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CHAPTER THREE
League Diplomacy and Nested Security:
Containing Minority Conflicts in Interwar Europe
As the dust settled on European empires that had collapsed in the First World War, the Allied Powers set out to create new nation-states in their place.  Although the architects of the Versailles Peace endeavored to follow the principle of national self-determination, there were numerous mismatches that deviated from the one-to-one nation-state fit.  Particularly worrisome were large minorities stranded outside angrily revisionist states.  Concerned that these anomalies would imperil the peace settlement, the Allies sought to mollify the irredentist states and their aggrieved ethnic kin. To this end, the Conference Powers designed a Minority Protection System (MPS) based on “minority treaties” that the new states were compelled to sign with the League.  The treaties mandated that the signatory states implement specific minority legislation to protect the minorities.  It was hoped that this would remove incentives for group rebellion while placating their kin states.  These minority treaties were to take precedence over domestic law and could not be contravened without majority consent of the League Council.

Which states were obliged to sign the treaties?  According to Sir James Headlam-Morley, minority treaties were designed for states that “are new, inexperienced and have no established traditions” or to which large minority populations were transferred against their will.
  Accordingly, all newly created Central and Eastern European states were required to sign such treaties, or issue declarations in which they obliged themselves to protect national minorities residing on their territory.  The minorities with the greatest potential for disrupting inter-state peace were given special attention; these were territorially concentrated groups residing in border regions that abutted revisionist homelands.  It was hoped that the minority provisions would remove the incentives for minority resistance and encourage assimilation.  In a very real sense, then, the raison d’être of the MPS was conflict prevention and not the advancement of human or minority rights.
In practice, conflict management consisted of League diplomacy.  The treaties established a mandate for League mediation of domestic disputes.  Individuals, groups or kin states could issue complaints to the League that a government had violated its minority treaty.  If the Secretariat ruled a petition receivable, then a Committee of Three would be convened to consider the case, and the offending party would be invited to respond to the complaint.  The subsequent mediation most often occurred through backroom negotiations with the government in question.  In nearly all cases, a deal was worked out in which the offender promised to alter its policies, and the matter would end there.  If the case remained unresolved, it would be brought before the Council, and if this failed to satisfy the claimants, the case could be submitted to the Permanent Court of International Justice (PCIJ) for an advisory opinion.  An important feature of the system was that appeals of the decisions of the Committees of Three required the sponsorship of a member of the League Council; in practice, this meant that aggrieved minorities required the support of powerful states to appeal the decisions of the League.
Due to their size, territorial concentration, economic power, and patronage of revisionist states, the German and Hungarian minorities in Poland, Czechoslovakia and Romania had far greater mobilizational resources than numerous smaller, unsupported minorities such as the Roma and Jews.  With irredentist kin states at their back, the German and Hungarian minorities threatened their host states as well as the League settlement as a whole.
  Their mobilizational clout is reflected, among other things, in the proportion of complaints submitted to the League on their behalf—fully 104 of the 525 complaints that reached the Minorities Section in the 1920s concerned German minorities.
  An examination of preventive diplomacy in these conflicts reveals much about why the League achieved variable success across space and over time. 
The following section lays out the predictions of nested security for League preventive diplomacy.  Sections Three and Four then use the empirics of the German and Hungarian minority mediations to test the nested security model against the most viable alternative explanations.  Section Five synthesizes the case evidence in order to adjudicate between the different models; this is followed by conclusions and policy implications.

Nested Security Predictions
The record of German and Hungarian minorities is now examined to explain the over-time shifts in the success of League mediation.  The dependent variable is de-escalation of tensions at the sub-state level, which is measured as an observable reduction in: (1) the number or size of nationalist protests, (2) the level of public support (expressed in opinion polls or elections) for nationalist policies and parties, and/or (3) the level of minority mobilization against the government.  If measures on one or more of these indicators decreased in the context of mediation, then the conflict may be said to have de-escalated.  If one or more of these indicators increased, then the conflict may be said to have escalated.  If the indicators moved in different directions, then the degree of conflict is judged indeterminate.

The German and Hungarian minority conflicts are used to test the theory of nested security because the League Secretariat devoted the bulk of its resources to managing these conflicts, which was seen as a serious threat to European peace.  League officials used preventive diplomacy under the MPS to keep the conflicts from spiraling out of control.  The period of analysis extends from 1920 to 1938, which marked the beginning and end of the League mediations.   The cases are examined in pairs to demonstrate the importance of the regional environment, and the actions of the minorities’ respective kin states in particular, for the successful mediation of sectarian disputes.  

The cases are also periodized over time according to the level of conflict on the ground.  For both German and Hungarian minorities, the early postwar period was one of minority moderation and minority discrimination.  The late 1920s to early 1930s is a period of relative ethnic peace, while the period of the mid- to late 1930s was one of kin state intervention and minority radicalization.  This chapter examines each period to identify the critical factor(s) that precipitated its onset.  Is the timing of each shift best explained by domestic-level factors, factors related to the third party mediator, or the degree of stability of the wider environment in which the minority disputes were embedded?  
Scholars have long observed that preventive diplomacy is far likelier to succeed in the presence of background security.
  Nested security takes this logic one step further by arguing that domestic-level mediation will almost certainly fail if the regional and hegemonic settings are not first stabilized.  In the absence of regional and hegemonic stabilization, domestic mediation will be impotent at best.  Nested security predicts that groups are likely to radicalize when external patrons intervene on their behalf.  It also expects that if the host government enjoys a power advantage against the group’s external patron, accommodation or repression will be the result, depending on the host government’s endogenous preferences.  Only when regional conflicts are resolved and cross-border contagion contained can sectarian disputes be managed [see Table 3.1].  Nested security means that domestic peace follows regional or international peace, rather than vice versa.  
Table 3.1  Nested Security Predictions for League Diplomacy in Interwar Europe

	German Minorities
	Nestedness
	Conflict Outcome

	(1918 – 1925)
	Exogenous Destabilization
(Host states have upper hand)
	Minority moderation, host states choose policies based on domestic considerations

	(late 1920s to early 30s)
	Exogenous Stabilization (Hegemonic leveling)
	Conflict de-escalation, disputes resolved, emergence of inter-ethnic cooperation

	(mid-1930s to WWII )
	Exogenous Destabilization
(Nazi Expansion into CEE)
	Minority rebellion, internal conflict

	Hungarian

Minorities
	Nestedness
	Conflict Outcome

	(1918 to late 20s)
	Exogenous Destabilization

(host states have upper hand, Little Entente)
	Minority moderation, host states choose policies based on domestic considerations

	(early 1930s)
	Exogenous Stabilization

(Hegemonic leveling)
	Conflict de-escalation, disputes resolved, emergence of inter-ethnic cooperation

	(mid-1930s to WWII )
	Exogenous Destabilization

(intervention of Nazi-backed Hungary)
	Minority rebellion, internal conflict


The principal alternative explanations are as follows.  Domestic theories of preventive diplomacy hold that third party mediation serves to placate restive minorities, inducing minority leaders to abandon or moderate their demands.  Specifically, sectarian tensions are likely to de-escalate when mediation induces governments to make concessions to aggrieved minorities in the form of guarantees of protection or autonomy.  In this view, the German and Hungarian minority conflicts de-escalated following League-mediated negotiations that resulted in concessions from their host governments.  

A final set of explanations focus on the mediator itself, predicting that the conflicts involving the Hungarian and German minorities were most effectively contained during times when the League enjoyed greatest resources and/or credibility in the eyes of the conflict parties (the concerned minorities and target governments) or when the League offered valuable incentives to compromise on both sides.   

