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Bu ¢aligsma, uluslararasi iliskiler baglaminda iilke ilhaki olgusunun teorik analizinin 1816’dan
2022’ye kadar olan siiregteki dnemini belirlemeyi amaglamaktadir. Bu amag¢ dogrultusunda siyasi,
sosyal ve ekonomik istikrarsizlik cercevesinde zayif devletleri cesitli yontemlerle edinen iilke
orneklerini kullanarak ilhak kavraminin analiz edilmesi gereklidir. Bu tabii ki uluslararasi iliskiler
disiplini i¢cinde ilhak kavraminin roliinii ve bilesenlerini incelemek amacini tagimaktadir.

Bu arastirmanin temel problemi, fethetme, ayrilma, isgal ve ilhak kavramlarinin yetersiz bir
sekilde analiz edildigi asagidaki noktalar1 icermektedir. Bir toprak pargasinin ilhakindan kimin
sorumlu oldugunu anlamak i¢in ilhak olgusu bazi durumlarda arastirilmalidir. Ya devlet sladirgan bir
sekilde savasi baslatmis, ya da saldirgan devlet topraklarina savagsmadan ilhak etmek i¢in kriz kosullari
yaratmis ya da iilke ilhak edilen toprak parcasini ilhak etme istegini ifade eden toprak parcasinin
sakinleri tarafindan ilhak edilmistir. Bu fark, ilhakin beilirli bir toprak parcasini ilhak etme araglarinin
tiirlerini anlamak i¢in Orneklerde ele alinacaktir. Kuskusuz ki teorik yaklagimin yani sira, ilhak
konusundaki kiiresel iliskiler diizeyindeki metodolojinin bu olguyu niteliksel ve kapsamli bir sekilde
degerlendirmek i¢in simdiye kadar niteliksel olarak incelenmedigini belirtmek gerekir.

Bu ¢aligmada, analiz i¢in karsilagtirmali yontem olarak bilinen bir ampirik arastirma yontemi
kullanilacaktir. Bu yontem, ilhaklar arasindaki benzerlikleri veya farkliliklar1 belirlemeye yardimei
olacak ve ayrica 1816’dan 2022’ye kadar olan donemde meydana gelen iki veya daha fazla ilhakin
ortak, dogal 6zelliklerini bulmamiza da yardimci olacaktir. Yani, karsilagtirmali yontemi kullanarak,
belirli bolgeleri kendi lehlerine ilhak eden tilkelerin eylemlerini 6zetlemek miimkiin olacaktir.

[lhaklarin bu kavrama dahil olan ve yukarida bahsettigimiz kismlar1 ise fetih, ayrilma ve
isgaldir. Fetih, yalnizca iki iilke arasinda savas oldugunda ve bunlardan birinin yenilgisi nedeniyle
toprak tizerindeki egemenlik kaybeden devletten galip devlete gectiginde bagimsizlgin kaybina neden
olur. Fetih, kontroliin siirekli olacagi varsayimini hakli ¢ikaran kosullarda fethedilen bolgenin fiilen
yonetilmesi anlamina gelir. Diger bir deyisle, bagimsizligim geri kazanma olasilig1 hala varken, ilhak
uluslar 6tesi hukuk kapsaminda taninmaz. Bu durumda, hasmin tamamen ya da kismen fethedilmesi



arasinda bir fark yoktur. Simdiye kadar, tanima ancak savasin sona ermesinden sonra miimkiin
olmustur.

Eger 18’dan 2022’ye kadar olan donemi ele alirsak, 18’dan Birinci Diinya Savasi’na kadar
iilkeler fethetme baglaminda kendi takdirlerine gore gii¢ kullaniyorlardi. O dénemde klasik yaklasim,
daha dogrusu 1648’de Vestfalya Barigi’nin imzalanmasindan sonra baslayan sistem hiikiim siiriiyordu.
Acikceasi, biiytik tilkeler somiirgelere sahip oldugu ve daha fazla toprak ele gecirmeye ¢alistigi, genel
olarak fetihlere ve savasa bagvurdugu icin iilkeler arasinda bazi anlagmalar vardi. Yani, kendi ¢ikarlar
icin, belirli bir toprak {izerinde egemenlik kurmak, onlara belirli bir avantaj saglayan fethetme
yontemiydi ve ayni zamanda savasi kendi takdirlerine gore siirdiirebiliyorlardi, kimse yasaklamiyordu.

Elbette, belirli bir iilkenin bir par¢asinin ayrilmasi farkli bir diizeyde olabilir, ancak belirli bir
bolgenin ayrilma siirecini izlemek igin her zaman belirli giiglerin bulunmasi gerektigini belirtmek
gerekir. Yani, ayrilma sirasindaki taraflar A ve B tarafindan goézlemlenecek tiim maddelerin
uygulanmasini izleyecek bagimsiz gézlemci iilke veya iilkeler olarak dis bir gii¢ olmalidir. Ayrilma,
uti possidetis ilkesine saygiyi siirdiirmek, ti¢lincii taraflarin etkisinden kaginmak ve en dnemlisi halkin
bolgenin kaderini belirleyecek bir oylamaya katilma arzusu olmak iizere ii¢ ilkeye dayanmaktadir. Bu,
ilgili bolgenin yasalligin1 korumanin tek yoludur, ancak pratikte, su anda belirli bir bolgenin dalga
dogrudan veya dolayli olarak etkileyen ii¢iincii taraf C’nin etkisini goriiyoruz.

Isgal konusunda, onceki hiikiimetin kamu faaliyetlerini yiiriitemez durumda ilan edilip
edilmedigi taninabilir. Ayrica, kusatan gii¢, dnceki yonetimi kendi yetkilileriyle degistirme firsatina
sahiptir. Kusatan gii¢, sahip oldugu giicii, yani isgal oncesi iglev goren giicti degistirmek zorundadir.
Onceki yonetim de kamu faaliyetlerini yiiriitemez hale gelmis olmalidir. Diisman kuvvetleri teslim
olmus, maglup edilmis veya ¢ekilmis olmalidir. Kusatan gii¢, kendi askeri birimlerini belirli bir siire
icinde (tercihen kisa siirede) gondermek icin yeterli askeri giice sahiptir, boylece kusatan iilkenin iggal
ettigi bolgede kusatan gii¢ hissedilir. Gegici bir yonetim, toprak tizerinde kurulmaktadir. Kusatan giic,
isgal edilen bolgelerde yasayan insanlara karsi emirler ¢ikarmis ve uygulamistir. Bu kavramin
aciklanmasina, saldirilarin genisletilmesi, orijinal kuruluslar tarafindan saglam otoritelerin tatbik
edilmesi, orijinal yonlendirme réliinde otoriteyi tistlenmek i¢in tasan toplulugun geri doniisii ve ele
gecirme sirasinda kalabaligin olmasi gibi ¢ok sayida faktor eklenir.

Eger isgalin etkinliginden bahsediyorsak, 0 zaman etkili kontrol igsgalin en 6nemli bileseni ve
ana Ozelligidir. Topraklarin etkili bir sekilde isgal edilmesi ve kontrol edilmesi olmadan, iggali kendisi
gerceklestirmek ve bu terimi uygulamak miimkiin degildir. S6ylenecek agik bir sey, isgal 6ncesinde
var olan yerine, giiciin kullanma yetenegine dayal etkili kontroliin olmas1 gerekmektedir. Bir iggalin
su anda gerceklesip gergeklesmedigini belirlemek i¢in iki kosulun yerine getirilmesi gerekir: (i) onceki
hiikiimetin kamusal faaliyetlerini yerine getiremeyecek durumda oldugunun ilan edilmis olmasi ve (ii)
isgalci giiciin 6nceki hitkiimeti kendi gorevlileriyle degistirmesi gerekmektedir.

Ayrica, saran giiclin yetkisi kurulmugsa, asagidaki kosullar saglanmalidir: (i) saran gii¢, dnceki
hiikiimetin kamusal gérevlerini yerine getirememelidir, (ii) rakip gii¢ler teslim olmus, maglup edilmis
veya ¢ekilmis olmalidir. Bu durumda, savas alanlarina ait yerlesim yerleri etkilenmez, ancak sarili
giice kars1 yasanabilecek direng, fetheden tarafin isgalci oldugu ve bolgenin zaptedildigi gergegini
etkilemez, (iii) saran yetkinin, saran iilke tarafindan ele gegirilen bolgede hissedilmesi i¢in belirli bir
stire i¢inde (oldukga kisa bir siire) askeri birimlerini gonderme yetkisi olmalidir, (iv) bolge tizerinde
gecici bir yonetim kurulmus olmalidir, (v) saran gii¢, zaptedilmis bolgelerde yasayan niifusa karsi
emirler ¢ikarmig ve uygulamis olmalidir.

[Thak kavramu, ilhakin kendisinden 6nce gelen ve daha dnce bahsedilen isgal, hatta istila ya da
tabi kilma (fetih) gibi diger asamalari da icerebilir. Bunlar farkli genellemelerdir, ancak bu arastirmada
bu genellemeleri, iilkeler tarafindan diger alanlarda ve islevlerde kapsamli bir sekilde kullanilmayan
tek bir varlik olarak gérmeliyiz. Ilhak, fetih, isgal ve tabiiyet gibi tiim eski terimlerden, isgalci iilkenin
bolgeyi nihai olarak kendi lehine ilhak etmek ve orada kalma ve giiciinii, siyasi yonetimini ve daha
fazlasim kurma hakkina sahip olmak i¢in iki gii¢ faktorii kullanabilecegi anlasiimaktadir. Tabii ki,
1816 ile 2022 yillart arasindaki donemde pek ¢ok ilhak gergeklesti ve bunlar farkli olabilir. Benzer
ilhaklar arasinda sert ilhak ve yumusak ilhak ayrimi yapabiliriz. Tiiriine bagli olarak belirli araglar
elenir ve zaman dilimleri belirlenir — yani ilhakin gergeklestigi zaman gergevesi.

Vi



IThakla ilgili olarak, éncelikle sert ilhak ve yumusak ilhak olmak iizere iki tiirii birbirinden
ayirmamiz gerekmektedir. ilk tiir, hibrid olmayan ilhak yontemlerini igerir. Bu yontemler arasinda
askeri miidahale, baskici diplomasi ve ulusal ¢ikarlar1 hizmet edecek ekonomik yaptirimlar gibi sert
giicler ve gozdaglari bulunmkatadir. Yumusak ilhak ise zaten hibrid 6geleri icerir, bunlar arasinda
medya, propaganda, oligarklar ve etkili kisiler, ve kiiltiir bir propaganda bi¢imi olarak yer alir. Ayrica,
etki ajani olarak hizmet edebilecek diplomasi ve belirli askeri birimler de bunlar arasinda yer alabilir.
Yani, kitleleri etkileyebilmek, diisiincelerini kontrol etmek veya daha dogrusu duygularini ve
diisiincelerini dogru yonde yonlendirmek, topraklari ilhak etmek isteyen devletin ihtiya¢ duydugu
seydir. Yani, fetheden iilkenin ilhak etmek istedigi iilke icindeki tiim bilesenler kendi avantajlarini
kullancak ve diger tilkeler i¢in bu, kimsenin diger iilkelerden, yani ilhak edilen gelecekteki bolgenin
sakinlerinden kontrol etmedigi dogal bir siire¢ gibi goriinecektir. Miilkiyetin (isgalin) neden el
koymadan (ilhaktan) once gergeklestigini de kavradiktan sonra, sadece isgalin degil, ayn1 zamanda
fethin ve hatta belirli bir menzilin ayrilmasinin da nihayetinde belirli bir menzilin biiyiik gii¢ lehine
ilhakina yol agabilecegi sonucuna varabiliriz.

Sonug olarak, tezimizde yaptigimiz analiz sonucunda sunlart sdyleyebiliriz: ilhak, ayrilma
veya isgal sonucunda meydana gelen toprak degisikliklerinin diger {ilkeler tarafindan taninmasi,
uluslararasi iliskilerde kritik bir faktordiir. Uluslararas: dikkat ve gdzlemcilerin varligi, ilhak, ayrilma,
fethetme veya isgal siireclerinde genellikle énemlidir. Ugiincii taraflarin miidahalesi bu siirecleri
etkileyebilir ve uluslarars1 hukuk bu tiir durumlarda ¢gnemli bir rol oynar. Ilhak, fethetme, ayrilma ve
isgal, birbirine benzer goriinebilir ancak farkli anlamlar tagr. [Thak genellikle kalici toprak kazanimin
ima ederken, fethetme savasla ele gegirmekle ilgilidir, ayrilma bir bolgenin bagimsizlik istegini ifade
eder ve isgal daha ¢ok kontrol sirasinda askeri giiciin kullanimiyla alakalidir. Ayrilma siireci genellikle
yerel halkin iradesine baghdir. ilhak farkli yollarla gerceklesebilir. Sert ilhak askeri gii¢c kullanimini
icerebilirken, yumusak ilhak diplomatik ve siyasi baskilarla saglanabilir. Bagimsizlik veya ayrilma
istegini ifade etme hakk1 temel bir unsurdur. En 6nemli bulgu ise ilhakin bu siire¢lerin baginda geldigi
ve ilhaktan once, yani isgal ve sonrasinda ilhak ya da ayrilma, sonrasinda iggal ve nihayetinde ilhak
gibi farkli kombinasyonlara sahip olabilecegimizdir. Ag¢ik¢a goriiyoruz ki ilhakin tiim bilesenleri, ilhak
kavraminin kismen veya tamamen igine dahil edilebilir.

Kalitatif ve kantitatif yonleriyle tiim vaka eklemelerini analiz ettikten sonra, su sonuglar1 elde
ettik: 54 vakanin tamaminda sistemli bir yap1 bulunuyor, kalitatif ve kantitatif analizde oldugu gibi,
bu analizde de rejimin toprak eklemesinde 6nemli bir rol oynadigini gorebiliriz. Ayrica, bolgeyi ilhak
eden devlet tarafindan ilhak i¢in hazirlik yapilmasi da kilit rol oynamistir. Kesinlikle, 1816 ile 1900
yillar1 arasindaki vakalarda ana devletlerin egemenliginin biiyiik bir rol oynadigini1 gorebiliriz; ¢iinkii
bu dvletler, Biiylik Britanya, Amerika veya Almanya gibi, Hollanda ve Portekiz ile birlikte bir¢ok
koloniyi kontrol ediyorlardi. Bundan sonra ilhak iglemleri ¢ok daha karmasik bir hal aldi ve
saldirganlar ya da torpak ilhak etmek isteyen iilkeler, 1938’de Avusturya ile yaptiklari gibi, ilhakta
basar1 kazanmak igin biiyiik bir adim atarak yerel vatandaslarla karmasik bir propaganda yapmis ve
gelecekteki ilhaklarda basar1 kazanmak icin yerel bir hiikiimetle caligmistir.

Elbette, Soguk Savas donemi boyunca savas ¢alismalarinin egemenligi ve sonrasinda yapilan
eklemeler, iilkelerin ilhak edilen toraklar tizerindeki egemenliklerini basariyla saglamalarina yardimet
olmustur. Hig¢ tereddiit etmeden, bu donem, iilkelerin uzun zaman Once kendi topraklari olarak
gordiikleri bolgeleri geri almak istediklerini ve komsu tilkelerine kars1 direnmek igin stratejik noktalari
kontrol etmek istediklerini gostermistir. Ayrica, bundan sonra diinyanin tek kutuplu sistemi var olmaya
basladi ve bize neredeyse hig¢ ilhak yapmayan tlkelerin pasif yolunu gosterdi ve sadece 1990’da
Kuveyt ile istisnai bir durum vardi. Karabag ve Prydnistrovia daha dnce, SSCB dagilmadan dnce
baslamistir. 2008’den 2022’ye kadar olan son donemde Katkasya ve Karadeniz’de Rusya’nin
bolgedeki hakimiyetinin diinyanin iki kutuplu sisteminin geri donmeye basladigini gosterdigini
sOyleyebiliriz, ancak simdi asil engellerin Cin ve Amerika’nin ne yazik ki olasi bir ikinci Soguk Savas
ile giiclii bir iki kutuplu diinya yaratmaya bagladigini gérebiliyoruz.

Hig tereddiit etmeden, CINC bileseni, iilkenin hakimiyetini ve CINC bileseninin kilit roliini
gosteren tablolarin yardimiyla tanimladigimiz niceliksel yonlerde kilit rol oynad:i ve bu veya bu
tilkenin neden daha az giiglii bir devleti ilhak ettigini gostermistir. Elbette burada bahsetmemiz gereken
istisnalar var ve bunlar arasinda 1895’te Tayvan’in Japonya tarafindan ilhaki vakas1 da yer aliyor;
burada Japon CINC puani Cin CINC puanindan daha azdi ve Japonya’nin o yilki basarisinda baska
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kilit faktorler de vardi. Burada, nitel yonler ¢ok daha énemli bir rol oynadi, ¢linkii CINC o donemdeki
gercek durumu gostermedi. Ayrica, Kuzey Vietnam tarafindan Giiney Vietnam’a katilmak isteyen
insanlarin oldugu Vietnam vakasini da belirtmeliyiz. Ayrica, 2022’de Ukrayna ve Rusya arasindaki
son vaka, CINC’in ger¢ek hayattaki durumlar1 yansitmada 6nemli bir rol oynamadigin1 ve burada
Ukrayna’nin Rusya’ya karsi direnmesine yardimer olan diger faktorlerin oldugunu gosterdi, bunlar
arasinda Ukrayna’nin zeki yiiksek komutani Zalushniy de bulunuyordu, o biiyiik rakibe karst bazi
eylemleri dnceden veya sonra gergeklesecek olan bir Rus istilasinin 2014°ten sonra gergeklesecegini
anlayarak planladi. Ikinci olarak, Rus askerleri tarafindan ilhak edilmek istemeyen ve Bati silahlarina
kars1 direnen tiim insanlarin direnci, Rusya’ya karsi direnmeye yardimci oldu. Bu temel faktorler
basar1 elde etmede 6nemli bir rol oynadi ve CINC faktdrii, 2014 te oldugu gibi hangi ilkenin topraklar
ilhak etmesi gerektigini gostermede 6nemli bir rol oynamadi. Genel olarak, CINC bir iilkenin bagka
bir lilkenin tizerindeki gercek egemenligini gdsterir ve bu bilesen, neden bu ya da su iilkenin daha zayif
bir rakibi ilhak ettigini analiz etmemize yardimei olmustur.

Ozetlemek gerekirse, 54 iilke ilhaki vakasmin tamaminin iki sekilde sonuclandigim
gorebiliriz: birincisi, saldirgan eylemler sonrasinda ortaya cikan ilhaklar, ikincisi ise saldirgan
olmayan eylemler sonrasinda ortaya c¢ikan ilhaklar. Bunlar arasinda, 28 vaka saldirgan eylemlerin ve
26 vaka saldirgan olmayan eylemlerin ardindan ortaya cikti. Yiizde oranmiyla, saldirgan eylemler
%51,9’da ve saldirgan olmayan eylemlerin ardindan ortaya ¢ikan ilhaklar %48,1°de bulunuyor.
Gordiigimiiz gibi, saldirgan eylemler ¢ok fazla baskin degil. 1816’dan 1900°e kadar olan donemi
dikkate alirsak, 17 vaka bulunmaktadir, bunlardan 9’u saldirgan olmayan yollarla gergeklesen ilhaklar
ve 8’1 saldirgan yollarla ger¢eklesen ilhaklar. Bu durumda, yiizde oraniyla, saldirgan olmayan yollarla
gerceklesen ilhaklar %53 tiir, diger yandan saldirgan yollarla gerceklesen ilhaklarin orani ise %47’ dir.
1901 ile 1945 arasindaki donemi ele alirsak, burada 13 ilhak vakasi bulunmaktadir, burada saldirgan
olmayan stil, saldirgan stilin 5,5 kat1 kadar baskindir ¢iinkii saldirgan olmayan ilhaklar 11 vakayla
bulunuyor ve sadece 2 vaka saldirgan bir sekilde gergeklesmistir, yiizde orani olarak %84,7’ye karsi
%15,3’tiir.

Eger burada Soguk Savas donemini dikkate alirsak, 17 vaka bulunuyor ki bunlarm 13’i
saldirgan ilhak yontemlerinin saldirgan olmayanlara {istiin geldigi durumlar. Bu durumda, bu 17
vakadan 13’ saldirgan eylemlerin ardindan gerceklesen ilhaklar ve sadece 4 tanesi saldirgan olmayan
eylemlerin ardindan. Saldirgan yontemin yiizde orami %76,5’e karsi, saldirgan olmayan ydntemin
ylizde orani ise %23,5’tir. Soguk Savag’in ardindan gelen son donemde, sadece 7 ilhak oldugunu
sOyleyebiliriz: 5 vaka saldirgan bir sekilde gerceklesti ve 2 vaka saldirgan olmayan bir sekilde.
Saldirgan yontemin yiizde orani1 %71,4’e karst, saldirgan olmayan yontemin yiizde orani ise %28,6°dur.
Biiyiik oyuncular: sadece II. Diinya Savasi sonrasinda Biiyiik Britanya, topraklar ilhak etmeye devam
etti ve Falkland Adalar1 ve Rockall ile iki vaka bulunuyor. Her durumda, Sovyetler Birligi veya
Rusya’nin Kuril Adalari, Cekoslovakya ve 6zellikle 2008’den sonra Abhazya ve Giiney Osetya, Kirim,
Donbas ve Belarus gibi bolgeleri ilhak ettigini belirtebiliriz. Genel olarak, Sovyetler Birligi/Rusya ile
6 vaka ve Biiyiik Britanya ile 2 vaka, toplam 54 vakadan 8 vaka ylizde oran1 olarak %12,5 olacaktir.

