azcarat&1p494, Fink 1972, p. 331).

However, this encompassed a grave political respitihg and therefore minorities
were also permitted to petition the Secretary-Galnbecause then the Council members
would have a legitimate reason to treat a compl&imk 1995). However, in this way, the
Council members were still heavily burdened, gitlelarge amount of petitions. That is
why for each new petition a Committee of Three a@gointed. This committee had to
decide on the basis of eligibility criteria if tpetition merited the attention of the Council. If
this was the case, a thorough but covert invesbigan cooperation with the Minorities
Section of the Secretarfaif the League of Nations was installed, whereteyatcused state

was asked to justify itself (Thornberry 1980).

When the negotiations between the Committee ofd hrel the accused state were not
satisfying, the case was put on the agenda of tum€ll with formal recommendation
(Thornberry 1980). Only when a member state decide¢dke up the case, was it treated by
the Council and the minority informed of the pradiegs of the complaint. But this occurred
very rarely (Fink 1995). When it did happen, a pubiscussion and voting round was held,
followed by a resolution that recommended speeititon. However, this voting was
organized after a unanimity rule, whereby the aedistate could install serious delays by not
agreeing with the resolution. When the accusee stiadl the Council could not settle the
dispute, the case was brought before the Perm&wmant of International Justice, whose

decision was considered final (Walters 1960).

The procedure as described above was partly reaigeng the conflict concerning

the Polish elections in 1930 (Fink 1981). On 16 aBdNovember, elections were held for the
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so-called national ‘Sjem’, the Senate and the ‘Sginupper-Silesia (Raitz von Frentz 1999).
But these elections were disrupted by a campaiderodr and intimidation on a large scale,
with disastrous consequences for the German mynamnid its representation in the

parliament.

In reaction to this, a drastic step was taken biygdCurtius, the German Minister of
Foreign Affairs, who directly filed a complaint Wwithe Council (Fink 1995, Raitz von Frentz
1999). This had never been done before, as a carhpfea Council member was normally
preceded by a petition (Ratliff 1989, Fink 1995jtR&on Frentz 1999). The complaint
accused Poland of arbitrary measures by the govarnthat withheld the German citizens
from voting (in private), and of the terror campalteld by a non-governmental paramilitary
organization (‘Union of Silesian Insurgents’) inllagion with the authorities (Raitz von
Frentz, 1999). The Polish state was thus accusbdinf) co-responsible for the unjust

treatment of the minorities.

In the observations from Poland, the argumentrthaobrity states needed protection
from the intervention of other nation states inrth@ernal affairs was dominant (Raitz von
Frentz 1999). According to Poland, the right todhellections and choose election procedures
was indeed an integral part of the national sogeitgj and thus only Polish judges were

competent to settle disputes about this.

The case was discussed in the Assembly of the @oordanuary 1931, in which
Germany was allowed to participate (Fink 1981).0Gder (president of the Mixed
Commission in Upper Silesia) investigated the @mkconcluded that the guilty needed to be
punished and the victims needed to be compensaitélddir pain. This was refuted by the
Polish government, and by Pablo de Azcarate, tleetdir of the Minorities Section at that
time, who advocated for a neutral investigatiow ithie problems that occurred during the

elections (Ratliff 1989). Poland delivered suchrapartial assessment (made by a Polish
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official') wherein the conclusion was made thatatmormalities occurred during the
elections. The Japanese representative, Yoshizaviased the Council in his capacity as
rapporteur to ask a detailed report from the Pa@msbernment containing the results of the
performed investigations as well as the implemeptedshments and compensations (Raitz

von Frentz 1999).

Poland submitted the requested report and procthtired it had met the needs of the
League of Nations (Fink 1981). Germany did not agned postponed the approval of the
conclusions in the case. Eventually the case wasleded in the September report, which
acknowledged that the Polish efforts were not sigffit and advocated for better treatment in
the future. Although this was a judgment in favbG@rmany, it had little positive impact on
the lives of the German minority members, as thegue of Nations accepted theny
promise of Poland that it would make all possilfferés to restore the trust of the German

minority, without monitoring this in practice (Raivon Frentz 1999).

From the discussion of the usual procedure for ntynoomplaints and of the conflict
concerning the Polish elections, it is clear thatéarly globalization was not equivalent to a
harmonious diffusion of international norms. Thesien between the nation state and the
international body was omnipresent from the begigmf the creation of this body. This
article tries to grasp this tension field by exaimgnthe historical case using some
conceptualizing key concepisctorhoodof the nation state, nationalism as a consequence

thereof, lack of repressive capacity atetoupling

Conceptualizing the tension field between nation ates and the League of Nations

externalized in the German-Polish minority policy

The analysis of the historical case study is irgpiby Meyer’'s theory about world
culture, developed from within neo-institutionalisAccording to this scientific current, the

environment determines certain institutional ridesnyths, to which organizations then adapt

8
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their structure and operation (isomorphism) (Meged Rowan 1977, Dimaggio and Powell
1983, McKinley and Mone 2003). This isomorphism sle®t occur because of efficiency

motives but because of a longing for legitimacy.