German Minorities in Central Europe
The first official Polish census of 1921 showed that the reunified Polish state contained a little over one million ethnic Germans (3.9 percent of the population), concentrated mainly in the West—in the former Posen Province (Pozniania) and West Prussia (Pomorze).  Following the 1921 plebiscite, Poland also gained control over a part of Upper Silesia, which hosted a significant German population.
 Although the Belorussian and Ukrainian minorities were subjected to greater repression, the most strident complaints were made on behalf of the German minority, which tended to be better educated, more urban, and wealthier than their sizeable Belorussian and Ukrainian counterparts in the East; ethnic Germans also enjoyed the backing of an active and powerful kin state.
  Drawing on these formidable mobilizational resources, the Polish Germans were the most avid users of the League minority protection system over the interwar period.
In Czechoslovakia, too, the most mobilized minority was the Germans.
  The Sudeten Germans had even greater mobilizational advantages than their counterparts in Poland.  Not only were they territorially concentrated, but they made up a substantial portion of the state—numbering over three million or 23 percent of the population.
  They had also enjoyed disproportionate political and economic advantages under the Austro-Hungarian Empire:  although the working class had been made up of both Czechs and Germans, the Sudeten Germans were overrepresented in the civil service as well as the land-holding and capitalist classes.
  The Germans also dominated the local Diets and the imperial Reichsrat in Vienna.  Despite the threat posed by their relative size (or perhaps because of it), the Sudeten Germans enjoyed substantially better treatment in Czechoslovakia than the German minority in Poland.  Still, both minorities chafed under the new Polish and Czechoslovak governments that sought to remove their privileges.  
Figure 3.1  Nested Security and the German Minorities
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Endogenous Destabilization – host states enjoy upper hand (1918-1925)
As new national minorities in hostile Slavic states, ethnic German leaders called on its external kin states to annex the German minority regions.  However, Berlin and Vienna—boxed in by the Allies and struggling with economic collapse and internal unrest—roundly rebuffed such appeals.  In addition to shunning its kin, Berlin actually sought to allay Polish fears of German expansion.  The undersecretary of defense, Paul Goehre, assured the Polish government that “[Germany] could not wage a war even if we wanted to…”
  To demonstrate good faith, Berlin dismissed or transferred to the west any German representatives who tried to interfere with Poland’s campaign to nationalize the border region.  
The German minority in Czechoslovakia fared no better.  When Sudeten leaders applied to Germany for assistance in altering the borders, Berlin told them that "the Sudetendeutschen must satisfy themselves with autonomy” within Czechoslovakia.
  Although Austrian Chancellor Karl Renner had once petitioned the Allies for a border adjustment that would give it parts of Moravia and Bohemia, these appeals were categorically rejected.  In the end, Renner promised to discontinue all support for Sudeten German irredentism in return for much-needed food and coal shipments, noting pointedly that Austria remained interested in the “liberation of Deutschb(hmen within Czechoslovakia.”
  
Roiled by domestic unrest, Austria turned completely inward.  Berlin behaved similarly, having been critically weakened by military defeat and the harsh terms of the armistice.  Indeed, the Versailles Treaty explicitly prohibited Germany from intervening directly on behalf of the Volksdeutsche (ethnic Germans living abroad).
  In adhering to this provision, the German government calculated that maintaining ties with its kin abroad would “carr[y] too great a diplomatic risk” because overt support would have been “vetoed by the Allied Powers who exerted strict budgetary controls in order to maximize reparations payments.”
  Berlin thus kept its distance from minority organizations in neighboring countries, cut off support to irredentist organizations within Germany, and limited cross-border engagement to religious, educational and cultural activities.  Berlin refused to provide any official assistance whatsoever to the Sudeten Germans; the agencies tasked with looking after the Volksdeutsche devoted most of their meager resources to the Germans in the Polish Corridor.
 
Due to the terms of the armistice and hegemonic tipping in favor of the new states, the regional balance of power favored Czechoslovakia and Poland.  The new states’ borders were guaranteed by Britain and France; meanwhile, the defeated powers of Germany, Austria and Hungary had lost valuable territories and were forced to commit to a stance of non-intervention in the region.  The League’s MPS institutionalized this power asymmetry.  In the course of preventive diplomacy, the League’s “investigations” of minority petitions consisted of secret talks with the host state designed to induce “a minimum of concessions.”  No accounting of the talks or the outcome was given the complainant.  In the rare cases that the petition came before the League Council, the host state (but not the petitioner) was allowed to attend and receive full voting rights.  In the proceedings, “debates were prearranged, and resolutions were tailored to the sensitivities of the accused government.”
  The host states were consistently favored over the minorities and their kin states, as “London, Rome, and Paris considered ‘a little local suffering’ by minorities to be a natural consequence of the new order in Eastern Europe.”
    
The regional power disparity, reified by the MPS, thus “unnested” the minority conflicts, giving the host states broad discretion in handling these disputes internally.  As predicted by nested security, Poland and Czechoslovakia followed quite different approaches to its German minorities in response to their respective domestic constraints.  With its martial leader, Chief of State Józef Klemens Piłsudski, and greater military resources to protect its newly acquired territories, Warsaw used assimilationist policies to nationalize minority populations, especially in its German-speaking Western Corridor. The logic of Poland’s early policy vis-à-vis its German minority was expressed by Prime Minister Sikorski in his 1923 Poznań speech, when he stated that “the process of de-germanization (Entdeutschung) [had] to be completed relatively quickly, through expropriation and expulsion of optants, so that German nationalists and officials learn[ed] that their vision of the temporary character of the Polish Western border was wrong.”
 In national media, Polish opinion leaders promoted an exclusivist, anti-German ideology; Poland was to be a unified centralized state, and the minorities were to be Polinized and assimilated.
  To “Polonize” the strategically valuable Corridor, the government enacted a citizenship law that expropriated ethnic Germans who had opted to become German citizens.  Poland also barred from citizenship any Germans whose residence had been interrupted at any time between 1908 and 1920.  Tens of thousands of Germans were slated for expulsion as a consequence of these measures.
  German nurses, teachers and government officials lost their jobs almost overnight as the government nationalized the civil service.
  Many German schools were also closed, and ethnic Germans faced severe job discrimination.  In some places, threats or mob violence were used to drive Germans and Jews from their homes.
 As a result, the number of self-identified Germans in Poland decreased by over 25 percent to 741,000 in under a decade.
  This outmigration occurred despite Germany’s opposing efforts to staunch the influx of immigrants.
  The newly formed Zentralverband der Deutschtumsbunde united the German minority politically in 1921, but was dissolved by the nationalist Polish government in 1923 and its leaders tried for treason.
In contrast, Czechoslovakia—a country founded by liberal intellectuals and depending for its existence on the good will of the Allied Powers—assumed a relatively liberal stance toward its national minorities.
 Alone among the minority states, Czechoslovakia established a system of minority protections over and above what was required by its minority treaty.  Czechoslovakia permitted minorities to form ethnic parties and associations and to use their language in official business in minority areas. [CHECK]  Despite its strongly liberal bent, the Czechs did seek to remove German advantages that had accrued under the Austro-Hungarian regime.  The Czechoslovak government closed German language schools that had relatively few pupils.  Land was confiscated from large property-holders (nearly all German) and redistributed to peasants (predominantly Czechs and Slovaks).
  Critically, the 1920 language law made “Czechoslovak” the official state language and German civil servants were ordered to learn Czech within two years or face losing their jobs. This led to public demonstrations across the Sudeten region.
  Largely as a result of this law, almost half of all German state employees (excluding teachers) lost their jobs between 1921 and 1930.
  Sudeten Germans were continuously depicted as outsiders and enemies of the new state as illustrated by Czechoslovak President Tamaš Masaryk’s 1918 Christmas address in which he asserted that “our Germans who originally entered the country as immigrants [sic] and colonists” must “work with us” in building the new state.
  

The German minorities, recognizing their position of relative weakness under the new settlement, moderated their demands.  When Czechoslovakia declared independence, Sudeten German leaders set up provisional governments in the Czechoslovak border regions in preparation for annexation by a united Austro-German state.  With no cross-border assistance forthcoming, however, Sudeten German elites acknowledged that “nothing now remained for Germans but to work for autonomy and civic freedom [within the new state].”
  With the exception of a few renegade bases on the border, the Germans put up little resistance when Czech legionnaires moved in to occupy the border regions and dissolve the provisional governments.
 Having boycotted the first national elections in protest, the German minority now began to participate in national elections and support more moderate leaders.  In the early 1920s, a cooperative spirit developed within the minority, and a split emerged between the German parties that opposed working with the Czechs (the negativists) and minority parties that favored cooperating with the Czechs (the activists).  The activist parties garnered a majority of the German vote in the early- to mid-1920s and began to seek Czechoslovak partners in parliament.

As in Czechoslovakia, the Germans in Poland were at first implacably opposed to their minority status; in the beginning, only a small minority of German Socialists favored cooperating with the Polish government.  German communities in western Poland actively solicited assistance from the Reich, preparing the ground for Berlin to   reclaim its “lost territories.”
  Despite this, they put up little resistance as Warsaw consolidated control over former Prussian regions.    One German minority leader responded to reports of advancing Polish units by saying, “We won’t let ourselves be beat up here…Let them come; we’ll gladly surrender the city to them.”
 The formerly prominent nationalist organization, Deutscher Ostmarkenverein, largely disappeared after the war, and much of its leadership emigrated to Germany.
 While there was some active opposition to nationalization of the border region—most notably the Poznanian Insurrection of December 1918—the majority of insurgencies were quickly put down with minimal bloodshed when Germany failed to intervene on behalf of the beleaguered minority.
  