Gordigimiiz gibi ilhaki etkileyen rejimler Nazi, Fagist ve tek kisinin diktatorliik rejimleri
genellikle iilkelerin ilhakinm etkiledi ve Nazi Almanyasi 6rneginde gordiigiimiiz gibi, bir kisinin ve
altindaki tiim sistemlerin tiim ilkeyi nasil etkileyebilecegini ve Avusturya ve Cekoslovakya’nin
ilhakina nasil yardime1 olabilecegini anlayabiliriz. Ayrica, bolgeyi kimin ilhak ettigini ve kimin ilhak
edildigini anlamada 6nemli bir rol oynayan CINC bileseninden de bahsetmeliyiz. Burada CINC’i
baska bir lilke tarafindan ilhak edilen bir iilke ile karsilastirdigimizda, bunun bir iilkeden digerine
toprak ilhakinda kilit rol oynadigini agikca gorebiliriz. Ayrica, halen var olan ilhaklardan da
bahsetmeliyiz; 24 vaka vardir ve yilizde oram olarak ylizde 44,4’tiir. Burada bahsedimesi gereken son
nokta ise 34 ilhak vakasinin biiyiik gii¢ler tarafindan taninmasidir; ytizde orani yiizde 63’tiir ve bir¢ok
vaka 1816°dan 1900’e kadar taninmistir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Ayrilma, Fethetme, ilhak, isgal, Uluslararas: Iliskiler.

viii



OZET
ULUSLARARASI ILISKILERDE ILHAK TEORISi
YUKSEK LISANS TEZI
Hazirlayan: Kyrylo DOVHOPOL
Damisman: Dog. Dr. Oner AKGUL
2023 — (XVV+99) Sayfa
Kirsehir Ahi Evran Universitesi Sosyal Bilimleri Enstitiisii
Uluslararasi iliskiler Ana Bilim Dal
Jiiri
Doc. Dr. Oner AKGUL
Prof. Dr. Nur CETIN
Dr. Ogr. Uye. Baris ATES

Bu calisma, Uluslararas: iliskiler baglaminda iilkelerin toprak ilhaki fenomeninin teorik
analizin uygunlugunu, siyasi, sosyal ve ekonomik istikrarsizlik ¢ergevesinde zayif devletleri farkli
yollarla ele gegiren iilkelerin Ornekleri tizerinden 1816-2022 doneminde ortaya koymayi
amagclamaktadir. Tabii ki, amacimiz, ilhak kavraminin derinlemisini analiz etmek ve bu kavramin
bdylece sira Uluslararasi Iliskiler disiplininde bilesenlerinin roliinii ve 6nemini incelemektir. Ilhak
stireci, ilhakin kendisinden 6nce gelen fetih, ayrilma ve isgal bilesenlerine sahiptir ve bu bilesenler,
ilhakin kendisinden 6nce gelen bilesenler olarak mantiksal bir siraya incelenecektir. Bu degerlendirme,
Uluslararas: iliskiler disiplininde ilhak kavraminmn algilanisi acisindan yukarida belirtilen dénem
iilkeler drneginde yapilmistir. Bu amaca ulasmak i¢in literatiir sistematik bir literatiir tarama-inceleme
yontemi ve deneysel aragtirma yontemi kullanilmaktadir. Ayrica, ilhakin yapisim ve kavramim
anlamak i¢in nitel ve nicel analiz yontemleri kullanilmaktadir. Arastirmamiz, ilhak analizinin nasil
sekillendiginin ve 1816-2022 doneminde bilesenlerin nasil birlestirildiginin iyi anlasilmasi agisindan
onemlidir ve sonug olarak ilhakin bilesenlerini ve kavramini, s6z konusu dénemdeki diinya yapisinin
arka planinda ele dnem arz etmektedir. Bu donem, tarih boyunca 6nce ¢ok kutuplu, ardindan da ¢ift
kutuplu bir yapiya sahip olup 20. yiizyilin sonlarina dogru tek kutuplu hale gelen bir diinya yapistydi.
Yani, her bileseni ayr1 ve bagimsiz olarak degil, tek bir biitiin olarak géstermek ve bu disiplinde yanlis
bir sekilde kabul edilen her bileseni ayr1 bir sekilde degil, tiim bilesenleriyle birlikte gostermek
istenmektedir.

Anahtar kelimeler: ilhak, Nicel Analiz, Nitel Analiz, Uluslararas iliskiler.



ABSTRACT
THEORY OF ANNEXATION IN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS
M.Sc.Thesis
Preparer: Kyrylo DOVHOPOL
Advisor: Associate Professor Oner AKGUL
2023 — (XVV+99) Page
Karsehir Ahi Evran University, Graduate School Of Social Sciences
International Relations Department
Jury
Assoc. Prof. Dc. Oner AKGUL
Prof. Dr. Nur CETIN
Faculty Member Baris ATES

This study aims to determine the relevance of the theoretical analysis of the phenomenon of
country annexation in the context of international relations, from 1816 to 2022 using examples of
countries that acquired weaker states through various means within the framework of political, social,
and economic destabilization. Needless to say, the purpose is to conduct a profound analysis of the
concept of annexation and its concepts and the role of this concept and its components in the discipline
of International Relations. The annexation process itself consists of components that directly precede
annexation, namely conquest, secession, and occupation, and these components will be examined in a
logical sequence as the elements preceding annexation itself. The assessment was made through
examples of countries during the aforementioned period, considering the perception of the concept of
annexation in the discipline of International Relations. The systematic literature review and empirical
research method are employed to achieve this goal. Qualitative and quantitative analysis methods are
also used to understand the structure and concept of annexation. This research is important for a
thorough understanding of how annexation has evolved with the aforementioned components from
1816 to 2022. As a result, it is crucial to form an understanding of the components of annexation and
the concept of annexation as a whole, against the backdrop of the world structure, which historically
transitioned from multipolar to bipolar and eventually to a unipolar structure closer to the end of the
20" and the beginning of the 21% century. In other words, the main result is presenting all the
components as a unified whole, rather than considering each component separate and independent, as
mistakenly believed in this discipline during the mentioned historical period.

Keywords: Annexation, International Relations, Qualitative Analysis, Quantitative Analysis.



ON SOZ
This thesis has been completed as a result of research on the concept of annexation
and its examples of different countries in the discipline. The aim of the study is to contribute
to the literature by identifying the differences between annexation, occupation, secession, and
conquest and to see that these parts are complex of the main concept of annexation in the
discipline of International Relations and examples of different countries show how it works.
The first chapter provides theoretical information about the concept of annexation and related

terms as parts of it.

The second chapter “Theoretical Explanation” provides a theoretical explanation of

annexation and parts of it.

The third chapter “Qualitative and quantitative analysis with examples” provides

qualitative and quantitative information about annexation and part of it with examples.

The fourth chapter “Complex information about annexation” provides examples of

annexation and countries which took part in it.

The last fifth chapter “Sonug¢ ve Oneriler” summarizes results obtained from the

research results and makes suggestions.

| would like to say thank you for the help and significant support which was provided

by my Associate Professor Oner AKGUL.

I would like to thank the UKRAINIAN ARMED FORCES, which protected my
country and my house from Russian invasion, rockets, and night attacks on the energy system
of my country. Also, | would like to say thank you to all my TEACHERS, PARENTS, and
FRIENDS who supported me during this long and interesting writing of my thesis.

Kirsehir-2023 Kyrylo DOVHOPOL

Xi



ICINDEKILER

KABUL VE ONAYY ittt ettt sttt st et e et e e st e e st e e e snb e e e nnbaeennaeeennees ii
BILDIRIM ..ottt ettt sttt n s WY
L )/ S L PSSP PPRRPRRN v
GENISLETILMIS OZET ....ocicctceeeeee ettt sttt sttt sess oo X
A B ST RA T ettt a e e a e e e e e arre e e nrreeanrreean X
[0) ] 6 /28T Xi
TABLOLAR LISTEST ..ttt Xiv
SIMGELER VE KISALTMALAR ......ceitititieseesse e e ettt XV
(O o 1 e I = SRR 1
1 INTRODUCTION ..ottt sttt se st sease st seenaete e 1
2. THEORETICAL EXPLANATION ..ottt sttt 4
2.1. DEFINITION OF TERRITORIAL EXPANSION.......ccociiiiieiie e 4
2.2. TERRITORIAL EXPANSION OF STATES.......ooiitiieeece et 4
2.2.0. CONQUEST ...ttt ettt b et b et b e nb e e e ne e 4
A 1= Yot 1S3 o o OSSPSR 8
2.2.2.1. An international involvement in SECESSION PrOCESS......c.ceurveveverererrreeeereenn. 10

2.2.2.2 Legality of secession at the global stratum............cccoeeeeecieiieieiiee, 11

2.2.2.3. Decolonization of ranges as a realm of Secession .............ccccoceeeeeeeeeenne, 12

A T @ [olo1 V] o - L1 o] o USRS 13
2.2.3.1 Occupation under international laW.............ccoevevrireieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeens 15

R N 4 113 ¢ L o] o SR 18
2.2.4.1 Annexation in transnational laWw.............cccevieennnnincceesseee e 19

2.2.4.2 Hard @NNEXALION ........c.eueueeeeeieieieieieeeee sttt 21

2.2.4.3. SOFt @NNEXALION........cooveeeeieieieieeee et 23

2.3. WHY OCCUPATION PRECEDES ANNEXATION .......cccooeiviiieiee e, 26
CHAPTER T ..ottt st re st neere e 28
3. DATA AND CASES ON ANNEXATION ..ottt 28
3.1. CASES ON ANNEXATION. ...ttt ettt sttt et sare e st e e snbe e nee s 28
3.1.1. Period from 1816 10 1945........ccoiiieiieie e 29
3.1.2. Period from 1946 10 1989........cciiiiiiiiiiecie et 35
3.1.3. Period from 1989 till 2022 ..........cccoiiiiiiiiiieiee e 39
3.1.3.1. Prydnistrovya or Transnistria 1992 ..........ccccovvrrrereeeeeeeee e 40

3.1.3.2. GEOIQIA 2008 .......cooeeeeieieeeieieieieeeeeee ettt 40

3.1.3.3. UKIAINE 2014 ...ttt 41

xii



L1304 UKFAINE 2022 ...ttt e et eee et eeeeeeeeee e e et e eaeeeeeeeeneeane 41

3.1.3.4.1. Annexation of Kherson region and Zaporizhzhia region........................ 42
3.1.3.4.2. Annexation of Kyiv region, Chernihiv region, and Sumy region........... 42
3.1.3.4.3. Annexation of Kharkiv region ..........cccceeceeeeveevesienieeceee e 43
3.1.3.4.4. Annexation of Donetsk region and Luhansk region ............ccccccevevennene 43

3.1.4. From the 2022 YEAI.......cccueieeiiieieeie sttt sttt be e sreeaeenee e 44

3.2. STATISTICS ON ANNEXATION ...ttt 45
3.2.1. Period from 1816 t0 1945 YEAI .......cceiiiiriiiieeieieie e 45
3.2.2. Period from 1946 10 1989........ccoiiiiiiieieeie et 51
3.2.3. Period from 1990 t0 2007 ......ccuerieiierieriesiieenieeieeie et nneas 54
3.2.3.1. Moldova and TranSNISIIIA ......cccceeiiiiririirisiessesieeie et 54

3.2.3.3. Armenia and AZerDaijan ...........ccccoiiiieiiieieeeieeee e 55

3.2.4. Period from 2008 t0 2022......ccceiueiuerieiiiisieaeeieie et 56
CHAPTER IV: FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION .....ccoiiiiiiie e 60
BIBLIOGRAPHY ...ttt ettt sttt ne et se st ena st 65
N e 10 1 85
SHORT CV ittt et b et se et et et e b e st et e b e e be st e seabesbeeeneate e 99

Xiii



TABLOLAR LISTESI

Table 3.1.
Table 3.2.
Table 3.3.
Table 3.4.
Table 3.5.
Table 3.6.
Table 3.7.
Table 3.8.

Table 3.9.

Table 3.10.

Table 3.11.

1946-1989

Table 3.12.
Table 3.13.
Table 3.14.
Table 3.15.
Table 3.16.
Table 3.17.
Table 3.18.

Table 3.19.

CINC components of countries that annexed territories from 1816 to 1900........ 46
CINC components of China and Japan in 1895..........c.ccccvviiiieiiienc e 47
CINC components of USA and Spain in 1898 ...........ccccevevviieivene e 48
CINC components of Germany and Spain in 1899 ...........ccccccevvevesiiesecce s, 48
CINC components of countries that annexed territories from 1900-1945............ 49
CINC components of countries that annexed territories from 1900-1945............ 50
CINC components of countries that were annexed from 1900-1945 ................... 51
CINC components of the USA, China, and Japan............ccccceevvevveveiieeseese s 51
CINC components of countries who annexed between 1946-1989..................... 52
CINC components of countries who annexed between 1946-1989.................... 52
CINC components of countries that were annexed or lost colonies between
............................................................................................................................... 53
CINC components of countries that were annexed or lost their territories ........ 53
CINC components of South Vietnam and North Vietnam ..........ccccccoeevvieinennene 54
CINC components of Irag and Kuwait in 1990 ...........cccccvvevieieiie v 55
CINC components of Armenia and Azerbaijan in 1994 ..............cccooevviiiieenen, 55
CINC components of Armenia and Azerbaijan in 1994 in percentage ratio......56
CINC components of Russia and Georgia in 2008 in percentage ratio.............. 57
CINC components of Russia and Ukraine in 2014 and 2022.............c.ccceeeveennee. 58
CINC components of Russia and Belarus in 2020 .........c.ccccceevveviecieciie e, 58

Xiv



SIMGELER VE KISALTMALAR

Bu caligmada kullanilmis kisaltmalar, agiklamalari ile birlikte asagida sunulmustur

Kisaltmalar Aciklamalar

CINC Composite Index of National Capability
ICRC The International Committee of the Red Cross
NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organization

OBZz Oppozytsiynyy Blok Za Zhittia

TBS Kisaltmalar alfabetik sirayla verilmelidir

UN United Nations

us United States

USA United States of America

USSR Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

XV



CHAPTER |

1. INTRODUCTION

Throughout the history of humankind, the main commitment of the country has
continued to be the safety of the rights and entitlements of its population and the defense of
the country's borders, or, stated another way, ensuring sovereign government. Regarding the
present, the current ruling authority is one of the fundamental principles of the canon of
nations and international relations that can lead to violations of multinational peace. However,
in recent periods, there has been a tendency to violate the principle of sovereign authority, so
there are many new concepts, categories, and terms that require research and analysis.
Categories such as “occupation”, “annexation”, “secession”, “invasion” and others are

currently controversial.

As for concerns, the primary target of the research is to categorize the types of
annexation in the sample of various states from 1816 to 2022 and to analyze the concept of
annexation that has influenced and continues to affect the development of global relations
amongst states. To completely understand the methodologies states are using to annex part of
the region in their interests, it would be applicable to consider the following question: what

methods do countries use to annex regions in their interests?

In this study, an empirical research method, namely the comparative method, will be
used for analysis. This method will help to establish similarities or differences between
annexations, and it will also help us to find common, natural features of two or more
annexations that occurred in the period from 1816 to 2022. That is, it will be possible to use
the comparative method to summarize the actions of countries that annex certain territories in

their favor.

To form not only a methodological but also a theoretical aspect of the concept of
annexation in the thesis, it is necessary to consider the following objectives in the study: The
theoretical and methodological principles and nature of annexation using different country
examples from 1816 to 2022. We took into account the period from 1816 to 2022 because the
main component, the Composite Index of National Capability (CINC), has data starting from
1816. To understand the algorithm of action, it is necessary to determine whether and how the
invasion preceded annexation and whether it occurred in all the cases and examples that will
be discussed in this thesis. So, one of the goals would be: does occupation precede annexation

in all cases, or are there some exceptions among them?



As for other aspects, the key concept of annexation affects and will affect the
construction of global relations between countries. The main problem of this research includes
the next points, where the concepts of conquest, secession, occupation, and annexation have
incomplete analysis. This phenomenon of annexation must be researched in some cases to
understand who was responsible for the annexation of a particular piece of land. Either the
state was an aggressor and started the war, or the aggressor state created the crisis conditions
to annex the territory without fighting in its favor, or the country annexed a certain territory
because the inhabitants of the annexed territory expressed a desire to participate. This
difference will be considered in the examples to finally understand the types of means of
influence for the annexation of a particular territory. Certainly, in addition to the theoretical
approach, it should be noted that the methodology at the level of global relations on annexation
has not been qualitatively studied so far to evaluate this phenomenon qualitatively and

comprehensively.

In order to have a complete analysis and picture of the annexation of territories by
other states from 1816 to 2022, a qualitative and quantitative analysis should be carried out to
help understand how and why annexation by a country as a phenomenon and tool is used (in
its favor is a precise region). As a consequence, it will make a qualitative and quantitative
analysis of annexation examples. We should also mention that the CINC is a quantitative part
of the analysis.

By analyzing the practice of forcible seizure of international territory, we can conclude
that the history of international law includes dozens of cases of territorial annexation. For
example, Great Britain annexed the Falkland Islands in 1833. In 1900, the United States
annexed Hawaii. From 1910 to 1945, Japan annexed Korea, etc. In 1980, Israel annexed East
Jerusalem. In 1991, Iraq annexed Kuwait but rejected it a year later. So, as we can see,
annexation is quite a long process, but in each case, it took a different period. That is,

annexation is a temporary phenomenon rather than a permanent one.

The annexation of an area violates the values and norms of modern global law.
Meanwhile, the norms of this law allow territorial change only in the case of the self-
governance of nations or in the case of an arrangement between states. Likewise, volunteerism
and admiration for the parties are essential. Today, the annexation of lands in different parts
of the world is on the agenda, and one of the latest cases of this is Russia’s annexation of
Crimea in 2014.



That is, using these examples of annexation and others, we will be able to construct a
methodological approach to the concept of annexation in general. We will build a
comprehensive theory that will help further distinguish between types of annexations and
understand why this or that annexation was used by a particular country to annex territory in

its favor.

As for the limitations of the study of this phenomenon, it is primarily for data on the
crisis years that later led to the annexation in the 19" century, especially from 1816 to the
mid-1850s, when the great powers were able to identify small states and countries with no
precise dates and no data on the gradual progress of the annexation or conquest of the islands.
It is also worth mentioning the annexation of the small islands that took place in the 19™
century. Since these islands do not have their own state structure, there is no documentation
of how exactly the inhabitants of the island lived on the lands that were annexed before the

arrival of the conquering country.

By all means, to ensure the annexation of a certain region, it is necessary to use specific
methods to confirm the annexation for their benefit. For this purpose, the following question
will be raised: why are these methods used by countries to annex a particular region?
Furthermore, there are examples that will provide a comprehensive methodological and
theoretical approach to the concept of annexation, but there are also exceptions that should be

taken into account.



CHAPTER I
2. THEORETICAL EXPLANATION

2.1. DEFINITION OF TERRITORIAL EXPANSION

During the last two centuries, and especially in the period from 1816 to 2022, this
period was chosen for writing a master’s thesis. There were various forms of seizure of
territories, from annexations to secession or from conquest to occupation. Conversely, there
were cases of the annexation of territories, such as Hyderabad in September 1948, Dadra and
Nagar Haveli in August 1961, and Goa in December 1961 (Rotter, 2000: 368). Yes, these
territories were officially annexed to India, but each case will be considered separately. Not
only the three examples above but also a large number of territories were annexed, occupied,

conquered, separated, or annexed to a particular state in the period from 1816 until 2022.

A comprehensive analysis will be provided where we will see the sequence and
relationship between the processes that will be described below. With the help of these
processes, we will be able to understand why annexation is the key component and at the top
of the list of processes, including occupation, conquest, and secession. And now let’s move

on to territorial expansion and its types, which will be listed below.
2.2. TERRITORIAL EXPANSION OF STATES

Therefore, according to territorial conquests, as mentioned above, we can identify four
main types of territorial expansion: (i) conquest, (ii) secession (subjection), (iii) occupation,
and (iiii) annexation. If we look at the order of perpetration of these stages, then annexation
is not the first step to capture a certain area. It is a key component in the chain of interrelated
processes in international relations. We can say that annexation is already a certain completion

of all the above processes that have existed for some time.

Obviously, at the same time, when the state occupies the territory, it can be considered
both the occupier and the conqueror of the country, which recently annexed the range. Still,

there is an inevitable sequence of actions, and they will be considered independently.

Territories that are separated from certain states cannot be considered a crime at the
level of transnational law, but it all depends on the specifics of each case, which will also be
considered separately. As we consider all the components and the annexation as well, first of

all, we need to mention the conquest or invasion.

2.2.1. Conquest



The value of verity and veracity in countries is unique to the main values of
ultramodern transnational law and a substantial utensil for maintaining the existing
transnational legitimate order, which is grounded altogether on the vitals of the UN Charter
and other generally assumed values and morals of transnational law. Although the UN in its
alternate composition does not advertise this value, it follows straightaway from the principle
elevated in the same paper, non-use of forcefulness or hazard of force, according to which all
associates of the UN abstain in transnational kindred from the hazard or usage of power as
opposed to the land decency or dogmatic freedom of any nation and in any supplementary

way mutable by the purpose of the UN (UN Charter, Chapter I, Article 2, clause 4).

So, for the last few years, the concept of conquest has changed due to the globalization
of the world. Although we should mention the articles of the UN that are used and obeyed by
civilized countries around the world. The concept of conquest was written by H. W. Halleck
(Halleck, 1861), (Halleck, 1885), (Halleck, 1893). Although S. Korman (Korman, 1996), D.
Day (Day, 2005), (Day, 2008), R. Y. Jennings (Jennings, 1963), and others also wrote about
the concept of conquest and generally about conquest as a phenomenon.