Meyer elaborated on these so called institutionghsand concluded that these
myths in a globalizing world constituteasorld culture or polity(Drori and Kricken 2009).
Furthermore, it can be said that nation statesh&enost important institutes today (Meyer et
al. 2009). Meyer (2009) points to the dominancarofnstrumental, rational culture with
explicit roots in Western society. In particulag, dbserves the diffusion of a global model
wherein national identity and the linked goals ldazio-economic development, prosperity,
individual justice, rights and equality are domindn brief, Meyer claims that nation states
adapt to global norms of justice and progressioprogucing regulated scripts of social
policy, hoping that in that way they will be acaeghtas legitimate members of world society
(Drori and Krucken 2009). So, on the one hand, Megtices the diffusion of a world
culture, but on the other he indicates that thigldvoulture grants the nation states the highest

power.

Actorhood of the nation state

Meyer elucidates the importance of the nation siabeg the concepatctorhood and
therefore this concept can also help us to clanépower of the nation states at the time of
the League of Nations. In the global world, nattetes are the actors with the greatest
actorhood(Meyer et al. 2009). The nation state is a strphagitimized and fundamental
action unit, a rational and responsible actor taat determine its territorial borders and its
circumscribed population. It is the best possibleeseign, responsible actor. With this theory,
Meyer thus refutes the idea that globalizatiorbisting the sovereignty of the nation state.

This is a widely discussed theme in the globalaratebate (see for example: Sassen 1998,
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2006, 2007, Castells 2000, Held 2000, 2006, F&81L2Turner 2001, Linklater 2002,

Benhabib 2005, 2009, Beck 2007, 2008, Kivisto aaidtR2007, Nash 2009a, 2009b).

This article is based upon Meyer’s thesis that gliaition is not limiting but actually
consolidates thactorhoodof the nation state, because it is the only legite institution to
handle today’s world problems (Sassen 1998, O'B20%3, Benhabib 2005, 2009, Meyer et
al. 2009, Nash 2009b). This article will also exéifgphat the foundation of the League of
Nations, which can be considered as an early rogibbalization, was not necessarily
characterized by a limiteatctorhoodof the nation states. Instead, in this article wile

demonstrate that nation states were actually thet pawerful actors at that time.

Nation states are mighty actors but do not all eesshe same degreeaaftorhood
This is not directly mentioned by Meyer, but Lanr§l994) for example indicates that
Western countries are viewed as superior to nont&kesountries. In this vision, the cultural
identity of the West is characterized by instruraéréason, as opposed to the chaotic and
irrational way of living in the other, non-Westarountries. The other countries are not
familiar with this reason, which is what gives tvest the right to civilize these countries
upon their way to progress. This notion is impartarremember for the analysis of the
League of Nations, as this was a gathering of Wieste well as non-Western countries. In
what follows, we will demonstrate that there wadeiad an unequal distribution of power

between the nation states.

According to Meyer et al. (2009), the world cultaeunts multiple levels of
legitimizedactorhood But the different actors do not always sharestmae interests, and this
causes potential conflict. This is an importantidethe context of this article, as the
minority policy of the League of Nations was aclyiah attempt to unify the interests of
three different actors (the nation states, the ntiee and the League of Nations itself). As

mentioned above, the current world culture provithkesnation states with the highest degree

10
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of actorhood As a consequence, the interests and wishes ofatien states prevailed in
minority issues, which lead to protest and discoint®m the minorities, and to a declined

credibility of the League of Nations.

The motivation behind the minority policy beginsréweal the real power relations in
the League of Nations. Multiple authors indicatat tithe minority policy was adopted to
prevent war in the future, rather than becausegefraiine concern for the minorities (De
Azcarate 1945, Thornberry 1980, Fink 1996, Mazo¥@897, Preece 1997, Raitz von Frentz
1999). The League provided for minority rights hesmit feared ethnic civil wars or
interventions of a so callddn statein the name of the protection of its ethnic mibo(De
Azcarate 1945, Fink 1996, Preece 1997, Raitz vent#r1999). The central motivation
behind the minority policy, therefore, was not prting the minorities but protecting the
current world order, which means that it were hetinterests of the minorities but those of
the nation states that prevailed. This demonsttagebroadactorhoodprovided for the nation

states by the League of Nations.