By the time Germany and Poland began to normalize relations after the 1922 Geneva Convention on Upper Silesia, the German minority in Poland had resigned itself to minority status and turned to the League to address its grievances.  From 1922 to 1930, Von Frentz estimates that 112 petitions from the German minority in Poland (excluding Silesia) were received by the League Secretariat; almost all were declared admissible.
  Minority organizations complained that the new Polish government had attempted to limit ethnic Germans’ rights to Polish citizenship.  When the League ruled that most ethnic Germans had the right to citizenship, Poland refused to accept the ruling, and the matter was not resolved until 1923.  Minority leaders also complained that Poland had expelled and expropriated those who had opted for German citizenship.  The German government requested League arbitration, and the results were codified in the Vienna Convention of 1924.  In the end, however, the League was unable to stem the expulsions of German optants from Poland; in fact, an additional 20,000 were slated for removal in 1925.  In the face of such treatment, the German minority assumed a loyal, although oppositional, stance toward the Polish government. That the Germans had accepted their new status is evidenced by the fact that the Deutschtumsbunde had helped establish the parliamentary Bloc of National Minorities, which ran a list of minority candidates in the 1922 national elections. Under the new constitution, members of parliament were required to swear an oath of loyalty to “the Polish state as a whole” and not just the minority populations they represented.
  Accordingly, the leader of German MEPs, Joseph Spickerman, declared in the Sejm that “[o]ur Polish state will not need to be ashamed of the citizens of German nationality for whom it cares…[From our behavior] our opponents will be convinced that one should not regard the German minority in Poland as an undesirable element, but should value it as an important and necessary factor in the state organism.”

In Czechoslovakia, too, the abandoned minority saw little alternative to taking its grievances to the League.  However, because Czechoslovakia was deemed very liberal, Sudeten German leaders lodged far fewer complaints than their counterparts in Poland.  The first petition in April 1922 was a lengthy a catalogue of grievances against the Czechoslovak leadership.  The petitioners argued that the Constitution had been crafted by an assembly with no minority representation and was therefore invalid.  They also contended that the land reform act had been designed to strip property from German landowners.  A subsequent series of petitions held that the compensation for expropriated property was a fraction of their actual worth.
  Few of these complaints gained traction, as the Czechoslovak government was consistently able to defend itself in Geneva to the satisfaction of the League. 

The minority conflicts in postwar Czechoslovakia and Poland are best understood through the prism of nested security.  Due to hegemonic tipping in favor of the host governments, the conflicts were effectively “unnested” or exogenously destabilized, giving the host states wide latitude concerning minority policy.  Whereas Czechoslovakia followed a relatively liberal path, Poland adopted a broadly assimilationist approach—the effects of which the League failed to mitigate through successive interventions.  However, the failure of the MPS is due less to inefficiencies in League dispute resolution as much as the fact that the system served to institutionalize the prevailing power disparity in Central Europe—against minorities and in favor of the host states.  In this, the MPS reified the result of hegemonic tipping in favor of the host governments, which meant that any League decisions in favor of minorities were difficult to enforce.  Von Frentz writes that “[t]he excessive delays between the receipt of petitions and the redress of legitimate grievances are to be explained by the [League’s] lack of enforcement powers, rather than the inertia of the League bureaucracy.” 
  This suggests that the ineffectiveness of League mediation in the Polish case had less to do with the identity of the mediators, much less the League’s mediation process, but rather with the League’s inability to enforce decisions that went against the host governments, which enjoyed the support of the hegemonic powers in the early 1920s.
Exogenous Stabilization – Nested Conflicts under Locarno (1926 to 1933)
The geopolitics of the region shifted dramatically in 1925 when an economically resurgent Germany concluded a treaty with France and Great Britain guaranteeing Germany’s western borders in return for Allied withdrawal from the Rhineland.  Germany henceforth joined the “Locarno Group” on the League Council, where the Big Three (Britain, France and Germany) held private negotiations on all geopolitically significant issues.  The balance of power in Central Europe was thus equalized as Britain and France withdrew their security guarantees for Czechoslovakia and Poland and Germany regained its diplomatic clout.
  With a permanent seat on the League Council in 1926, Berlin could now lobby on behalf of its co-ethnics in neighboring countries.  This meant that the two eastern states could no longer discriminate against ethnic Germans with impunity.  

For its part, Germany was also constrained.  Because it could not afford to antagonize the West—whose help it needed to demilitarize the Rhineland and revise its reparations payments—Berlin limited its interventionism to verbal posturing in the League and covert funding of minority organizations.  This was consistent with Foreign Minister Gustav Streseman’s policy to “[settle] the political problems in the West, in order to be given a free hand in the East.”
  Through hegemonic leveling, the Allied-sponsored Locarno Accords had thus equalized the power balance between the host and patron states in Central Europe, inducing peace pacts in the region.  With the regional conflicts held in check, the minority conflicts should be effectively “nested,” yielding decreased sectarian tensions in both states.  
As predicted, the Locarno Treaty stabilized bilateral relations between Berlin and Prague, yielding inter-ethnic cooperation at the domestic level.  With Germany no longer unilaterally constrained, Czechoslovakia lost its upper-hand in dealing with its German minority.  At the same time, Berlin—in an effort to curry favor with western governments—reassured the Czechs that it had renounced all territorial claims on the Sudetenland and encouraged the German minority to cooperate with the Czechoslovak government.
  Consistent with the predictions of nested security, regional peace ushered in a period of inter-ethnic cooperation known as the “Locarno Spirit.”
   In the national elections of 1925, activist minority parties obtained the plurality of the German vote, while the negativist bloc lost popular support.  Rudolf Lodgman, the “father of Sudeten German nationalism,” even lost his own seat in the Chamber of Deputies to a vocal advocate of German activism.
  As the German-Slav cleavage lost its political salience, the Czechoslovak parties dissolved their all-Slav government in 1926, and two right-leaning Czechoslovak parties formed a governing coalition with their German counterparts; the leaders of the two German parties even garnered cabinet positions.
 The German members of government adopted a resolution in September 1926 pledging to cooperate with the government so that “the German people in Czechoslovakia can acquire their rightful share of power and full equality in national, cultural, and economic affairs.”
  

The late 1920s was marked by a profound degree of Czech-German cooperation. At a German Christian Socialist party congress in Liberec, Mayr-Harting stated categorically that the pursuit of irredentism “is just as dangerous as declaring a revolution.”
 German Agrarian Leader Spina dedicated himself to advancing the educational rights of Germans and designed proposals for educational autonomy in minority districts.
  The minority leaders thus hewed to a policy of accommodation—making demands that could be easily satisfied within the existing state framework. In 1928-9, German and Czechoslovak parties formed alliances from left to right of the political spectrum.
  By 1930, even the Sudeten German Nazi Party proclaimed its willingness to collaborate with the Czechs "given the right conditions."
  This signified a complete realignment of coalitions in Czechoslovakia from ethnic to economic cleavages.

During this period, German minority leaders praised the League MPS as their best chance for obtaining a fair hearing in case of official discrimination.  At the pan-European Congress of Nationalities, von Medinger, a Sudeten German Senator averred, “[w]e must…above all appeal to the League of Nations.  Notwithstanding all its weakness, it still remains the most important forum for the expression of our complaints and desires…We must collaborate wholeheartedly in its development…”
  Nonetheless, the MPS did not get heavy use during this time.  Most minority disputes were handled at the domestic level as both sides had incentives to reach a compromise solution.  The few petitions received by the League were not regarded seriously by the Committees of Three [CHECK; DATA?]
In Poland, too, hegemonic tipping under Locarno effectively nested the Germany minority conflict better than at any other point in the interwar period.  As in Czechoslovakia, Polish leaders reviled the Locarno Treaty. According to Polish Foreign Minister Józef Beck, Locarno meant that Germany “was thereby solemnly invited to attack to the East for the price of gaining peace in the West”; Marshall Piłsudski reportedly averred that “every good Pole spits with disgust at the name [Locarno]”.
 Perceptions regarding the temporal character of Versailles were shared in Germany, where military and diplomatic circles referred to Poland as a Saisonstaat (a state for a season).
  Despite their mutual antipathy, however, both Warsaw and Berlin understood that for the time being, Poland’s western border was sancrosanct, so the two countries agreed to “a kind of de facto East-Locarno…that should provide an adequate basis for good-neighborly relations.”
  Thus, “between 1925 and 1930, which coincides with the Locarno era, foreign policy decision-makers in both Germany and Poland quite consciously and laboriously strove for a modus vivendi in their routine relations.”
  Already at Locarno, therefore, Poland was persuaded to allow the remaining German optants (about 17,000) to retain their residences in Poland.
  Berlin and Warsaw also reached an agreement on outstanding reparations payments; the remaining citizenship questions were resolved in 1931.
  

