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This thesis seeks to explain irredentism by identifying the set of variables that
determine its occurrence. To do so it provides the necessary definition and
comparative analytical framework, both lacking so far, and thus establishes
irredentism as a field of study in its own right.

The thesis develops a multi-variate explanatory model that is generalisable yet
succinct. It builds critically on Donald Horowitz's theory of irredentism (1985;1991)
which, like many studies of ethno-nationalism, underperforms due to a bias towards
rationalism, materialism and individualism. The present study improves explanatory
value by identifying three further variables that tackle ethno-territorial retrieval on its
own terms. It argues that irredentism is primarily determined by shared ethno-national
identity and the political system factors that condition its politicisation domestically and
internationally. The resulting combined model is applied in two, variable-centred parts.
First, it is quantitatively tested on a dataset of irredentism which the thesis collates
based on its novel definition of irredentism. Second, the theory is applied in a historic
case study of so-called "inconsistent irredentism” (Saideman 1998), i.e. an instance
where retrieval was abandoned in an outwardly identical setting and therefore must
result from factor change over time. The chosen example is that of the Hungarian
irredenta in the interwar period (1920-1940), contrasted with its absence in the post-
communist era (1989-2005). To enhance generalisability, the thesis adds a
comparison across space by examining Hungary and not one, but two transborder
Magyar minorities (in Southern Slovakia and Transylvania).

By offering a comprehensive definition of irredentism this thesis unifies previously
disjointed cases for analysis. It avoids a rationalist and materialist bias in favour of
what genuinely matters: namely the ethno-national bond and the factors shaping its
politicisation. Because this approach does greater justice to ethno-national
movements it furnishes a more explicative, generalisable and, potentially, predictive

model of irredentism.
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Introduction

“If Poles should now march into Danzig or Czechs into
Reichenbach, the first thing to do is to train a German
irredentist movement. | myself cannot do this, for reasons of
health | am unsuitable. But every nationalist must do it.
Irredenta means: nationalism based upbn revolutionary violent

means.”
Max Weber, 1918’

On the stuff World Wars are made of

More than eighty years after Max Weber had thus urged for an irredenta that
Hitler was to implement, the citizens of Erevan cut down the last trees of
Armenia’s capital in order to survive the harsh winter of 1991. For the sake of
retrieving their ethnic brethren from adjacent Azerbaijan they had accepted
war and penury. Newly independent Armenia was also undeterred by the
complicated military operation this involved, occupying an Azeri populated
corridor in order to reach the kindred enclave of Nagorno Karabach. At about
the same time, the Milosevic government in Belgrade warned Yugoslavia's
secessionist republics that it would prevent them from taking along local Serbs
as stranded minorities. The latter in turn readied themselves to join their ethnic
parent state by whatever means this would require. The following years
illustrated their respective determination to achieve this goal, notwithstanding

human sacrifice, economic ruin and the broad array of international sanctions.

Irredentism is fascinating. Few other ethno-national movements elicit such
passions, such a willingness for sacrifice. More than any other situation of
communal politics it builds on the imperative to remedy the fragmentation of an

ethnic group and of its ancestral territory. lIrredentist folklore frequently

! Letter to Professor Goldstein, November 13, 1918, quoted in Dronberger (197 1:248).
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expresses this idea in metaphors of physical truncation, like the Somali song
which asks "how can an amputated man sleep comfortably at night?”
(Neuberger 1991:99). Irredentism is a simultaneously puzzling and yet forceful,
affirmation of nationalism. It challenges our conventions about self-
determination as coterminous with secessidn, as an ethno-national group's
pursuit of a sovereign state unit. Rather than independence it is here unitary
statehood, the Gelinerian congruence between group and state, that matters.
Retrieval is thus also the clearest rejection of being ruled by ethnic strangers.
More than any other confrontation between an ethnic minbrity and its host
state, irredentism signifies the latter’s incapacity to retain a minority’s political
consent and loyalty. These are not only withdrawn, but fransferred onto
another state which, because of its kindred nature, is deemed more legitimate.
All this seems especially remarkable in an age where many see the state as
increasingly irrelevant, ethnicity as irrational, and nationalism as outdated.
Finally, irredentism has proven more explosive than any other form of ethnic
conflict. Arguably the cause of both World Wars (Midlarsky 1992; Zartman
1992), the triangulation between ethnic parent state, transborder group and its
host state is found to be more intractable and tense than any other type of
conflict (Carment and James 1995; Moore and Davis 1998), for it links inter-
communal with inter-state strife. Adding to this is the scarring legacy of enmity

and mistrust left behind on both these levels.

For more than two centuries now, ethno-territorial retrieval has been a reality of
both domestic and inter-state politics. The recent Balkan wars, as well as
ongoing conflict in ex-Soviet republics and in Africa and Asia, prove its
continued virulence. And the sheer number of “multi-state nations” (Ryan
1995:6) holds more in store for the future: “of the 230 groups in the Minorities
at Risk project" Gurr observes, "nearly two thirds have kindred groups in
adjacent countries: 66 (29 per cent) have one cross-border kin group, 47 (20
per cent) have kin groups in two or more neighbouring countries, 34 (15 per
cent) ... have kindred in three or more countries” (1992:1). High time then we

paid attention.
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Badly defined, badly explained: the lack of “irredentism theory”

Remarkably for such a salient subject we still know very little about it. To start,
with, what exactly is irredentism? Retrieval is difficult to pin down because it
straddles academic disciplines (international relations, government, sociology),
presents a misfit in ethnic conflict taxonomies (being both internal and external
to the state), and sparks disagreement over actors, methods and time frames.
It hence still lacks a broadly recognised definition that would standardise
approaches. As a result, irredentist examples are wrongly categorised and
analysed out of the context of their cohort. For example, even T.R. Gurr's
authoritative Minorities at Risk dataset lists irredentist cases in no less than
four out of his seven categories. In short, irredentas still go unrecognised as an
aggregate group of cases, being consequently mistaken as “prerogative of the
few” (Horowitz 1991). Elaborating a workable conceptualisation, a comparative
analytical framework that comprehensively defines and describes irredentism,
is hence the first concern of this study. Whatever the merits and drawbacks of
the descriptions that have been presented until now (see chapter 1), | define
irredentism as 'the bilateral and simultaneous pursuit by both parent state and
its ethnically kindred brethren in a foreign state of ethno-territorial retrieval

across inter-state borders'.

My other - and principal - focus is to find out how irredentism works, by which
factors it is determined. This is where the lack of a comparative framework
bears consequences. So far there is no such thing as an “irredentism theory”
(Gavrilis 1999), a coherent and cumulative body of literature researching
retrieval. Presently, there exist a handful of mostly unrelated studies that often
cover a whole range of phenomena together with irredentism. Even when they
focus specifically on retrieval, they use diverging definitions and concentrate
on different numbers and combinations of actors. Most explanations are low on
generalisability because they are monocausal, case-specific accounts, while
the few multi-variate analyses in turn are imprecise in their definitions or low in
parsimony. Only one theory combines quantitative and qualitative testing of its
variables. Finally, nearly all are rooted in a normative-rationalistic

understanding of what ethnic groups strive for. | contend that, over and above
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methodological-definitional problems, this is the main reason why irredentism

has so far not been satisfactorily explained. In overview. we can broadly

differentiate existing accounts along two axes:

The number of actors they see as determining irredentist politics

Single actor accounts locate decision making and agency with
exclusively one party, on whom the proposed causal variables then
focus. The overwhelming majority of these models are parent state
oriented, due to this actor’s clear advantage in terms of power and
resources.

Bilateral analyses limit their attention to those two groups immediately
pursuing retrieval — the parent state and its transborder ethnic brethren.
Their deliberations and actions are seen in various ways as mutually
relevant or even complementary, though most accounts strongly lean
towards the state as the more powerful player.

Triadic interpretations of irredentism extend agency beyond the
retrieving and retrieved to the affected host state. Usually, the nature of
minority vs. host-state interactions is emphasised due to its
reverberation onto the other relationships within the triangle (host state
vs. parent state and parent state vs. transborder community).
Multi-actor models finally either differentiate the existing parties into
further sub-groups (e.g. leadership vs. electorate / clientele) or draft in
even further ones, such as regional powers, international organisations,
NGOs etc.

The motivational bases they assume for irredentism

Instrumentalist accounts attribute irredentism to the elite- or, less
frequently, group interests it is seen to serve. Based on normative
premises of rationality and individualism, they discard identities and
ideas as entirely manufactured and (ab)used at will. The focus here is
on competition for économic resources and / or power, often together
with the structural-strategic scope for irredentism (parent state

19



expansionism) and comparative risk assessments (e.g. minority
security).

» |deational approaches explain irredentism primarily in the light of the
notions it involves - nationalism and self-determination. Past
experiences, competing or transforming nationalisms, symbols and
territoriality are cited as determinants. These studies are- more likely to
analyse the group as a whole. However, they overwhelmingly support
their interpretation with instrumental aspects.

» [dentificationist analyses argue with the non-rational (as distinct from
irrational) elements of ethno-nationalism by presenting the emotional
and psychological power of ascriptive ties as primary factor. The level of
analysis ranges from strictly elite-focused down to encompassing the
whole group. Combined accounts realistically incorporate interests and
ideas to varying extents, often in function of or constrained by, ethno-

national identity.

In summary, a cross-tabulation of explanations along these two criteria yields

the following clusters below.
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Table 1.1 Overview of irredentism literature?