We can also take a critical look at the underlygogl of the minority policy. Multiple
authors agree that this goal was actually assiimilgEink 1972, 1996, Mazower 1997,
Preece 1997). Although providing for minority righ$ directly associated with more freedom
and autonomy for the minorities, it was exactlgtlieedom that one wanted to limit through

the minority protection system:

By internationally bestowing civil and political eajity and a minimal amount of
cultural protection upon persons belonging to mationinorities, it was believed that
they would be less likely to pursue their own sap@nationalist aspirations and
instead would become contented and loyal citizéiseonewly created political units

(Preece 1997, p. 346).

11
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By keeping the minorities content with a few bagiybts, it was thus hoped that they
would not attack the new division of the world. Tdeml was thus national unity, and the

minority policy was only seen as a means to tha ¢eink 1972).

Moreover, the denomination of the minorities in treaties is a striking demonstration
of the underlying assimilation goal of the minoniglicy. Because the authors of the Polish
minority treaty tried to avoid the national mingg being seen as self-regulatory ‘corporate
entities’, they did not name the Polish minorityrzetional minorities’, but as ‘Polish
nationals who belong to racial, religious or lirgfig minorities’ (Fink 1995, 1996, 2000,
Raitz von Frentz 1999). At all costs, the authoamted to fence off the possible creation of a
state within a statéFink 1995, 1996). One can thus imagine the paf#ne model of the

homogeneous nation state.

Third, it is important to mention that the minorgglicy had no universal character.
This was thoroughly criticized by the minority tsffrom the beginning (De Azcarate 1945,
Fink 1972, Thornberry 1980, Mazower 1997, Pree@¥ 1Raitz von Frentz 1999). They
believed that it was not fair that only they warneiled by minority treaties while other nation
states had minorities as well but were not subgettiecontrol. However, that the League of
Nations would obtain the right to interfere witletimternal constitution of every country and
thus become a kind of super state was unthinkdfiézower 1997). The non-universal
character was legitimized by the thesis that thelyereated states were subordinated and
thus needed special supervision (Fink 1996, Mazd®eéi7, Cowan 2003). This inequality
between nation states reflects Larrain’s (1994 igleout the superiority of the Western

nation states.

As stated above, minorities could submit petititmthe League of Nations in case of
problems, which were then evaluated on admisgithjtthe Committee of Three and could

be taken up by a Council member to discuss in pyble Azcarate 1945, Fink 1972, 1995).

12
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This procedure proves again the wide scope oathahoodof the nation state: only they

had the authority to bring a minority issue to #tiention of the Council. The petitioner, thus,
had no direct influence on this and could only hfgrehe support of a member state. Hereby,
minorities were obliged to address thair statefor representing their problem (Raitz von
Frentz 1999). Minorities who did not have suchn [ithe so calledrphan minoritie¥, were

just unlucky.

Likewise, the non-juridical character of the apaidin procedure indicates that nation

states had the moattorhood(De Azcarate 1945, Raitz von Frentz 1999, Cowar8200

They defined the procedure as “political” ratharttjudicial”, and argued that the
petition should be treated “purely as informatiogther than as an accusation
requiring a reply. They held, therefore, that fpatiérs were not party to a dialogue, a

negotiation or arbitration (Cowan 2003, p. 273).

The League feared that the minority procedure wgeltdacknowledged as a juridical
procedure because the risk was created that nsttes would be judged, what would not
accord with the nation state’s right to internahsolidation (De Azcarate 1945). This
demonstrates the dominance of state sovereignighvwiad enormous consequences for the
minorities, because these were not informed optbeeedings or of the fact that their

petition was rejected.

The direct indictment of Curtius following the isjice during the elections of 1930
and the reactions to this accusation demonstratbrtbadactorhoodof the nation state. The
direct charge came unexpected, as a charge froauac member was normally always
preceded by a petition (Ratliff 1989, Fink 1995jtRaon Frentz 1999). The fact that Curtius
succeeded in putting the election issue on thedsehthe Council, proves that this nation
state had a great deal of power and could eventhedboundaries of its already broad

actorhood On the other hand, this action elicited strormjgst from Poland. Poland argued

13
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that Germany was interfering with the internal ¢@gnson of the country, which could not be
accepted given the sovereignty principle (Fink 1384itz von Frentz 1999). Particularly as
regards to elections, it was indispensable thavargign state could organize this
independently. The strong protest following Germamyfringement of the principle shows

the enormous strength of this principle and thuthe&ctorhoodof the nation state.