Another motive for normalizing relations was that Germany was no longer obliged to trade with Poland under its treaty provisions, meaning that Poland was now vulnerable to trade restrictions. For the new state, a tariff war posed a terrifying prospect given that the Weimar Republic was Poland’s most important trade partner, with 40 percent of the Polish exports destined for the German market.
 Because of this, “Polish authorities became more amenable to entering into negotiations.”
  At the same time, Berlin believed that Poland’s market was too important to lose and that “Germany could not afford to wage a tariff war with Poland for the sake of forcing her to her knees” on the border issue.
 Thus, while a state of economic warfare did ensue, this was primarily due to the intervention of Germany’s industrial and agricultural lobbies; in reality, the two sides were engaged in earnest bilateral talks to reach a trade agreement.  For its part, Berlin pushed for the broadening of trade negotiations’ agenda to include minority-related demands, such as those of the revision of the 1924 Vienna Agreement that regulated the optants issue.
 
These efforts to achieve a bilateral peace effectively “nested” Poland’s minority conflict, paving the way for domestic conflict reduction.  Kazimierz Bartel’s government in 1926, following Piłsudski’s coup d’etat, marked a significant improvement in minority policies. In June, a Committee of Experts on the Eastern Provinces and National Minorities was established to debate new policy initiatives put forward by the Interior Minister Kazimierz Młodzianowski. According to Młodzianowski, “the national assimilation of the Ukrainian, German, Jewish or Lithuanian people is a fiction. [T]he real task of the [Polish] state is to include these groups in the state system, to integrate them into it.”
 The aim of the state thenceforth shifted from national assimilation (asymilacja narodowa) to assimilation into state structures (asymilacja państwowa). As a part of this initiative, the Committee suggested that minority activists should be included in the workings of consultative bodies that tackled minority issues. While the government’s minority action plan was adopted at the state level, problems remained with the plan’s implementation at the local level due to a lack of goodwill on the side of local officials. Still, the principle of state rather than national assimilation was carried into the 1930s.

These negotiations also led to a concomitant de-escalation of sectarian tensions on the ground.  According to one scholar, incidents involving the German minority occurred “somewhat less frequently between 1926 and 1929.”
  Berlin also became more willing to accept compromises involving its ethnic kin in the late 1920s.  Thus, when the League Council ruled against the minority’s right to mother tongue instruction in 1927, German Foreign Minister Gustav Streseman accepted the judgment, saying that negotiations over the status of the Saar were more important than this “second-rate issue.”
  Due to the mutual desire of Poland and Germany to maintain cordial relations, the League was able to resolve complaints from the Upper Silesia Volksbund in 1931 of election tampering and anti-German acts of terrorism by the nationalistic Insurgents’ Union.  As a result of bilateral negotiations facilitated by the League Council, a compromise was reached whereby the Polish government pledged to submit a report to the League summarizing the results of its investigation into cases of minority discrimination and list “compensations awarded for damages to persons and property.”
 
Normalized relations at the regional level also led to a scaling back of Polish German demands.  German minority leaders dialed back their protests as well as the number of petitions they submitted to the League, which they rightly feared would lead to a backlash.  At the first pan-European Congress of European Nationalities, Dr. Hassbach, a German member of the Polish Senate proclaimed, “I take the view that we should appeal as rarely as possible to this friend (the League of Nations.)  I may say for the German minority in Poland that the road to Geneva is taken only when the roads to Warsaw lead nowhere.”
  
This attitude may have been the outgrowth of negative experiences with the MPS.  If anything, petitioning Geneva for redress had resulted in a backlash.  After its appeals to the League led to ruling against Poland by the Permanent Court of International Justice (PCIJ), the Deutschtumbund was dissolved and its leader, Kurt Graebe, charged with high treason.
  The prominent Otto Ulitz, head of the Deutscher Volksbund für Polnisch Schlesian in Silesia, was arrested on charges of subverting state institutions.  An urgent petition was sent to Geneva on his behalf, but the Council declined to intervene.  A Polish court ultimately dropped charges against the government on grounds of insufficient evidence.  Minority petitions claiming discriminatory land redistribution also found their way to the League, leading to more equitable land reform in 1928.  However, this too would provoke a backlash as local officials responded by accelerating the ethnic cleansing of the Polish Corridor.

Through the Locarno Accords, the Allies equalized the regional balance of power between Germany and the two Slavic states.  This effectively nested ethnic relations in Czechoslovakia, yielding a series of Czech-German political coalitions.  Meanwhile, hegemonic leveling between Germany and Poland produced bilateral agreements that facilitated the resolution of disputes over expropriated German optants and improved the government’s treatment of the German minority.  

Significantly, inter-ethnic governments in Czechoslovakia and minority concessions in Poland were almost entirely the result of regional stabilization and bilateral negotiations, rather than direct intervention on the part of the League, which had little impact in Czechoslovakia and actually provoked a backlash in Poland.  The Allies played a central role in improving ethnic relations in these countries in the late 1920s, but they did so indirectly by stabilizing the regional environment.
Exogenous Destabilization – external patron has the upper hand (early-1930s to WWII)
Over the 1930s, Weimar Germany regained its geopolitical dominance over Central and Eastern Europe, upsetting the regional stability achieved in the late 1920s.  At the same time, the economic crisis in 1930 and concomitant rise of extremist groups and parties put pressure on moderates in the German Foreign Ministry to harden their stance against neighboring states to the East, particularly Poland.  Berlin submitted a series of complaints to Geneva, accusing Warsaw of disenfranchising ethnic Germans in western Poland.  By making stringent demands on the Polish government and threatening to withdraw from the League if it did not comply, Weimar leaders stepped up their nationalist rhetoric to retain the support a radicalized German electorate.  Von Frentz writes that Berlin’s habit of seizing the League council to deliberate these petitions during this time “was poorly planned and primarily guided by propaganda considerations.”
  
When the Nazi Party came to power, Reich agencies accelerated their financial and logistical support to German minority organizations in Czechoslovakia and Poland.  However, Berlin was still careful to keep its kin at arms’ length because it had no immediate plans to expand eastward.  Therefore, when Poland pulled out of its minority treaty in 1934 and redoubled its efforts to assimilate the minority, Hitler did not protest, noting that “general German-Polish relations should not be seriously burdened by the minorities questions…The fate of the German minority in Poland should not influence…the larger foreign policy of friendly relations with Poland.”
  In Czechoslovakia, too, German minority leaders were exhorted to maintain a stance of moderation.  While publicly expressing concern for the rights of Sudeten Germans, Hitler privately informed Sudeten Nazi Leader Hans Knirsch that they would have to solve their problems on their own since it would be a long time before the Reich could come to their aid.
 For Hitler, “the ‘core state’ had to have primacy, and minority considerations took a back seat.”
  
As in the early 1920s, the League acted to reify rather than redress regional destabilization.  While Germany’s threats to withdraw from the League were generally scorned as a doomed attempt to blackmail the world body, Germany was never confronted directly by the League.  Instead, the League Council worked around Berlin as well as the ethnic kin organizations it supported, seeking to resolve these conflicts by negotiating directly with Warsaw.  The Secretariat was also careful not to antagonize Warsaw in this process, not least because Geneva had no enforcement power with which to induce government compliance.

With the rise of Germany upsetting the regional balance of power, nested security predicts an “unnesting” of minority conflicts.  This should yield an escalation of sectarian tensions, particularly as Germany intervened more aggressively on behalf of its kin abroad.  The Poles initially ignored the threat posed by the fascist Germany; in the eyes of Piłsudski, the Nazis were “nothing but windbags”.
  However, Warsaw soon perceived the growing Nazi threat for what is was, and despite the conclusion of a non-aggression pact with Germany in January 1934,
 accelerated its assimilationist policies in the border regions in order to Polonize the region and undermine Berlin’s claims on the Polish Corridor once and for all—employment discrimination worsened, the redistribution of land from Germans to Poles accelerated, and numerous minority religious and cultural associations were closed and their assets confiscated.
  The minority also gradually lost its political power. After the 1928 elections, Germans had 19 MEPs (4.3 percent of Sejm delegates), but their number fell to 5 or 1.1 percent following the 1930 elections.  By 1938, the German minority did not have a single parliamentary representative.