Therefore, conquest in transnational regulation is the attainment of range through
power, particularly by a triumphant country at the expense of a losing state. Operative
conguest occurs when the carnal seizure of territory (annexation) is accompanied by a lawful
procedure of transfer of ownership. The most significant value of it is that it is essential to be
a land-discharged annexation and acquire a new range evidently in mind (Kamenetsky, 1961.:
29).

Conquest also acts as a cause of the loss of independence only when there are wars
between two countries and, due to the defeat of one of them, sovereignty over the territory
passes from the losing state to the victorious one. Conquest means factual governance of the
conquered range in such circumstances that justify the presumption that control will be
constant. In other words, while there is still the possibility of restoring its independence,
annexation is not recognized under transnational law. In this case, there is no difference
between the full or partial conquest of the adversary. So far, recognition is only possible after

the end of the war.

Subjugation is based on the outmoded value that independent states can resort to war
in their direction and that local and other advances from armed victory will be known as
legally binding. That is, the very concept of conquest can be defined as the right of the victor

who won the war to make a conquest involving a particular range and its inhabitants. After
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that, there will be a certain period when the conquest will either be recognized by the states
all over the world at the legal level or not. That is, either the territory that was conquered will
enter into force or there will be a long process of recognition of the territory.

It should also be noted that the war and, further, the conquest only allow you to sign a
certain document that will determine the difference that will arise after signing. That is due to
the fact that the loser of the battle provides an opportunity to recognize that a certain territory
will be conquered legally. This sounds a bit contradictory since the conquest was mentioned
and written about by scientists such as Henry Bonfils (Bonfils, 1905) and Frantz C.R.
Despagnet (Despagnet, 1910). This is the force that contradicts the law, and from this, the
logical conclusion can be drawn that conquest cannot be recognized legally even if it is an act
of state power (Singer, 2011: 769).

After all hostilities, it will be very difficult for states to understand how they are equal
before the law and who was right, the winning side or the losing side. As a matter of course,
this creates a certain inequality of power between states, and it is delicate to attune a confident,
proper, or legitimate equivalency until, as noted above, the transnational community
(countries) recognizes or adopts a decision that will give one side or another the right to
property in the exact territory for which there was a fierce struggle. That is, in fact, war or
conflict, and it is armed, which will lead to further conquest of the territory and will lead to
the fact that the war will decide whose truth and who should own a particular territory.

That is, if the right to conquer were legally enshrined in theory, it would not only mean
recognizing the very concept and act of conquest as legal but would also cause chaos, making
it impossible to distinguish between legal or illegal means of acquisition, or rather, conquest.
There will be no restrictions on the rules. That is, the transnational law that exists today is
both a regulator and a certain legal basis that countries can refer to during conquests in a given

territory.

However, this is not a way out because of the war to conquer territories for one reason
or another, especially in the 21% century. If the hypothesis of conquest were feted at the level
of transnational law, international law itself would recognize the fact of conquest, that is, the
triumph of one side and the overthrow of the other. Even a state that waged an unjust war
would have the upper hand and would officially recognize its victory, which is inappropriate

and very dangerous for the whole world.

If we take the period from 1816 to 2022, then from 1816 until World War 1, the

countries used force at their discretion in the context of conquests. At that time, the classical
6



approach prevailed, or rather, the system, which began in 1648, after the signing of the Peace
of Westphalia (Clodfelter, 2017: 40). Clearly, there were some agreements between the
countries, as large countries owned colonies and tried to take over even more territory,
resorting to conquests and warfare in general. That is, for their benefit, dominating a particular
territory was the method of conquest that gave them a certain advantage, and at the same time,

they could wage war at their discretion, which no one forbade.

Even so, in the 20" century, the verifiable approach to the commencement of conquest
was called into question. Why did that happen? Since the approach to transnational law has
changed since World War 1, even in the 20" century, some countries have shown that
transnational law can be ignored and ranges seized. These include Indonesia’s seizure of East
Timor in 1975 and the 1990 incident involving Irag. Iraq tried to annex Kuwait, and before

that, it carried out an invasion that no one expected.

It can be construed by the component that the subjugation of ranges is no longer
happening in some countries about others, but the ambitions of large countries can be satisfied
by a multi-pronged combination that will include the following stages: occupation and
annexation. We can say that in some way, the conquest was transformed into other ways of
capturing certain ranges since the world is globalizing and just taking and capturing an
appropriate territory will not work. There is a transnational law that governs all civilized
countries in the world. However, there are those who, even in the 21 century, are trying to

break it and carry out their intentions, no longer using the conquest in general.

That is, the ban on seizing territory by force in our time has become a complex of many
factors, including (i) the Pact of the League of Nations (The Covenant of the League of
Nations, Erisim: 23.11.2022), (ii) the Kellogg-Brian Pact (Kellog-Briand Pact, Erisim:
23.11.2022), (iii) Stimson's doctrine (U.S. Department of States, Erisim: 23.11.2022), (iv) UN
Charter (UN Charter, Erisim: 23.11.2022), (v) Geneva Conventions in 1949 (ICRC, Erisim:
23.11.2022), (vi) on the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War 1969 Vienna
Convention (UN, 1980: 331), (vii) 1970 Declaration on Principles of International Law
concerning Relations and the Cooperation of the Principle of Self-government as a Law in
International Law (General Assembly, 1970: 121-124).

Thus, conquest is the acquisition of territory by a country that has won by force.
Ownership of the range passes to the victorious country and can be legally enshrined in the
form of further annexation. It may take some time for the world community to acknowledge

the conquest of the range and its subsequent annexation as legitimate. Before World War |,
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the classical approach of conquest was used by the great powers. During the war, the great
powers took control over the ranges they used at their discretion. However, at the transnational
level after World War I, due to several factors, including doctrines, pacts, conventions, etc.,
conquest in its old form ceased to exist, and other tools and approaches were utilized by

powerful nations seeking to acquire territories.
2.2.2. Secession

Secession is the division or partition of the territory of an exacting country by the
determinedness of its population or constitutional jurisdiction (Thiirer, Burri, 2009: 511).
Also, this conception can be characterized as the affairs and country of any of its executive-
territorial units, involving the authority of the confederation, by the determinedness of the
population of this unit, endorsed by a vote on the referendum, or by the determinedness of the
constitutional references of this unit. Also, in the operation of secession, a certain range
inhabited by the majority of ethnic minorities is secluded from the country and therefore

becomes the majority in the recently created state unit (Meadwell, 1999: 374).

Amongst the researchers who have studied concept of secession, we can highlight C.
Tomuschat (Tomuschat, 2006: 23-45), T.M. Fazal (Fazal and Griffiths, 2008: 199), (Fazal and
Griffiths, 2014: 79-106), (Fazal, 2018) Ahsan I. Butt (Butt, 2011), (Butt, 2017), (Butt, 2017:
1-22), (Butt, 2020: 69-83), Ryan D. Griffiths (Griffiths, 2010), (Griffiths, 2014: 559-581),
(Griffiths, 2014: 3367-3368), (Griffiths, 2015: 731-751), (Griffiths, 2016), (Alvarez, Coma
and Griffiths, 2015: 43-61), (Griffiths, 2016), (Griffiths, 2016), (Alvarez, Coma and Griffiths,
2015: 43-61), (Griffiths, 2018: 111-126), (Griffiths, 2018: 79-84), (Griffiths, 2019: 138-147),
(Griffiths, 2020: 527-528), (Griffiths, 2021), (Martinez and Griffiths, 2021: 580-590),
(Griffiths, 2021: 1-19) and others. Today, most of the existing states are polyethnic; even the
smallest states, which were previously monoethnic, are now inhabited by people of different
nationalities. Nevertheless, philological, social, and religious differences between, and in
some cases, exacerbating and often exacerbated philological, social, and religious differences,
frequently lead to interethnic confrontations, both within and outside the country (Varennes,
1997: 143).

Altogether, secession became popular in the post-Cold War period, and many
territories decided to secede, or rather intended to do so, but not on their own but with the help
or influence of other and larger states. To be sure, in life, it looks as if people themselves want
this separation, and they ‘consciously’’ came to this conclusion. However, this is not the case
at all, and to control the masses and their thoughts, one must have a leader who will lead them.
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Certainly, such a leader can be an agent of another state (country C), which is interested in
separating territory B from territory A. That is, side C makes every effort to make the whole
world perceive it as a proper and natural separation without realizing the role of side C.

There are other cases when territory B wishes to separate from territory A, as
historically, they (side B) were independent, and due to certain historical circumstances, they
were annexed to territory A. Tendencies towards segregation in general can be considered a
certain exception to the rules that many states theoretically face, but in practice, few are
implemented. Recall the annexation of the northern and southern parts of Vietnam, where,

after the war, both parts agreed to unite into one state.

Needless to say, separation is not something unexpected or an instantaneous event.
This process involves an integrated approach that includes claims from side B and decisions
that side B intends to take, negotiations with side A, and/or a struggle that may lead to

misunderstandings between sides A and B during the separation and creation of side B states.

This process takes place within the country without the involvement of other countries
or organizations. However, more and more countries are turning to third parties to help resolve
the dispute between sides A and B. That is, the involvement of side C is potentially
undesirable, and its involvement could lead to even more catastrophic consequences if
international law is not maintained in negotiations between sides A and B, where side C is a
certain independent judge, as it may seem at first glance. (i) There must be no or indirect
support from foreign countries, (ii) the consent of the majority of the population, expressed in
a referendum, (iii) respect for the principle of uti possidetis (the principle that a newly
independent state has the same territory and the same borders as before, as a colony or
dependent territory, including administrative units within another state) (Moore, 1913: 6).

To be sure, we must also mention the separatist campaigns that exist in the region that
want to separate from the country with which they have been together for some time. It was
mentioned above that the consent of the majority of the population should lead to conscious
separation, which is supported by the majority of people and has no external influence.
However, the realities are a bit different, and in the conditions of the struggle between the two
sides, the B side, which seems to separate itself, has the support of side C. It is side C that can
produce and send its leader long before the influx of secession from side A. By all means, side
Cisinterested in a successful outcome that will help expand side C’s capabilities and influence

on territory B.



That is, in addition to a leader who can prove himself at some point and call on people
on side B to secede, he can also enlist the support of separatists (on side C), who will be an
additional lever of influence and pressure on residents of side B. Later in the referendum,
people voted for secession on side A. However, in fact, after the separation, side B will
eventually become dependent on side C, which seems to have been a side not interested in the
movement and subsequent referendum. When we see that secession is not an immediate
component and there is no way for a conflict to arise without war, there is a referendum, which

may or may not result in secession. According to further results, a new state is being created.

We can now consider the separation in two aspects. The newly formed state can exist
independently. However, it should also be noted that the newly formed state may become part
of another country as a federation. This also can’t be ruled out, and in this case, it may be due
to the fact that the country is still weak and can’t cope with the creation of a new state and
constitutional order, which takes more than one year to form. Abkhazia and South Ossetia can
be such examples, providing information on annexation and occupation. But in this case, if
we see that the range is separated from one range A and joined another range B, it is the result
of the influence of foreign forces from side B, which we already see after the concurrence of

range C to territory B.
2.2.2.1. An international involvement in secession process

As mentioned above, the process of secession occurs within the country. However,
transnational involvement must also be ongoing, not only from one side but from several
disinterested sides who are geographically far from this conflict. Independent experts and
representatives of distant lands must be experts in resolving the issue of the separation of
territories and the creation of a separate state, but they must be guided by law and transnational
law. The law itself must confirm the legitimacy and identification of the inhabitants of a
specific region who want to secede from the country they have been part of for an extended

period.

Certainly, we can observe, especially in the last two cases, the progeny of Crimea and
Donbas, that representatives of erstwhile countries are concerned about secession and
annexation, which have already taken place, but nothing but sanctions and concerns. By all
means, some interests play almost a crucial part in the places of some countries, but
transnational law itself, and the only way it should be, should be a certain supreme law, which

can be relied on in an adequate assessment of a particular division of ranges.
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To do this, a step-by-step applicable process must be created in the case of dividing an
ineluctable range, and before that, an appeal to apply this step should be made. These include
three points that have already been mentioned above: the lack of military support, the consent
of the majority of the population through a referendum, and an expectation of the principle of

uti possidetis.

Even if certain points of this procedure are not respected, it does not mean that the new
state will not exist at all. If we are talking about the fact that a foreign power influenced the
creation of a new state, it will not mean that the new state was created according to all the
rules, especially the observance of transnational law. Even so, to have some reasons for
mistrust, one must first prove the involvement of a foreign power officially and then recognize
the foreign power as an influential and key lever in resolving the issue of the separation of a

certain territory.
2.2.2.2 Legality of secession at the global stratum

If we declaim in the terminology of intercontinental law, it has traditionally been
known as secession after a factual country event, which has led to a situation in which the
constitutive basics of a country are present rather than stating the conditions of its legality
(Haverland, 2000: 354).

As for the legitimacy of secession, this issue is very vulnerable for countries, and when
it comes to the segregation of a particular range, it combines normative, lawful, and
transnational law. Since the reasons for separating, for example, from territory A, territory B
has strong arguments that may or may not arise in the negotiation process since they (we mean
requirements) may be quite specific and side A won’t be able to satisfy them. Alternatively,

statements may be general without specific suggestions or claims.

Otherwise, the conditions for exercising side B’s equity to tone-determination are not
met, or at least challenged, not only by side A (from which side B wishes to secede) but also
by the transnational community, and considering that, the conditions set by side B must be
met. This is precisely the case when part of side B seeks to secede from country A and create
either its own state in the territory where it could potentially secede or later join another

country and build a new state together.

Until it is formally documented by the global community or relatively by most realms,
the secession of range B will take a long time to take place de jure. Furthermore, the global

community and organizations must treat this event properly to avoid transnational law and its
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legal norms, which were established earlier. By all means, transnational law is used because
it falls under the internal sphere of the country. If the quarrel escalates into a fortified struggle,
then the guidelines of reimbursement of intercontinental philanthropical law used in fortified

struggles of a non-international level are formerly being used (Kohen, 2006: 474).
2.2.2.3. Decolonization of ranges as a realm of secession

Now it is ineludible to remember when decolonization was claimed and the ranges that
were to be decolonized. It was determined: (i) how it will go, (ii) whether there were
restrictions on the capability of states during this procedure, and (iii) how the system of
operation of those ranges can be overlooked. In some cases, blackballs (referendums) were
organized, proposing options for resolving the issue of territory. An intermediate period was
even measured, which would be preceded by self-independence (Bereketeab, 2012: 1).

Another way to create a state is to create a ‘‘road map’’, as happened between Israel
and Palestine, where step by step the emergence of a new and separate land. Certainly, it is
necessary to (i) create a procedure following constitutional law, (ii) create a procedure under
domestic law, and (iii) sign bilateral agreements. That is, these facts can also be filled with
one of the three facts stated above and interpreted, which will be key in resolving the issue of

separating range C from range A.

However, we should not forget that it must be the will of the population — we mean
the population — that becomes key, without pressure from references. A blackball must be held
in which the population either expresses a desire to secede or remains and votes by a majority
for the old system. The most important thing is to maintain honesty and transparency in this
paragraph because, as practice shows, bribery of results or individuals is a great crime, which
then affects the further history of the development of all parties. That is, if a resonant situation
occurs and the election is rigged in some way, sides A, B, and C may suffer greatly and take
a hard line on the further aftermath of the situation, which could lead to conflicts that will end

in no conflagration (Weizmann, 2016: 206).

Thus, drawing a wide-ranging conclusion on secession, we can say that the concept is
multifaceted, and first of all, it should be said that to separate from a certain territory, there
must be strong arguments for this in order to be able to leave the state. By all means, a blackout
must be held in which the population votes by a majority for or against secession. There should
be no third parties during the blackball and secession via distress secession bouts. The only
exception is the presence of a third party as an independent observer, along with other realms,

and no more. To be sure, the value of uti possidetis, which has already been mentioned above,
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must be preserved. It should likewise be distinguished that decolonization was a procession
of secession in the post-Cold War period when small areas wanted to be detached after a long
stay under another state. Current examples include Abkhazia, Crimea, Donbas, and South

Ossetia.
2.2.3. Occupation

At the end of the 19" century, it was determined what the country’s occupation was
and what the tasks of the administration that occupied it were. Today we use this meaning due
to the Regulations Concerning the Laws and Customs of War on Land enacted to the Fourth
Hague Convention of August 18, 1907 (Schindler and Toman, 2004: 69).

Occupancy is the impermanent control of a range by another country that claims no
right to permanent autonomous control over that range (Benvenisti, 1993: 4). At the same
time, there is an enemy armed force located in the territory of the enthralled country. Certainly,
it can be assumed that the occupancy is a temporary solution to military restrictions. That is,
it is assumed that after a certain period of time, the occupation will end due to a political
agreement between the parties, and this agreement will further allow residents of the

enthralled territories to have the right to enjoy their individual and collective rights.

K. Watkin (Watkin, 2008: 175-200), (Watkin, 2012: 267-315), T. Ferraro (Ferraro,
2008: 331-357), (Ferraro, 2012: 133-163), (Ferraro, 2012: 147), (Ferraro, 2013: 704) P. Stirk
(Stirk, 2004: 527-536), (Stirk, 2005), (Stirk, 2012), (Stirk, 2015: 60-84), (Stirk, 2016), Y.A.
Takahashi (Takahashi, 2009), and (Takahashi, 2012: 51-80), (Takahashi, 2018: 544-548),
(Takahashi, 2019: 125-167) also mention in their works the term “‘occupation’’. In general, a
certain law tries to create a kind of balance between the interests of the population in the
entrapped ranges and their needs with the military of the encompassing power. Due to the aim
of ensuring order in public life, in the transition to a peace agreement, the military commander
is given extended powers. That is, there are certain restrictions until the encompassing state
agrees with the state, in which a certain range was selected, on certain demarcations of the
state in the future. That is, the idea of temporality is embedded in this concept (Kretzmer,
2012: 207).

By all means, several other features complicate the definition of occupancy. Among
such features are (i) continuance of hostilities, (ii) execution of certain powers by local
authorities, and (iii) refusal of the invading party to adopt a professional observer in the role

of occupant regulation and be it for the inhabitants during the occupancy.
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Difficulties are also added when there is (i) gradual cessation of occupancy, (ii) partial
withdrawal, (iii) maintaining a certain competence over the previously occupied ranges or
districts, or (iv) an agreement to maintain a military presence in the enthralled territories. All
of this causes and creates certain difficulties that arise in the process of occupancy. Estimating
with certainty when the occupancy is terminated is impossible because even the agreement
doesn’t provide full guarantees that there will be no further invasion of territory by the
invading side.

In Article 41 of its Guide on the Laws of War on Property (the Oxford Physical), the
Institute of International Law in 1880 professed that range is observed as enthralled when, as
the significance of assault by hostile forces has terminated, the municipality to which it goes
has exercised its usual authority therein, and the invading municipality is alone in a location
to uphold order there (Ferraro, 2012: 134).

That is, this statement only confirms the fact that martial occupancy is present. This
was supported by the US Military Tribunal in Nuremberg. And during this court, it was said
that transnational law doesn’t distinguish between illegal and lawful occupiers in the
performance of certain actions and errands by the occupier and the populace in the enthralled
ranges (Levie, 1956: 148).

Although it must be documented that the foreign forces enthralling a certain territory
have a noteworthy degree of power over the enthralled territory, the borderline between the
stages of invasion and occupancy is very conditional, and it is unbearable to regulate exactly
one hundred percent. By all means, after some hesitation, the very definition of occupancy
was established in Article 42 of the Hague Regulations, which states that a range is considered
under the control of the adversary army when it is in fact enthralled. The occupation extends

only to those ranges where such powers will be established and can be peacefully exercised.

Subsequently, Article 2, in accordance with the Geneva Conventions, expanded the
notion of occupancy precisely to include an occupancy that had no armed confrontation.
However, the generally acknowledged concept of this notion remained the same as stated
directly above in the Hague Rules of Article 42 (Federal Political Department of Switzerland,
1949: 675).

If we talk about the effectiveness of occupancy, then effective control is the most
important component and the main characteristic of occupancy. Without effective occupancy
and control of the territory, it is impossible to carry out the occupancy itself and apply this

term. Needless to say, there must be effective control based on the ability to exercise power
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instead of that which existed before the occupation. Two conditions must be met to determine
whether an occupancy is currently taking place: (i) the previous government was declared
incapable of carrying out its activities in public, and (ii) the enwrapping power has to replace

the former power with its government officers.

Also, to identify if the authority of the enwrapping power has been established, the
following conditions must be met: (i) the enwrapping power must replace the power they
enthralled, that is, the bone that worked before the occupation, and the former government
must be unable to perform in public, (ii) adversary forces must have capitulated, been
defeated, or withdrew. In this case, the habitats belonging to the combat ranges can't be
enthralled, but the resistance that may live against the enwrapping power doesn’t affect the
fact that the conquering side is the occupier and the range is enthralled, (iii) the enwrapping
authority has the passable military power to dispatch its military units within a certain period
(rather short) so that the enwrapping power is felt in the range enthralled by the enwrapping
country, (iv) a temporary administration is established over the range, (v) the enwrapping
power issued and executed orders against the population living in the enthralled territories.

Occupation is the temporary keeping of a range by another state that claims no right
to endless autonomous control over that range. It is also necessary to determine whether the
range belongs to the occupant or whether the former regime was declared incapable of
carrying out its activities in public. At the same time, the occupying power has to replace the
former government with its own government functionaries. Additionally, to determine
whether the powers of the enwrapping power have been established, the conditions that have

previously been given above must be met.
2.2.3.1 Occupation under international law

Until the midpoint of the 18™ century, the range captured by the soldiers admired his
property. He could do everything he wanted: (i) destroy everything that was in the engaged
range, (ii) return in his favor all seized state and private property, (iii) kill the inhabitants, (iv)

take them captive or swear allegiance.