It is apparent, then, that although the Leagueaifdds established the minority
policy and thereby made the minority a legitimattog this minority was still stuck at a
substantial lower power level than the nation saate was often curtailed in its wishes and
needs. This because of the multiple levels ofilgred actorhoodand the fact that the nation

states dominated this hierarchy.

Nationalism/revisionism caused by the idea of the nation state

The broadactorhoodof the nation states has implications not onlytf@ minorities
and the League of Nations, but also for the nattates. Nation states are rational,
autonomous and responsible actors that can detetiménterritorial borders and a
circumscribed population (Meyer et al. 2009). Lemhand Boli (2005) claim that nation
states have the legitimacy and authority to presemiement, and even universalize a certain
vision. Because the world culture grants this rightvery actor and thus to every nation
state, everyone has the right to present its viagthe best and universal one (Meyer et al.

2009).

In other words, states have the power to impleraadtuniversalize their vision about
the nation (the ethnic groups) their state nee@srtbody. Therefore, it can be argued that
nationalism is a logical consequence of the braatep granted to nation states and that it is
thus wrong to simply blame the German and/or Paledionalism for the failure of the

minority protection. Meyer’s theory indeed poimsthe important distinction that it is the

14
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world culture itself, and the idea of the natioatsttherein, that is responsible for producing

nationalism (Lechner and Boli 2005, Meyer et aD20

Germany and Poland were indeed characterized trgragsnationalistic and/or
revisionist identity. Multiple authors agree thar@any became member of the Council and
defended the minorities as thgieat protectorin order to prepare the international
community for a redrawing of the boundaries (De @ate 1945, Enssle 1977, Ratliff 1989,
Preece 1997, Raitz von Frentz 1999). Rather thanige care for the minorities, it was their
demographic asset that motivated the Germans (RaitFrentz 1999). This because

territorial revision could only take place througlplebiscite in the favor of Germany.

This nationalistic motivation is also well illustea in the example of the Polish
elections of 1930. Curtius did not want to protbet German minorities out of idealism, but
because of imperialistic goals (Ratliff 1989). Hevghe revision of the German-Polish border
as the only solution for the Polish political viot®. Moreover, the fact that he took the
drastic decision to directly submit a charge witd Council was strongly steered by
nationalistic pressure in his country (Walters 1960k 1972, 1981, Ratliff 1989, Raitz von

Frentz 1999).

It is thus important to scrutinize Germany as treagminority protector. Yet this does
not mean that the charges against Poland were ersatgd (Blanke 1990). The German
minority was indeed maltreated by Poland, and agafionalism was an important motivator
(Horak 1961, Raitz von Frentz 1999). After beingeak, incoherent country for so many
years, Poland was now determined to prove its gthneespecially to Germany (Horak 1961).
This had disastrous consequences for the Germaoritgim Poland. ‘On this basis, it
appears that almost anything that local or regioffatials could devise to diminish the
German population found approval higher up andaaigo count on the support of what

passed for public opinion’ (Blanke 1990, p. 89).
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Although the Polish nationalism was thus stronglysent from the beginning of the
Polish regime, the years 1921-1926 can still besiciemed as a democratic period (Horak
1961). After thecoup d’étatby Marshal Jozef Pilsudski in 1926, the rights i)eédom of the
minorities rapidly decreased. The extreme natistglincluding the so called Union of
Insurgents, wanted to install a new constitutiord as a means to do so, they mistreated the
minorities during the elections, hoping they wob&lintimidated (Horak 1961, Raitz von
Frentz 1999). Moreover, the Union of Insurgentsfgancial support from the government
and its direction counted a lot of government odi (Raitz von Frentz 1999). The
government was thus consciously involved in théonatistic anti-minority policy, and this

led to a bloody culmination during the electiond880.

So nationalism was the cause of both the terrodisrimg the elections in 1930 and the
heavy German reaction to this, and helps us torstated why both Germany and Poland
were so obstinate in the negotiations about thegeh&lationalism was thus a vigorous
malefactor for international cooperation, but itynmt be forgotten that this obstacle was

created by the very cultural background of thigiinational cooperation.
Lack of repressive capacity and forced negotiations

Besides the broad power of the nation states,itterltal literature repeatedly points
to the lack of enforceable procedures and the cpuesdial negotiation attitude of the League
of Nations towards the nation states. Meyer alls t@bout this lack of enforceability in his
theory of world culture. Meyer (2009) speaks of th@dern world as a broad ‘world polity’
instead of as a strong world bureaucracy. The aggrhoodis structured in the
contemporary cultural model causes dynamism beganlsedy has central control or

repressive capacity (Meyer et al. 2009).