Although the Czechoslovak leadership also cracked down on minority organizations with Nazi ties in response to Germany’s more aggressive posture, Prague maintained a more accommodating stance toward its restive German minority.  In the early 1930s, the global economic depression sharpened the divide between the Slavs and Germans, putting pressure on the inter-ethnic government.  Economic hardship was felt most acutely in the German-speaking Sudetenland, whose industrial economy was decimated as exports plummeted.  As a result, ethnic Germans were significantly overrepresented in the unemployment statistics.
 The government endeavored to address these concerns by offering territorial autonomy to Sudeten German regions and providing economic assistance to the suffering Sudetenland.  However, it was easy for Germans to believe that their suffering was due to Czech neglect of the conditions in their community, or worse, a conspiracy on the part of the Czech government to force the long-reviled minority to take the brunt of the economic downturn.
  
Also consistent with the logic of nested security, Nazi Germany’s posturing in the context of regional destabilization encouraged the minorities to mobilize against their host governments. Wiskemann writes that despite the many differences in the German minority leadership in Czechoslovakia and Poland, “the effect of the Nazi régime in Germany was to bring about a parallel Gleichschaltung within the German minorities abroad, in preparation for their exploitation as fifth columns in the cold, and then the real, war.
  Despite the Czechoslovak government’s offer of extensive autonomy to Sudeten German regions, minority elites continued to reject a negotiated agreement.
  In the mid-1930s, the Germans gradually switched their allegiance from moderate German party to the more radical Sudeten German Party (SdP) headed by Konrad Henlein.
 Formal negotiations between minority and government leaders were initiated in 1936, just as Germany began to flex its muscles on the international stage.  Having made a number of offers, Prime Minister Milan Hod(a finally requested that the German parties in government produce a concrete list of demands. Following month-long talks between Czech and German ministers, the government issued the Memorandum of 18 February, promising to meet German demands. However, the SdP refused to accept the Memorandum and staged demonstrations in protest, claiming that the document was mere government propaganda.
 
In Poland, too, the fascist ideology gained in popularity among Poland’s German minority population throughout the 1930s. The national socialist Jungdeutsche Partei (JdP), created in Bielitz in 1931, soon spread to Pomerania and the Posen region. Although formally declaring its loyalty to the Polish state and supporting the country’s “independence from foreign powers”(including Germany)
, it simultaneously argued that the German minority members should be given “free space to regulate their life in line with German principles and worldview”.
 Older German minority organizations such as Deutsche Volksbund (DV), which competed with JdP over the primacy in minority representation, also become increasingly nationalistic. DV’s chair Otto Ulitz stated that the “Nazi” tag, used by the Poles in relation to his organization, should be regarded as a compliment.
 Meanwhile, in line with the new constellation of power in the region, the League stepped up its investigations of outstanding German minority petitions, despite the fact that the Reich had already exited the League.

In the end, the League failed to de-escalate minority conflicts in the new Slavic states.  Although many minority grievances in Poland had been resolved in the early 1930s, this was due to a reciprocal agreement that came out of the Polish-German Non-Aggression Pact of 1934 and not to League interventions during this period.  Indeed, Poland withdrew from its minority treaty later that year.
  At this point, the League had already ceased to respond to minority appeals for redress in Poland.  The Minorities Section lumped three such petitions together and waited for Poland’s comment, which never came. The petitions were therefore submitted to Council Members in 1935 and quietly buried thereafter.
  

Third party mediation also failed to de-escalate the crisis in Czechoslovakia.  As Nazis aligned with the Reich threatened to defeat the moderates in the Sudeten German Party, moderates in the SdP appealed to the Great Powers to pressure the Czechs to make concessions that could undermine the position of the radicals.  To this end, they sent a petition to the League against the Machník Decree that purportedly discriminated against non-Czechs in the awarding of defense contracts.  The hope was that the petition would go before the League Council (presided over by the British), resulting in massive international pressure against Prague to induce an ethnic compromise.  To this end, Heinz Rutha and other Sudeten German moderates visited London on multiple occasions at Henlein’s behest to enjoin London to pressure Prague to offer concessions.  
The Czech government eventually complied with League intervention by “toning down” the decree, but the case itself got entangled in bureaucracy and was eventually buried.
  By this time, however, the pro-Nazi radical wing had taken over the Sudeten German movement, and Henlein—reading the writing on the wall—threw in his lot with the radicals.  From 1937 onward, the Czechs were forced to play a cat-and-mouse game with the SdP leadership whereby the Czech leaders offered ever more generous concessions that Henlein continually rejected as insufficient.  In August 1938, Britain belatedly sent Lord Runciman as an “independent advisor” to Czechoslovakia to assess Sudeten German grievances and assist in brokering a compromise between the Czechs and Germans.  Pressed by London to facilitate a settlement, Runciman lamely concluded that the Czechs should continue to offer concessions to the German minority.
  As Hitler prepared to invade the country, France and Russia indicated that they were unwilling to move until Britain did.  In 1938, London would ultimately accept Germany’s argument that it had the right to annex the Sudetenland on the grounds of national self-determination.  

 In 1939, Germany dissolved its non-aggression pact with Poland, and Warsaw retaliated by renouncing its 1937 minority declaration.  With their homeland and host state now at war, ethnic Germans now threw in their lot with Nazi Germany.  Fearful of the emergence of a German fifth column in the midst of a Nazi invasion, the Polish government closed German schools and newspapers, and outlawed the majority of German political organizations, arresting its leaders and activists.
 It also rounded up thousands of civilians and marched them to the east to be interned.  Many are thought to have been killed in the process,
 which was used by the Nazi propaganda as a proof of “Polish atrocities” and a justification of the September 1939 invasion.
 In Czechoslovakia, too, the German minority welcomed the Nazi German forces who invaded, dismembered, and occupied the country.  After the war, millions of Sudeten Germans were expelled from Czechoslovakia on charges of collective collaboration; as many as several hundred thousand were killed or summarily executed in ethnic cleansing legalized retroactively under the Beneš Accords. The “unnesting” of minority conflicts unquestionably had unhappy consequences for the minorities involved.  


Could the League have averted the events of the late 1930s?  Although it had no enforcement power of its own, the League did have a mandate for monitoring and information-sharing that could have been used more effectively to identify violations of the Versailles Treaty, such as cross-border interventions on the part of the Reich.  Rather than focus solely on the minority policies of the host government at the domestic level, League officials could have monitored the bilateral relationships between states at the regional level to identify factors that threatened to destabilize the regional equilibrium.  It is obvious that the hegemonic powers (particularly Britain and France) were indispensable for exogenous stabilization of CEE under Locarno and thereafter.  However, continual engagement and monitoring of the League might have yielded an early warning of subsequent regional destabilization that served to “unnest” the minority conflicts, ushering in the opening scenes of the Second World War.
Hungarians Minorities in Central Europe 

The 1920 Treaty of Trianon reduced the multi-national Kingdom of Hungary to an ethnically homogenous rump, with one-third of its former territory and two-thirds of its nationals.  The biggest beneficiaries were Romania, Slovakia, and to a lesser extent Yugoslavia.  Their minority treaties contained more-or-less the same provisions, with the additional provision in Romania’s treaty that the government was to confer cultural autonomy upon its territorially compact Hungarian and Saxon minorities in Transylvania.  


Conflicts involving the Hungarian minorities varied considerably across the three successor countries.  As with other minorities, ethnic Hungarians fared the best in Czechoslovakia—a country with a liberal leadership that sought alliances with its large concentrated minorities as a means of shoring up the state.  The situation was rather different in Romania, whose non-liberal leadership viewed minorities as enemies rather than potential allies.  The least mobilized group was in Yugoslavia, where the royal dictatorship looked askance upon minority protections and was even less enamored of foreign involvement.  This variation in the treatment of minorities is reflected in the pattern of petitions submitted to the League and other international fora from 1920 to 1939.  Whereas just 21 petitions were submitted on behalf of Hungarians in Yugoslavia and 26 petitions for Hungarians in Czechoslovakia, fully 55 petitions were submitted on behalf of the Hungarian minority in Romania.
  