Typg :’f Combined Combined Combining
model* . . . ._. | Instrumentalist- instrumental-
Instrumentalist | Ideational | Identificationist ideational identificationist all three
Number of
actors**
Von Hippel Katsiyiannis
(1993) (IR) (1996) (IR)
1 Saideman Carment &
PS (1998) (IR) James (1995)
Andreopoulos (IR)
(1981) (CP) Van Evera
(1994) (IR)
1 Reichman &
TC Golan (1991)
(GY)
Saideman &
Ayres (1999 y o
Kitromilides
) 2000) (IR/PS) | ™ 1940 . Horowitz (1985, )
Gavrilis (1999) (HY) Connor (1980) | Ambrosio (2001) 1991) (CP) Fuzesi
PS+TC (CP) - ©P) (IR) Neuberger(1991)(HY) | {2206L(CP)
Posen (1993)
(IR)
3 Nfgﬂr?fg%) Brubaker Weiner
PS +TC+HS (CP) (1996) (SOC) (1991) (IR)
4
(sub-
differentiated Suhrke (1970)
(CP)
or several
actors)
Key: * Type of model: multi-variate models are in bold script, quantitative studies

underlined.
** No. of actors: PS = Parent State; TC = Transborder Community; HS = Host State
***Disciplines are abbreviated: CP = Comparative Politics; GY = Geography;

SOC = Sociology; HY = History; IR = International Relations

Given this heterogenous choice of studies, the question arises which particular

type of approach should serve as base for an improved analysis, and why so.

A closer look however reveals the scarcity of useful models available for

constructive theory building:

2 Included are all theories that specifically or even indirectly explain irredentism, whether they
profess to do so or not, and independently of whether their particular definition of irredentism is
compatible with my own.
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1.

Only theories that deal concretely with irredentism are relevant.
Excluded are those covering a whole array of similar phenomena
(Connor 1980; Posen 1993; Van Evera 1994; Brubaker 1996) and those
explanations targeting retrieval, but using fuzzy definitions and thus

compromised data (Saideman and Ayres 1999, 2000).

Theories which restrict irredentism to one ethnic actor, usually the
parent state, are not useful because they ignore the crucial components
of bilateral consent and activism that define ethno-territorial retrieval
(Andreopoulos 1981; Reichman and Golan 1991; von Hippel 1993;
Carment and James 1995; Katsiyiannis 1996; Saideman 1998;
Ambrosio 2000). Other approaches in contrast disqualify themselves
because they confuse agency and structure by including the host state
as actor, instead of as conditioning environment (Weiner 1991;
Brubaker 1996). Some are in turn unworkable because they introduce
multiple or internally over-differentiated actors, thus creating
unnecessarily complicated settings that are neither generalisable nor
parsimonious (Suhrke 1970; Suhrke and Noble 1977).

3. Mono-causal models are unable to explain complex processes such as

irredentism, especially not across the vastly different scenarios of
several dozen cases. They are for this reason discarded, even if some
argue convincingly for their own specific examples, (Saideman 1998;
Gavrilis 1999). Conversely, we can also rule out models with an
unfeasibly large number of factors (Saideman and Ayres 2000), and
those that profess to be more descriptive than explanatory (Kitromilides
1990; Weiner 1991; Carment and James 1995).

By progressive elimination we have narrowed the focus to one realistic and
workable theory we can build on: Horowitz’'s model on the “structural bias” for
or against irredentism (1985; 1991).3 It is a multi-variate, irredentism-specific
explanation which includes both ethnic actors. Drawn from comparing case

studies in post-colonial Asia and Africa and contrasting against secession, this

3 Neuberger's intelligent application of Horowitz's grid to post-colonial Africa (1991), is left

aside as affirmative (if mildly critical) reiteration.
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is a generalisable, predictive explanation of retrieval. Given however its
prescriptive bias towards rationality and correlate under-estimation of identity,
his theory only grasps part of the irredentist phenomenon. This, and our
overview, consequently indicates what the present study will need to include in
order to furnish an improved theory of irredentism. For one, any analysis
needs a reasoned and cohesive analytical framework. Secondly, "a study of
nationalism must follow a comparative method" Kohn (1967:9-10) rightly
insisted, "it cannot remain confined to one of its manifestations." Based on the
definition | present, this study has tried to collate all identifiable cases of
irredentism in order to test both Horowitz's variables and my own. Thirdly, if we
want to find out what determines irredentism, we need to apply them in a
historic case study, ideally an example of "inconsistent irredentism" (Saideman
1998). Since retrieval is abandoned here in an outwardly identical setting, the
change in group behaviour must stem from factor change over time. | have
chosen Hungary's interwar irredenta (1920-1940), which has been
discontinued in the post-communist period (1989-2006). To this contrasting of
time periods | have also added a comparison across space by examining not
one, but two transborder Magyar minorities, namely in Southern Slovakia and
Transylvania. Given their differences in size and homogeneity, as well as their
historical-sociological divergences, this should provide additional verification.

Case study: the Hungarian irredenta

In order to understand the merits of this particular case, it is worth taking a
brief look at the two time periods and the actors that form the subjects of this

comparative study.

Hungary's partition in 1920 under the Trianon peace treaty constituted a
persisting national trauma: for the first time in the country's millennial existence
ethnicity and territory did no longer coincide, a fact that had hitherto been
commonsensical. Magyars had naturally equated their country with the historic
territory of its foundation in the ninth century A.D. After World War |, these

"Crownlands of Saint Stephen" disintegrated under the boundary drawing of
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Great Powers who applied the Wilsonian prinbiple of self-determination with
remarkable selectivity. Thus Hungary lost seventy per cent of its territory
(retaining merely 92 963 of the former 282 876 square kilométres) and one
third of its Magyar speaking population alone (estimated at around 3 million;
see maps 1.1 and 1.2). The majority of these went to Romania and
Czechoslovakia as the treaty's main beneficiaries, with about 1.7 million and
893 586 ethnic Hungarians respectively.® Following partition, interwar
Hungarian politics revolved around Trianon's integral revision, principally
focusing on the two largest severed territories: Transylvania®, now Romanian,

vand ‘Upper Hungary’® in Czechoslovakia.

Both at home and across the newly drawn borders, irredentism, as core of a
general territorial revisionism, became the unanimous cause célébre of the
Magyar nation. In Hungary, support for retrieval was irrespective of age, class
or political affiliation and persisted through the entire interwar period (Balogh
1988:55; Zeidler 2001:33-43;159-191). Indeed, “no Hungarian government
could survive without seeking 'justice for Hungary’ " (Balogh 1988:57). The
theme was a rallying cry for a deeply divided nation just emerging from civil
war. Its genuine appeal however also served to divert public attention from the
country's numerous socio-economic problems which worsened with the
conservative freeze on reform. Hungary's difficulties were collectively blamed
on the "Trianon Diktat", with irredentism acquiring the promise of a national

salvation. Budapest's policies represented a blend of vigorous campaigning

* In terms of total population losses, Hungary retained of about 20.8 million inhabitants only 7
980 143 million (Janos 1982:205)

® “Transylvania” denotes here more than the former historic region (roughly 57 000 km? on its
own). Instead, it describes all territory lost to Romania in 1920 (103 093 kmz) and
subsequently referred to and seen as, part of ‘Erdély’ (Transylvania). This includes Romanian-
annexed areas of the Hungarian kingdom - the historic Partium area (counties Maramaros,
Szatmar, Szilagy, Bihar, Arad) and the Banség / Banat region (Temes and Krass6-Szérény) -
plus the 9 counties of Transylvania proper further east. Not included in this dissertation are the
Csangd Hungarians (Csangomagyarok) and their areas, because they are situated outside
Transylvania, beyond the Carpathians.

® The name ‘Felvidék’ (Upper Hungary) is sometimes used to summarily denote all areas
annexed to Czechoslovakia. This thesis however adheres to its tighter, more frequent
definition of the former administrative region within the Dual Monarchy (‘North-Western
Felvidék) including the Csall6kéz area. Thus excluded from my examination is the adjacent but
distinct, territory of Kérpafaljia (“Subcarpathia” or Ruthenia). This was also ceded to
Czechoslovakia under Trianon and at the time contained a Hungarian minority of 123 000
(1930). It, too, was subject to interwar Magyar irredentism, and was retrieved separately in
March 1939. Today, it is part of Ukraine and home to around 152 000 Magyars, though
unofficial estimates put the figure at 200 000 (HMTH 2005c).
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abroad, secret negotiations with Europe's two other revisionist powers -
Fascist Italy and later Nazi Germany - while retaining a low profile on the issue

when confronted with powerful disapproval.”

Traumatised by their sudden change to minority status, ethnic Magyars across
the borders, were equally unwilling (and arguably unable) to accept their
situation. Subject to forced assimilation and discrimination by their new host
states, their reaction could however not afford the same vehemence. After an
initial spell of protest and civil disobedience, transborder Magyar attitudes
overwhelmingly settled into a defiant siege mentality, characterised by
communal self-reliance via tight internal organisation. The goal was to
consolidate and survive until retrieval would eventually occur. Like their
mainland kindred, minority Hungarians were convinced that national truncation
was only temporary because it was untenable in its historic injustice. They
viewed their presence in the successor states "..by no means as
acknowledgement of this illegal fact [i.e. Hungary's partition], but as living and
permanent protest against this cruelly unjust decision made against us and
without us..." (Hoensch 1967:19).% The Magyar irredentist slogan of “nem,
nem, soha” ("no, no, never" - the triple refusal of Trianon) thus represented the

credo of virtually the entire nation.

At the end of the 1930s it finally seemed as if Hungary's "active foreign policy"
(aktiv kiilpolitika) had achieved the irredenta.’ The two Vienna Arbitrations of
1938 and 1940 restored at Hitler's will all of the Felvidék ("Upper Hungary", i.e.
Southern Slovakia) and the northern part of Transylvania (see map 1.3). A

pyrrhic victory it was, since Budapest was now indebted to the Axis powers, as

" Foreign Minister Kanya complained to US envoy Montgomery "that he considered
revisionism insanity, but that there was nothing he could do about it since the Hungarian
people were not quite sane on the subject and foreign policy could not be divorced entirely
from politics" (Hoensch 1967:12).

8 Ethnic Magyar MP Dr. Lajos K&rmendy-Ekes, stating his community's attitude in the
Czechoslovak parliament on June 2, 1920, two days prior to Trianon's signing.