There was no doubt about the occupier’s right to conscript the residents of the occupied
territories to serve in his army and fight against his legitimate supreme power. During the
second half of the 18" century, this state of affairs gradually began to change. Martial
occupation and its execution, which are one of the tasks of war, were controlled by laws and
customs; some more humane methods gradually became the custom and subject of obligations

under treaties, thus becoming a rule of law. The difference between the temporary military
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occupation and the actual acquisition of territories as a result of conquest became obvious.
But to create norms that are now universally recognized and, in many respects, have been
positively reflected in the Hague article on the laws and customs of land, which was signed
on October 18, 1907.

The whole set of rights and responsibilities of the occupier, which relate to the issues
of political management of the territory and its political power over its population, is
important. The principle underlying the current rules is as follows: although the occupier
doesn’t acquire sovereignty over the occupied territory due to the mere fact of its occupation,
during it he exercises military power over the range. As the occupier thus impedes the exercise
of the power of legitimate administration and requires the population to obey the authority
established by him, he must govern the enthralled range not only for the benefit of his martial
interests but also, as far as possible, for the interests of the local population. Thus,
transnational law not only gives the occupier certain rights but also imposes certain

obligations on him.

When and under what circumstances can the range be considered under transnational
law? The notion that invasion alone is not an occupation is no longer a challenge. Invasion is
the entry of military service into the adversary’s country. The difference between invasion
(only) and occupation becomes apparent from the fact that the occupier establishes some kind
of operation in the engaged range, while the invasion doesn’t allow for this. However,
occupation generally coincides with invasion. As soon as armed forces enter a certain area
and capture a village or city, they immediately take control of the territory from the original
authorities, postal services, and more. They also establish control over them, and from a
military point of view, related areas are also considered occupied (Roberts, 2006: 594).

The description of the occupancy is grounded in its varied aspects. Among them is the
difference between bare intrusion and occupation. An irruption becomes apparent from the
fact that an inhabitant sets up some kind of administration (Kaya, 2001: 66). Also, there are
some views about martial occupation, and generally, at least the relative closeness of
enthralled ranges from the battle zones has made it possible for true negotiations to be reached
on several concrete issues between the musts of war and the conditions of the standard of
civilization (Schwarzenberger, 1960: 22). Also, we can say that occupation is a temporary,

forcible seizure of all or part of the adversary’s state range (Roberts, 2005: 28-29).

Other scientists define martial occupancy as a type of fugitive control of a range by
another state that claims no right to endless autonomous control over that range. Martial
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occupations generally succeed only if they are lengthy, but lengthy occupations elicit
nationalist responses that impede success (Edelstein, 2004: 50-51). Another study gives the
following description: that occupation is a temporary occupancy of the range (part of the
range). It may be neither endless nor indefinite. Also, the enwrapping power is entrusted with
the administration of public order and civil life in the range under control. And the main point
Is that sovereignty and title in the engaged range are not vested in the enwrapping power.
(Ben-Naftali, Gross, and Michaeli, 2005: 554-555).

These delineations need some explanation and further detail, as they concentrate only
on certain aspects of such a portent as an occupation. Article 42 of the Hague Regulations
states that a range is considered enthralled if it is really under the authority of the adversary
army and that it extends only to those areas where this authority is established and suitable to
carry out its conditioning (Ferraro, 2012: 7). This description is as accurate as possible for the

legal definition of occupation.
Among the distinctive features of the military occupation are the following:

1. the governance of military occupation is recognized as a consequence of the struggle
that leads to the occupation by the fortified forces of one of the truculent countries of all or

part of the adversary’s range.

2. Transnational law requires that military occupation be effective, which is supported
by the presence of enwrapping forces in the enthralled ranges. The effective workout of power
by the occupier in the engrossed ranges involves the perpetration of several transnational legal

scores towards civilians, their property, state property, and other holdings.

3. the military’s occupancy is impermanent. Conquering a range unaccompanied can’t
be a way to acquire it. Legal ownership of the range differs from factual ownership, as the
ultimate doesn’t yet have a legal defense, nor is it homogenized by contract. Transnational
law allows only impermanent military occupancy of the range and prohibits annexation, that

is, the compulsory seizure of land in contradiction to the will of the populace.

4. the concept of temporary occupation includes the principle of the occupier’s
responsibility for violating the morals of transnational law governing occupation governance.
The invader is responsible for preparing, waging, and waging an aggressive war, despoiling
and enslaving civilians in the enthralled ranges, destroying and despoiling state and other

property, galleries, and libraries, and stealing artistic property.
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The aforesaid indicates that, unfortunately, there is presently no agreement on the
description of a total list of features that could classify a case as a military occupation. It is
especially important that the morals of the so-called ‘‘transnational benevolent law’’ (“‘law
of war”’, ““laws and customs of war’’, ‘‘transnational military law’’, ‘‘law of fortified
conflict’’) pause and don’t completely meet conditions for the development of society,

knowledge, military outfit, tactics, and strategy.
2.2.4. Annexation

All around, annexation is a one-sided act of the realm, through which it declares
freedom over another territory (range) that was initially outside its borders. Annexation is a
one-sided action based on de facto holding and legitimized by widespread recognition (Palmer
and Lindsey, 2001: 60). Additionally, annexation occurs when a sovereign state asserts that it
currently holds the range (Rothwell, Kaye, Akhtarkhavari and Davis, 2010: 286-288). Other
scientists, J. W. Garner (Garner, 1936: 679-688), (Garner, 1938: 421-438), D. B. Rice (Rice,
2015: 717-768), J. Socher (Socher, 2021), and V. Azarova (Azarova, 2018: 41-71), have also

defined the conception of annexation in their workshops.

From a profitable point of view, annexation can be represented as a type of absolute
dependence on others, where weaker countries, despite their status and independence, are not
independent from each other. Instead, they become more dependent on the negative side, and
the endpoint may be the annexation of the whole country or part of the area where coffers are
concentrated. Alternatively, the range itself is at an important strategic crossroads along
certain paths (Randolph, 1898: 291).

The conception of annexation can also include other stages that precede the annexation
itself: the previously mentioned occupancy, or indeed irruption or subjection (conquest).
These are different generalities, but in this research, we should see these generalities as a
single entity, which is not exhaustively used by countries in other domains and functions. It is
understood that of all the former terms similar to annexation, conquest, occupancy, and
subjection, the invading country can use two factors of force to ultimately annex the territory
in its favor and have the right to stay there and establish its power, political governance, and
more. Naturally, in the period from 1816 to 2022, there were numerous annexations, and they
can be different. Among similar annexations, we can distinguish between hard annexation and
soft annexation. Depending on its type, certain tools are discarded, and time periods are set —

that is, the time frame during which the annexation takes place.
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The styles, or rather the factors of any annexation, include pitfalls from the invader.
They can be of two types: (i) hybrid, and (ii) non-hybrid. The first is a set of tools that were
formerly used more in soft annexation. The second formerly included a set of tools that can
be attributed further to hard annexation. Regarding the characteristics of annexation and
annexation itself as a system of acquiring territorial sovereignty, it can be carried out in one
of four ways: (i) the range is conquered or conquered by the adding state, (ii) the range is
annexed due to the conclusion of the state as similar, occasionally called ‘‘peaceful
annexation’’ (Texas’s annexation to the US in 1845) (Benson, 1961: 254-269), (iii) annexation
without the concurrence of the population (as happed between the Austro-Hungarian Empire
and the Ottoman Empire) (Stevenson, 1996: 112-164), (iv) the range is adjoined in a state of
submission to the adding state (for illustration, the annexation of Korea by Japan in 1910)
(Kim Ji-Hyung, 2011: 87-122).

Annexation, anyhow, of the system of perpetration has been equated with the use of
force (expedient to war) as a licit means of resolving transnational controversies. It was a
fragment of the lawful testament of positivism, grounded on the hypothesis of unlimited

jurisdiction essential to transnational law in the 19" and 20™ centuries.
2.2.4.1 Annexation in transnational law

Concerning annexation in transnational law, first of all, we should mention that
annexation has the effect of partially destroying or deforming the state and its native political
institutions. Annexation stretches the country’s domestic institutions to cover the new range.
As might be expected, the leaders who ruled the country before the annexation may not like
the variations in the legality of the administration due to institutional changes. Indeed, changes
in scale alone may raise objections (Maas, 2020: 29).

Indeed, after World War |, despite restrictions on expediency and the prohibition of
war in the Charter of the League of Nations and the 1928 Paris Pact, annexation remained a
policy of outright violence, especially on the part of Japanese, German, and Italian forces. In
particular, in 1931, notwithstanding the roster in the League of Nations, Japanese forces
detained Manchuria, which was part of China, and in 1936, Italian forces, also neglecting their
scores in the League of Nations, seized Abyssinia. This organization in 1936 also plainly
allowed Hitler’s Germany to annex Austria and seize Czechoslovakia, depriving them of
sovereignty. Similar acts of aggression were carried out in the absence of a clear rule in
transnational law that would oblige the state not to fetter the rights of territorial supremacy

acquired through annexation, as well as new covenants on the accession of territorial rights in
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this way. The events of 1931-1941 revealed a practice that was inconsistent with the actuality

of such a rule.

The UN Charter is critical of the experience of the League of Nations. In its core, the
prohibition of war and annexation as part of it were momentous. Consequently, in the
ultramodern international canon, annexation is identical to offense and its acts. Acquisition of
territorial supremacy in any violent manner is illegal and can’t be honored under any
circumstances. This norm has entered transnational law as part of the value of non-use of

power elevated in the UN.

The 1970 Assertion on the Principles of Transnational Law admirably states that it is
vital for all countries to safeguard their worldwide interactions from danger or the utility of
forcefulness that contradicts the principle of decency or politically aware determination of any
country or in any other way undermines the purpose of the United Nations (UN Resolution,
1970: 122). Any direct or indirect encroachment of one state on the territory of another state
is an encroachment on the decency of the country and its independence. This norm of non-
recognition of annexation is verified by the transnational legal practice of the UN, in which
similar acts are recognized as illegal. For illustration, during the 1967-1976 Arab-Israeli
conflict, Israel seized and annexed several Arab territories (ranges), including Jerusalem,
against which the GA and the UN Security Council have constantly stated in their judgments
that annexation is contrary to transnational law and can’t be accepted (Jabber, 1977: 159). The
most recent illustration is the UN Security Council’s condemnation of Irag’s invasion of
Kuwait on August 2, 1990, considering it an attempt to annex Kuwait (Quamar and
Kumaraswamy, 2019: 75-87).

Before World War 11, a similar strategy to non-recognition of annexation was
contained in the Stimson Doctrine, which was the US reaction to Japan’s 1931 seizure of the
Chinese territory of Manchuria (Walker, 2017: 1). It states that the US administration can’t
legitimize any de facto stratum or pretension to fete convocation or agreement between
countries or their delegates, as this could hardly be the pact rights of the US, and it doesn’t
intend to fete any situation, pact, or agreement that may be carried out in a location unsettled
with the alliances and arrearages under the Treaty of Paris of August 28, 1928 (Josephson,
1979: 378).

At the same time, there are numerous outstanding territorial demands in the
sovereignties of the southern and eastern parts of Europe, including Kosovo, Abkhazia, South

Ossetia, Donbas, and Crimea. To sum up, it can be determined that guidance on annexation
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exists, but it involves more interference than control of transnational law in the applicable

position.
2.2.4.2 Hard annexation

Hard annexation aims to seize territory where weapons are required, but they are not
used and only have the effect of intimidation, which is used to put psychological pressure on
people and local authorities. In general, Nye defines strength as the ability to influence the
behaviors of others to get the outcomes one wants (Nye, 2005: 2). This is true because, in this
type of annexation, the aggressor country is already trying hard to achieve the goals that it has
set for itself. This type of annexation is also characterized by institutional and political power.
Unfortunately, representatives of this type of annexation often formulate their arguments
inadequately, believing that they can safely ignore or simply include elements of national
power that fall outside their competence (Wilson, 2008: 110). That is, in this context, we can
see that this type of annexation is more suitable for autocratic regimes that can carry out this
type of annexation without considering many factors and components, including ethnic and
cultural characteristics, moods, and the impact on certain groups, through a well-thought-out

step-by-step plan.

In international politics, power, especially autocracy, means the ability to influence
not only another person but also a group of people so that a given person or group of people
acts exactly as a given authority needs. Brutal force is the ability to force them to perform
certain actions that are beneficial to the government. The strategy of hard annexation also
includes brutality and intimidation focused on: (i) military intervention, (ii) forced diplomacy,
(iii) economic sanctions that will protect national interests (Campbell and O Hanlon, 2006:
319).

It similarly relies on accouterments and esprit coffers, similar to fortified forces and
profitable coffers (Gallarotti, 2011: 27). An illustration of this is Germany’s capture of Poland
in 1939. Also, the puissant miens of the conception of hard annexation include time. Hard
annexation itself takes much less time than soft annexation. In general, hard annexation is
historically associated with the possession of certain specific material coffers similar to (i)
territory, (ii) population, (iii) natural coffers, (iv) profitable power, and (v) military force. Hard
annexation causes forced conduct that spontaneously occurs, and the side being attacked
doesn’t have time to form conduct in the form of counterassaults but is simply reflected

arbitrarily and as it can (Gray, 2011: 3).
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Therefore, concerning the first-named point, military intervention takes place instantly
and without any warning. For example, there are sides A and B, and side A includes territory
C, which has no desire to separate and lives in peace with territory A. However, side B intends
by all means to take territory C, whatever it costs side B. It attracts the military and quickly
captures territory under its control. In this case, the transition period in the form of occupation
may not be mandatory because it is done instantly. And it follows that forced diplomacy will
take place, and sanctions, which will also be imposed as a consequence to achieve the result,

will take place instantly.

Today, however, hard annexation is less exploited as the world arrangement changes
and states resort more to hybrid actions that result in soft annexation. It should also be noted
that the world: (i) becomes further globalized, (ii) countries become additionally economically
interdependent, (iii) there is a maturing of transnational actors, (iv) there is a revival of
nationalism in weak states, (v) the growth of democracy around the world, (vi) distribution of

military outfits, (vii) the quintessence of transnational political problems.

These factors prevent hard annexation and can serve as both deterrents and factors that
make states resort to soft annexation, which takes more time and involves much more money
and resources. Most importantly, it takes patience to wait for the moment when you can
completely take control of your territory. We should not forget that soft annexation is preceded
by occupation, which serves as a bridge between the enveloping state and the range it enthralls.

Certainly, some limitations apply to hard annexation: (i) if two countries have roughly
the same status, potential, and position in the world, then hard annexation will not happen
under any circumstances, (ii) the use of hard annexation usually leads to the further
establishment of justice, in the concept of an eye for an eye, (iii) hard annexation requires
much more resources and financial resources to be used. Therefore, this concept is not typical
of weak states. Thus, it can be concluded that hard annexation is used much less than soft

annexation.

By all means, this type of annexation is intended to seize the territory of the country
from the aggressor, as in the case of soft annexation, but there is a huge difference
(Raimzhanova, 2015: 5). First of all, under no circumstances, if the countries have
approximately the same status and positions, will they not attack each other and try to capture
a certain part of the territory? Secondly, if this type of annexation is used, it is costly in terms
of material costs in the first place, and as the world is globalizing, this type of annexation is
already inefficient and very dangerous to use. It is dangerous, first of all, for the country of
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the aggressor, against which the whole civilized world can oppose and create a package of
sanctions, at least. This package of sanctions will be a deterrent that will tie the hands of the

aggressor country for a while.

To be sure, forced diplomacy and military forces will be used during this annexation,
but as already mentioned, the globalization of the world and the transition of most states to
democracy make it impossible to carry out this type of annexation as easily as before. Thus,
it can be concluded that brutality and intimidation, which focus on military intervention,
coercive diplomacy, and economic sanctions, will ensure national interests and are

components of hard annexation.
2.2.4.3. Soft annexation

J. R. Winkler (Winkler and Nye, 2006: 268-269), A. Fisher (Fisher, 2020: 1-22), H.
W. Ohnesorge (Ohnesorge, 2014: 1-21), (Ohnesorge, 2020), and Joseph S. Nye (Nye, 1990:
153-171), (Nye, 2004), (Nye, 2004: 16-20), (Nye and Kennedy, 2004: 711-713), (Nye, 2004:
255-270), (Nye, 2004: 13-15), (Nye, 2005: 75-77), (Nye, 2006), (Nye, 2008: 94-109), (Nye,
2012: 1-4), (Nye, 2012: 151-155), (Nye, 2013), (Nye, 2014: 19-22), (Nye, 2017: 1-3), (Nye,
2018, Erisim: 20.11.2022) (Nye, 2018: 40-46), (Nye, 2019: 1-14), (Nye, 2021: 196-208), are
considered to be the ones who first talked and wrote about soft annexation. As regards ‘‘soft
annexation’” we can define this concept as an idea expressed in various forms over the years.
One country tries to pull political, economic, and military levers — all of which fall short of
traditional invasion — to exploit ethnic conflicts in countries that used to be in its orbit. Also,
the goal is to leverage these tensions (Friedman, 2014). So, we see that country A would like
to take some part of country B with the help of tension on different levels, and country A
would like to gain success, but not in the short term. Before gaining success, the country A
prepares everything, like a big mechanism, and counts every step to run a big and great process

that will look natural.

In other words, state A makes every effort to undermine the administration and its
position and put pressure on weak points. In this case, most people in country B will start to
understand that this government is not suitable for their country, and after that, they will start
holding meetings and other demonstrations against this government in state B. So, in this case,
we can see that hybrid threats and big mechanisms start to work. We should mention that all
of the instruments that are used by country A on the territory of country B can be qualified as
hybrid threats. Among them, we can give an example of the ““fifth column’> which was used
on the territory of Abkhazia and South Ossetia as propaganda, diplomacy, and eventually
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special forces troops entering foreign territories in the guise of local rebel forces. Also, citizens

of country B must sympathize with this plan (Simon, 2014: 47).

Also, it can be mentioned that country A would like to protect its citizens who
historically lived there together on territory A, but it is now separated and some citizens live
on territory B. For example, Russians live in South Ossetia and Abkhazia, and before that,
they lived in the USSR. When it comes to the tools used in soft annexation, it should be noted
that hybrid threats are used, and without realizing it, over time we only begin to realize that
thoughts, emotions, and views on different things were simply manipulated. We can mention
the last example of Kazakhstan, where people’s moods were manipulated and the people

simply used the mood of the people against the old regime as if the new one came to power.

Preferably, we should mention the propaganda that is conveyed by all media.
Certainly, this includes the media, which is the driving force in shaping the mood of people
who watch the news, and various analytical programs with notorious guests whose opinions
are important to the general public. Now we highlight the propaganda itself as a peculiar
element that is used, including in the media.

It is the media as a whole, which skillfully and step by step completely transforms the
population from critical to infantile, which can’t think and analyze and just like a sponge
absorbs information without further analysis. We should also mention disinformation, which
Is part of soft annexation and is one of the most important components of hybrid threats. It
confuses people so that they lose their way in the information space and don’t know where
the truth is and where lies are. Eventually, they lose immunity to the analysis of information
and become certain ‘‘vegetables’’ that are already exposed to the information influence of
country A. Thus, a person becomes unconsciously controlled and victimized by the aggressor

country, A.

Diplomacy is used as an element of soft power to gain the support of people who don’t
respond to the media and can critically analyze or, say, fully and completely gain the trust of
the population (Nye, 2019: 7). There is no doubt that it doesn’t carry anything threatening, but
if you look at it from another angle, it is diplomacy that wins people’s favor. If diplomacy is
built correctly and every step is written and thought out in detail, it won’t look like a hybrid

threat. Most likely, it is a hybrid threat, but very cleverly disguised to win favor.

Culture, as a separate item, should be taken out of the fact that, with the help of various
events, it is through cultural nature that one or another opinion about traditions and more is

imposed. This is a long-term process that can be broadcast daily through the media and other
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tools of mass media. The most important thing is that diplomacy can be involved in all these

events.

Special citations should be acquired for the distinct forces applied to ensure peace and
security. They are created by country A to protect against an imaginary enemy that exists or
from a real threat that was provoked by country A itself concerning country B. By all means,
national interests are taken into account, but they can be modified by country A, which again
does so mainly through the media and by working directly with the populace through people

working for country A.

Using ethnic groups as a driving force to achieve the goal of conquering a certain
territory through soft annexation (Schaefer, 2015: 840). This is done, first of all, to explain
why it is essential to carry out a soft annexation of part of the territory of country B. Without
this group or further progress of the entire project of country A to capture part of the territory
and its subsequent soft annexation, it is impossible since there is no certain group of people
through which it is possible to influence the mood of the rest of the populace of a certain range
of the country.

To sum up, we can see such structures as (i) the use of propaganda, (ii) the use of
media, (iii) disinformation, (iv) the use of diplomacy and its institutions, (v) the use of culture
as an instrument, (vi) use of special forces troops, (vii) use of national interests, and (viii) use
of ethnic groups as a driving force in gaining control of people’s minds. Therefore, these
points and components are important to fully implement the plan for the soft annexation of
territory B. If we look at the concept of Nye and McClory, especially Nye highlights a soft
force and follows it, and the annexation is divided into three parts: (i) culture, (ii) political

values, and (iii) foreign policies.

1) culture is the set of practices that create meaning for society, and it has many

manifestations.

2) government policies at home and abroad are another potential source of soft power.
Similarly, foreign policies strongly affect soft power. Government policies can reinforce or

diminish a country’s soft power.