Figure 3.2  Nested Security and the Hungarian Minorities
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Endogenous Destabilization – host states have upper hand 
In 1921, Romania, Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia formed the Little Entente through a series of bilateral agreements that established a collective security pact.  The fact that Yugoslavia and Romania were able to set aside their border dispute over the Banat region to establish a defensive alliance against Hungary indicated that their primary concern was a revisionist Hungarian state bent on restoring its historical borders and “resurrecting” the monarchy.
  Czechoslovak Foreign Minister Beneš noted that “the ratification of the Peace of Trianon, the birth of the Little Entente…have convinced the Hungarians that they must submit themselves to our political line.”
  Hungary was constitutionally barred from rearming [CHECK] and encircled by the Little Entente, which enjoyed the backing of Great Powers (in the 1920s France signed security guarantees with Czechoslovakia, Romania, and finally Yugoslavia). Given its unfavorable geopolitical position, Budapest had little choice but to appeal to the Allies for a revision of the peace agreement.  In this spirit, Count Albert Apponyi, head of the Hungarian delegation to the League, stated optimistically, “The composition of the Council of the League of Nations is not unfavourable and it cannot be denied that there is…some evidence of good intentions to make improvements.”
  
With the regional balance of power thus skewed in favor of the host states, the minority conflicts were effectively “unnested,” and the fate of ethnic Hungarians placed in the hands of the Romanian, Czechoslovak and Yugoslav governments.  Because Prague had enacted greater protections than what was required by its minority treaty, ethnic Hungarians fared best in Czechoslovakia, leaving the minority little cause for mobilization.
  The story was quite different in Romania.  There, the government not only failed to establish autonomy for territorially concentrated Hungarians and Saxons in Transylvania [CHECK], but it extended an old agrarian law to Transylvania to strip land from the (predominantly Hungarian) large landholders.  The government also expropriated its Hungarian “optants”—ethnic Hungarians in Transylvania who had chosen Hungarian citizenship.  Although the Trianon Treaty accorded individuals the right “to retain their immovable property in the territory of the other state where they had their place of residence before exercising their right to opt,” Bucharest paid little heed to this stricture.
  Moreover, their compensation for the land was grossly inadequate due to the depreciation of Romanian currency.  The Székelys, Hungarian descendants of Habsburg border guards, also fared poorly under the land redistribution scheme.  Székelys differed from the optants in that they were not wealthy landowners and therefore not obvious targets for land distribution.  That the Székelys suffered discrimination was evident from the fact that the Romanian descendants of frontier border guards had been exempted from the agrarian law.  “[I]n the view of Bucharest, the Hungarians were a potential Trojan Horse because of their presumed allegiance to Hungarian revisionism.” They therefore set out to “Romanianize” Transylvania by replacing Hungarian functionaries, redistributing land and wealth and imposing Romanian as the state language.

Although the Hungarian minority looked to Hungary for support, Budapest could do little more than petition the League for redress.  Because the MPS limited the right of official appeal to Council members, Budapest was advised to address its complaint directly to the League.  Accordingly, Apponyi complained to the Council in 1923 that the relative weakness of Hungary compared to Romania meant that Hungary “can count only upon the League of Nations, [giving it] only one recourse, namely, appeal to an institution which you yourselves established.”
  Budapest thus realized that its best and only course of action was to work within the system, despite its perceived bias against defeated states.  Hungary submitted numerous complaints to the League over the 1920s, mainly concerning the dispossessed Hungarian optants and Székelys in Romania. 
The actions of the Allies and the League during this period served only to reinforce the power disparity between Hungary and its neighboring states.  While sympathetic to Hungarian petitions, the British were reluctant to champion their cause.  In a comment to the British representatives on the Council, Secretary Drummond observed that the Hungarians were indeed discriminated by the agrarian law, which had been applied in a far more draconian fashion in Hungarian minority regions.  However, he cautioned against supporting Hungary, noting “we do not wish to appear as protagonists on behalf of big Magyar landlords.”
 General Secretary Eric Drummond and Erik Colban, head of the Minorities Section, traveled to Romania to assess the minority situation 1923, but they met almost exclusively with Romanians.  In a follow-up mission that included a visit to Transylvania, Colban delivered a speech at a Hungarian university in Cluj stating that the minorities problems could only be solved by the League and the Romanian government, leaving no role for external kin states.
  British Foreign Secretary Austen Chamberlain likewise observed that “this was not a question between Hungary and the League nor one in which Hungary had any locus standi; it was a question between the League and the Romanian government.”
  


Hungary became so disillusioned by the MPS that the leadership spoke openly about the prospect of leaving the international body.  In a landmark victory for the Hungarians, a Mixed Arbitration Tribunal concluded in 1927 that Romania’s expropriation of land in Transylvania violated the terms of the Treaty of Trianon.  However, Romania refused to accept this decision and withdrew its judge in protest.  In the end, the League acknowledged that it was unable to enforce the ruling.  The failure of the League to resolve the minority conflict in Romania left both parties dissatisfied and may have even exacerbated bilateral tensions.  Nevertheless, Hungarian leaders determined that they could do no better outside of the League and continued to work within the minority protection system.  In 1927, Hungarian Prime Minister Count Bethlen confirmed that: “The Hungarian Government [does] not intend to withdraw from the League of Nations, but [will] fight for their rights within the League…Hungary demand[s] that the League of Nations should fulfill the duty laid upon it by the Treaty of Trianon.”


Nested security predicts that such regional destabilization would “unnest” the minority conflicts, leading the host states to pursue policies according to their own preferences, while their minorities submit to such policies.  Lacking external leverage, Hungarians in Romania did indeed passively acquiesce to their one-down status at the end of the war.  While Hungarian leaders put forward claims of independence or irredentism prior to Trianon, these were quickly abandoned upon the signing of the treaty.  Their mother country rendered impotent, the Hungarian minority attempted to negotiate directly with the Romanian government.  In May 1919, the leadership presented the new Romanian government with a 12-point memorandum on Transylvanian independence, stating that “Independent Transylvania considers relationships with Hungary or Romanian [sic] as foreign policy issues and seeks solutions which will not violate its independence.”
  Their 1921 political program scaled back these demands considerably, stating that the Hungarians in Transylvania “want to build autonomy for two million Hungarians within this framework, part of which had been promised to us by the sanctioned laws of Romania…and the rest of which will be acquired by our will and strength, granted by the sober discretion of Romania.”
  In the years to come, Romania’s demonstrated unwillingness to grant such concessions caused minority elites to dial back their demands still further—in 1927, the leadership called for “universality in culture” and approaching the majority nation with “moral truths.”
 


In Czechoslovakia, too, ethnic Hungarians submitted to their newly subordinate status after centuries of suzerainty over the Slovak people.  The majority of Hungarian schools was either closed or converted German or Czechoslovak schools, and new Czechoslovak schools were opened as part of a campaign of nationalizing formerly Hungarian territory.  “In the cities near the Slovak-Hungarian ethnic borderlands,” the new Slovak administrators “used the schools as a dike to help stop the advance of Magyarization.”
  In the early days, minority leaders put forward demands for border revisions, but these claims were soon abandoned in favor of protests against Czechoslovak national assimilation.  During the mid-1920s, minority complaints were submitted to the League concerning disproportionate expropriation of Hungarian landowners, restrictions on Hungarian media, dismissal of Hungarians from the Czechoslovak civil service, and individual arrests for listening to the Hungarian national anthem on the radio or displaying the Hungarian tricolor [CHECK].  Generally speaking, these petitions never went further than private consultations with Czechoslovak officials, who invariably persuaded League officials that they had more than fulfilled their treaty obligations.  The matter usually ended there.

The League did little during this period to de-escalate ethnic tensions over the Hungarian minorities.  Indeed, it may have helped legitimize hegemonic tipping on behalf of the minority states, enabling the host governments to exercise their own discretion in the area of minority policy.  The predictable result was that Romania enacted policies of ethnic discrimination against Hungarians, whereas Czechoslovakia followed a more liberal path.  Perceiving that the minority states had the upper hand, the Hungarian minorities did little more than petition the League for improvements in their status—petitions that became milder over time as the MPS continued to favor the minority states.
Exogenous Regional Stabilization – Italy and Austria induce Danubian detente
The regional balance of power began to shift in Hungary’s favor by the late 1920s.  Having attempted to break France’s position of dominance in the region for years, Italy finally signed a Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation with Hungary in 1927.  At the same time, control over Hungary’s disarmament was removed from the inter-Allied agencies with the consent of the Little Entente, while controls over Hungary’s finances were terminated.  In an incident that attracted significant international attention, five carloads of machine guns from Italy to Hungary were intercepted at the Austrian-Hungarian border; the League Council overlooked the incident due to Italy’s status as a permanent member.
  Meanwhile, the owner of the London Daily Mail, Lord Rothermore,
 launched a public relations campaign in the British media to revise Trianon in Hungary’s favor.   Although Italy alone was unable to leverage Hungary in the region, Austria joined the other two in a tripartite pact under the Rome Protocols of 1934.  At the same time, relations between Nazi Germany and Hungary began to solidify following a secret trade agreement between Budapest and Berlin in early 1934.
  These events assisted Hungary in reaching geopolitical parity with the minority states by the 1930s. 