® The term used at the time was ‘revision’. Contemporary Hungarian historians still like to
distinguish between legalistic treaty renegotiation (revision) and irredentism ("recovery of
national territories under foreign rule" - see for instance Zeidler 2001:50-1). This may be
because of irredentism’s negative connotations (Ben Israel 1991: 31; see also section 1.5.2),
but presumably also seeks to underline entitiement. | contend that revisionism is instrumental
part of irredentism (especially in this case), and that it is therefore a means to an end rather
than a separate category in its own right.
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whose ally it subsequently joined and lost the war - together with the retrieved
territories. During the following 45 years, the USSR's military and ideological
domination of the region pre-empted Magyar irredentism from resurfacing.™
With the collapse of communist regimes in Hungary, Slovakia and Romania,
independent foreign policy and the issue of national truncation has re-

emerged. Hungarian irredentism however, has not.

Today, Budapest's foreign policy is emphatically non-irredentist and
cooperative, up to the point where it faces accusations of sell-out and neglect
of its minority Magyars (see e.g. BBC 1995). After some initial inconsistencies,
Western observers agree that by March 1993 Hungary had clearly "rejected all
thought of changes in the country's frontiers by force. The entire political
spectrum in parliament supported this new defence concept" (Schépflin
1993:14-15)."" Hungarian public opinion equally endorses this stance. Despite
the continued affective and symbolic value especially of Erdély (Transylvania)
to mainland Magyars, they are "not primarily' concerned with righting the
wrongs of Trianon." Indeed, the matter is regarded as "first and foremost an
intellectual issue" (ibid.:10).'> Mainland extremists calling for revision like the
Independent Smallholder Party's faction under Jo6zsef Torgyan, or lIstvan
Csurka's Hungarian Justice and Life Party (MIEP), are scarce and receive a
lukewarm response at best. Marginalised by mainstream politics, their
dwindling electoral support' basically reflects domestic social issues and is
"minimal on the question of the minorities" (Schépflin 1993:12). Post-
communist Hungary has very deliberately assumed the role of an ethnic
patron, acting as a protective power by securing cultural reproduction and
constitutionally anchored collective rights for its ethnic kin in the region." The

conclusion of Basic Treaties with all host states, laboriously negotiated and

10 Arguably both Romanian and Hungarian irredentist aspirations about Transylvania's post-
war status were briefly used as Soviet divide and rule tactics in 1945-6. This however was a
matter of political engineering rather than ethnic group choice.

"' See also Bardi (2004a) or Zellner and Dunay (1998:205-297)

'2 See also Szarka in Brunner (1996:165) for the role of intellectuals in this matter.

3 In the 2002 and 2006 parliamentary elections Csurka's MIEP respectively received only 4.37
and then 2.2 per cent, both below the 5 per cent electoral threshold for participation in the
legislature.

" This self-defined role is set out in the amended Hungarian constitution of 1989. Article 6,
paragraph 3, stipulates that "the Republic of Hungary feels responsible for the fate of those
Magyars living outside of its borders and promotes their relations with Hungary."
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unilaterally instigated by Budapest, proves amongst others its commitment to

the status quo.

Contemporary transborder Hungarians have equally rejected retrieval. Neither
Romanian nor Slovak Magyars seek to rejoin Hungary — in fact they even
adapted their plans for local autonomy in order to underline their moderation
(see for instance Duray 1999; Egyed 2000 and Riz 2000). They continue to be
sizeable minorities within their respective host states (see maps 1.5, 2.6. and
3.5). The political platforms of Hungarian minority parties, nearly co-terminous
with their electorates’ opinions, today demand collective recognition as nation-
constituting groups, instead of past defectionism." Sociological surveys
conducted amongst Transylvanian and Slovak Magyars show that strong
regional identities have emerged, while affiliation to the parent state has
transformed and is even becoming tenuous in some respects (Gereben 1995,
1999a, 2001; Lampl 1999; Langman 1997; Veres 1997). Most tellingly
perhaps, the mainland referendum of December 2004 about dual citizenship
for transborder Hungarians was received by the latter with very mixed feelings
and, upon its failure, with downright rejection. All of this is not only remarkable
in a comparative historical perspective, but also in view of their continued
problems within both Romania and Slovakia.

In short, one or more conditioning factors must have changed for both
mainland and minority Magyars in such a way that they do not consider a post-

communist irredenta as option.

Concept formation and constructive theory-building: towards an

explanation of irredentism

This thesis has two linked aims. It firstly seeks to establish irredentism as a
field of study in its own right. It will show that retrieval is a clearly definable fact
of both modern history and contemporary politics, it is neither infrequent nor

indistinct. Chapter 1 thus establishes a comparative analytical framework for

' See the respective electoral program of the Romanian Magyar party RMDSZ (2005) and the
detailed self-description of the Slovak Magyars as "co-nation" by Egyitiélés Politikai
Mozgalom / Political Movement Coexistence, Slovakia (2005).
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irredentism by deVising a workable definition and, collating all cases based on

it, by describing its universal characteristics.

Secondly, my study will demonstrate that retrieval is determined by a clear set
of factors that partly interact in a positive feedback effect. It aims to provide a
generalisable explanatory model about its occurrence by building on Donald
Horowitz’s hypotheses about ethno-territorial retrieval. Two complementary
methods will be used to achieve this. Chapter 2 will undertake quantitative
testing of Horowitz's and my own variables on the collation of cases
established by my definition. By converting each factor into measurable
indicators it will probe its explanatory value across cases. Chapter 3 to 7 in
turn will apply each variable in depth to the inconsistent Hungarian irredenta.
Through the Magyar case study we will be able to compare factor changes and
the extent of their causal effect across both time (inter-war versus post-

communist periods) and space (Felvidék versus Transylvanian irredenta).

Both quantitative and empirical evidence will show that Horowitz's three factors
are merely secondary elements in the decision-making of actively or potentially
irredentist groups. They are flawed by the normative liberal bias that
dominated the study of ethnicity and nationalism until recently. Premising
individualism, materialism and rationality, such approaches see ethnic
collectives as merely functional groups. They systematically under-estimate or
discard the ethno-national bond that is so central to group behaviour, and
particularly to irredentism. From their perspective ethno-nationalism - as
opposed to "civic-territorial" nationalism - is either "irrational" or merely
instrumental to elites. Depending on the view taken, it is varyingly explained
away as reaction to - or deficiency in - cosmopolitan modernity (retardation or
contact theory), or indeed as surrogate struggle for power and economic
resources (relative deprivation theories). Horowitz's three variables faithfully
mirror this prescriptive take. In his view irredentas firstly depend on whether
they bring a comparative economic advantage, tackled for the Hungarian case
in chapter 3: minorities will want to unite if the parent state is better off, the
latter in turn will not retrieve without gaining material benefits. Secondly,

irredentist projects are determined by parent state calculations about
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demographic and strategic feasibility. Chapter 4 will thus examine his
suggestion that retrieval is more likely when the minority is situated in a
compact, homogeneous and border-near position. Finally, Horowitz
emphasises elite ambitions (subsumed in chapters 6 and 7): minority leaders
may object to the pooling of their power which retrieval entails, while mainland
elites do not want to divide theirs in case the joining group differs enough to
insist on retaining its own representatives. Such reluctance is only offset by
mainland leaders' personal ties to the transborder region or group, but - and
here comes the caveat - this is only effective in "patriarchal" (read: backward)

societies.

Because of the omission - or re-casting - of a group's central gist, such
explanations "are a poor guide to ethno-nationally inspired behaviour" (Connor
1994:74) and, consequently, to irredentism. To be clear, the problem with
Horowitz's theory is not that irredentists are invested with rationality, but rather
the normative slant on what they should be concerned about: power,
feasibility, material benefit. My explanation in contrast re-focuses on what
actually matters to irredentists, and thus joins the growing non-prescriptive
literature on ethno-politics that corrects the fallacies described above (e.g.
Connor 1994 and 2001; McGarry 1995; McGarry and O'Leary 1993 and 2004,
Kymlicka 2001 a, 2001b and 2002).

Irredentism is, as | have noted above, principally concerned with solidarity
rooted in shared identity and with the twin components this inherently
commands: nation-statei congruence (nationalism) and freedom from
domination by non-members (self-determination). Changes within this engine
and its conditioning factors will result in irredentist inconsistency. Where do
these changes stem from? Like Milton J. Esman (1994) and Walker Connor
(1980; 1994; 2001) | see ethno-national movements - including retrieval - as
affected by a combination of subjective/internal and objective/external givens.
“Problems posed by the external environment are as likely as historical
experiences and collective aspirations of the group to determine its dynamics —
its definition of problems, needs and strategies. The polar extremes of

primordial givens and instrumental opportunism seldom account for the real
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behaviour of ethnic communities” (Esman 1994:14). In short, ideas, interests
and identities all matter. Yet Esman (ibid.) also points out that specifically
“homeland groups” (which irredentists are by definition) are governed more by.
the essence-side of these two poles. So the three components are not quite
equal. For one, elites and their interests are as much constrained by ethnicity
as the masses they lead. Secondly, and retrieval is exemplary for this, identity
is not one option amongst many but prevails over all other sources of
mobilisation. The ethno-national bond enjoys ultimate priority, simply because
“ethnicity normally taps deeper layers of socialisation, experience, emotion,
and pride than collective identities that are more instrumental to the individual”
(ibid.:15). This is why Horowitz's interest-driven account captures so little of

retrieval.

What my three variables consequently focus on are irredentism's identity
component and the two factors affecting its correlate self-determination
(ideational) element. | will start with the former. Chapter 6 probes changes in
the strength and nature of the ethno-national bond'® on which irredentism is
crucially based. Ethnicity is made up of a set of traits by which members
recognise each other and differentiate themselves from other groups.'” Even if
these features are not always externally verifiable (e.g. common descent), they
are nevertheless perceptually "real" to the group, and therefore analytically
important. Connor summarises this brilliantly: "it is not what is, but what people
believe is that has behavioural consequences” (1994:75, emphasis original).
Furthermore, the intangible or constructed nature of markers does not mean
that they can be used randomly: “ethnicity cannot be politicised unless an

underlying core of memories, experience or meaning moves people to

'8 Within the study of nationalism and ethnicity this work follows the modernist school. It posits
nationalism as modern phenomenon and group identity as relying on both constructed and
objective criteria. The internal cohesion based on these features is however empirically real
and thus a (co-)determinant of group mobilisation. This follows moderate constructivists such
as Gellner, Kedourie, and Walzer, while leaning somewhat further towards an identificationist
%remise. Conversely, my view opposes instrumentalist accounts like Brass' or Hobsbawm's.