3) Domestic or foreign policies that appear to be hypocritical and indifferent to the
opinion of others or based on a narrow approach to national interests can undermine soft power
(Nye, 2008: 94).
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Also, in other terms, it distinguishes five categories: (i) government, (ii) culture, (iii)
diplomacy, (iv) education, and (v) business or innovation (McClory, 2015: 10). The first item
is the country’s political values. The item of “‘culture’” includes sets of practices that have
been created and are important to society. The third point should include international politics.
With the 4th and 5th points, everything is clear from the names. However, it should be noted
that education is also a soft force and an annexation to some extent. A striking example is the
Russian language in Ukraine (Arel and Ruble, 2006: 365). She taught for many years after
Ukraine’s independence. If we take the annexation of Crimea as one of the factors, the people,
some of whom belonged to Russia with their ancestors, but at the level of education where the
Russian language was preserved for a long time, were allowed to feel like a Russian who was
not oppressed (Bilaniuk, 2005: 15).

A business where big players at the state level play a key role in creating certain
conditions for soft annexation should also be mentioned; that is, oligarchs and wealthy people
who have influence over the government and own certain wealth have the opportunity to be
one of the components of further soft annexation. There are also three components to soft
annexation: (i) agents, (ii) spheres, and (iii) instruments. So, agents are individuals or
organizations that create and implement soft power initiatives. These may include individuals,
networks, civil society, the private sector, and so on. The second item includes foreign and
domestic policy, culture, business, education, technology, sports, tourism, and so on.

And the third category includes specific tools or means by which soft power is
activated. Politics and law, agreements of various levels (both international and domestic),
programs (cultural diplomacy, national branding, etc.), exhibitions, events, conferences,
symposia, and other events. So, after analyzing the components of soft annexation, we can
conclude that this soft annexation includes all the means used for the ultimate goal — the
annexation of a particular area. These may include agents, the private sector, civil society,
influential people, the media, propaganda, and disinformation. Also, the use of national
interests, the degree of popular sentiment, and ethnic groups through which it is possible to

exert influence.
2.3. WHY OCCUPATION PRECEDES ANNEXATION

So why was the annexation preceded by occupation? There are numerous reasons, but
the foremost and most meaningful is that the occupancy is a transitional stage to the
annexation, which will latterly be acquitted out by the enwrapping state concerning the
engaged range (de Brabandere, 2009: 120). As it was mentioned above, after the enwrapping

26



country has enthralled a certain range, it introduces impermanent governance, which has its
center in the capital of the enwrapping state. There is also a center in the enthralled ranges,
but it still opens to the main center in the capital of the enwrapping country. By all means,
troops are introduced to carry out orders from the capital. In the future, when a certain period
passes, the work with the population continues, which in turn leads to the annexation, which
is carried out in the engaged range. This includes the tools listed in Part 1.1.4.2. “*Soft
annexation’’. This section noted that the use of the media as a tool of propaganda and
disinformation is very effective in establishing some control over people who are methodically
influenced and further controlled. And then, for the occupier, the choice of voting, which is

carried out in a referendum.

After that, we need to understand four things that will be installed in the long run: (i)
the law will be in force before the annexation and before the referendum. Will norms be
respected that respect human rights and their constitutional rights on the model of the former
administration (before the occupation) or will the laws of the enwrapping state take effect
immediately; (i) whether the legal framework will be fully implemented in the annexed
territory as well as in the range of the occupier throughout the country. Will certain special
constitutional norms be worked out, which will be approved separately in the future; (iii) to
what extent the terms of the agreement and the established new norms and rules will be
convenient for residents who will live under the new government after the referendum; (iv) to
whom the range will eventually belong and to which administration the population will be

vanquished.

That is, based on these points, we can conclude that occupancy is only a bridge that
further paves the way for annexation and not vice versa. And having already established
certain rules and norms, that is, having prepared the ground, it will be possible to make an
annexation, which will lead to an official change of administration that will be controlled by

the enveloping power in the future.
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CHAPTER Il
3. DATA AND CASES ON ANNEXATION
3.1. CASES ON ANNEXATION

Qualitative analysis is a complex analysis that should be explained by its field actions
as well as its interests and difficulties in constructing the object (Minayo, 2012: 625). In this
case, our object will be annexation and its components. Also, one of the main pretensions is
that the researcher’s role is to achieve a “holistic” (systemic, entailing, interfused) overview
of the environment under study: its sense, its patterns, and its unequivocal and potential rules
(Miles and Huberman, 1984: 6). As it was said, senses are produced and sequestered by
various social subjects and objects, therefore enacting particular illuminative dispositions that
produce certain possibilities and avert others (Doty, 1996: 4).

Qualitative data provides observers with a way to quantify data. Certainly, it should
also be noted that in the case of annexations, attention should be paid to who is annexing the
country or part of it and also to the country being annexed. Without hesitation, we should pay
attention to what forces were involved and under what circumstances this or that side had the
advantage. We should mention the regime of the country that annexed the territory at that
time, as well as whether the world structure was monopolar, bipolar, or multipolar. It is always

necessary to begin by introducing a meaning so that there can be a fact (Barthes, 1981: 15).

Furthermore, we should also remark on the key factors that prejudiced the transition.
This refers to how one or the other side won the annexation of one region or another. What
methods and tools were used to achieve the goals? And as a consequence, we contextualize
the above and bring it to the broader structures within which these aspects were in a given
period. That is, with a qualitative approach to the analysis of annexations, we will be able to
understand how much the annexed range was prejudiced by the country that carried out the
annexation. What are the sources that influenced the course of events and actions of people
who were in a certain period when the annexation took place, and was it the effect of
propaganda through the media as it happened with the annexation of Crimea (Grant, 2015:
68)? Especially, we can pay attention to the case of the annexation in 1824 of the provinces
of Guanacaste, when the people were helped to choose the right path for the province's future
(Shin and Hytrek, 2002: 468). Here we will see and understand the system of annexations that
existed during the above-mentioned period. We will take into account some examples to see

the main characteristics. Thus, if we conduct a qualitative analysis of the annexations that took
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place in the period from 1816 to 2022, we can identify 3 stages + 1 new stage, or rather, 3

periods + 1 new period, into which all 54 cases of annexations can be divided.
3.1.1. Period from 1816 to 1945

During this period, there were annexations of mostly large states over small countries
due to the search for new territories with raw materials that large states would use to their
advantage. At the same time, large countries such as the United Kingdom, the United States,
Germany, France, and others have sought to seize more islands to have strategic influence
globally. That is, to dominate ocean waters, expanding their influence in both trade and

military dominance in certain areas around the world.

Concerning the period during the 19" century, we can say that Great Britain actively
dominated the world, and they actively tried to gain control over the territory of Southern
Africa. During the 1870s, the United Kingdom annexed Transvaal in 1877, Walvis Bay in
1878, Zululand in 1887, and the Boer Republic in 1902. As for Transvaal, we can say that this
territory was annexed, and as usual, Britain supported the opposite side. In this case, Britain
also started using propaganda, telling people that the government in Transvaal is an opponent,
they want to destroy Natal’s inhabitants, and it is also a failed state. Additionally, before doing
that, Britain tried to negotiate with Transvaal, but Britain decided to annex Transvaal on April
12, 1877, without asking the inhabitants of Transvaal or holding a referendum (Ray, 2013:
27).

Concerning Walvis Bay, it was annexed in March 1878 (Dreyer, 1984: 510). It was
annexed because this point had access to the interior waters of South Africa. But officially,
nobody owned this bay, and formally, Britain annexed it when there was no control. In this
case, Britain used no negotiations or referendums with others to claim this territory. In the
case of the Zululand annexation, we can see that the civil war and the unstable situation among
Zululand settlers helped Britain gain success in the annexation. By all means, Britain gave a
lot of money and, in this way, sponsored local governments, and they became loyal to Britain.
Also, people didn’t like that, and creating instability helped a lot, and in 1887 it was finally
annexed (Laband, 2003: 53).

In respect of another big player, the USA, they adjoined (annexed) Texas on the 1% of
March in 1845 (Barker, 1946: 49). After gaining freedom from Spain, Mexico started to live
as an autonomous state, but some small groups of semi-autonomous Americans wanted to live
in another way in the Texas region, and the Mexican administration tried to regulate this

situation. In 1836 started a fortified conflict that lasted for a long time, but in the same year
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Texas became an autonomous state, and until 1845 it existed separately from the USA and
Mexico. Mexico didn’t officially accept that Texas State would exist separately. On the other
hand, the USA officially accepted Texas as a separate and autonomous state in 1837. In this
case, the most important reason that people from Texas wanted to join the USA was because
they could retain title to its public lands. Also, we should mention that some people who lived
at that time in the region of the USA settled in Texas, and their loyalty to the US government
and the possibility to join the USA played the most important role in 1845, when Texas joined
the USA and became a state of this country (Maltz, 2006: 399).

Also, we can take into account another case from Cuba, which was held in 1898. In
this case, the USA annexed Cuba because the settlers wanted to live without Spanish
representatives. Cuban settlers started the war against Spain in 1868, and in June 1898, the
USA army came to Cuba together with Cuban settlers and fought against the Spanish army
because only Cuba wasn’t strong enough to fight against Spain by itself. Certainly, Cuba, with
the help of the US army, won Spain, but in reality, in 1902, Cuba didn’t gain independence,
and a lot of USA representatives stayed on the territory of Cuba. Formally, it was an
independent country, but the USA controlled it, and in 1901, the USA government made an
amendment to the law about the allocation of the US army, which allowed the US to stay
within the range of Cuba (Plokhiy, 2021: 25-26). In the same year, the USA annexed the
Philippines, Guam, and Hawaii. All these cases are the same because the USA wanted to
dominate this part of the Pacific Ocean, and for this, it used troops and the navy to gain success
against Spain in 1898 (Chang, 2015: 71). Also, we should mention Samoa, which was divided
into three parts among the USA, Germany, and the United Kingdom. After accepting
agreement among these countries, the USA’s part in Samoa was also an important point in

dominating and having a presence in the Pacific Ocean (Michal, 1992: 137).

Another big player in the 19" century, France also conquered the territories of Tahiti,
New Caledonia, and the Leeward Islands. The first one, New Caledonia, was taken under
control in 1853 and remained as its colony (Robertson, 2017: 1). There was no resistance, and
this territory became both a colony and a penal colony. Another territory they conquered was
Tahiti in 1880 (Newbury, 2019: 194). In this case, France occupied this territory for a long
time and divided its interests with Britain. France negotiated with the son of a Tahitian queen,
and finally, it was annexed. But before that, beginning in 1840, started assimilation with
French people who came to Tahiti Island. Political and military aspects of colonization
existed, but conquering and then annexing territory in Tahiti had differences, for example,

with New Caledonia, which was also annexed by France in 1853. Also, the assimilation of
30



language, the judicial system, and culture played one of the most important roles in the
subsequent annexation of Tahiti by France (Saura, 2015: 340). And the third one — we mean
the Leeward Islands — was taken under control in 1897. Here we can say that a series of
conflicts and wars between French troops and local citizens lasted for 17 years, from 1880 to
1897, when France won this battle. These islands were taken under control because, at that
time (like in the case of Holland and New Guinea), France wanted to extend its impact into
the ocean, but in the case of France, it was the Atlantic Ocean (Newbury, 1956: 272).

Also, we should mention that Holland also dominated the multipolar world and
annexed some territories, as was the case with the annexation of New Guinea in 1848. By all
means, it started in 1828, when Holland came to this island to search for new resources and
gain control over new territories, but the main idea is that the king of Holland recognized
Dutch sovereignty and it became part of Holland, and no elections or votes were held at that
time. Holland was so powerful for the inhabitants of New Guinea that they didn’t resist for a
long period of time (Chauvel, 2005: 105).

Without hesitation, the Japanese annexation of Taiwan in 1895 should be adduced. We
can discern that this annexation was passed after the Sino-Japanese war in the 1894-1895
period, and Japan congeals their assignees who were ruled by Taiwan, and these congeals
were only Japanese service troops. At that time, Japan was much more influential, and China,
at the end of the 19" century, after the Opium Wars, defeated one further battle and lost its
range for a long time until 1945, when it was suddenly taken over by China after Japan was
defeated in World War I1.

Also, Germany should be mentioned, and equally the cases of the annexation of the
Marshall Islands and one more fragment of the Marshall Islands, known as Caroline in 1899,
can be joined. First of all, these territories were annexed by Germany from Spain, the first one
in 1885 and the second one in 1899. Also, we should mention that these cases involved a type
of non-aggressive annexation, and Germany signed a treaty in both cases with Spain. Sure, at
that time, dominance over the Pacific Ocean or its parts was really important, and Spain gave
those islands to Germany (Hempenstall, 2016: 12).

By all means, the old system of a multipolar globe in which many states had roughly
equal military and economic potential couldn’t function forever, and the turning point began
in the early 20" century when one empire after another began to fall apart. This disintegration
and weakening can be seen in Great Britain, which had considerable influence around the

globe; nevertheless, as long wars and subsequent annexations of African territories have
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shown, Britain was one of the first great empires to live out its last great times. Through the
weakening of Britain’s military pole and particularly political changes to some extent, the
share of British influence has fallen significantly, whose sphere of influence stretched from
the Far Eastern port of Formosa to the nomadic Patagonian plain of the New World in South

America before, as we will see in the quantitative analysis (Lee, 2014: 249).

In general, the 20™ century can be branched into two periods because the First World
War changed everything. Therefore, if we pay attention to the study of the period from 1901
to 1918, it should be noted first of all the annexation of Bosnia, which started in 1908 (Baba,
2013: 75). It should be noted that this annexation started with the concurrence of both sides.
The Ottoman Empire delivered part of its possessions to the Austro-Hungarian Empire, and
thus it was an intriguing case of annexation because the Russian Empire, impacting Serbia,
decided to try to break the annexation, arguing that it would destabilize the region. In
Belgrade, Serbians started to make demurrers, and the German Foreign Minister didn’t
understand what special interests and rights of Serbia had been injured by the annexation
(Schmitt, 1931: 660). Yes, the Ottoman Empire has indeed fallen, and the Austro-Hungarian
Empire adjoined Bosnia, but the crucial factor was the agreement between the two empires
before that in 1878 (Gencer, 2014: 295).

Also, we can mention the annexation of Korea in 1910 and Bessarabia in 1918. We
can join these two cases because they happened in a non-aggressive way after the agreement
between both sides. Clearly, in the case of Korea, we can say that Japan adjoined the country,
but it started five years before the official annexation. After the Russo-Japanese War in 1905,
Korea and Japan inked a treaty where Japan started to control Korean ranges, and after that,
Japan was adding to its dominance. In 1907, they inked one more treaty where Korea was
deprived of the management of its internal affairs, and finally, in 1910, it was officially
annexed by Japan (Lone, 1991: 171). In the case of Bessarabia, we can say that in 1918,
annexation happened because Bessarabia had become independent and wanted to be under the
protection of a more powerful country, which is why the council of Bessarabia voted for
joining Romania. But after some time, Romanian pledges about some independence for
Bessarabia in the Romanian squad were abandoned, and Bessarabia had no right to do business
on its own. So, we can see how two different countries, in the same way, after annexing

countries, started to dominate the internal affairs of annexed ranges (Bruchis, 1987: 195).

It should also be mentioned about the case of the US annexation of the West Indies.
First of all, the USA feared that Germany would annex that territory, so they decided to gain
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that land before them (Scott, 1916: 853). Also, the main reason why the USA annexed the
West Indies was that Germany, after annexing it, would try to take control of the West Indies.
Before that, the West Indies belonged to Denmark, and logically, the USA tried to play faster
and gain control over that range. Before that, the West Indies were sold by Denmark, and the
main reason for the USA to buy this land and annex it after that was to gain control and keep
that part of the USA safe from possible invasions. In this case, it wasn’t important which
regime dominated in both countries. The main goal was to gain results in controlling the
southeastern part of the Caribbean basin on March 31, 1917 (De Booy and Faris, 1918: 16).

Also, we can mention two more annexations by Germany in the 20" century, which
were made before World War I1. Austria and Czechoslovakia should also be declared, and in
1938 they were both annexed by Germany in a fast way. Austria was annexed on March 13,
1938 (Rathkolb, 2018: 282). First of all, it happened because four years ago, the administration
of Austria was changed, and they tried to be closer to Mussolini, but the turning point exactly
with Germany happened in 1936, when two Nazis entered the administration of Austria. After
that, this unit started to work closer. Also, we should mention that in February 1938, Hitler
started to pressure Austrian representatives to join Austria in Germany because, as Hitler
thought, 10 million Germans live outside Germany and it is better to join their native country.
On March 10", people voted, but it was under great pressure and terror. Also, Nazis used
propaganda to gain successful results in the referendum. On March 11", beneath Hitler’s
pressure, the Chancellor of Austria was changed into Hitler’s representative, Seyss-Inquart,
and a formal referendum, which was carried out under the control in two days, was formal,
and officially Austria was adjoined by Germany on March 13", 1938 (Niescior, 2021: 236).
So, in this case, we see that a formal referendum didn’t show the real desire of the population
to join Germany, and only political changes under pressure, terror, and propaganda helped

Hitler join Austria to Germany.

Another case with Czechoslovakia also happened in 1938. But in this case, Germany
handled long-term residents who had German origins. We want to introduce Sudetenland,
which will be taken into account. It was the first step to annexation because the majority in
those ranges were Sudeten Germans, and in 1938, the German Nazis provoked the final stage
of a big extremity when this region wanted to join Germany because of the history that
connected Sudeten Germans with Germany. At the same time, propaganda played an
important role. It was made by the German Nazis, but it was made by the pro-German party
that worked in Germany, and since 1935, this party has received the most votes and started to

dominate in Czechoslovakia. But in September 1938, the pro-German party was abandoned,
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and Hitler didn’t like that. All in all, on the 30" of September in Munich, an agreement was
signed (Winter and Sweet, 2009: 845).

Concerning the case of the annexation of Albania by Italy, we can say that this
annexation was made after that war. At that time, the fascist regime was much more powerful
than Albanian representatives. Because the Fascist and Nazi regimes worked together and had
one aim — to gain control over territories — Italy was a good example of how it could be done.
It was made fast by the invasion of Albania over five days in April 1939. The Albanian
government escaped to Greece, and formally, until 1943, Italy controlled this area (Barolli,
2005: 248).

In the case of Hatay in 1939, Turkey adjoined (annexed) this range after signing a
treaty with France. Before that, the Hatay area was under the dominion of France after World
War | and had its privileges because the citizens were Arabs, Armenians, and Turks. In 1923,
Ataturk proclaimed that this range was Turkey’s, and after that, the main aim of Turkey was
to return to this area. After that, Turks who lived on the territory of the Hatay area started to
make reforms and form organizations that supported Turkey. So here we can see that Turkey
started to play an important role a long time before annexing the Hatay area. Turkey invested
in that part of Turk citizens who maintained Turkey and their reunion in the future, and before
that, the name of the Hatay area was Sanjak of Alexandretta. Needless to say, Ataturk played
a key role in connecting this province, and in 1936 he asked the League of Nations to resolve
Hatay’s question, and the League of Nations twisted a constitution so that Sanjak of
Aleksandretta, or Hatay, became an autonomous province in Syria. In 1938, Hatay became
sovereign, and the next year it was annexed by Turkey after a vote of the legislature, where it
was accepted that Hatay became part of Turkey. Certainly, Turkey invested a lot of resources
in such a campaign, and from 1923 to 1938, it made a lot of progress in joining the Hatay area
in 1939 (Khadduri, 1945: 423). Ataturk used Turk citizens to achieve his goal of annexing
some parts of Syria, and it became especially obvious that the “independent” government of
the Hatay area was carefully designated and was paid to gain confident results in annexing the

Hatay area.

One of the biggest cases was when the USSR annexed three territories, namely
Estonia, Lithuania, and Latvia, in 1940. This happened because, in 1939, these three countries
allowed the USSR to locate its army and military bases. The next year, the USSR annexed

these countries, and before that, the previous leaders of those three territories were exiled.
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After that, new puppet governments came to Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania and recognized
the determination and requested inclusion into the USSR in 1940 (Anusauskas, 2014: 12).

3.1.2. Period from 1946 to 1989

Generally, during this period, 13 annexations happened after wars, and only four ended
by referendum or were taken without any war, like in the case of Rockall in 1955, which will
also be taken into account. This period can be singled out primarily because it was the period
of the Cold War between the USSR and the USA. Secondly, in this period, there were
annexations of ranges that countries took back because states themselves, such as India,
obtained independence and wanted to return as much as possible of the ranges that they
considered their own, some of them like the annexation of Hyderabad in 1948 or Goa in 1961.
In both cases, India used its soldiers to advance victory and take control over these ranges,
which belonged to India. By all means, India at that moment was very powerful, became
independent, and wanted to obtain control over ranges, which had not a lot of power but were

strategically important for India.

It should also be noted that the world had a bipolar structure with a clear dominance
and struggle between two states, which were already discussed above: the USA and the USSR.
Most importantly, the world became bipolar, and the struggle between the USA and the USSR
became the main theme throughout the Cold War. Especially among the countries affected by
this struggle was Vietnam, where the struggle between the USA and the USSR had been going
on for years. In this case, after the war, we can observe an interesting example of annexation
where North and South Vietnam united in 1976 (Elliott, 1982: 36). Yes, it was an annexation,
but it was a voluntary, or one might say a soft annexation, where historically two parts of the
country had to become whole again to become a stronger country and survive in harsh

conditions.

The main point was that the USSR during the Cold War took control over some
countries in Europe, like Czechoslovakia, and it helped the USSR control governments that
became puppets, like in the cases of Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia. As we know, after the
Prague Spring Revolution in 1968, the USSR sent their army to stop this revolution, and a
short war began where the USSR army won and controlled the government in Czechoslovakia
until 1991. But the main detail that must be taken into account is that the USA didn’t annex
any territory during the Cold War, and the USSR tried to start a big war in 1962, during the
Cube crisis (Allison, 2012: 11). Also, we should mention the USSR’s annexation of the Kuril
Islands, which were taken under control after winning the battle against Japan in 1946. It is
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almost the same case as the case of Taiwan, which was mentioned above in Chapter 2.1.1. and
it was an important annexation for the USSR in gaining control of some small parts of the
Pacific Ocean and gaining strategic positions not far from Japan.