At the same time, Hungary was encouraged to broker bilateral pacts with Czechoslovakia and especially Romania.  Although he had earlier advocated Hungarian revisionism, Hitler scaled back his support for Greater Hungary after coming to office.  Once in power, Hitler informed Hungary’s leaders that they would have to satisfy themselves with Slovak territory alone, as they would receive no assistance in reclaiming Transylvanian or Vojvodinian territory [GET QUOTE].  This was a tactical move motivated by Hitler’s desire to establish alliances with Romania and Yugoslavia.  For its part, Italy also urged Hungary to reach rapprochement with its neighbors, particular Romania.  The growing economic recession gave Hungary additional incentives to bury the hatchet with Romania, its primary nemesis.  Although he had earned a reputation as a revisionist, the new Hungarian premier, Gyula Gömbös, sought to strengthen ties with Bucharest.  In 1933, he put forward a 95-point plan proclaiming himself “prepared to consider any reasonable co-operation of the Danubian States.”
  Hegemonic leveling by Austria, Italy, and Germany thus redressed the regional power imbalance, while Hungary’s patrons encouraged restraint toward its neighbors.  This dynamic effectively “nested” the minority conflicts.  

Romanian diplomat, Nicolae Titulescu, welcomed these overtures, stating that Romania unconditionally desired friendship with Hungary.  In an interview published in Hungarian newspapers, he called for bilateral cooperation and the creation of an economic bloc consisting of the members of the Little Entente, Hungary and Austria.  To sweeten the deal, he offered Hungary the use of a Romanian port, better treatment of the Hungarian minority and the “spiritualization of borders.”
  This led to a series of negotiations the following year that produced two economic agreements on bank clearing regulations and wood sales.  


Sakmyster notes that Hungary had shelved its revanchist goals during this time; Prime Minister István Bethlen made neither irredentist demands nor military plans to alter the status quo.  Instead, he publicly committed Hungary to a “policy of fulfillment of the Treaty of Trianon” to avoid alienating the major powers. Bethlen knew that the country needed foreign investment, international trade and other assistance essential to economic recovery.


In view of Hungary’s enhanced geopolitical power, the League endeavored to strike a more balanced position between Hungary and the minority states. The optant case was finally settled in favor of ethnic Hungarians under the Paris-Hague Agreement of 1930, which set up a fund to compensate Hungarian optants for their expropriated property.   In 1932, an international committee of jurists decided that the Székely case should be decided at the international level rather than in Romanian courts [CHECK].  League officials attempted to arbitrate fairly in the case, travelling to Bucharest and the frontier region to get both views.  Based on their findings, the Committee of the League adopted a solution that involved returning some of the expropriated land to the Székelys.  League officials professed satisfaction with this resolution, citing the absence of new petitions on behalf of the Székelys as evidence that the problem had been solved.  Romanian populism resulted in episodic minority attacks in the early 1930s, but Bucharest endeavored to contain ethnic tensions.  Titulescu proclaimed that the government was determined to punish any demonstrators who had acted illegally.  Following a notably violent protest in Cluj, Titulescu penned a condemnation of the violence, which appeared in all the Bucharest newspapers.
 Meanwhile, a combination of Colban's personal diplomacy, threats to bring cases to the Council or the Permanent Court, and fear of hostility of its Hungarian and Bulgarian neighbors halted a wave of expropriations in Romania.
 [CHECK]

The enhanced status of Hungary in the region appears to have influenced the attitudes of Hungarian minority leaders in Czechoslovakia as well.  [MORE ON CZECHOSLOVAKIA, MINORITY ATTITUDES]  The growing acceptance of their minority status was also reflected in the increasing numbers of ethnic Hungarians who enrolled in Czechoslovak schools and faculties, demonstrating “an increasing Hungarian preference for Czechoslovak (over German) education.”


The success of League diplomacy in resolving disputes over the optants and Székelys was possible in the early 1930s because Hungary had achieved rough power parity with its neighbors, effectively “nesting” their minority conflicts.  As Hungary attracted external allies and Czechoslovakia and Romania lost their direct security guarantees against Hungary, a regional power balance was reached whereby both sides had an interest in stabilized bilateral relations.  Under these conditions, arbitration by the League was welcomed by both parties, permitting resolution of decade-long minority disputes. 
Exogenous Destabilization – Lobby state has upper hand
In the mid-1930s, bilateral talks foundered over signs of Hungarian rearmament and Budapest’s claims that Bucharest was not negotiating in good faith.  A key background condition for this shift was Budapest’s perception that it now enjoyed leverage vis-à-vis Romania, making it rather less concerned about normalized cross-border relations.  Under the 1934 Rome Protocols, Hungary consolidated its external leverage by deepening economic and security cooperation with Austria and Italy.  Having also strengthened its ties with Berlin, Hungary no longer looked to the League to redress its grievances over Trianon.  In fact, only one of the dozens of minority petitions in the mid-1930s was submitted by an organization with ties to the Hungarian government.
  
Perhaps sensing Hungary’s growing geopolitical leverage, Titulescu became increasingly conciliatory, offering greater concessions to the minority in hopes of a bilateral agreement.
  In 1935, Titulescu even made the unprecedented offer of establishing autonomy for Székler lands.  Despite these overtures, Hungarian leaders disengaged from serious negotiations, claiming to distrust their Romanian counterparts.  In June 1936, Titulescu made a determined plea for rapprochement, appealing to the Hungarian leadership to specify the exact conditions under which this could occur.
  

Hungary’s increased leverage and hostility against Romania effectively “unnested” the minority conflict and radicalized Hungarians in Transylvania.  In a year-long study of nationality problems in the region, Macartney wrote that “the old Transylvanian spirit has revived in remarkable fashion…They would like to see a modification of the old Transylvanian system, i.e., the cohabitation of three ‘nations’—now the Magyar, the Roumanian, and the German—on an equal footing, each enjoying the widest possible self-government.”
  While it is unclear how widespread these sentiments were on the ground, there was a clear connection between Hungary’s elevated geopolitical status and hostility against Bucharest, on the one hand, and the radicalized Transylvanian minority, on the other: “As Hungarian foreign policy changed as chances for revision also changed, advocates of Transylvanianism raised increasingly radical demands.”
  [CHECK, MORE ON LEAGUE]

The Hungarians in Czechoslovakia were less radicalized than their counterparts in Romania. This was partly due to relatively significant privileges enjoyed by the minority in Slovakia, as well as the fact that Hungarian revisionism was mainly directly toward Transylvania.
  Macartney noted that as late as the mid-1930s, “it is safe to say that active agitation against the Czechoslovak State—even the active resentment against it—is confined to a small fraction of the [Magyar] population.”
 Nonetheless, the geopolitical leverage of their national homeland led Hungarians in Czechoslovakia to radicalize as well.  A survey indicated that “under normal circumstances, 70 percent of the Magyar population of Slovakia would vote for a return to Hungary.”
  By the time of the 1938 Anschluss, Hitler affected yet another geopolitical shift in CEE, virtually forcing Hungary into the war.  As a reward for Budapest’s allegiance, the 1938 Vienna Award delivered the Hungarian region of Slovakia to Hungary, and Transylvania in 1940. [MORE ON CZSL]