The lack of repressive capacity of the League dfdda towards the nation states is

indeed strongly emphasized in various books andest(De Azcarate 1945, Walters 1960,
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Horak 1961, Fink 1979, 1981, 1995, 2000, Thornb#8§0, Ratliff 1989, Raitz von Frentz
1999, Mazower 2004). Although the guarantee clausige minority treaty suggests that the
League of Nations could take broad actions whemanity state broke the treaty, in practice

it had narrow possibilities, whereof negotiatiothwthe accused state was the most promising
(De Azcarate 1945). ‘The League was not, of colaseipreme state organisation, but merely
an international body. Ultimately, what could netdxchieved by persuasion and mediation

could not be achieved at all’ (Thornberry 1980, 436

The only weapon at the disposal of the Minoritiesrhittee was to bring the case to
the Council or the Permanent Court of Internatichatice, as every government feared to be
publicly accused (Walters 1960, Raitz von Frent299But De Azcarate (1945), former
director of the Minorities Section, indicates ttta petitions from minorities were rarely
judged as sufficiently severe to be brought befbeeCouncil. The accused government
always got the opportunity to solve the issue, whgithe Minorities Committees almost
always started to negotiate with the nation stabesit the most appropriate solution (De
Azcarate 1945, Thornberry 1980, Fink 1995, 1996tzRen Frentz 1999). They thus
preferred negotiation over unilateral public samtsi, because they knew there were no

sufficient enforcement measures (De Azcarate 1945).

Furthermore, the Committee of Three, when it fazeodid judge the petition merited
the attention of the Council, had a false authphgcause it was not considered as a juridical
institution (Raitz von Frentz 1999). The memberghef Council remained free to decide if
they would bring the petition to the attention. Taenmittee was thus no strong and credible
body, while it was one of the most important agesan the minority policy. Moreover, if the
case was in a rare instance discussed by the Goewen the decisions of this latter body
were not legally binding and mere guidelines. Sergwmember remained free to decide if it

would implement the recommendations of the Leadudations.
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Likewise, the lack of decisiveness came to the flureng the handling of the
complaint about the terror during the Polish etawi When Calonder wrote a report wherein
he judged the injustice and demanded reprimandf&oguilty, the Polish government was
able to simply deny and dismiss these findingsk @81, Ratliff 1989). The League of
Nations was not powerful enough to install a ndutnaestigation, whose results would be
acknowledged. Furthermore, although the reportestga by Yoshizawa about the carried
out penalties and compensations was internatioaakyowledged as insufficient, the League
eventually had to settle for Poland’s promise thabuld do all possible efforts to restore the
confidence of the German minority, without followithis up on site (Fink 1981, Ratliff
1989, Raitz von Frentz 1999). This because ofladheneans and the belief that the minority
was no active party in the dispute (Raitz von F2d®99). The League could only hope for
the goodwill and active cooperation of Poland, bseawithout this the measures (like

Calonder’s report and the report requested by Yasta) fizzled out.

What again strikingly illustrates the lack of repg®ye capacity is the fact that in 1934
Poland could simply declare it would no longer cargpe with the minority treaty (Horak
1961). Poland found it unfair that it had to hantieaffairs under the supervision of the
League and did not have the immunity granted terotbuntries (Walters 1960). This action

from Poland left the League and the minorities pi®es behind (Horak 1961).

What connects to this powerlessness, is the fatttie most repressive measure the
League of Nations could take was the exclusionaduntry out of the League (Walters

1960). Article 16 of the covenant reads:

Any Member of the League which has violated anyec@ant of the League may be
declared to be no longer a Member of the League \ayte of the Council concurred
in by the Representatives of all the other Membéthe League represented thereon

(Walters 1960, p. 52).
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However, the ineffectiveness of this measure iy ebrar, as a state actually had the
freedom to treat its minorities as it wished inecagexclusion (Walters 1960). Furthermore,
the exclusion could be taken up as an excuse foalltegal commitments towards its

minorities (Raitz von Frentz 1999).

It can thus be concluded that the League of Nath@asno enforcement power,
enabling the nation states to continue to follogirtbwn national logic, although they
subscribed to international minority treaties. Tlaiser discrepancy is described by Meyer as

decoupling

Decoupling

Decouplingrefers to the fact that institutions do adaptrtf@imal structure to the
institutionalized myths (isomorphism) but disconré&eir informal operation from this
(Meyer and Rowan 1977). In doing so, they can befiem the advantages of isomorphism,

namely winning legitimacy, without jeopardizing thefficient functioning.