After five years, China in 1951 obtained control across Tibet, which was very vital for
the Chinese régime. Before that, Tibet, from 1912 to 1951, was an autonomous state that lived
without the impact of China because this country was very powerless at the beginning of the
20™ century. But afterward, World War Il between China and Tibet happened, and in 1951
they signed an arrangement where the Communist regime would ‘‘peacefully’’ liberate the
populace of Tibet. Certainly, before that, Tibet became less influential, and wars with China
made Tibet feebler than before, which aided China in obtaining control and annexing Tibet
(Goldstein, 2006: 148).

Also, we should mention that the main methods used to gain annexation were war, and
as we mentioned above, 13 cases of annexation became possible only after wars, but there are
some exceptions among them, like the annexation of Rockall by the United Kingdom in 1955.
This annexation was important for Great Britain because it was an important strategic point
for the country in the Atlantic Ocean, but this territory couldn’t be settled by people, and only
ships could reach this small rock and control it. It also controlled some parts of the Atlantic
Ocean that Great Britain dominated at that time. One more event with Great Britain occurred
in the Falkland Islands in 1982 in contradiction to Argentina, and about this situation, we can
say that the United Kingdom again had war, but this time with a big country, which we
mentioned above. This case is very stimulating because Argentina invaded the Falkland
Islands and started the war, declaring that this range was Argentinian, and in the 19" century,
Britain took these islands illegally. On the other hand, Britain had owned that island since
1841, and it was their colony. Definitely, in Chapter 3, we will see the difference between
Great Britain and Argentina and why Great Britain won that war and annexed that territory

again officially from Argentina after its invasion in 1982 (Snyder, 1989: 1).

Between Israel and Jordan, we have two examples that should be mentioned: in 1950,
Jordan adjoined the West Bank from Israel, and in 1967, Israel occupied East Jerusalem from
Jordan. In both components, there was warfare, and in the second case of East Jerusalem, after
six days of warfare, Israel expanded their purpose and adjoined, or, as Israel said, reunified,
their historical ranges. In the case of West Bank Jordan, after the Arab-Israeli warfare obtained
triumph, and first of all, Israel wasn’t ready to struggle with such prevailing countries at that

time as Israel appeared 3 years before the annexation of the West Bank, Israel couldn’t obtain
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triumph because of the feebler army that wasn’t ready. On the other hand, when Israel became
much more influential and 1967 adjoined East Jerusalem very quickly, after six days of war
(Friesel, 2016: 363). Also, we should mention the Golan Heights, which were taken under
Israeli control after the war with Syria. Here we must remark that this height has big strategic
meaning and value in the region, and Israel took control over these ranges in 1967, but
officially only in 1981 did it make an annexation of that region. Officially, this region wasn’t
recognized by world leaders as the Israel region, but in 2019, the president of the USA
proclaimed that this range is Israel’s range. In general, we can say that these cases of Israel’s
annexations of the Golan Heights, West Bank, and East Jerusalem weren’t recognized by
world leaders and organizations because, like in the case of the Golan Heights, predominantly
Israel took control over areas that didn’t belong to them in history (Kumaraswamy, 1999:
1155).

Also, we should mention that in this period, the annexation of Sikkim happened after
avote in 1975 by India. Another case that was calm and without warfare was in 1961 in Dadra
and Nagar Haveli, adjoining India. In the case of India in 1961 in Dadra and Nagar Haveli and
Sikkim in 1975, these blackballs were groomed, and notably in the case of Dadra and Nagar
Haveli, where the range was carried off in 1954 after a long period of Portuguese vanquishing
around, Indians arranged everything from 1954 to 1961 to join this range, which de facto was
under Indian regulation but de jure was a sovereign state. After adding Goa in 1961 to this
allotment, we mean Dadra and Nagar Haveli, which are formally part of India (Rodrigues,
2013: 166).

The last peaceful annexation was the annexation of West New Guinea by Indonesia;
after that, it was named “Act of Free Choice”, where de facto West New Guinea didn’t brand
a free choice because the more powerful opponent, in this case, Indonesia, who annexed this
range, before annexation sent from Indonesian militaries, and after that made a vote, but
undisputedly, not more than 1000 people, which were designated by Indonesian
representatives, took part in this “referendum” where they voted for the annexation, or it is
better to say for “freedom”. By all means, this wasn’t a choice for the freedom of settlers in
West New Guinea, and they didn’t take part in it. Normally it can’t be counted as official
annexation as native settlers wanted, but the UN organization counted it as the self-
government of West New Guinea, and finally, in 1969, this territory was annexed by Indonesia
(Janki, 2010: 2).
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In the cases of Eritrea and East Timor, the same thing happened: these two cases were
adjoined after the war. In the case of East Timor, in 1976, Indonesia invaded this country, but
before that, people who lived in the range of East Timor wanted a sovereign country, and with
the help of the local elite, the citizens started to be proactive and gained success in becoming
sovereign, but Indonesia decided in another way and thought that East Timor has no right to
be sovereign and only Indonesia has the right to decide what to do with this territory. It was a
good moment for annexing this range because Portugal, which had owned this territory since
the 18™ century, became less powerful and, starting in the 1950s, started to lose control over
many territories that were their colonies beginning in the 17" and 18" centuries. So, here we
can conclude that the weakness of Portugal, the readiness of citizens of East Timor for
freedom, and at the same time their weakness of the army and weakness of the structure of a
possible sovereign country played a big role in the successful annexation of East Timor in
1976 by Indonesia (Hoadley, 1977: 133).

In the case of Eritrea, which happened in 1962, we can mark a noteworthy turning
point by observing spinal 10 years before the annexation of Eritrea by Ethiopia, Eritrea
underwent a confederation through a voting process where only a select few could bounce
intimately. However, this arrangement was brief. In 1954-1955, Ethiopia began exerting its
influence on the local governance of Eritrea, particularly favoring Christians, while Eritrean
Muslims opposed the growing dominance of representatives from Ethiopia. The Eritrean
public began to acquire soldiers to brawl against Ethiopian attorneys. After that wafted the
warfare, where at the end of it Ethiopia determined to annex by itself Eritrean ranges in 1962
and made this country their province on the local level, started to dominate Ethiopian
representatives as Ethiopia planned before the warfare (Pateman, 1990: 81).

The last case of such a period adduced above is Western Sahara, where formally the
executive of Western Sahara was deported and the complete range of Western Sahara was
branched amid Morocco and Mauritania, where two-thirds of the whole range adjoined
Morocco and one-third came Mauritanian, but three years later Morocco swayed the
Mauritanian part, and the whole country legitimately was adjoined by one country, Morocco.
Actually, in 1976, a convention between Morocco and Mauritania was signed without any
warfare, and the Western Sahara executive was, as we mentioned above, in exile. But the key
success of annexing the range of Western Sahara was the big armed forces of Morocco and
Mauritania, which came without warfare and without using munitions to Western Sahara
(Lovatt and Mundy, 2021: 5).

38



3.1.3. Period from 1989 till 2022

In this period, it can be noted that Russia has mostly illegally annexed the territories
of other countries, either alone or with the help of others (as was the case with Karabakh in
the 1990s). Regarding the qualitative analysis of these cases, we can highlight the systematic
approach used by Russia to achieve its goals. This includes, first of all, the so-called “rescue”
of the Russian-speaking population from oppression allegedly perpetrated by the authorities
of the country where they live. It also includes the media, which prepares the population for a

long time to separate from the country where they live and join Russia.

It should also be mentioned that the generation that served in the Soviet era and was
devoted to this state was ideologically inspired to return to Russia, which, in their opinion,
could return to the Soviet era and where their activities would be the same as in Soviet times.
Those are the parties that were formed after the collapse of the USSR to operate in post-Soviet
times. For example, Ukraine, where the Communist Party functioned, simply changed and

didn’t go anywhere, and narratives that liked the elderly didn’t disappear.

Separately, we can mention the annexation of Kuwait, which was made by Iraqg in
1990. The regime of Hussein wanted to get much more money for petrol and gas, which
existed in Kuwait, and this country was very rich in them. That is why, in 1990, Iraq invaded
the territory of Kuwait, gaining success in 2 days. It was a short war in which Iraq gained
control and started to earn much more money by controlling petrol, and at that time Iraq
controlled 20 percent of the world’s petrol and gas. Nobody recognized this invasion and
annexation, and the next day, the USA and their partners helped Kuwait free this country from

invaders (Grammas, 1991: 2).

Furthermore, we can mention the war between Armenia and Azerbaijan, where, in
1994, Armenia annexed the territory of Karabakh. We should mention here that after the
breakup of the USSR, newly created countries started the war, but on the side of Armenia,
there were some Russian troops, like in the war in Karabakh in 2020. In this case, Armenia
won that war and annexed the territory of Karabakh, but the roots of this conflict began in
1988, when, as we can assume, the USSR regime wanted to pay attention to this protest
because, at the same time, in Afghanistan, they defeated them, and people should concentrate
their attention on another problem that was created by the “citizens” of Karabakh who wanted
to join the Armenian republic and not be in the squad of the Azerbaijan republic. In 1988, the

USSR officially joined Karabakh as the Armenian Republic, but Azerbaijan rejected it. So,

39



the long war began, and after 1991 it lasted for three years, during which Russia, together with

Armenia, won that war and annexed Karabakh for Armenia (Melander, 2001: 51).
3.1.3.1. Prydnistrovya or Transnistria 1992

In respect of the area of Transnistria, in 1992, instantly after the collapse of the Soviet
Union, this entity in the form of a republic had the leadership, which was located in Moscow,
and the puppet government on the spot simply controlled part of the territory. But at the same
time, it should be noted that from a legal point of view, this entity had no force because part
of the elite decided to separate from Moldova and have their own state with its own borders
and system. But the intentions were not usually confirmed in favor of the self-proclaimed
republic of Transnistria by Gorbachev’s declaration of December 22, 1990, which stated that
the republic after the Second Congress had no legal force to exist separately.

Previously, in June 1992, Transnistria proclaimed a state, but the whole civilized world
refused to recognize this entity (Cojocaru, 2006: 261). As we noted in Chapter 1.1.2, secession
took place after the Cold War and could be initiated by a larger state. Furthermore, seeing the
significance of the ongoing warfare between Ukraine and Russia, we can say that the Russian
Federation has specially planned such an entity to influence and activate the range to further

increase pressures in future wars or conflicts.

It is a secession from Moldova. Until 2022, the unsung democracy worked “alone”
and didn’t take part in conflicts or wars. But in 2022, in May, Ukraine, fighting against the
Russian Federation, began bombing the city council in Tiraspol to raise tensions on the border
with Ukraine and divert the attention of some troops at the initiative of Russia. Also, in the
future, with a certain periodicity, Russia tried to drag Transnistria into the war against Ukraine
and try to open a second front; however, taking into account the supply of militaries, the
Russian Federation abandoned this plan, starting to recruit and prepare men from Transnistria
for the warfare with Ukraine. Here we can see only the tension that tried to separate Russia
from that minor self-placarded state, and it helps Russia to restrain some parts of the Ukrainian

troops.
3.1.3.2. Georgia 2008

On this occasion, as the South Ossetia and Abkhazia regions were apprehended, the
prerequisites were identical to the annexation of Crimea in 2014. Russian media broadcasting
in the area reported that the Russian-speaking resident populace was oppressed and that South

Ossetians and Abkhazians would be pleased to be living in the Russian Federation. Even so,
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these feelings have been spreading for years, and at the same time, through its agency, the
Russian Federation has had considerable influence on the people who were happy to meet the
Russians. However, there was a three-day war from August 6 to August 8, 2008, as soon as
the Russians accused the Georgian powers that be of wrongdoing against their people.
Certainly, such a narrative was a cover, and since the whole world knows that Russia is
frightened of NATO, the Russian Federation itself formed the image of an opponent who
wants to destroy the Russian Federation and is slowly creeping across Georgia’s borders at
that time in 2008 (Wither, 2016: 75).

3.1.3.3. Ukraine 2014

This is how Ukraine, after gaining independence, was ruled by communists, who
quietly continued to function within the state. President Kravchuk, a Soviet-era communist,
was also elected. That is where the work of the Communists lived, and their agency, which
worked within Ukraine and not only, didn’t go anywhere. Given that Ukraine has become a
democracy, the Constitution enshrines the right to exist for all parties that want to join the
government and that would be elected by the people, regardless of whether they are

communists or European parties.

Also, the demilitarization that took place at the behest of President Yanukovych on the
territory of Ukraine led to the fact that Ukraine had an incompetent army, which was forced
to withdraw from Crimea or join the Russians to be able to continue to function. Therefore,
the freedom of action and continued functioning of the Communists under the guise of various
parties and agents at all levels provoked further sentiments among Russian-speaking
Ukrainians to return to Soviet times. The main reason why this annexation happened without
using weapons is the Kharkivski treatment in 2010, when the Ukrainian government signed
this treaty and gave permission for the Russian Navy army to stay in Sevastopol until 2042.
This helped the Russians start this long procedure, which ended with the annexation of Crimea
in 2014 (Javed, Rahim, and Khan, 2019: 383).

3.1.3.4. Ukraine 2022

Concerning this case of annexation, we can say that the Russian Federation sustained
its assault on Ukraine and occupied many regions as of February 24, 2022. Here we can say
that it was a planned action to obtain control over all of Ukraine, but the Russian Federation
didn’t understand that Ukraine would resist the invader. As Russians expected, Ukraine, with
their government, which was chosen in the 2019 year, will exist for 2-3 days. Resistance

against Russia became possible due to two factors: firstly, the Ukrainian army trained and
41



used NATO standards for the last eight years; and secondly, before the big war in 2022, the
head chief of the Ukrainian army became Zaluzhniy, who planned well for resistance against
Russian troops.

But at the same time, we should mention that the new president, Zelenskiy, became a
figure who made a lot by having some people nearby who started to control a lot of spheres
in Ukraine. Among them were Tatarov, Yermak, and representatives of the political pro-
Russian party Oppozytsiynyy Blok Za Zhittia (OBZZ). All these factors played a key role in
not preparing in a good way for the invasion of Russian troops in 2022. These people, who
operated with Russia and were and are Russian agents, opened the door for Russian troops
with ease. We mention when Russia, with ease, invaded some parts of Ukraine in the north,
like the Kyiv region, Chernihiv region, and Sumy region. Otherwise, we should mention the
Kherson region, which was deloused before the invasion by representatives of the Ukrainian
government. Also, some parts of the Ukrainian military were removed to the eastern part of

Ukraine because there Ukraine waited for the main part of the Russian military.
3.1.3.4.1. Annexation of Kherson region and Zaporizhzhia region

First of all, we should mention the annexation of this region because it is located in the
south of Ukraine and, at the same time, borders the Autonomous Republic of Crimea, which
was seized back in 2014 and annexed by Russia. On the eve of the full-scale war, there was a
betrayal on the part of the Ukrainian authorities, and the territory that was mined between
Kherson and Crimea in the Chongar region became demined, and primarily because of this,
the rapid annexation of almost the entire region took place. It also made it possible for the
Russian occupiers to advance towards the Zaporizhzhia region and capture almost the entire
region with minimal resistance from the Ukrainian military and maximum resistance from the
local population. The liberation and de-occupation of the right-bank part of the Kherson region
were carried out on November 11, 2022, after the retreat of Russian troops to the territory of
the left-bank part of the Kherson region. The annexation of the Zaporizhzhia region took
place, as already mentioned above, partly because the Russians were able to pass through the
Crimean Peninsula. Also, thanks to a certain advance from the Donetsk region by part of the
troops and the cooperation of Ukrainian collaborators with the Russian troops, it helped to

capture populated areas.
3.1.3.4.2. Annexation of Kyiv region, Chernihiv region, and Sumy region

The annexation of the Kyiv area took place partly and mostly in the northern,

northeastern, and northwest directions. Why did it happen that Russian troops easily occupied
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a large part of the Kyiv region? This happened, first of all, because shortly before the full-
scale offensive by Russia, Ukrainian authorities withdrew their troops from the northern
direction and thereby exposed sides from Kyiv, Chernihiv, and Sumy regions. This also
happened because Ukrainian authorities thought that the offensive would take place only in
the Donetsk and Luhansk regions. The Chernihiv region, as already mentioned above, took
place because Ukrainian troops were withdrawn from the northern direction, thereby exposing
this direction, where irregular troops and volunteer formations remained. Regarding the partial
annexation of the Sumy region also taking place thanks to the withdrawal of regular Ukrainian
militaries, in this case, Russian militaries were occupying, but in certain cities, the Russian
army didn’t touch the Ukrainian population, but the destruction took place. So here we can
see that no propaganda or some collaborators played a key role in the annexation of these
regions; the main reason was the Ukrainian authority, which played a key role in allowing the

passage of the Ukrainian borders with Russian militaries.
3.1.3.4.3. Annexation of Kharkiv region

Because this region also borders the Russian Federation and the regional center in the
form of the city of Kharkiv, most of the region came under occupation, and in the city of
Kharkiv itself, fierce battles were fought that the Ukrainian army won a month later. Some
regional centers in the Kharkiv region were easily captured, especially points that are very
close to the border, because the local authorities were loyal to the Russian authorities. Here
we can mention representatives of the “Sluga Narody” and the “Oppozytsiynyy blok za
zhittia”. To be sure, without collaborators, the successes of the Russians were not so rapid,
and it was the collaborators who were bribed by the Russians or recruited by them before the
full-scale invasion who helped establish pro-Russian rule after the arrival of Russian troops.
It is true that big cities like Kharkiv were not captured, but the hub of Kupyansk was captured

and served as an important point for Russians to bring in their techniques.

At the beginning of September 2022, a counter-offensive process by Ukrainian
militaries commenced, which quickly instigated the unfettering of the Kharkiv region. In turn,
the enwrapping powers that be fled to the ranges of the Russian Federation and Belgorod, to
the enthralled ranges of the Donetsk area. From September 8" to September 10", more than
30 settlements were liberated, including Kupyansk, Lysychansk, Lyman, Balakliya, and
Izyum. l1zyum and Kupyansk, which remained key for the Russian Federation due to their

strategically important locations, should be highlighted.

3.1.3.4.4. Annexation of Donetsk region and Luhansk region
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First of all, it should be noted that the annexation in 2014 of Donetsk and Luhansk
regions, given below as an example, took place partly because of collaborators who facilitated
Russian troops and the occupancy authorities to operate in the ranges of these areas. But in
2022, when a full-scale war with the annexation of more regions of Ukraine had already
begun, the majority of the Ukrainian population had already left those parts of the Donetsk
and Luhansk regions that were occupied, and only those who couldn’t leave their homes — old

people and collaborators — remained in those ranges.

Regarding the annexation of the Luhansk region, we can say there were also a lot of
collaborators, and it also depends on the history and geographical contiguity of the borders
between this region and the Russian Federation. From 1991 until 2014, this region watched
and accepted Russian TV programs, and when pro-Russian parties were elected in this region,
there was no problem working with people who became pro-Russian. Also, an important role
was played by businessmen who worked with Russians in this region or were Russian
originally but received Ukrainian passports. So, from 2014 to 2022, it was no problem for the
Russians to gain partial control over this region.

3.1.4. From the 2022 year

As we mentioned above, there is a new 4™ period that began in 2022, and from this
year, during the Russian invasion of Ukraine and annexation of some parts of Ukrainian
territories, we can see how Russia played the main role in opening many cases of possible
annexations and revolutions with wars around the world. The last cases can be mentioned in
Iran, Irag, and Syria. Also, we can see how China becomes the main player against the USA,
starting to resist and show their power in different parts of the world, especially in Taiwan
(Culver, 2022). Also, we should mention that at the 20" Congress of the Communist Party of
China, it was declared that China would annex and join Taiwan shortly, and after that, the
USA immediately changed its doctrine of national security strategy, saying that China would
become the most threatening country in the near future and that China would be the most
consequential challenge to the global order (Renshaw and Martina, 2022). We can mention
and predict that the Cold War will appear again in 2022, and the main players are the USA

and China. The world turned bipolar again, with the two dominants mentioned above.

Now we can see clearly how, with the help of Russia, China thought that it would
dominate the world and that this world could be unipolar with the domination of China. We
can see clearly how China supports Russia in the UN and how they get money, military
equipment, and techniques from North Korea and Iran, especially. Only this step shows that
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the plan of unipolarity failed, and now we will see the main battle during the Second Cold
War between the USA and China.

3.2. STATISTICS ON ANNEXATION

In terms of a quantitative analysis of all cases, we should note that country A, which
annexed, conquered, or occupied the territory of country B, always has a higher score
compared to country B, according to the CINC score, which is a measure of nationwide power
(Heim and Miller, 2020: 5). CINC is a Composite Index of National Capability score. It
aggregates the six individual measured components of national material abilities into a single
value per state and year. The CINC reflects an average of a state’s share of the system total of
each element of capabilities in each year, weighting each component equally. CINC always
ranges between 0 and 1. ~°0.0"" would indicate a state had 0% of the total abilities present in
the system in that year, whereas ~"1.0"" would indicate that the state had 100% of the abilities

in a given year. (Singer, Bremew and Stuckey, 1972: 19)

We will divide the analysis into four periods, from 1816 to 2022, considering the
world’s structure and major powers. The period from 1816 to 1945 (until the end of World
War 11), when the world was multipolar, will be examined; the period from 1946 to 1989,
where the world was bipolar; the period from 1990 to 2007, when the world was unipolar; and
the last period from 2008 to 2022, when the world began to return to a bipolar structure and
finally returned in 2022.