I understand an ethnic group as “...any collective identity and solidarity based on inherited
culture, racial differences, belief systems and sentiments of common nationality” (Esman
1994:16). | furthermore add here the group's association with a defined ancestral territory,
which it may or may not inhabit completely or exclusively. This broad delineation is necessary
because the primary bases of differentiation vary from group to group, but are equally valid in
their diversity (e.g. religion, race, cultural-linguistic heritage). “Ethnic” thus denotes groups
whose identity and solidarity are based on shared criteria, which can according to individual
case in- or exclude any combination of such traits.
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collective action.... Either way, the solidarities are authentic, not imagined,
constructed or fantasised” (Esman 1994:14, emphasis added). In other words,
the flexibility of groupness and its (sometimes selective) politicisation by ethnic
entrepreneurs does not make it any less strong or genuine.18

This is what my variable reasons with. If we accept that identity informs
nationalism, then shifts or changes in group identity must (at least in part)
cause changes in national aspirations. Irredentism mobilises both parent state
and minority as a (self-perceived) cohesive community. | suggest that retrieval
is centrally dependent on one particular basis of cohesion, namely kinship
conceived in the narrow, literal sense: a (perceived) shared ancestry. Integral
to this organic understanding of the nation is residence on and identification
with, ancestral homelands. Much like its subjectively shared blood, the
irredentist group has a shared subjective ‘map image’ of its soil. In short,
retrieval is an expression of ethnic nationalism, it needs exclusive, narrowly
.conceived markers to preserve cohesion across boundaries. A group’s identity
can however shift due to changing markers. This in turn entails changes in
their politicisation, i.e. in that group’s nationalism and its goals. Cultural and
civic markers instead of ethnic-exclusive ones are more voluntary, inclusive
and . thus no longer provide the precise demarcation of membership and
territory vital to irredentas. They furthermore do away with the need to (re)unite
‘dismembered’ nations, and thus allow for differentiation of communal and
political loyalties which irredentas automatically equate. In such settings
retrieval is longer commonsensical nor even desirable to a group. So the
ethno-national bond may well be "beyond reason" or "non-rational" as Connor
(1994) stipulates, but the effects of its change on irredentism are not: when the

"self" in self-determination ceases to be clear-cut, then so does the project.

® | have made an effort to avoid reifying ethnicity wherever possible. This study
wholeheartedly acknowledges the need for an internally differentiated analysis of ethnic actors,
yet it is severely limited by research design and -scope. For instance, Astri Suhrke's (1970)
remarkable study attempts to do so yet falls well short of that goal. Throughout I try to avoid an
overly monolithic examination by noting any significant divergences within Magyar elites
(mainland and transborder) as well as between them and their respective electorates. Overall
however, the multi-variate explanatory model presented in this thesis cannot afford internally
well differentiated actors, not least because its argument aspires to be parsimonious and
universally applicable. Also, the limitations of quantifying (i.e. reducing and operationalising)
social facts preclude in themselves a more nuanced examination.
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This is where two further factors tie in, this time external to the group and
objective, if not to say rational. Looking within the framework of the state, the
politicisation of ethnicity is surely conditioned by the regime type in which it is
set. Chapter 7 will argue that it is democracy that matters here, since - as
Lijphart (1999; 2002) reminds us - research has confirmed it as the unique
setting capable of managing ethno-nationalism. Democracy matters differently
for our two actors. In terms of the parent state, the absence of democratic
institutions or incomplete democratisation allows for ethno-nationalism to
become state policy (Snyder 2000; Snyder and Mansfield 2000a and b). The
strong institutions of consolidated democratic systems in turn severely limit the
conflation of group and state interests, both by the civic nationalism they foster
as well as via mechanisms of accountability and deliberation. Institutional
performance can thus help to shift group identity to different bases.

For the transborder kindred in turn the particular character of a democracy is
relevant: is it majoritarian or consensus based? Since even substantive
democracies are in some form "culturally coded" (Schépflin 2004), i.e. since
there is no such thing as an entirely 'civic' nationalism, assuaging an irredentist
minority's aspirations within the host state means introducing consociational
features as described by Lijphart (1977). Power-sharing acknowledges the
central importance of a group's identity and can accommodate its yearning for
self-rule via either segmented and / or territorial autonomy. This is especially
likely to succeed once a group’s identity and thus its national aspirations have
transformed (see above), and further reinforces this trend. By contrast, the less
accommodative the host state is - pursuing assimilationist policies or
establishing hegemonic control (Lustick 1993) - the more a minority will seek
retrieval, or in case of compromised cross-border affinity, convert its exit

strategy into secessionism.

My third variable, presented in Chapter 5, reasons conversely with the
international (dis)incentives for irredentism. Even more than secessions,
retrieval has seemingly insurmountable odds stacked against it since the
international system is by default governed by a restrictive consensus about
redrawing boundaries. Still, the history of irredentism shows slight, temporary

variations in world-political attitudes, windows of opportunity that tolerated this
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particular variant of national self-determination. | suggest that such periods -
though often short and area-biased - encourage retrieval. What furthermore
promotes parent state irredentism is the existence of a supportive patron
power, usually irredentist itself and in regional vicinity. Minority defectionism in
turn is heightened by international disregard for its treatment within the host
state. A restrictive consensus, absent friends and externally supported minority
rights or power-sharing cannot by themselves dissuade irredentism, yet they
do modulate its methods and vehemence. When combined and interacting
with our previous two factors, they can however be decisive. Given pre-
existing or developing changes in group cohesion, inter-state restrictions and
incentives double up with regime-specific ones (parent state), or promote

ethno-national aspirations within existing boundaries (minority).

Making sense of irredentism means making sense of ethno-nationalism.
Central to explaining both is a re-evaluation of group solidarity and of its
imperatives bar any normative bias. My model explains inconsistent retrieval
via changes in and feedback effects between, its primary engine - shared
ethno-national identity - and the domestic and international factors that

condition its politicisation.
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1. Defining irredentism

“Today most people would rather be governéd poorly by their
ethnic brethren than well by aliens, occupiers or colonisers...
indeed to be ruled by ethnic strangers is perceived as worse

than oppressive.”
Joseph Rothschild (1981:14)

1.1 Introduction

Ethno-territorial retrieval represents one of the methods by which communal
groups seek nation-state congruence, it is self-determination of a special kind.
Yet irredentism is little explored, it constitutes so far something of a black box:
at one end, there is a communal group bisected by borders which it either
accepts, or conversely challenges via secession or demands for autonomy. At
the other, one finds the (re-)union of that group and its territory within an
ethnically kindred state. What is in between has largely remained unexplained.
Ethno-territorial retrieval thus represents the unknown in an equation whose
other components — the ethnic group, the state etc. - research has so

thoroughly investigated.

The description and classification of real-world phenomena always bears the
double risks of arbitrariness and reification!, yet this does not explain the
absence of an attempt. In contrast to highly researched issues like genocide,
there is no scholarly agreement over what irredentism actually denotes. Yet
neither is this disagreement generating any debates, indeed this particular
subject seems to lack the usual challenge and response patterns of academia.
Instead, the study of retrieval is rarely cumulative and at best sporadically
recursive, i.e. irredentism can take any meaning to anybody. The literature
consequently abounds with definitions which, based on minimal cross-

! See for instance Sartori (1984:15-63) on the trappings of concept analysis.
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referencing, mutually ignore and contradict one another.? Alternatively, some
do not even attempt clarification, contending that “although irredentism is
conceptually distinct from ethnicity, separatism, pan-cultural movements, and
border skirmishes, it is in fact best characterised as an active mixture of all
these ingredients” (Chazan 1990: 141). Given that the scientific analysis of
reality crucially depends on consistent and workable descriptions, it is
therefore unsurprising that research to date lacks a comprehensive, universal

theory of irredentism.

There is in short the need for a precise, differentiated and reasoned definition
of irredentism in order to subsequently elaborate on the variables that
condition its occurrence and demise. The lack of conceptualisation testifies not
only to the disregard of ethno-territorial retrieval as a political reality, but as a
field of study. Hence my task here is not merely to describe and establish what
an irredenta is, but — equally importantly - what it is not. Based on this
definition, we will be able to collate all irredentas and compare irredentas in
their essential and therefore universal, qualities. Opening the black box of
irredentism thus entails the development of a comparative analytical

framework for it.

1.2 Irredentism as a concept

Irredentism needs to be coined as concept — i.e. as a notion or idea in social
science — and subsequently categorised as real world phenomenon as well as
described in its standard attributes. Turning to the Concept first, it requires
distinction into variants: irredentism is in fact conceptually heterogeneous and

consists of two rarely differentiated subtypes.®

2 Compare for example Landau’s (1991) definition that centres on ethnic affinity (“...expression
of passionate interest in the well-being of an ethnic or cultural minority..." ) with Ben-Israel’s
(1991) materialist emphasis on the homeland (... irredentism pertains in the first place to
territory demanded by a state”). Some definitions concentrate on the minority (Reichman and
Golan 1991 ), while most others focus exclusively on the parent state (e.g. Saideman 1998,
Chazan 1991, von Hippel 1993, Yagcioglu 1996, Mayall 1990). Only few are bilateral (Suhrke
1970, Connor 1980, Horowitz 1985 ).

® The only exception to date is Horowitz in Chazan (1991:10). The types are, however,
distinguished without consequence for his subsequent analysis. :
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1.2.1 Differentiation - “irredentism’* has two faces

The first variant, which | call type 7 or conventional, is the most frequent form
of irredentism and will form the subject of this work. It features the situation of
a parent state (A) and its transborder ethnic brethren (B) which is situated in a

neighbouring host state (C).