Applied to the nation states in the League of Nejdhis implies that nation states
formally agreed with the covenant, the minorityatres and the derived resolutions, but in
practice they often reverted to the own nationgidpso that a lot of idealized goals of the
League were not realized. Concerning the Polislortintreaty, Poland indeed decoupled its
formal obligations in the treaty from the actualipptowards its minorities (Horak 1961). ‘It
follows that the Poles, ruling over millions of nBoles in the period 1920-39, were not

willing to enforce their laws, making the statuégspty promises’ (Horak 1961, p. 77-78).

Meyer searches for the reasons behinddbmouplingand concludes that the latter is a
logical consequence, as the world culture enconegadifferent actors and visions, which
sometimes conflict (Meyer et al. 2009). Furthermdine world culture is strongly idealized

and not always realistic. Also, it is not alwaysagtordance with the most efficient programs.
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Applied to the minority policy of the League of ats, it can be said that nation states
engaged irdecouplingbecause the international principles conflictethwie principles and
logic of the nation state. Indeed, the minorityatres limited the power of the nation states, so
it is not surprising the nation states did not waret this happen. That this also applied to
Poland, is reflected in the following quote: ‘Imational obligations, assumed under pressure
by the Polish government, were not carried outabse these obligations were in
fundamental opposition to the program of varioubsR@olitical parties. These parties placed

the interest of their State above internationaledtifHorak 1961, p. 182).

On the level of the League of Nationgcouplingwas also strongly present. In
particular, this was expressed in the fact thap#téions of the minorities were almost never
discussed by the Council (Rosting 1923, De Azc&ataddb, Thornberry 1980, Blanke 1990,
Fink 1995, 1996, Mazower 1997, Raitz von Frentz9l ¥@@owan 2003). Between 1921 and
1939 950 petitions were received, but only 550tioets were declared as admissible and only
11 of these were presented to the Council by thar@ittee of Three (Raitz von Frentz 1999).
The reasons for this were, among others, the stmlvcamplicated procedures, the restraint of
the League to judge a nation state, and the sidictissibility criteria (Rosting 1923, Horak

1961, Fink 1972, Blanke 1990, Raitz von Frentz 1@98&van 2003).

Furthermore, when a petition did get the attentibthe Council, the action the latter
could undertake was very broadly defined, wheréeyptossibility fordecouplingwas
created: ‘...and the Council may thereupon take swtion and give such direction as it may
deem proper and effective in the circumstance’ ARearate 1945, p. 94, Fink 1972, p. 331).
It is clear that this definition is so broad andjwa that it was able to justify every action,
even if it was not meaningful and low-powered. Higrthe League could backtrack from its

idealized policy and impose less grave sanctiomsantice.

Conclusion and discussion
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During World War I, the idea was shared in varioaantries that this war needed to
be the last (Walters 1960). The eventual resulhigfwas the foundation of the League of
Nations, an international body that would allow tii#erent countries to cooperate, striving
for peace and security (Northwestern Universityrailg 2010). Although most globalization
theories emphasize the period after World Walh#g, indignation about the cruelty of the first

World War thus also launched an international expent.

However, this early international experiment swgtefrom a range of problems, which
were usually framed within a tension field betwaannternational body in infancy and the
powerful nation states. This tension field has begtely discussed in the globalization
debate. With regard to the German-Polish minoritcy, the situation was even more
complicated, because now not only the League abNatand the nation states, but also the

German minorities could claim their rights.

The main aim of the article was to clarify this qaex tension field by using the
following set of key conceptactorhood(Meyer et al. 2009, Meyer and Jepperson 2009),
nationalism, lack of repressive capacity, @edoupling(Meyer and Rowan 1977, Meyer et
al. 2009). First, Meyer’s concegattorhoodwas useful in illuminating the dominance of the
nation state after World War I. In the world cuéiuthe nation state is the best possible
sovereign, responsible actor (Meyer et al. 2009)wéler, because of the minority policy, the
interests of three different actors — the natiatest, the minorities and the League itself —
needed to be combined. That this combination didwwok out because of the dominance of
the interests of the nation states can be linkededoroachctorhoodgranted to the nation

states.

It can be claimed that nationalism is a logicalssmuence of this broadttorhood
The power of nation states reached so far thatwesg capable of implementing and even

universalizing their national vision. From the ass&d, it was clear that German and Polish
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nationalism were indeed important obstacles. Anartgmt distinction, however, is that it is
the world culture itself, and the idea of the natstate therein, that produces nationalism
(Lechner and Boli 2005, Meyer et al. 2009). Thiplies that as long as centeadtorhoodis
granted to the nation state, nationalism will alevegmain a potential danger, whether one

invests in a minority policy or not.

Another important obstacle was the League of N&itatk of enforceable measures,
so that it was forced to engage in conciliatoryatigions. Meyer (2009) speaks of the
modern world as a broadorld polity instead of a strong world bureaucracy. Unfortulyate
this means that the League was powerless agairaircmjustices with respect to the

minorities.