3.2.1. Period from 1816 to 1945 year
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To better understand the chosen period, we will split it into two sub-periods. It will be

split into two intervals: 1816 to 1900, which is the primary interval, and 1901 to 1945.
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Table 3.1. CINC components of countries that annexed territories from 1816 to 1900

If we look at the years from 1816 to 1945, it can be determined that Great Britain
predominated in the world, and its CINC in 1888 was 0.18865056. However, if we take into
account the starting point from 1816 to the period 1900, then this indicator fell sharply because
Great Britain itself had already begun to decline, and having colonies everywhere simply
could not draw funding to all the points in the world where it had its possession. Therefore,
the campaigns in Africa were successful, but the protracted wars that followed the annexation
of territories took place at a great cost. By all means, the annexations carried out by the empire,
especially in the southern part of Africa, also played a role.

Also, we can pay attention to the USA because their CINC from 1816 to 1900 was
increased to 0.18799882 points, and it became the biggest point in 1900. To compare with
Britain in 1900, their CINC was 0.1752758. At that time, the USA dominated the world and
also conquered new territories that were taken from Spain with ease during the Spanish-
American War in 1898. Also, we can take into account that the Netherlands had its territories
in the Asian part of the world but also started to lose them. As we can see, this fall on the
CINC indicator of the Netherlands in 1824 was 0.038766857 and in 1900 became
0.007061319. That is why, with this component, we can understand why the Netherlands
became less powerful and why they started to lose their colonies. Also, we can take into
account Germany, where their CINC indicator was raised during the last 33 years, from 1877
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to 1900, and the increase of the indicator was from 0.098763414 to 0.13152538. During these
years, we can see how Germany took control of the Marshall Islands and the Caroline Islands
(which also belong to the Marshall Islands’ system).

As regards Japan and France’s CINC indicators, Japan was almost stable, and the peak
of this indicator was in 1895 at 0.031202998, and on average it was not more than
0.028886403, and this year we can see why Japan won the China War and annexed Taiwan.
The CINC indicator in France fell twice from 1845 to 1900, dropping from 0.14144173 to
0.074714355, but it wasn’t a problem for them to annex Tahiti and New Caledonia. It wasn’t

a powerful state, but it was important to preserve some dominance in that part of the Pacific

Ocean.
1895
0,2
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0,1
0,05 m 1895
0
Japan
China

Table 3.2. CINC components of China and Japan in 1895
Furthermore, we can see on the diagram that the CINC indicator is smaller in Japan,

but since Taiwan was a part of China at the time of the transfer of Taiwan to Japan, the
indicator will be indicated for China. However, having lost the war in 1895, it was Japan that
won over China. In this case, we see that China wasn’t powerful, even with a much higher
CINC indicator of 0.15219986 compared to Japan’s CINC indicator of 0.031202998.
Certainly, this fall started in the mid-60", and the Opium Wars didn’t allow China to be more
powerful in 1895 in contradiction to Japan, and this also helped Japan win against China and

obtain control over Taiwan.
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Table 3.3. CINC components of USA and Spain in 1898
In this table, we see a clear example of how the CINC indicator gives a complete
picture of how one country completely dominates another and that losing a war was predicted
by this indicator. That is, Spain lost the US territorial war in 1898, and the US did not have
any particular problems with the Spanish troops; it was obvious and predictable. As a result
of the war, the USA annexed Guam and the Philippines. To compare the CINC indicator, we
see the difference as the USA had 0.19706185 against Spain, which had 0.017012449. It was

obvious that the annexation of the above-mentioned territories would be in favor of the USA.

1899

0,14
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0,04
0,02

m 1899

Germany
Spain

Table 3.4. CINC components of Germany and Spain in 1899
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In this case, we again clearly see how, in 1899, Germany defeated Spain without much
trouble, and this can be understood primarily by the CINC indicator, which reflects the
difference in power between the two states that fought. To compare the CINC indicators of
both states, Germany in 1899 had 0.12672231 against Spain’s CINC indicator of
0.016421596. So, 12 times Germany’s CINC indicator was bigger than the CINC of Spain.

Now we are moving to another historical period, from 1901 to 1945. This historical
period will be divided into five countries that annexed ranges in this period. The first will
include the USA, USSR, United Kingdom, Japan, and Germany. The second will include

Norway, Italy, the Austro-Hungarian Empire, Turkey, and Romania.
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Table 3.5. CINC components of countries that annexed territories from 1900-1945
Due to this diagram, first of all, we can see that the USA in 1918 had 0.29487148 and

in 1938 had 0.1707712, and during this period, the USA lost 42 percent of its CINC indicator.
Also, Germany’s CINC indicator fell from 0.17243373 in 1918 to 0.008912835 in 1934. On
the other hand, the Japanese CINC score became 0,059 in the 1938-1939 years. We should
mention the United Kingdom, where the CINC score became less powerful, and compared
with the 1902 year in 1940, it became less than 56 percent. And concerning the USSR, we can
see clearly that after the wars from 1918 to 1921, the USSR became more powerful and
prepared for World War Il. To compare the lowest point of the USSR CINC score in 1918
with the highest one in 1938, the difference is 5.1 times bigger.
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Table 3.6. CINC components of countries that annexed territories from 1900-1945

Now we will pay attention to the countries that were annexed during this period from
1901 to 1945 and the CINC scores we have for these countries. This list will include Denmark,
Czechoslovakia, Albania, Austria, and three Baltic countries: Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia.
On the occasion of Denmark, this country gained an agreement with the USA and sold the
Danish West Indies without any war. In the case of Lithuania, Estonia, and Latvia, we can,
with the assistance of this component, understand why the USSR annexed these three states
in one year, in 1940. Lithuania had 0,000815, Latvia had 0,000891, and Estonia had 0,000491
CINC components, and even if we add all these three components and compare them with the
CINC component of the USSR (0,13734491), it will be 0,002197 CINC components of those
three countries, and if we divide the CINC component of the USSR and those three countries,
we will see that the USSR is stronger than 62,5 percent of those three states. Regarding the
cases of Czechoslovakia and Austria, the Germans played a complicated role in the operation
that was used to gain control over these two countries. The CINC score of Germany was much
higher, but they used cunning tactics using propaganda and the people of those two territories
who wanted to return to the squad of Germany. And Albania wasn’t very complicated as Italy
was much more powerful, and at that time the Nazi and Fascist regimes worked together and
gained big success in annexation territories, but Italy used troops to annex Albania in 1939,
showing their power. In the CINC component, compare the two tables 2.7. and 2.6., where we
can see the difference between the two countries and the simple reason why Italy annexed
Albania.
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It is necessary to single out Japan, which in 194 and 1945 was the first state to annex
part of its territory — the Marshall Islands in 1944. This annexation was carried out by the
USA, and in 1945, Japan had already lost Taiwan and China had gained control over it. Here
we can see a clear example of how a less powerful CINC score played an important role in

the loss of Japan against two states, China and the USA, whose CINC scores were much more

Table 3.7. CINC components of countries that were annexed from 1900-1945

powerful and bigger than the Japanese ones.
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3.2.2. Period from 1946 to 1989

Table 3.8. CINC components of the USA, China, and Japan
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Now we move on to the period from 1946 to 1989, and this period was taken separately
because during this period the Cold War between the USA and the USSR took place and the
world became bipolar. Such a transition of events affected other countries, but a certain
number of annexations took place in which other countries already participated. First, the
CINC score of those countries that annexed territories will be shown, and after that, those

countries that were annexed will be indicated.
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Table 3.9. CINC components of countries who annexed between 1946-1989
0,014 -
0,012 -
0,01 -
==North Vietnam
0,008 1 === M0Orocco
== Jordan
0,006 - I
= Ethiopia
0,004 - ==|srael
0,002 -
0 T T T T T T T T T T T 1
19461948195019511955196119621967 196919751981 1982

Table 3.10. CINC components of countries who annexed between 1946-1989
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Here we can see the CINC scores of countries whose ranges were incompletely
annexed to be seized fully, as was the case with North Vietnam and South Vietnam. What will
be in the next two diagrams, where four states will be shown in each of the tables, are the

CINC scores of Jordan, Israel, Portugal, and Czechoslovakia.
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Table 3.11. CINC components of countries that were annexed or lost colonies between 1946-1989
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Table 3.12. CINC components of countries that were annexed or lost their territories
The events about the joining of North and South Vietnam (formally the Republic of
Vietnam) should be highlighted separately due to the extensive warfare. The unification of the
two parts of Vietnam began in 1975 and was completed in 1976. At that moment, precisely in
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1975, the CINC score was 0,006809 in North Vietnam, compared to 0.006745 in South
Vietnam. Here we can see how almost equal states in the CINC score joined and created one
state, but officially it was documented as an annexation.
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Table 3.13. CINC components of South Vietham and North Vietham
3.2.3. Period from 1990 to 2007

3.2.3.1. Moldova and Transnistria

Subsequent to the letdown of the USSR, Moldova proximately misplaced Transnistria,
which was under Russian Federation rule from the very beginning, and it was a ticking time
bomb that could work only when Russia wanted to make it. So here we can say that a much
weaker country that was detached from Moldova became an unclaimed satellite of a much
more powerful state like the Russian Federation, and if we compare the CINC of Moldova
and Transnistria, it will be easy to say that Moldova couldn’t have difficulties returning this
part of their state like Transnistria, but a more powerful player like Russia didn’t give
permission to do that, and here we can say that the most powerful player with the biggest
CINC score, and we mean Russia, dictated their own rules.

3.2.3.2. Irag and Kuwait
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Table 3.14. CINC components of Iraq and Kuwait in 1990
Concerning Irag, we can say that the CINC score of Irag is much higher than Kuwait’s,

but with the help of the world leaders, Kuwait gained success in returning control over the
territory of this country. Here also, we can say that in Table 3.14, we can see clearly how, in
most cases that we took into account, the CINC score of the state that annexes is much higher

than that of the state that was annexed.

3.2.3.3. Armenia and Azerbaijan
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Table 3.15. CINC components of Armenia and Azerbaijan in 1994
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Now we will pay attention to the ratio of CINC in percentage terms to understand how
much stronger Azerbaijan was, but in this case, it lost its territories, and this concerns the
territory of Karabakh. During the six years of the war, we can say that Armenia could gain
success only with the help of another country, and it was Russia that helped to gain control
under Karabakh and finally annex that territory in 1994. We can see in Table 2.14 that
approximately 20 percent of 100 were Armenian CINCs and another 80 percent were

Azerbaijanis.
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Table 3.16. CINC components of Armenia and Azerbaijan in 1994 in percentage ratio
3.2.4. Period from 2008 to 2022

So, this chart will show Russia and its CINC indicator for the period from 2008 to
2022. The years 2008, 2014, 2020, and 2022 will be shown when the territories of Abkhazia
and South Ossetia were annexed in 2008, Crimea and the territory of Donbas in 2014, Belarus
as a soft annexation of the entire territory for its benefit with the self-proclaimed president
Lukashenko in 2020, and Ukraine again in 2022.
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Table 3.17. CINC components of Russia and Georgia in 2008 in percentage ratio

In August 2008, the Russian Federation condemned Georgia’s state and later separated
Abkhazia and South Ossetia, which remained accepted by Russia as sovereign areas, to which
some Russian Federation bases were then enthused after signing the contract on February 17"
2010 (International Crisis Group, 2013: 8). That is, after the collapse of the USSR, Russia
began to actively manifest itself and stand out among world players. That is, having a great
desire to become on the same level as the United States, Russia restored the order of the bipolar
world, where both Russia and the United States had already begun to share interests. Also,
here we can see that Russia’s CINC dominated and was 88 percent, or 0.04875051, against
Georgia’s, whose CINC was 12 percent, or 0.00642671204.
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Table 3.18. CINC components of Russia and Ukraine in 2014 and 2022
As regards Ukraine in 2014 and 2022, we can see the difference between these two
countries, and we can see clearly that the CINC component shows us why Russia could annex
some parts of Ukraine. In the case of 2014, it was the annexation of Crimea and Donbas, and

in 2022, some parts of Ukraine were mentioned above in Chapter 2.1. qualitative analysis.
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Table 3.19. CINC components of Russia and Belarus in 2020
Regarding Belarus and their CINC score, which was 0,00448 against the Russian

CINC score, which was 0,016183, we can say that this country, while still having an autocratic
regime, was annexed with ease for two reasons. First, in the case of Belarus, the self-
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proclaimed president Lukashenko received certain benefits from Russia, both materially and
in terms of freedom of action, which Russia would support. Secondly, the autocratic regime
and lack of opposition were mentioned in Chapter 3.1. ‘‘Qualitative analysis’’. These reasons
served as an example of soft annexation, which was carried out by Russia in various ways,

and simply using the state of affairs that existed at the time in Belarus in August 2020.
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BOLUM IV
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION

To summarize, it can be deduced that occupation, secession, annexation, and conquest
have accomplished peculiar parallels and certain similarities that allow us to distinguish
whether the country has adjoined territory (range) or enthralled it. Among all the things
mentioned above, first of all, we note subjection, which is traditionally defined as the capture
of one country by another country or part of this range. The conquest is accompanied by force
and war. Further conquest can be fairly elevated if the conquest turns into annexation. In this
way, it can help the world community celebrate the range fairly named in the course of the
conflict. This approach took place from 1648 until the First World War. Among the decisive
factors are the League of Nations Pact, the Kellogg-Brian Pact, the Stimson Doctrine, the UN
Charter, the 1949 Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time
of War, the 1969 Vienna Convention, and the 1970 Declaration on Friendship and Acceptance

of the value of tone-government as a right in transnational law.

By all means, the secession of a certain part of the country is on a dissimilar level, but
it should be noted that certain forces must always be present to monitor the course of events
concerning the secession of a certain region. That is, there must be an external force, a country
or countries as independent observers, that will monitor the progress of events and monitor
the implementation of all items to be observed by parties A and B during secession. Secession
is based on three principles: maintaining respect for the principle of uti possidetis, avoiding
the influence of third parties, and most importantly, the desire of the people to participate in a
vote that decides the fate of the region. This is the only way to preserve the legality of the
branch, but in practice, we are currently seeing the direct or indirect influence of a third-party

C, which is directly interested in the branch of a certain territory.

As noted above, there have been more and more such examples in recent years, and
this trend will continue due to the influence of major powers and their geopolitical interests,
which play an important role in negotiations with other countries. Concerning occupation, it
can be recognized if the previous government was declared incapable of carrying out its
activities in public. Also, the enwrapping power has the opportunity to replace the previous
administration with its own officials. The enwrapping power must replace the power they
enthralled, that is, the one that functioned before the occupancy. And the previous
administration must have become incapable of functioning in public. Enemy forces

capitulated, were defeated, or withdrawn. The enwrapping power has sufficient military power
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to send its military units within a certain period (preferably short) so that the enwrapping
power is felt in the range enthralled by the enwrapping country. A temporary administration
is being established over the range. The enwrapping power issued and executed orders against
the people living in the enthralled ranges. Numerous factors add to the explanation of this
notion: the extension of onslaughts, the drill of firm authorities by original establishments, the
turndown of the overrunning gathering to assume authority on the role of original direction,
and be it for the crowd during the possession.

Regarding annexation, we must first distinguish two types: hard annexation and soft
annexation. The first type includes such features as non-hybrid methods of annexation.
Among these methods are tough forces and intimidation, which focus on military intervention,
coercive diplomacy, and economic sanctions that will serve the national interest. Mild
annexation already includes hybrid elements, which include the media, propaganda, oligarchs
and influential people, and culture as a form of propaganda. Diplomacy and certain military
formations that can serve as agents of influence can also be attributed. That is, it is necessary
to be able to influence the masses to control their thoughts, or rather, to lead their moods and
thoughts in the right direction, which is needed by the state that wants to annex the territory.
That is, all the components that are within the country that the conquering country wants to
annex will use their advantage, and for other countries, it will seem like a natural process that
no one has controlled from other countries, namely the inhabitants of the annexed future
territory. Having additionally comprehended why the ownership (occupancy) occurs before
the seizure (annexation), we can conclude that not only the occupancy but also the conquest
and even the secession of a certain range may ultimately lead to the annexation of a certain

range in favor of grand power.

So, after analyzing qualitative and quantitative aspects of annexations in all cases, we
can see clearly that all 54 cases have a systematic structure, like in qualitative and quantitative
analysis, where we can see that the regime played an important role in the annexation of the
territory. Also, the key role played was preparation for annexation by the state that annexed
the territory. Definitely, in the cases from 1816 to 1900, we can see clearly that the dominance
of the main states played a key role because they controlled a lot of colonies like Britain, the
USA, or Germany with the Netherlands and Portugal. After that, annexations became much
more complicated, and aggressors or countries that wanted to annex territory made a big step
and complicated propaganda with local citizens to gain success in annexation and worked with
a local government to gain success in future annexations, like they did with Austria in 1938.
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Certainly, we should mention that during the period of the Cold War, the dominance
of war conflicts and subsequent annexations helped countries gain success in their dominance
over territories after they were annexed. Without hesitation, this period showed us that
countries wanted to return the territories that belonged to them a long time ago, and they
wanted to gain control over critical points to resist their neighboring countries. Also, after
that, the monopolar system of the world started to exist and showed us the passive way of
countries that almost didn’t make any annexations, and there was only an exceptional case
with Kuwait in 1990. Karabakh and Prydnistrovia started earlier, before the USSR fell. In the
last period from 2008 to 2022, we can say that Russian dominance in the region in the
Caucasus and Black Sea showed that the bipolar system of the world started to return, but we
can see now that the real obstacles are that China and the USA started to create a powerful

bipolar world, unfortunately with a possible second Cold War.

Without hesitation, the CINC component played the key role in the quantitative aspects
that we described with the help of tables that demonstrated the dominance of the country and
the key role of the CINC component, which showed why this or that country annexed a less
powerful state. Certainly, there are exceptions here that we should mention, and among them
are the cases of the annexation of Taiwan in 1895 by Japan, where the Japanese CINC score
was less than the Chinese CINC score and there were other key factors in Japan’s success that
year. Here, qualitative aspects played a much more important role because CINC didn’t show
the real situation at that time. Also, we should mention the case of Vietnam, where people of
both sides wanted to reunite with South Vietnam from the side of North Vietnam and vice
versa. Also, the last case with Ukraine and Russia in 2022 showed us that CINC didn’t play
an important role in reflecting real-life situations, and here played other factors that helped
Ukraine resist Russia, among them the clever supreme commander of Ukraine, Zaluzhniy,
who planned some actions against the big opponent, understanding that an earlier or later
Russian invasion would happen after 2014. Secondly, the resistance of all people who didn’t
want to be annexed by Russian troops and Western weapons helped to resist Russia. These
key factors played an important role in gaining success, and the CINC factor didn’t play an
important role in showing who should annex the territory like it did in 2014. Generally, we
can say that CINC shows the real dominance of one country above another, and this

component helped us analyze why this or that country annexed a weaker opponent.

To summarize, we can see that all 54 cases of annexations of countries ended in two
ways: first, annexations that appeared after aggressive actions, and second, annexations that

appeared after non-aggressive actions. Among them, 28 cases appeared after aggressive
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actions and 26 after non-aggressive actions. In percentage ratio, aggressive actions appeared
at 51,9 percent, and annexations, which appeared after non-aggressive actions, were at 48,1
percent. As we can see, aggressive actions do not prevail too much. If we take into account
periods from 1816 to 1900, there were 17 cases, of which 9 were annexations in non-
aggressive ways and 8 were in aggressive ways. So, in percentage ratio, annexations with non-
aggressive ways are 53 percent, and on the other hand, the rest of the cases with aggressive
ways of annexation are 47 percent. If we take into account the period from 1901 to 1945, we
can see that here are 13 cases of annexations where the non-aggressive style dominated over
the aggressive style of annexation 5.5 times because non-aggressive annexations have 11
cases and only 2 cases are annexations in an aggressive way, in a percentage ratio of 84,7
percent against 15,3 percent.

If we take into account the period of the Cold War here, we can see 17 cases where
aggressive ways of annexation prevailed over non-aggressive ways. Here we can see that 13
of the 17 cases were annexations after aggressive actions and only 4 after non-aggressive
actions. In percentage ratio of 76,5 percent for the aggressive way against 23,5 percent for the
non-aggressive way. And in the last period after the Cold War, we can say that there were
only 7 annexations: 5 cases were annexations in an aggressive way and 2 cases in a non-
aggressive way. In percentage ratio of 71,4 percent against 28,6 percent. Big players: only
Great Britain after World War 11 continued to annex territories, and there were two cases with
the Falkland Islands and Rockall. By all means, we can mention the USSR or Russia, which
annexed the Kuril Islands, Czechoslovakia, and especially territories after 2008 like Abkhazia
and South Ossetia, Crimea, Donbas, and Belarus. Generally, it is 6 cases with the
USSR/Russia and 2 with Great Britain, and there will be 8 cases from 54, and in percentage

ratio, it will be 12.5 percent.

Regimes that impacted annexation As we can see, Nazi, Fascist, and dictatorial
regimes of one person generally impacted the annexation of countries, and as we can see in
the case of Nazi Germany, we can understand how one person and all systems under it could
impact the whole country and help to annex Austria and Czechoslovakia. Also, we should
mention the CINC component, which played an important role in understanding who annexed
the territory and who was annexed. We can see clearly comparing CINC to a country that was
annexed by another country, where this played the key role of annexing the territory by one
country to another. Also, we should mention annexes that still exist; there are 24 cases, and in
percentage ratio, it is 44.4 percent. And the last point that should be mentioned here is the
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recognition by the major powers of 34 cases of annexation; the percentage ratio is 63 percent,

and many cases were recognized from 1816 to 1900.
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APPENDIX

EK. 1. Cases Of Annexation From 1816 To 2022

Annexation of Guanacaste province (Nicoya and Santa Cruz): Years of crisis before the
annexation: 1821-1824, enter date of claim: July 25, 1824, the date of annexation: March 18,
1826, annexation still exists (Buska, 2006: 46). Side A: Costa Rica, side B: Nicoya and Santa
Cruz. Regime type of side A: federal republic, regime type of side B: didn’t exist (Karnes,
1959: 249). CINC score of side A: unknown, CINC score of side B: unknown. Contiguity of
borders: existed. Recognition by major powers: was recognized. The systematic structure of

the world: multipolar (Posen, 2011: 319). Type of annexation: agreement.