Figure 1.1. Representation of a conventional irredenta

These movements seek to detach land and people from one state in order to
relincorporate them into another. Interwar Hungary and the Transylvanian
Magyar community in Romania provide a good example of such an irredenta.
A type 1 irredenta is potentially anywhere possible, provided two basic

structural requirements are fulfilled:

* the existence of a parent state. This is a state where one ethnic
group is numerically and/or politically dominant as titular nation,
i.e. where other groups cannot thwart the retrieval of ethnic kin.

e the existence of one or more ethnically kindred communities in
an adjacent state or states, ideally - but not necessarily - in a

compact, border-near situation.

The second, less frequent, variant is what | label so-called unificationist (or
type 2) irredenta. 1t is not to be confused with pan-movements - mere cultural
projects to create a larger entity, like for instance pan-lslamism (see Landau
1991:91-92 and 1995:180-182). Instead, it applies only to pursuits involving
common kinship and a shared idea of and attachment to, an ethnic homeland.

However, these can sometimes start off on the cultural plane and grow into an
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unificationist irredenta.4 Type 2 irredentas consist of an ethnic group (a, b, c, d)
which is dispersed across several host states (l., Il., Ill.) and lacks a parent
state of its own. It seeks to establish the latter by detaching and unifying land
from several states. Apart from the more widely known Kurdish and Basque
cases, the Baluchi, Palestinians and Ewe provide further examples of this

irredentist type.5

Figure 1.2. Representation of a pan-movement

In sum, the difference between the two variants is one of joining as opposed to
creating, a political unit. However, these distinctions are somewhat ideal
typical. For one, we have to take into account irredentism’s dynamic character.
Empirical evidence shows an evolutionary connection between the two
categories. Thus, unificationist irredentas develop into the conventional type
after having successfully established a core parent state; they function as a
sort of transitional stage.6 Indeed, many conventional irredentas are follow-ups
to an unificationist irredenta: they logically continue where the preceding
project of retrieval ended.7 This is how the Greek Megali movement and the

Italian, German, Romanian, and Somali cases evolved. | would argue that this

4 Cases like the Megali Idea and Pan-Germanism did invoke cultural-linguistic arguments, but
the actual irredentas they spawned were primarily underpinned by (perceived) shared ancestry
and a ‘map image’ of communal homelands - see also chapter 6 .

5 Unificationist irredentas occur in two different situations. One is where the irredentist minority
challenges a majority in the host country, be that mono-ethnic (e.g. Kurds versus
homogeneous Turks) or multi-ethnic (Basques versus heterogeneous Spain). In the second
scenario, the unificationist group is a domestic majority itself (e.g. Germans pre-1871,
Romanians in Moldova and Wallachia prior to 1859).

6 1am not aware of instances where this development was reversed. The relation between the
two types seems unidirectional.

7 The few type 1 irredentas not preceded by unificationist movements are generally those
involving a historic parent state that was however subsequently dismembered via secession
(like Yugoslavia) or partition (e.g. Ireland, Hungary).

37



also describes the current Palestinian situation®. Put into a nutshell, our

identified subtypes appear more continuous than discrete, they function as

phases of the same process.

Secondly, there is also the problem of borderline cases, which are difficult to
classify. Some movements want to turn their host into a parent state (i.e. into
one which they dominate) exactly by retrieving ethnic kin. This makes the
situation reminiscent of type 2 irredentas, with two or more kindred groups in
different states wishing to unite. But, in contrast to unificationist irredentas,
these movements do not want to defect. To the contrary: the envisaged
political unit already exists, and this would in turn indicate a type 1 case. An
example are the Ibo, Yoruba and Hausa in Nigeria, who respectively demand
to be reunited with their kin from neighbouring countries in order make Nigeria
— which they equally share — into a parent state they dominate. The same is
true for Djibouti's Afars, who wish to retrieve fellow Afars in Eritrea and
Somalia in order to outnumber the local Somalis with whom they share their bi-
national state. Yet another case are Afghani Pashtuns, today a medium-sized
communal group in their country, who wish to incorporate enthusiastic fellow
Pashtuns in Pakistan in order to restore their former demographic and political
dominance within Afghanistan. | have resolved that, since none of these
groups actually dominates “their” state, i.e. since there is no parent state
integral to the definition of conventional retrieval, they all remain sub-variants

of unificationist irredentas.

Thirdly, the presence or absence of a parent state can be expected to
generate very different determinants for the two irredentist categories, and my
thesis will only focus on those for the more frequent, conventional irredentas.
Firstly, there is an appreciable qualitative contrast as to their aims. Building a
new political entity is incomparably more ambitious - and difficult - a goal than
joining a pre-existing one. Furthermore, the constellation of actors is radically

different. Type 1 features a bilateral situation in which the retrieving unit

® The areas currently under Palestinian self-government represent a gradually consolidating,
but as yet semi-sovereign, Palestinian parent state. Much like the nineteenth century Greek
case, the latter is the product of a partially successful unificationist irredenta. The territories
(still) left out yet inhabited by ethnic kin, are perceived as essential Palestinian homeland
(most notably East Jerusalem). These areas are now the subjects of a conventional irredenta.
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nevertheless ultimately takes the lead. In contrast, a unificationist i’rredenta like
that of the Basques or Kurds involves multiple equal players, i.e. kindred ethnic
groups. These have to co-ordinate their goals and activities against the
different backgrounds of incentives and deterrents of their respective host
countries. What logically follows from these considerations is that such
irredentas should have a far lower success rate than conventional ones. Oddly
enough, my statistical evidence suggests the exact opposite. What we can
nevertheless assume for certain is that irredentist prerequisites must vary in
character and weight across these two subtypes, and it will make an
interesting future research project to establish to what extent they do so and

how.

1.2.2 Conventional irredentism defined: actors and features

But let us return to conventional irredentas. Although we know now what they
entail and how to recognise them, we still lack an operationalised definition.

For reasons | shall detail below, | propose the following formula:
Irredentism is the bilateral and simultaneous pursuit by both parent
state and ethnically kindred brethren in a foreign state of ethno-

territorial retrieval across inter-state borders.

Ethno-territorial retrieval represents one policy pursued by two distinct actors

whose behaviours interact, i.e. they are not independently variable.’

Irredentist actors: the parent state

Let us look at our actors first. Parent states display a few basic attributes. They
are invariably a sovereign political entity which is either politically and / or
numerically dominated by one communal group. The term “sovereign” denotes
here the formal freedom to determine domestic and foreign policies, but not
the Weberian monopoly on the legitimate exercise of coercive power. Were

one to apply that criterion, it would disqualify a number of irredentist states,

® Horowitz (1985:286) claims the opposite: “the desire to pursue irredentism and the desire to
be retrieved are thus independently variable.”
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such as Somalia or Armenia. In other words, there are parent states that are
themselves challenged in their authority, but nevertheless perfectly capable of

pursuing retrieval.

The feature of demographic or political dominance is vital for three reasons.
Firstly, as we have seen, the criterion neatly distinguishes our two irredentist
types as well as similar, but different events (see below). Secondly, it is the
very gist of irredentas to unite an ethno-national group and its ancestral
grounds within an entity that it ‘owns’, i.e. one that is not controlled or (co-
)defined by ethnic strangers. The linchpin is hence not exclusivity (indeed
many parent states contain minorities), but control: others are tolerated,
provided they subordinate to the titular nation, there is no shared statehood.
Finally, ‘dominance’ describes a state that is capable of irredentism without
decisive opposition by its own minorities. These may worry that retrieval would
upset the domestic ethnic balance at their expense (Horowitz 1985:284;
Neuberger 1991:106). | distinguish here between situations of genuine and
qualified homogeneity, i.e. variations in the freedom of political action even a
dominant ethnic group has (see section 4.2, below)."® Genuine homogeneity
describes parent states where titular groups exercise perfect control over
politics. This may be because there really are no minorities or, crucially,
because existing ones have no veto power. Parent states marked by qualified
homogeneity in turn contain what | call important retaliating minorities. These
are able to apply anti-irredentist leverage either politically (Hungarians in
Romania threatening withdrawal of their crucial governmental support at the
prospect of Moldova's retrieval), demographically (non-Malays in Malaysia
protesting against any retrieval of Thai Malays), and/or economically (like
Moldova's Dniester-Russians who seceded with their economically important
territory in 1990 fearing union with Romania). While such hindrances are not
decisive in themselves, they may add to the considerable adversity irredentas

typically face.

10 Neuberger (1991:104) equally observes these variations and has attempted a differentiated
typology of retrieving states along the axis of domestic ethnic pluralism. Horowitz (1991:17) in
contrast reasons in binary terms, i.e. parent states with domestic minorities are likely to be
unattractive to transborder kin and also unable to retrieve.
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Irredentist actors: the transborder minority

The transborder group is ethnically kindred'' to the mainland population. In
other words, ethno-national affinity is a defining feature of irredentism. “Non-
ethnic” irredentas (Neuberger 1991:103; Yagcioglu 1999) are, as Horowitz
(1991:11) agrees, consequently a contradiction in terms. Ethnic ties between
parent state and those cut off crucially underpin an irredenta, they make sense
of it. The two actors may well have "sub-group cleavages" as Horowitz calls
them (1985:285), such as clans (as in the Somali or Albanian cases) or
different religious denominations (e.g. Muslim and Christian Palestinians). But
internal differences such as ftribe, religion or dialect are no automatic
impediments to irredentism. These are irrelevant as long as there is a shared
set of exclusive ascriptive features based on which that ethno-national group
defines itself. As | will show in chapter 6, it is rifts in this component that

contribute to the unmaking of an irredenta.