These events suggest that nested security was a critical precondition for external conflict management in CEE.  When Hungary was constrained by a punitive postwar treaty and hemmed in on all sides by the Allied-backed Little Entente, the minority conflicts were effectively “unnested,” and minority treatment left to the discretion of minority states.  At this point, the unleveraged minority did little more than appeal to the League to pressure their governments to fulfill the terms of their minority treaties.  League intervention reflected the regional balance of power by favoring the minority states over Hungary, whose complaints were generally ignored [CHECK].  
In the mid- to late-1930s, however, Hungary’s power exceeded that of its neighbors and began to intervene more aggressively on behalf of its kin, particularly in Romania.  This “unnested” the minority conflict, leading the minority to seek a resolution outside the MPS by radicalizing its demands to autonomy and then independence.  The Hungarian minority in Czechoslovakia was late in mobilizing because Hungary was mostly focused on revising its eastern borders to reclaim Transylvania [CHECK].  
Summary Evaluation and Conclusions
Process-tracing of preventive diplomacy in interwar CEE offers strong empirical support for the nested security theory of conflict management.  In the early to mid-1920s, the League followed the lead of the Allied Powers in favoring the minority states in dispute resolution; judgments that favored the minorities were poorly implemented, if at all.  A shift occurred in the early 1930s, under which certain minority complaints (particularly those of Hungarian and German minorities) were successfully arbitrated.  In the mid- to late-1930s, the League MPS gradually lost its relevance, as Germany and Hungary pursued their interests outside the framework of the League and Poland withdrew from its minority treaty.  
What explains these fluctuations in the effectiveness of League diplomacy? Domestic theories of mediation would hold that pro-minority legislation or the cooperation of minority states was a critical determining factor in success.  Indeed, Poland and Romania resisted League interventions, while Czechoslovakia actively cooperated.  However, the conciliatory attitude of the Czechs did not make the conflict with their German minority any easier to resolve than the conflict involving ethnic Germans in Poland.  Also, some conflicts were easier to manage than others even within a single state.  Thus, the Hungarian minority conflict was far more tractable than the German minority conflict in Czechoslovakia, despite the fact that the Czechs had offered more in the way of appeasing the Germans than they had the Hungarians.  
More importantly, the emphasis on minority protections as a means of conflict prevention largely misunderstands the nature of conflict reduction.  The logic behind the minority treaties was that if the minority in question were ensured non-discrimination and other guarantees of protection, then the minority would be appeased and de-escalate its claims.  Its kin state would then have no reason (or excuse) to take up arms against the host state, ensuring regional peace.  However, the treatment of minorities actually has little bearing on minority mobilization and even less on the kin state’s propensity to intervene.  The Germans in Poland were treated far worse than the Germans in Czechoslovakia, and yet both groups mobilized against their host states, even assisting Germany in the process of annexation in the late 1930s.  Meanwhile, the Hungarians of Czechoslovakia enjoyed better treatment than the Hungarians of Romania, and both minorities were better off than the Hungarians in Yugoslavia.  However, the Hungarians in Yugoslavia remained least mobilized throughout the interwar period.  Further, Hungary annexed the Hungarian region of Czechoslovakia a full two years before it absorbed Transylvania, which had been the focus of its complaints throughout the interwar period.

Another explanation for the poor record of League mediation relates to the credibility and resources wielded by the League itself.  One might argue, for example, that the fact that the MPS was not generalized to minorities in the West critically undermined the legitimacy of the League system, leading to the minority states to adopt an uncooperative stance toward League mediations [CITE].  While these observations are basically correct, the basic hypocrisy of the League system does not explain fluctuations in mediation success over the interwar period.  Indeed, defeated powers and minority states alike accepted the League system enough to work within it, even taking into consideration the obstructionism of some minority states and the bitterness of the defeated powers.  The fact remains that hundreds of minority petitions—originating with the defeated powers and disgruntled minorities themselves—were submitted to the Minorities Section from the early 1920s to the mid-1930s.  Moreover, the minority states generally accepted the constitutionality of their minority treaties. Although the minority provisions were neither fully nor uniformly implemented across the states, they were rarely denounced as illegitimate, while a number of minority conflicts were actually resolved under the auspices of the League in the early 1930s.

It might also be argued that the lack of Allied support, funding and other resources led to delays and oversights in the League system that aggravated rather than ameliorated ethnic tensions on the ground, escalating bilateral tensions in the late 1930s.  However, a review of these cases suggests that while the MPS was indeed grossly underfunded, leading to oversights and delayed and inadequate interventions, the intensity of involvement did not appear to be correlated with the successful League diplomacy.  The qualified success achieved by the League in the case of the Hungarian minorities in the early 1930s, for example, was accomplished with roughly the same resources that had been applied to little effect in the 1920s.  


The unique pattern of conflict across Central Europe and over time cannot be explained without taking in account the effects of the wider neighborhood on internal conflicts throughout the interwar period.  According to one author, “the dual [between Budapest and Prague] kept the atmosphere tense, and decreased the likelihood of a rapprochement.”
 Another scholar of the period observed, “without effective external pressure, threat or constraint, an agreement between the two rival countries, Romania and Hungary, based on a mutually acceptable equitable compromise was inconceivable.”
 The actions of the Great Powers influenced the regional balance of power at every point, which in turn influenced the intensity of the minority conflicts in question.  Hungary was encircled by the Little Entente states, whose security was guaranteed by Britain and especially France.  Hungary’s weakness largely accounts for the dismissal of Hungarian minority complaints in Transylvania not only by League authorities, but by Britain in particular, which took the side of the Romanian government.  This began to change in the late 1920s, when Hungary entered into an alliance with Italy and sought closer ties with Germany and Austria, achieving an effective balance of power at the regional level.  From this point forward, League officials attempted to reach balanced settlements that would satisfy the Hungarian minorities and, by extension, Hungary itself.  The Allies brokered the Geneva Agreement in 1930, which discharged the war debts of the minority states, yielding funds to compensate the Hungarian minorities for their lost property.  As the 1930s progressed and Hungary strengthened its ties with Germany, the minority conflicts became “unnested” once again as Hungary abandoned bilateral negotiations with Romania and the League itself in order to effect a revision of the Trianon borders in cooperation with Nazi Germany.


The case of the German minorities provides an even starker illustration of nested security.  The position of the German minorities improved once Germany began to recover from the First World War, entering the Locarno Treaty and the League itself.  Germany was still too weak to push for border revision, but strong enough to lobby effectively for its minorities.  Meanwhile, under the provisions of the Locarno Treaty, the French security guarantee of Poland and Czechoslovakia was effectively removed, making them vulnerable to German revanchism.  Given this regional stalemate—with Germany unwilling to upset the status quo and Poland and Czechoslovakia no longer able to openly discriminate against their German minorities for fear of provoking Berlin—the conflicts became effectively nested.  Consequently, from 1925 through the early 1930s, League efforts to resolve the conflicts met with somewhat greater success.  With Hitler’s rise to power, the conflicts became “unnested” once again as Reich-supported minority organizations in Czechoslovakia and Poland began to rebel against the state, eventually allying with Hitler in the invasions and occupation of Poland and Czechoslovakia. The implication here is that nested security may be not just necessary, but also sufficient for successful conflict management.
Table 3.1  Summary Evaluation of Theories
	Case
	Minority Protections/Liberal Government
	Credibility of the Mediator/Value of Carrots
	Nested Security

	Germans in Poland
	Low level of liberal democracy in Poland since military coup in 1926
	League believed to be illegitimate throughout the period
	Minority conflicts unnested until late 1920s/early 1930s when Germany and Poland brokered a pact permitting resolution of minority conflict

	Germans in CzSl
	Relatively high liberal democracy in CzSl throughout interwar period; 
	League and minority treaty believed legitimate by Czechoslovak leaders throughout interwar period.
	Minority conflict nested with 1925 Locarno treaty that created incentives to reach modus vivendi at sub-state level; unnested again with the rise to power of Hitler in 1933 and increased geopolitical leverage and aggression of Nazi Germany

	Hungarians in CzSl
	Relatively constant liberal democracy throughout interwar period; minority leaders radicalized even as minority concessions increased 
	League and minority treaty believed legitimate by Czechoslovak leaders.
	Minority conflict nested in the late 1920s with increased Hungarian leverage against Czechoslovakia; conflict unnested in the mid- to late 1930s as Hungary gained increased leverage from Germany.

	Hungarians in Romania
	Low level of liberal democracy in Romania throughout interwar period
	League believed illegitimate throughout the period
	Minority conflict nested in late 1920s with increased Hungarian leverage against Romania and decreased leverage of minority states; minority conflict unnested in mid- to late-1930s with increased hegemonic tipping of Hungary 
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� In some cases, the treaties made membership in the League contingent upon state compliance with provisions on minority protection.  This is the closest example of the use of political conditionality by the League.  However, this incentive had very little influence on relations between the League and the signatory states and no apparent impact on the success of preventive diplomacy in these cases.
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