The minority states were aware of this powerlessaes so they continued to repress
their minorities, although they formally agreedwibe minority treaties. Although the
League of Nations intended to deal with these tigas through a petition procedure, this
turned out powerless in practice. We describeddisisrepancy between the formal minority
policy and the actual unjust practicedesoupling the phenomenon that institutions do adapt
their formal structure to the institutionalized mmyt(isomorphism) but disconnect their

informal operation from this (Meyer and Rowan 1977)

The broadactorhoodof the nation state with nationalism as a consecgi@nd the
lack of repressive capacity as an important ingerfor decouplingtogether compose a
sociological-theoretical framework that helped tm@eptualize the global-national tension
field present in the German-Polish minority polafythe League of Nations. It showed that
this policy was indeed an international experimenéreby certain principles were diffused
across the nation states. However, these prinogriesmpassed a greattorhoodgranted to
the nation states, which enabled nationalism asidfigd the lack of repressive capacity of the

League, which, in turn, allowed fdecouplingto take place. This illustrated the middle
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position in the tension field debate, demonstrativad globalization is indeed taking place,

but that the nation state is playing an importafé i this process.

In conclusion, the insights presented in this Ertoould also offer an enlightening
perspective on the current international coopenatidhe United Nations. The minority
protection is indeed transformed to the UniversatlBration of Human Rights (Thornberry
1980, Preece 1997, Mazower 2004). Although it sethiaisthey are two quite different
policies, the same forces, ideas, questions, dil@snend contradictions are present,
something we can describe@ath dependency herefore, further research might analyze the
United Nations through the same sociological patspethat was used in this article. Doing
so would likely show that the tension field thatsAmought into existence from the
beginnings of global governance is still omniprésand that the concepts illustrated here

would help to clarify this tension field in the Wed Nations today.
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Notes

1. Body within the League of Nations founded to sattternational disputes (Northwestern
University Library 2010).

2. The tasks of this agency were preparing the agandaublish reports (Northwestern
University Library 2010). There were different sens to carry out these tasks on the

different domains in an efficient manner (Walteg6Q).

References

Beck, U., 2007. The cosmopolitan condition - Whytimelological nationalism failS.-heory

Culture & Society24, 286-290.
Beck, U., 2008. Reframing power in the globalizeatld. Organization Studie®9, 793-804.

Benhabib, S., 2005. Borders, boundaries, and ogtzi@.Ps-Political Science & Politics38,

673-677.

Benhabib, S., 2009. Claiming Rights across Bordatsernational Human Rights and

Democratic SovereigntydAmerican Political Science Reviet)3, 691-704.

Blanke, R., 1990. The German Minority in Interwaldhd and German Foreign-Policy -

Some Reconsideration¥ournal of Contemporary Historg5, 87-102.

Castells, M., 2000. Materials for an exploratorgdty of the network societfritish Journal

of Sociologyb1, 5-24.

Cowan, J.K., 2003. Who's afraid of violent languagmnour, sovereignty and claims-

making in the League of Nation&nthropological Theory3, 271-291.

De Azcarate, P., 194keague of Nations and National Minorities. An expent.

Washington: Carnegie Endowment for Internationadee

24



Chloé Delcour Working paper-please do not cite or quote without permission

Dimaggio, P.J. and Powell, W.W., 1983. The Iron €Rgvisited - Institutional Isomorphism
and Collective Rationality in Organizational Fieldsnerican Sociological Review,

48, 147-160.

Drori, G.S. and Krucken, G., 2009. World societyheory and a research program in context.
In: G. Kriicken and G.S. Drori, edé/orld society: the writings of John W. Meyer.

New York: Oxford University Press, 3-35.

Enssle, M.J., 1977. Stresemann’s Diplomacy Fifr¥ efter Locarno: Some Recent

PerspectivesThe Historical Journal20, 937-948.

Faist, T., 2001. Social citizenship in the EuropEaimon: Nested membershipournal of

Common Market Studie39, 37-58.

Fink, C., 1972. Defender of Minorities - GermanyLeague of Nations, 1926-1933entral

European History5, 330-357.

Fink, C., 1979. Stresemann Minority Policies, 12®4Journal of Contemporary Histori4,

403-422.

Fink, C., 1981. Germany and the Polish Electiond@fember 1930 - A Study in League

Diplomacy.East European Quarterly,5, 181-207.

Fink, C., 1995. The League of Nations and the Mtres QuestionWorld Affairs,157, 197-

205.