Let us return to the transborder community. In most cases it will form a
demographic and / or political minority within an ethnically different or multi-
ethnic, state. There are a few exceptions to this, i.e. cases of a kindred group
that in fact occupies its own sovereign state. Invariably, however, their
separation into this distinct state has been imposed externally and will be
resented to some degree. The mainland is still regarded as "true" parent state,
hence the definitional term "“foreign state" still applies. There are only a
handful, but nevertheless interesting, examples for this: interwar Austria, the
GDR, Greek Cyprus and post-Soviet Moldova. For matters of convenience |
will refer to the transborder group throughout as "minority" and generally

theorise for the classical minority setting.

Territory: communal homelands as ‘map image’

A third definitional feature has to do with the transborder community's territory.
Hence also the double-barrelled synonym | use for irredentism: ethno-territorial
retrieval. The reason why irredentists cannot be satisfied with simple

population transfers is because that area is part of the entire group's ancestral

"' | characterise all cases as ethnic groups, since “there is no objective reason to call a few
hundred thousand Basques a nation, and the ten million Ibos, who possess a well-defined
territory, a language and a culture, a tribe” (Neuberger 1986:23).
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homeland. An irredenta’s underlying notion is always one of remedying a
subjectively unnatural or illegitimate division of the group and, by implication,
of this communal territory as one of its central markers. Irredentists are by
definition “homeland groups” (Esman 1994:14), which means that the
ancestral area forms integral part of its collective ident‘ity. It is inseparable from
the rationale and emotional appeal of the entire project. Examples of the
Hungarian obsession with Transylvania spring to mind, the importance of
Jerusalem to Palestinians, or the Serbian passion for Kosovo. Transborder kin
should therefore not be referred to as “diasporic”, since the term implies a
dispersed group settling away from or beyond, its homeland.' Irredentists
invariably define themselves as natives, so to say as “first nations”, in their
territory.® They feel endowed with a superior right to ‘their’ ancestral soil. As
chapter 4 will show (and thereby disprove Horowitz), they will consequently
want to retrieve of it as much as possible, whether or not they inhabit all of it or
share it with other groups. Only where this directly conflicts with recovering
kindred, i.e. usually under duress (like when Nazi Germany set the conditions
for Hungary's retrieval of Transylvania in 1940) will parent states prioritise

people over land.

Confusingly, the unit ethno-territorial retrieval seeks to recreate is quite often
reified. When has there ever existed the unified Hellenic state Greek
irredentists desired to restore? What ethnic Italian entity had to be re-created
by retrieving South Tyrol, the Veneto and Fiume? This is especially true for
non-European cases. There, irredentist demands and rationales often build on
colonial — that is artificial and arbitrary - arrangements and couch them in
ethnic terms. This usually mixes with homeland references of pre-colonial
history."* Neuberger (1986:30) also points out that homelands, as well as the

2 Walker Connor (1986:16) correctly insists on the appropriate use of the term:"(...) the
working definition of a diaspora might well be ‘that segment of a people living outside the
homeland™ (emphasis added).

3 Naturally, this claim is emphatically contradicted by the respective host country. Romanians
for instance maintain that it was them, and not Hungarians, who first settled Transylvania.
Djibouti's Afars are similarly at pains to prove that the local lise Somalis moved well after them
into that area. ]

" After all, the memory of historic states, such as the Kongo Kingdom or the Pashtun tribal
confederacies, is alive. Indeed, irredentism in the Third World often represents a desire to
return to the status quo ante. Yet my point is that ethno-territorial retrieval in these settings
should not be automatically equated with a total and principled opposition to any colonial
arrangement.
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mother states in post-colonial irredentas, are very much based on “the notion
that colonial political units (like Djibouti) and administrative entities (e.g.
Kenya's Northern Frontier District) are indivisible units for self-determination”.
Examples are Somali irredentism, the Libyan irredenta towards northern Chad
(citing the 1935 French-ltalian Treaty of Rome), or Ewe desires to re-create

German Togoland because it mostly coincides with their homeland.

While this collective 'map image' and its notions of entittement are highly
subjective, the political will generated by this territorial marker of identity is very
real. Retrieval is about regaining "completeness”. The lacking unit can range
from a mere city (Fiume) or administrative entity (the Kenyan Northern Frontier
District), to an entire historic region (Transylvania or Kashmir) or a statelet
(Northern Ireland), or even, as mentioned, an entire sovereign state.'® To
repeat, what these rather diverse units have in common is their perception as
national territory, “as part of an ethno-cultural homeland, as part of a historic
state, or as integral part of one geographic whole” (Neuberger 1991:97; see
also Connor 1986:16-18; Carment and James 1995:84). As long as this 'map
image' of the homeland is integral to a group's ethnic kinship, irredentism is the
commonsensical answer. Chapter 6 will amongst others demonstrate that
when this nexus is broken, when ethno-national identity comes to de-prioritise
territory in favour of cultural and / or civic aspects, we have a causal

contribution to irredentist inconsistency.

Requisite definitional features: bilateral desire for retrieval

Beyond the two actors, our definition clears several misunderstandings about
irredentism and thus provides a conclusive, all-encompassing description.
Firstly, it stipulates a two-actor approach. Just like genocide must conceptually
consist of a group of perpetrators on the one hand, and of a separate group of
victims on the other, there must be two distinct parties actively involved here. It
is the consensual wish for retrieval, i.e. within both the parent state and the
transborder community, that qualifies as an irredenta. Everything else
deserves distinct labelling. A state's unilateral policies to incorporate a

15 Judging by area size, one could categorise large-, medium- and small-scale irredentas..
Saideman and Ayres (1999; 2000) see size as crucial determinant of irredentism, an argument
which is challenged by the very diversity of these cases.
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disinterested or even reluctant population with its territory remains nothing else
but annexationism, a simple act of expansion, even if that group is ethnically
kindred. Hence the relevant criterion is not whether the rationale or discourse
of a revisionist state is irredentist, but whether its brethren reciprocate the
pursuit of retrieval. Examples of such annexationist attempts disguised - and
hence mistaken - as irredentas would be Saddam Hussein's 1991 invasion of
Kuwait on the grounds of recovering Irag's 19th province, and China’s
aspirations towards Taiwan.'® No wonder then that many studies erroneously
reduce irredentism to mere state expansion clothed in nationalist rhetoric or,
even worse, to a type of diversionary war (see below). Recognising the
consent of both parties sorts irredentism from these policies.

In contrast, the purely one-sided wish of a transborder ethnic group for
retrieval poses greater problems for judgement. It certainly does not count as
genuine irredenta, because it fails to satisfy the criteria of simultaneity and
reciprocity. However, unlike the single-handed attempts by some states, this
pursuit has no other ambition but the one it professes. The ulterior motive is
incorporation on the basis of transborder ethnic affinity. Moreover, it cannot
impose itself on the other party because it is pursued by the weaker player in
the game. Such “orphaned irredentas” (o take up the family imagery these
movements employ) do exist and represent a curious territorial exit strategy.
They can either arise without a parent state’s encouragement (see the
irredentist Crimean and Kazakh Russians ignored by their parent state), or
persist after the mainland has unilaterally abandoned retrieval (arguably
among them are the enosist Greeks of Cyprus or the Somalis in Ethiopia).
Lacking parent state support, such minority demands eventually convert into
other territorially defined responses, such as autonomy seeking movements or

secessionism."’

The bilateral criterion is important to understand debision-making, but does not

imply equality between the irredentist actors. The relationship is inevitably

'® Even Chazan’s informed volume on irredentas accepts rhetoric as actual fact when it
defines retrieval as “attempts by existing states to annex adjacent lands and the people who
inhabit them in the name of historical, cultural, religious, linguistic or geographical affinity”
g 991:139, emphasis added).

See Horowitz (1991) on the relative infrequency of irredentas versus secessions and for the
elasticity of ethno-territorial claims (1985:231-2).

44



skewed in favour of the more powerful party, namely the retrieving state. Only
the parent state has the capacity to actually achieve an irredentist project,
thanks to its military and financial resources, its bargaining poWer in
international relations, and its capacity to act as a sovereign unit on its own
behalf'® - a crucial attribute lacking in the transborder minority. This inherent
imbalance also explains the dominance of unilateral, parent state-focused
definitions of irredentism (e.g. Neuberger 1991, Landau 1991, Ben-Israel 1991,
Saideman 1996). Connor (1980:162-3) cautions that such one-sided analysis
" leads to mistaken conclusions: “analysts tend to perceive such movements
[irredentas] as being artificially induced, since they receive their major impetus
from governments across the border.” He reminds that "government appeals to
ethno-political yearnings require a popular desire, no matter how incipient, (...)
governments can act as a successful catalyst of ethno-nationalism only when
the necessary ingredients are present." Hence to omit minority choices (as
opposed to capacities) means overlooking half of the input in an irredentist

process.

At the opposite extreme, there are approaches that posit irredentism as the
product of a triadic or even four-dimensional, relationship (Brubaker 1993;
Suhrke 1970; Suhrke and Noble 1977). My fundamental disagreement with
these models in turn is their untidy distinction between actors (i.e. those who
pursue retrieval) and the independent variables that influence their decisions.
The latter may well be agents in their own right (states, regional or
international bodies etc.), but they remain external-structural determinants to
the activity of the parent state and its transborder kindred. Thus the host state
for example, often included as player, can only figure as (important) part of the

shaping environment in an irredenta.

Requisite definitional features: simultaneous irredentism

The requirement of simultaneity follows from the logic of irredentism as a

consensual project. If both actors do not yet or no longer pursue retrieval at the

'® This is the main reason why | do not consider the foreign policies of Hungary's national
communist regime. My case study deliberately leaves a 50 year gap between 1944 and 1989,
since Budapest was during this time little more than a German, and later Soviet satellite,
unable to make independent (and therefore representative) policy choices.
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same time, we are again dealing with either an orphaned irredenta or an
annexationist project. Simultaneity also highlights the dynamic character of
irredentism, the parallel activism of both players over the same stretch of time.
Retrieval is a process, not an event or sudden crisis, it can have a life span of

over a century before it is either achieved or abandoned.

This brings us to a related problem in our definition. When does retrieval start
and end? And who initiates it? To start with, the rise and demise of an
irredenta can only be approximated since it is a process, not an event. Still, the
above definition does provide a time frame of sorts. As soon as both actors
pursue the same goal of retrieval simultaneously, an irredenta is born. This
may come along in a gradual build-up process (as in the case of the two
Germanies), or be dramatically triggered by events such as a partition
(Kashmir, Ireland, Hungary), imperial breakdown (see Nagorno-Karabach,
Moldova), unilateral secession (Krajina, Republika Srpska), and de-
colonisation (e.g. Somali territories in Kenya, Ethiopia and Djibouti). In order to
pinpoint starting dates concretely, | have usually taken a key moment in each
case, one in which irredentist feeling or activity was first externalised by both
actors in an unmistakeable manner. An irredenta formally ends, when either or
both of the two parties abandons the project, or when it has been
accomplished. As a rule, if abandonment occurs, it often comes from the
parent state. Minorities rarely if ever, give up first, although a possible future
case might be Nagqrno—Karabach, which seems to flirt with independence
instead of retrieval. Interestingly, abandonment by the parent state does not
stop minority irredentism immediately. As mentioned above, there exist
numerous examples of “orphaned irredentas” persevering quite undeterred for

years, even decades, in their struggle for reincorporation.

Despite these relatively clear start and end points, the timing of irredentas
remains problematic however, for reality frequently forbids such tidy
compartmentalisation. This is because retrieval does not have a life cycle as
such, and, although there arguably are discernible stages, there is no linear
progression to those either. Instead, irredentas éxperience ups and downs and

proceed at changing paces, yet ultimately in a cumulative way. After growing
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bilateral activism in the early 1920s, the Austro-German pursuit to retrieve
South Tyrol for instance paused with the so-called Devil's Pact of 1939, which
ostensibly settled the irredentist antagonism between the Axis partners. Yet
the project gathered momentum again once Mussolini’s fall became imminent,
and was accomplished within weeks of the latter’s arrest in 1943. Hence, my
stringent definition of irredentism allows for certain latency periods in order to
accommodate its dynamic character.'® Alternatively, one would have to refer to
each occurrence as new, separate irredenta (e.g. the South Tyrolean irredenta
of 1920, of 1943 and so on) which would be analytically inconvenient and
empirically wrong. These fluctuations may be strategic (as in the case above),
or due to minor / temporary changes in the very factors that are, once they
transform more decisively, also responsible for irredentist inconsistency. The
“irredentist inconsistency” of my study means a definite and broadly endorsed
discontinuation of irredentism in either or both players. In contrast to their
former agendas, they now regard existing border arrangements as permanent,
if not always legitimate, and no longer seek to revise them. The bi-lateral
abandonment of retrieval by Germany and the Alsatians after 1945 (see
Gutmann 1991) and contemporary Magyar choices in Eastern Europe both

represent good examples.

The related question of which side casts the initial impulse for retrieval is hard
to answer, there seems to be no pattern. Connor (1980:163) notes in the same
vein that “governments may take the initiative in raising an irredentist claim,
but most unionising movements originate in ethnic groups on either side of the
border, and those groups then press for governmental support.” It should be
noted here that the two parties’ decisions are not necessarily independent of

each other, as Horowitz maintains (1985:286).

% Rather than drawing a binary picture of terminated and ongoing irredentas, it is useful to
introduce the notion of a latent irredenta. This applies where neither actor has formally
renounced irredentist politics, and/or where retrieval still appears to form the ultimate or ideal
goal for both parent state and transborder kindred. In other words, latency is also given when
both actors still regard their division by state borders as temporary.

47



1.3 Filling in the gaps: the characteristics of ethno-territorial retrieval

(based on Dataset 1)

The next step on from our definition is to collate all cases that qualify in order
to find and describe general features. As of now, there is still no adequate
dataset on retrieval (see also next chapter).?’ The problem is that of
recognition: due to erroneous or lacking definitions, most irredentas are simply
not labelled and analysed as such. The German reunification has not been
thought of as a successful irredenta, despite presenting a good example. The
Irish Republican movement has rarely been referred to as irredentism.
Somalia’s protracted conflicts with neighbouring states that contain significant
numbers of its ethnic kin have simply been tagged as post-colonial wars.
Conversely, an example like Zionism is mistakenly cited as “classic case of
irredentism” (Ben-Israel 1991:33-4), although it involves overwhelmingly
diasporic communities. With a workable concept now in place, we can
however draw all genuine cases under one logical heading and summarise

their features.

The Descriptive Dataset, below (see Dataset Manual 1 for codebook and value
label views), has attempted to do so. Dataset 1 collects all cases
chronologically on the basis of our working definition, recording their various
attributes into a global collation on conventional (type 1) irredentism which
spans the period from the first assertion of the national principle in 1789 until
present. A few caveats are necessary beforehand. Despite best efforts, the
present compilation of 55 conventional irredentas is‘ unlikely to be complete.”’
The statistical population size is small, the last wave of irredentism is recent
and still ongoing, hence we have to infer and generalise with reserve. The set
also includes a few anomalies. There is for instance the case of Cyprus, which
counts as conventional irredenta although it does not quite conform to the
classical situation outlined above. Cyprus, consisting since 1974 of two

% saideman and Ayres' studies of irredentism (1999; 2000) are based on Gurr's general
Minorities at Risk dataset. Moore and Davis (1998) have statistically analysed transnational
ties and state foreign policy, but their compilation includes all kinds of relationships from mere

Eatronage down to irredentism.
' On the basis of the above definition, | have also found 14 unificationist irredentas which

make up a separate dataset for future research.
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political units, is not adjacent to the parent state (Greece) and it is not claimed
by a rival state — Turkey never tried to retrieve the island, neither in part nor as
a whole (Landau 1995:195). But because of the consensual and simultaneous
wish of Cypriot and mainland Greeks for “enosis” (union) under the Megali
(Greater Greece) idea, the case qualifies.?? Another exceptional case is that of
Austria, figuring as both retriever and retrieved. From 1920 onwards it was an
irredentist state itself when it lost South Tyrol, whilst being simultaneously
subject to the Nazi German irredenta which sought the nineteenth century
Greater German Solution (GroRdeutsche Ldsung). Also, for the sake of a
larger population size and the associated degrees of freedom in statistical
testing, we also do not differentiate between the classical retrieval of minorities
from a host state, and consensual unifications of kindred countries with a
mainland (e.g. Nazi Germany and Austria, West-Germany and GDR, Romania
and Moldova). Finally, also included are cases where irredentism co-exists

with other variants of self-determination, like secession (e.g. Kashmir).

1.3.1 The global incidence of irredentism over time and space

Geographical distribution

The goal of irredentism is to unite a group and its ancestral grounds within a
political entity that its own kin controls, and these two prerequisites limit its
geographical occurrence. Retrieval is definitionally contingent on the concept
of the state, or more accurately, on that of the nation state (Neuberger
1991:104). Ernest Gellner (1983:4) reminds us that nationalism - which
provides retrieval with its rationale - is "parasitic" on the concept of the state.
Hence nationalism, and irredentism with it, "only emerges in milieux in which
the existence of the state is already very much taken for granted.”

Secondly, irredentism presupposes an ancestral territory (see above), which
accounts for its complete absence in the Americas® and Australia. Small

2 This project was successfully opposed by the British mandate power and Turkey, until
Athens officially abandoned the irredenta under these pressures, forcing its kin to accept
independence in 1958 instead of incorporation. Enosist factions in both mainland and Cypriot
Greek politics exist until today, but the idea is not longer governmentally endorsed.

3 Bolivian claims against Chile over the Litoral de Atacama-province, annexed in 1904, do not
qualify as irredenta. Although the claims are still upheld - there is a national commemoration
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native populations aside, they are overwhelmingly made up of diasporic
communities who, by definition lack, the crucial attachment to a communal
area. Being immigrant societies, such settings also pre-empt the core
aspiration of retrieval, for none can function as parent state, as a political entity
where one ethnic group is dominant. So while the concept of the state is well
established here, it has preceded - indeed generated - the nation, rather than
vice versa. Irredentism's problem, the problem of nation-state incongruence,

hence does not even arise.

For these reasons, conventional irredentism still proves to be an
overwhelmingly European phenomenon. Of the 55 identifiable cases, 45 are
European — an impressive 16 of which occurred in Western Europe, a region
allegedly free of the ethno-nationalism. It is mainly the period of de-
colonisation which has provided the few noh-European exceptions to this rule:
I have found 5 African, 4 Asian and only 1 Middle Eastern irredenta. One may
speak of irredentist waves which, as corollaries to the waves of modern state
formation, progressively expanded from the European birthplace to other parts

of the world. 2*

Global spread in clusters

Judging from the dataset, the occurrence of retrieval may be organised into
four successive waves in world history (Chazan 1991:142-143).>® Since
irredentism strives for the creation or completion of parent states, these
periods are linked to the four waves of modern state creation that for instance

O'Leary (1998:61) suggests.?® As such, irredentist surges have been spawned

day and a tenth star on the national flag to symbolise the lost area - the local population there
has not voiced a desire for retrieval. In other words, the case does not fulfil the criterion of
bilateralism. The 1836 Texan defection from Mexico and its subsequent entry into the United
States in 1845 is not an irredenta either, because the union was not based on ethnic affinity.

2 Irredentism has no domino effects because it is contingent on a certain set of factors that
condition its occurrence or demise. Demonstration effects, however, are possible, as my
model will argue: the existence and/or proximity of successful irredentas shapes both actors’
decisions on retrieval (Horowitz 1985: 279 argues the same for secessions). One such
instance are the successful German irredentas for interwar Magyars.

% Chazan's phases (1991:142-3) are only roughly outlined. Based on the collation of
irredentas, | have modified their timing somewhat, re-labelled them, and finally linked them to
the context of modern state formation.