Fink, C., 1996. The Paris Peace Conference anQtiestion of Minority RightsPeace &

Change21, 273-288.

Fink, C., 2000. Minority Rights as an Internatio@alestionContemporary European

History, 9, 385-400.

25



Chloé Delcour Working paper-please do not cite or quote without permission

Held, D., 2000. Regulating globalization? The reimon of politicsInternational

Sociology,15, 394-408.

Held, D., 2006. Reframing global governance: Apgosé soon or refornNlew Political

Economy/11, 157-176.

Horak, S., 1961Poland and Her National Minorities, 1919-3%ew York: Vantage Press.

Kivisto, P. and Faist, T., 200Titizenship : discourse, theory, and transnatiopiaspects.

Malden, MA: Blackwell.

Larrain, J., 1994ldeology and cultural identity: modernity and thieiri World presence.

Cambridge: Polity Press.

Lechner, F.J. and Boli, J., 200&0rld culture: origins and consequenckfalden: Blackwell

Publishing.

Linklater, A., 2002. Cosmopolitan citizenship: E.F. Isin and B.S. Turner, ed$andbook

of citizenship studiet.ondon: Sage, 317-332.

Mazower, M., 1997. Minorities and the league ofara in interwar Europdaedalus,126,

47-63.

Mazower, M., 2004. The strange triumph of humahtag1933-195Historical Journal,47,

379-398.

McKinley, W. and Mone, M.A., 2003. Micro and magerpectives in organization theory: a
tale of incommensurabilityn: H. Tsoukas and C. Knudsen, efieke Oxford

handbook of organization theo@xford: Oxford University Press, 345-372.

Meyer, J.W., 2009. Globalization: globalizationustes and effects on national states and
societiesIn: G. Kriicken and G.S. Drori, ed&/orld society: the writings of John W.

Meyer.New York: Oxford University Press, 156-169.

26



Chloé Delcour Working paper-please do not cite or quote without permission

Meyer, J.W., et al., 2009. The nation-state: weddiety and the nation-stata: G. Kriicken
and G.S. Drori, eddVorld society: the writings of John W. Meylew York: Oxford

University Press, 173-205.

Meyer, J.W. and Jepperson, R.L., 2009. Actorhodoel'actors" of modern society: the
cultural construction of social agendy: G. Kriicken and G.S. Drori, edélorld

society: the writings of John W. Meyélew York: Oxford University Press, 111-135.

Meyer, J.W. and Rowan, B., 1977. Institutionalig&danizations - Formal Structure As

Myth and CeremonyAmerican Journal of Sociolog$3, 340-363.

Nash, K, 2009a. Between Citizenship and Human Riuciology-the Journal of the British

Sociological Associatiord3, 1067-1083.

Nash, K., 2009bThe cultural politics of human rights : comparirgetUS and UK.

Cambridge, New York: Cambridge University Press.

Northwestern University Library, 2010. Researchdeguio League of Nations Documents and
Publications (online). Available from:
http://www.library.northwestern.edu/govinfo/collewts/league/background.html

(accessed 3 February 2010).

O'Byrne, D., 2003The dimensions of global citizenship: Politicalntiey beyond the nation-

state.London: Frank Cass.

Pedersen, S., 2007. Back to the League of NatAmerican Historical Review,12, 1091-

1117.

Preece, J.J., 1997. National minority rights vatessovereignty in Europe: changing norms in

international relationsRations and Nationalisn8, 345-364.

27



Chloé Delcour Working paper-please do not cite or quote without permission

Raitz von Frentz, C., 1994 lesson forgotten: minority protection under theafue of

Nations: the case of the German minority in Polal®R0-1934Munster: Lit-Verlag.

Ratliff, W.G., 1989. Curtius,Julius, the Minoriti€iestion of 1930-1931, and the 'Primat der

Innenpolitik' + Germany, Weimar-Republ@erman Studies Revield?, 271-288.

Rosting, H., 1923. Protection of Minorities by theague of NationsThe American Journal

of International Law 17, 641-660.

Sassen, S., 1998. Embedding the global in themetibmplications for the role of the state.

Berliner Journal Fur Soziologie3, 345-358.

Sassen, S., 200&grritory, authority, rights : from medieval to d¢dal assemblagd?rinceton,

N.J.: Princeton University Press.
Sassen, S., 200%ociology of globalizatioNew York: W.W. Norton.

Thornberry, P., 1980. Is There a Phoenix in thee&A8h International Law and Minority

Rights.Texas International Law Journdlb, 421-458.
Turner, B.S., 2001. The erosion of citizensldgtish Journal of Sociology;2, 189-209.

Walters, F.P., 196 History of the League of Natiorionden: Oxford University Press.

28