% There are several alternative chronologies, most notably Charles Tilly's sociological account
(1975:632-8). This distinguishes only three phases and dates them from a much earlier point
onwards (1500-1700, 1650-1800, 1800-1950).
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by either revolutions (1789 and 1989-90), and / or imperial collapse (1919,
1989-90), and / or World Wars (1919, 1940). They represent brief anomalies in
the Westphalian status quo consensus that has governed modern international

relations. |
Rather than variations in success rates or -frequency, our irredentist waves
consequently describe thematic groups. Each wave unites cases which arose
among similar circumstances (e.g. imperial disintegration following WW1) and
thus base themselves on the same contemporary paradigm (Wilson's Fourteen
Points). A closer look reveals that cases cluster at certain junctures of each
wave. This means that we can differentiate alternating active and latent sub-
periods (see chapter 5). Active periods are brief and normally situated at the
start and / or end of a wave. Still marked by the major international upsets
described above, they represent brief windows of opportunity for irredentism.
Latent periods in turn seem to be the default mode, mirroring the traditionally
restrictive inter-state consensus against self-determination and border
changes. Confusingly, such periods are not expressly prohibitive. Often, the
international system ostensibly upholds a permissive attitude (e.g. by extolling
self-determination in the UN Charter), whilst in fact acting restrictively,
frequently with an area bias.?’ The dataset shows irredentism as stagnant or
gestating mainly during restrictive phases. Active-permissive phases in

contrast witnessed virulent and / or successful, retrieval.

Coming to our thematic waves then, the first, which | call “Native”, saw the birth
of the irredentist concept. Interestingly, a label for retrieval emerges only about
halfway through this period, drawn from the Risorgimento’s cry for Italia
irredenta, a redeemed ltaly. The Native Wave was made possible by the
philosophical changes of the French Revolution, which introduced the national
principle. Irredentas are thus inherently modern phenomena, corollaries to a
type of political project that did not exist before 1789. They are certainly not
“an age-long phenomenon” in world history (Ben-Israel 1991:31-2).% The First
Wave “centred on the delineation of the boundaries of core European states...”

7 For instance, the Anti-Colonial phase saw an overall tolerant stance towards border revision
only in Africa and Asia, whilst maintaining a firm status quo attitude towards it in Europe.

% Ben-Israel (ibid.) understands irredentism as an “archetypal force” of atavistic territory-
marking that nationalism merely provided with a modern rationale and mode of self-
expression.
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(Chazan 1991:142) and was therefore particularly a period of unificationist
irredentism in both Western and Eastern Europe — the cases of ltaly,
Germany, Greece and Romania spring to mind. Conversely, because this time
of nation state creation was still relatively poor in parent states only 22, mostly
short-lived, cases date from that period. Starting somewhere in the early
1820s, it lasted through the whole of the nineteenth century, during which it
intensified, until the peace treaties of the First World War (1918/1920), which

sealed the making of this order.

The revisionism that the latter provoked, together with imperial collapse and
the international acceptance of ethnic boundary drawing, thematically unites
the second, “Wilsonian”, wave of irredentism. This stretches from about 1919
until 1939. Sandwiched between the World Wars, this comparatively brief era
of only two decades was very prolific, generating 16 cases. It is unsurprisingly
the one most associated with irredentist movemehts, displaying powerful
examples such as the German and Hungarian ones, and marking the onset of

the Irish pursuit of retrieval.

The following Third Wave is associated with the prolonged process of
decolonisation. It occupies most of the twentieth century (1940-1988), and
mainly centres on the Third World (the two exceptions are Japan and West
Germany). Practically repeating the scenario of European state formation from
a century ago, it displays a high tide of unificationist irredentism — see for
instance the Somali, Bakongo, Pashtun, Baluchi, or Afar examples. In the few
cases where these unificationist irredentas were achieved (Somalia), or where
an ethnic group already possessed a parent state (Japan, Malaysia or via prior
partition as with West Germany and Pakistan), this period also generated
seven cases of conventional irredentism. A brief word of clarification is
necessary here about the character of this irredentist period: it is not part of
anti-colonialism, but distinct from and successive to, it. As Neuberger
(1986:10) brilliantly distinguishes, “anti-colonial self-determination is, from a
post-colonial perspective, statist and conservative, while ethnic and
secessiohist self-determination is revisionist and wants to tear down the

current state system.” As a rule, the ethnically diverse states created by
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arbitrary colonial partition were, upon independence, themselves challenged
by component groups (like the Somalis) or by ethnically homogeneous sub-
units (e.g. the Northern Chad).

The current Fourth lrredentist Wave is still ongoing, and thus has to be judged
carefully. Because it was sparked off by the fall of the Iron Curtain (1989/90)
and the end of the bi-polar freeze of the inter—state system, | call it the wave of
the “New World Order”. The Fourth Wave has so far produced nine cases.
Thematically, it seems to take up the unaccomplished cases of the Wilsonian
Wave (e.g. Armenia, Serbia) and once again centres on Europe. Irredentism
has thus practically returned after a brief excursion into the Third World during
the second half of the twentieth century. The reasons relate back to my above
discussion of actors and irredentist sub-types. Conventional irredentas are
‘necessarily more rare in formerly colonial settings, because arbitrary border
drawing resulted in very few parent states, i.e. ethnically majoritarian or titular
units. Where this was nonetheless the case (like in Swaziland), or where this
arose due to independence (Pakistan, Somalia), ethno-territorial retrieval was
indeed sometimes attempted. In most cases, however, communal groups
remain scattered among several host states and thus strive since de-
colonisation for parent state establishment in unificationist movements. Since
conventional irredentas normally follow the successful creation of nation-states

(see above), we may hence expect their future increase in the Third World.

Agqgainst the trend

As a final observation, these waves of occurrence do not mirror general
findings on communal conflict in the literature. The latter almost unanimously
describe a linear increase of ethnically defined antagonism over time (see for
instance Connor 1972:327-32). Notably, there is no parallel with data from
T.R. Gurr's Minorities At Risk project. His quantification of mobilised communal
groups all over the world shows a sustained rise in ethnic conflict over the
twentieth century, globally as well as on each continent (Gurr 1994.98, 350-2).
Why irredentism does not seem to “go with the flow” is at this point difficult to

explain and once again calls for future research.
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1.3.2 Success and failure: how did irredentism fare over two centuries?

The criteria for irredentist success on the other hand, can be quite diverse and,
depending on which ones are employed, may render markedly different
outcomes.?® Given that this thesis argues against liberal normative, materialist
explanations of irredentas, it is important to conceive of success as broadly as
possible in order to avoid reification or charges of research bias. We can thus
define success in terms of immediate, short-term results: has an irredenta
achieved its goal at any point in time, however brief and disadvantageous that
victory might have been? The rates of temporary success are reasonable: less
than half of all finished or ongoing cases have proven a complete failure (i.e.
23 out of 53 recorded outcomes). At first glance then, irredentism appears to
stand a better than 50 per cent chance. If, however, we apply stricter criteria of
success, the picture looks less positive. Durability is the first - what percentage
of irredentist gains was able to sustain themselves until today? Since this is an
ex post assessment, we have to look here at terminated cases only. No less
than 23 out of the 42 completed irredentas fail this criterion, meaning that in
the long term most have lost again what they retrieved. There are only 19
rather exceptional success stories, and all but one of these successful
irredentas are European. The tally gets even worse if we analyse the extent of
these successes. Some irredentas achieve a part of their goals and then either
content themselves (like the Serb designs for Sandjak of Novi Pazar/Raska
and Danish aspirations for Schleswig), or continue to pursue unification with
the remainder (an example is Greece's quest for the whole of Epirus). Once
again, | adopted a generous approach, counting even minimal or partial gains
as victory, as long as they were lasting (see above). However, of the 19
winners above, only 11 retrieved all they set out for.*® The remaining 8 united
only a part of their homelands and kin. This means a rather meagre global

success rate of 26 per cent (11 out of 42 terminated cases).

2 Ambrosio (2002:22-24) has conceived of success / irredentist outcomes in an even more
differentiated continuum, from “full withdrawal of claims” up to “actual annexation”.

%0 They are: Greece (Aegean Macedonia, lonian Islands, Crete); France (Alsace); Romania
(Transylvania); Italy (South Tyrol); Denmark (South Schleswig); Poland (Gdansk); Germany
(Saarland and the former GDR), and Japan (Ryukyu-Okinawa). Although it is true that some of
these cases suffered temporary setbacks (brief interruptions of sovereignty over their
territories due to exchange irredentas), they ultimately managed to retain these retrieved units
permanently.
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In short, even when success is broadly conceived, irredentism proves only just
worthwhile. If at all, retrieval seems only viable as a short-term strategy. In the
long term, and with a view to its declared goals (complete retrieval), it displays
a story of dismal failure, making for a poor instrument of self-determination.
Like secession — the other territorial exit strategy — it also creates more
problems than it resolves. This is because its explicit win-lose mentality will
engender pre-emptive measures by host states. These are always repressive,
and sometimes even genocidal. If successful, it may lead to counter-
challenges in the form of exchange irredentas, forced restitution, population
transfers, or secessionism by stranded minorities. The different reasons for
failure also show that irredentist conflicts are very difficult to resolve. More than
half of all projects are forcibly ended by external coercion and great power
interference. Secondly, these figures severely challenge suggestions that
conventional irredentism is calculating or rational, in that it is attempted again
and again in spite of its sorry long-term record. Horowitz's carefully deliberating
groups would only need to open a few history books of the past two centuries
in order to see for themselves that retrieval does not pay off. Still, there are
globally no less than nine — possibly even more — conventional irredentas that

are of recent birth and ardently pursued.

The category of failed cases is also interesting, because it provides information
about how irredentist activity ends - as distinct from what ends the actual
desire for retrieval, which is the ultimate subject of this work. Failures are
remarkably heterogeneous. There are first of all projects that have been
abandoned by the parent states (“orphaned irredentas”), mostly via official
governmental renouncement towards the host state. Examples are Malaysia's
public abandonment in 1948, or Somalia’s gestures in 1978, 1981 and 1988
towards Djibouti, Kenya and Ethiopia respectively. These account for merely 3
cases out of the