Annexation of Texas (USA): Years of crisis before the annexation: 1836-1845 years, enter
date of claim: 01 of March 1845, date of annexation: 29 of December 1845, annexation till
today exists (Barker, 1946: 49). Side A: USA, side B: Texas. Regime type of side A:
constitutional republic (Bulmer, 2017: 3), regime type of side B: presidential constitutional
republic (Bridges, 17: 1998). CINC score of side A: 0.061653126, CINC score of side B:
unknown (Morton, Pate and Barabba, 1975: 8). Contiguity of borders: exists. Recognition by
major powers: was recognized by major powers. The systematic structure of the world:
multipolar. Type of annexation: soft annexation. Before the annexation what preceded:

agreement.

Annexation of New Guinea: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1828-1848. Enter the date
of claim: 24 August 1828. The date of annexation: 30 July 1848 (Van Der Veur, 1964: 320).
Annexation finished in March 1942 when Japan invaded it (Robinson, 1981: 9). Side A:
Holland, side B: Guinea. Regime type of side A: constitutional monarchy, regime type of side
B: tribes (Deneckere, 2015: 129). CINC score of side A: 0.038766857, CINC score of side B:
unknown (Correlates of War, Erisim: 13.11.2022). Contiguity of borders: didn’t exist.
Recognition by major powers: was recognized. The systematic structure of the world:
multipolar. Type of annexation: soft annexation. Before the annexation what preceded:
agreement. The 1848-year Systematic structure of the world at the moment of annexation:

multipolar.

Annexation of New Caledonia: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1851-1853. Enter the
date of claim: September 23, 1853, the date of annexation: September 24, 1853, annexation
still exists (Douglas, 2017: 69). Side A: France, side B: New Caledonia. Regime type of side
A: units try parliamentary constitutional monarchy, and regime type of sis ide B: tribes
(Osadchuk, 2017: 166). CINC score of side A: 0.13097121, CINC score of side B: unknown
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(Mitchell, 1998: 32). Contiguity of borders: didn’t exist. Recognition by major powers: was
recognized systematic structure of the world: multipolar. Type of annexation: conquest.
Before the annexation what preceded: war.

Annexation of Transvaal (South Africa): Years of crisis before the annexation: 1870-1877.
Enter the date of claim: April 12, 1877. The date of annexation: April 12, 1877, annexation
ended in 1910 (Le$niewski, 2017: 36). Side A: Great Britain, side B: Transvaal (South Africa).
Regime type of side A: constitutional monarchy, regime type of side B: tribes (Norbauer and
Studlar, 2011: 226). CINC score of side A: 0.23322026, CINC score of side B: unknown.
Contiguity of borders: didn’t exist. Recognition by major powers: was recognized. The
systematic structure of the world: multipolar. Type of annexation: soft annexation. Before the

annexation what preceded: agreement.

Annexation of Walvis Bay: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1878. Enter the date of
claim: March 12, 1878. The date of annexation: March 12, 1878. Annexation ended in 1922
(Yale Law Journal Company, 1980: 917). Side A: Great Britain, side B: Walvis Bay. Regime
type of side A: constitutional monarchy, regime type of side B: no regime (Bulmer, 2014: 3).
CINC score of side A: 0.23322026, CINC score of side B: unknown. Contiguity of borders:
didn’t exist. Recognition by major powers: was recognized. The systematic structure of the
world: multipolar. Type of annexation: conquest. Before the annexation what preceded: war
of agreement.

Annexation of Tahiti: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1845-1880, enter date of claim:
July 29, 1880, the date of annexation: February 1881 (Stevenson, 1990: 259), end of
annexation: in September 1984 but has internal autonomy (Gonschor, 2013: 275). Side A:
France, side B: Tahiti. Regime type of side A: unitary parliamentary constitutional monarchy
(Hazareesingh, 1980: 350), regime type of side B: monarchy (Newbury, 2003: 55). CINC
score of side A: 0.15799318, CINC score of side B: unknown. Contiguity of borders: didn’t
exist. Recognition by major powers: was recognized. The systematic structure of the world: a
multipolar system of the world. Type of annexation: soft annexation. Before the annexation

what preceded: agreement.

Annexation of Marshall Islands: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1885. Enter the date
of claim: October 15, 1885. The date of annexation: October 15, 1885, end of annexation:
October 3, 1914, and became part of Japan (Spennemann, 2000: 54). Side A: Germany, side
B: Spain. Regime type of side A: Federal parliamentary semi-constitutional monarchy
(Shirvani, 2011: 313-314), regime type of side B: monarchy (Lopez Sanchez, 2014: 16). CINC
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score of side A: 0.11463291, CINC score of side B: 0.023436245 (it was CINC of Spain
because the Marshall Islands were under the protection of Spain). Contiguity of borders: didn’t
exist. Recognition by major powers: was recognized. The systematic structure of the world:
multipolar. Type of annexation: soft annexation. Before the annexation what preceded:

agreement.

Annexation of Zululand: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1879-1887, enter date of
claim: May 19, 1887, the date of annexation: May 19, 1887 (Laband, 2009: 110), end of
annexation: May 31, 1910 became part of Natal Province, which became part of South Africa
(Leacock, 1910: 498). Side A: United Kingdom, side B: South Africa. Regime type of side A:
constitutional monarchy (Tridimas, 2021: 436), regime type of side B: monarchy (Laband,
2018: 40). CINC score of side A: 0.19465719, CINC score of side B: unknown. Contiguity of
borders: didn’t exist. Recognition by major powers: was recognized. The systematic structure
of the world: multipolar. Type of annexation: hard annexation. Before the annexation what

preceded: war.

Annexation of Taiwan: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1894-1895, enter date of claim:
May 29, 1895, the date of annexation: October 21, 1895 (Rhodes, 2020: 39), end of
annexation: 1945 (Fan, 2007: 146). Side A: Japan, side B: China. Regime type of side A:
monarchy (Colegrove, 1932: 642), regime type of side B: monarchy (Zhang, 2001: 61). CINC
score of side A: 0.031202998, CINC score of side B: 0.15219986. Contiguity of borders:
existed. Recognition by major powers: was recognized. The systematic structure of the world:

multipolar. Type of annexation: hard annexation. Before the annexation what preceded: war.

Annexation of the Leeward Islands complex of three islands: Years of crisis before the
annexation: 1880-1897, enter the date of claim: December 1897, the date of annexation:
December 1897 (Pingeot, 2021: 174), end of annexation: 1984 became part of French
Polynesia (Poirine and Moyrand, 2001: 193). Side A: France, side B: Tahiti. Regime type of
side A: unitary parliamentary republic, regime type of side B: (Knapp and Wright, 2006: 2).
CINC score of side A: 0.08699561, CINC score of side B: unknown. Contiguity of borders:
didn’t exist. Recognition by major powers: was recognized. The systematic structure of the
world: multipolar. Type of annexation: hard annexation. Before the annexation what

preceded: war.

Annexation of the Philippines, Hawaii, Guam, and Cuba: Years of crisis before the
annexation: from April 25 to December 10, 1898, enter date of claim: December 10, 1898, the
date of annexation: December 10, 1898 (Beveridge, 1900: 4), annexation ended: annexation
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of Guam still exists, Hawaii till 215t August 1959 was annexed after that became a state of
USA (Kosaki, 1978: 122), Cuba 20" May 1902 (Hudson, 2002: 34), Philippines (Morello,
1954: 4). Side A: USA, side B: Spain. Regime type of side A: federal constitutional republic
(Sarkesian, Williams, and Cimbala, 2008: 21), and regime type of side B: monarchy (Martinez
Montes, 2018: 129). CINC score of side A: 0.19706185, CINC score of side B: 0.017012449.
Contiguity of borders: didn’t exist. Recognition by major powers: was recognized. The
systematic structure of the world: multipolar. Type of annexation: conquest. Before the

annexation what preceded: war.

Annexation of Caroline Islands: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1898-1899, enter date
of claim: February 12 1899, the date of annexation: 12 February 1899 (Spennemann, 2007:
7), end of annexation October 1914 and became part of Japan (Heine, 1974: 14). Side A:
Germany, side B: Spain. Regime type of side A: federal parliamentary semi-constitutional
monarchy (Mommsen, 2011: 428), regime type of side B: monarchy (Pozo Andres and
Braster, 1999: 77). CINC score of side A: 0.12672231, CINC score of side B: 0.016421596.
Contiguity of borders: didn’t exist. Recognition by major powers: was recognized. The
systematic structure of the world: multipolar. Type of annexation: soft annexation. Before the

annexation what preceded: agreement.

Annexation of East Samoa: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1900, enter date of claim:
February 16, 1900, the date of annexation: April 17, 1900, annexation still exists (Ellison,
1939: 284, 287). Side A: USA, side B: East Samoa. Regime type of side A: federal
constitutional republic, regime type of side B: tribes (Arnold, 2004: 3). CINC score of side A:
0.19706185, CINC score of side B: unknown. Contiguity of borders: didn’t exist. Recognition
by major powers: was recognized. The systematic structure of the world: multipolar. Type of

annexation: soft annexation. Before the annexation what preceded: agreement.

Annexation of Boer Republics: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1899-1902, enter date
of claim: May 21, 1902, the date of annexation: May 21, 1902 (Heyningen, 2015: 1011), end
of annexation: May 21, 1910 (Steinberg, 1955: 251). Side A: United Kingdom, side B: Boer
Republics. Regime type of side A: constitutional monarchy, regime type of side B: (Higson,
2016: 339). CINC score of side A: 0.16125357, CINC score of side B: unknown. Contiguity
of borders: didn’t exist. Recognition by major powers: was recognized. The systematic
structure of the world: multipolar. Type of annexation: hard annexation. Before the annexation

what preceded: war.
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Annexation of Bosnia: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1878-1908, enter date of claim:
October 6, 1908, the date of annexation: February 1909 (Rohl, 2013: 700, 724), end of
annexation: December 1, 1918 (Roucek, 1973: 66). Side A: Austro-Hungary, side B: Bosnia.
Regime type of side A: constitutional monarchy (Jelavich, 1983: 51), regime type of side B:
constitutional monarchy (Shaw and Shaw, 1977: 274). CINC score of side A: 0.04685317,
CINC score of side B: unknown. Contiguity of borders: existed. Recognition by major powers:
was recognized. The systematic structure of the world: multipolar. Type of annexation: soft

annexation. Before the annexation what preceded: agreement.

Annexation of Korea: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1904-1910, enter date of claim:
August 22, 1910, the date of annexation: August 22, 1910 (Park, 2010: 15), end of annexation:
1945 (de facto) but on June 22, 1965 (de jure) (Park, 2001: 222). Side A: Japan, side B: Korea.
Regime type of side A: unitary parliamentary constitutional monarchy (Bertolini, 652: 2018),
regime type of side B: Constitutional monarchy (Palais, 1979: 77). CINC score of side A:
0.035019185, CINC score of side B: unknown. Contiguity of borders: existed. Recognition
by major powers: was recognized by major powers. The systematic structure of the world:
multipolar. Type of annexation: soft annexation. Before the annexation what preceded:

agreement.

Annexation of Danish West Indies: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1916-1917, enter
date of claim: January 25, 1917 (Governor of the Virgin Islands of the United States, 1925: i),
the date of annexation: March 31, 1917, annexation still exists (Finch, 1917: 413). Side A:
USA, side B: Denmark. Regime type of side A: federal constitutional republic (Vile, 2007:
3), regime type of side B: constitutional monarchy (Christiansen, Elklit and Nedergaard, 2020:
9). CINC score of side A: 0.24402818, CINC score of side B: 0.0016842517. Contiguity of
borders: didn’t exist. Recognition by major powers: was recognized. The systematic structure
of the world: multipolar. Type of annexation: soft annexation. Before the annexation what

preceded: agreement.

Annexation of Bessarabia: Years of crisis before the war: 1918, enter date of claim: March
5, 1918, the date of annexation: March 27, 1918 (old style) and on April 9, 1918 (new style)
(Suveica, 2017: 594), end of annexation: August 2, 1940 (Casu, 2020: 87). Side A: Romania,
side B: Bessarabia. Regime type of side A: constitutional monarchy, regime type of side B:
no regime (Wiszowaty, 2017: 246). CINC score of side A: 0.004367908, CINC score of side

B: unknown. Contiguity of borders: existed. Recognition by major powers: wasn’t recognized.
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The systematic structure of the world: multipolar. Type of annexation: soft annexation. Before

the annexation what preceded: vote.

Annexation of Kingman Reef: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1922, enter the date of
claim: May 10, 1922 (Lauzonuzon, 2016: 106), the date of annexation: December 29, 1934,
annexation still exists (Hein, Mclntyre and Piper, 2005: 31). Side A: United Kingdom, side B:
Kingman Reef. Regime type of side A: constitutional republic, regime type of side B: no
regime (Alexander, 2013: 20). CINC score of side A: 0.004367908, CINC score of side B:
unknown. Contiguity of borders: existed. Recognition by major powers: was recognized. The
systematic structure of the world: multipolar. Type of annexation: non-aggressive. Before the

annexation what preceded: agreement.

Annexation of Czechoslovakia: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1938, enter the date
of claim: September 30, 1938, the date of annexation: September 30, 1938 (Lange, 2017: 546),
end of annexation: in April 1945 year (Gawdiak, 1987: 54). Side A: Germany, side B:
Czechoslovakia. Regime type of side A: dictatorship (Conradt, 2009: 11), regime type of side
B: unitary parliamentary republic (Brusis, 2015: 6). CINC score of side A: 0.15422215, CINC
score of side B: 0.0053306291. Contiguity of borders: existed. Recognition by major powers:
was recognized. The systematic structure of the world: multipolar. Type of annexation: soft

annexation. Before the annexation what preceded: agreement.

Annexation of Austria: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1933-1938, enter date of claim:
March 12, 1938, the date of annexation: March 13, 1938 (Geistlinger, 2016: 8), annexation
ended: July 27, 1955 (Ferring, 1968: 664). Side A: Germany, side B: Austria. Regime type of
side A: dictatorship (Connelly, 2006: 921), regime type of side B: autocratic regime (Pearl,
2015: 153). CINC score of side A: 0.15422215, CINC score of side B: 0.005123815.
Contiguity of borders: existed. Recognition by major powers: was recognized. The systematic
structure of the world: multipolar. Type of annexation: soft annexation. Before the war what

preceded: vote.

Annexation of Albania: Years of crisis before the annexation: March-April 1939, enter date
of claim: April 7, 1939 (Tase, 2012: 62), the date of annexation: April 12, 1939 (Sereni, 1941:
311), end of annexation: September 8, 1943 (Villari, 2007: 157). Side A: lItaly, side B:
Albania. Regime type of side A: dictatorship (fascism) (Russo, 2020: 7), regime type of side
B: monarchy (Zickel and Iwaskiw, 1994: 31). CINC score of side A: 0.027029654, CINC
score of side B: 0.00029760788. Contiguity of borders: existed. Recognition by major powers:
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wasn’t recognized. The systematic structure of the world: multipolar. Type of annexation:

occupation. Before the annexation what preceded: war.

Annexation of Queen Maud Land: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1939, enter date
of claim: January 14, 1939, the date of annexation: January 14, 1939 (Rognhaug, 2014: 7),
end of annexation: June 23, 1961 (Gan, 2009: 178). Side A: Norway, side B: Queen Maud
Land. Regime type of side A: constitutional monarchy, regime type of side B: no regime
(Leon, 2011: 97). CINC score of side A: 0.027029654, CINC score of side B: 0.00029760788.
Contiguity of borders: existed. Recognition by major powers: was recognized. The systematic
structure of the world: multipolar. Type of annexation: soft annexation. Before the annexation

nothing preceded.

Annexation of Hatay: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1939, enter date of claim: July
7, 1939, the date of annexation: July 23, 1939, annexation still exists (Akyol, 2015: 64). Side
A: Turkey, side B: Hatay. Regime type of side A: was a unitary presidential constitutional
republic (Marszalek-Kawa and Burak 2018: 98), and the regime type of side B: was under
French Mandatory (Kodaz, 2016: 18). CINC score of side A: 0.0053594923, CINC score of
side B: unknown. Contiguity of borders: existed. Recognition by major powers: was
recognized. The systematic structure of the world: multipolar. Type of annexation: soft

annexation. Before the annexation what preceded: referendum.

Annexation of Baltic states Latvia Lithuania and Estonia: Years of crisis before the
annexation: 1940, enter date of claim: June 15, 1940, the date of annexation: June 15, 1940
(Milksoo, 2022: 74), end of annexation: September 6, 1991 (Piotrowski, 2018: 53). Side A:
USSR, side B: Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia. Regime type of side A: totalitarianism (Fainsod,
2012: 35), regime type of side B: Latvia - dictatorship (Lacombe, 1997: 310), Lithuania -
dictatorship (Svarauskas, 2018: 140), Estonia - authoritarianism regime (Hiio, 2019: 68).
CINC score of side A: 0.13734491, CINC score of side B: Estonia - 0.00049081817, Latvia -
0.00089130242, Lithuania - 0.00081485498. Contiguity of borders: existed. Recognition by
major powers: wasn’t recognized. The systematic structure of the world: multipolar. Type of

annexation: occupation. Before the annexation what preceded: agreement.

Annexation of Taiwan: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1945 year, enter date of claim:
August 29, 1945 the date of annexation: October 24, 1945 (Chiang, 1999: 976), end of
annexation 1952 (Chen, 2017: 96). Side A: China, side B: Japan. Regime type of side A:
communism (Watson, 1996: 1), regime type of side B: unitary parliamentary constitutional
monarchy (Inoguchi, 1997: 69). CINC score of side A: 0.09349604, CINC score of side B:
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0.052876092. Contiguity of borders: existed. Recognition by major powers: was recognized.
The systematic structure of the world: multipolar. Type of annexation: soft annexation. Before
the annexation what preceded: agreement.

Annexation of Kuril Islands: Years of crisis before the annexation: August-September 1945,
enter date of claim: September 5, 1945 (Hasegawa, 2011: 245), the date of annexation:
February 2, 1946, annexation still exists (Gavrilov, 2016: 302). Side A: USSR, side B: Japan.
Regime type of side A: totalitarianism (Reiman, 2016: 178), regime type of side B: unitary
parliamentary constitutional monarchy (Horiuchi, 2007: 4). CINC score of side A:
0.11820719, CINC score of side B: 0.052876092. Contiguity of borders: exists. Recognition
by major powers: wasn’t recognized. The systematic structure of the world: multipolar. Type

of annexation: hard annexation. Before the annexation what preceded: war.

Annexation of Hyderabad: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1947-1948, enter date of
claim: September 18, 1948, the date of annexation: September 18, 1948, annexation still exists
(Sherman, 2007: 502). Side A: India, side B: Hyderabad. Regime type of side A: constitutional
republic (Anderson, 2008: 9), regime type of side B: nizam (Raghavan, 2010: 66). CINC score
of side A: 0.052450538, CINC score of side B: unknown. Contiguity of borders: exists.
Recognition by major powers: was recognized. The systematic structure of the world: bipolar
(Yilmaz, 2008: 45). Type of annexation: hard annexation. Before the annexation what
preceded: war.

Annexation of West Bank: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1948-1950, enter date of
claim: April 24, 1950, the date of annexation: April 24, 1950 (Qafisheh, 2017: 115), end of
annexation: June 1967 (Rached, 2017: 91). Side A: Jordan, side B: Israel. Regime type of side
A: constitutional monarchy (Aruri, 1972: 37), regime type of side B: parliamentary republic
(Sprinzak, 1993: 145). CINC score of side A: 0.00029139925, CINC score of side B:
0.001331942. Contiguity of borders: exists. Recognition by major powers: wasn’t recognized.
The systematic structure of the world: bipolar. Type of annexation: hard annexation. Before
the annexation what preceded: war.

Annexation of Tibet: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1949-1951, enter date of claim:
May 23, 1951, the date of annexation: May 23, 1951, annexation still exists (Shakabpa and
Maher, 2009: 955). Side A: China, side B: Tibet. Regime type of side A: communism (Cheng,
1971: 2), regime type of side B: theocracy (Dhusa, 2009: 3). CINC score of side A:
0.10362443, CINC score of side B: unknown. Contiguity of borders: exists. Recognition by
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major powers: wasn’t recognized. The systematic structure of the world: bipolar. Type of

annexation: hard annexation. Before the annexation what preceded: war.

Annexation of Dadra, Nagar Haveli: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1954-1961,
enter date of claim: August 11, 1961, the date of annexation: August 11, 1961, annexation still
exists (Sharma, 1969: 12). Side A: India, side B: Portugal. Regime type of side A:
constitutional republic (Chakrabarty, 2008: 84), regime type of side B: authoritarianism
government (Baioa, Fernandes and Meneses, 2003: 5). CINC score of side A: 0.046494652,
CINC score of side B: 0.0019737377. Contiguity of borders: exists. Recognition by major
powers: was recognized. The systematic structure of the world: bipolar. Type of annexation:

soft annexation. Before the annexation what preceded: referendum.

Annexation of Goa: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1954-1961, enter date of claim:
December 19, 1961, the date of annexation: December 19, 1961, end of annexation: still exists
(Trovao and Araujo, 2020: 7). Side A: India, side B: Portugal. Regime type of side A:
constitutional republic (Harrison, Jones, Lunn, Smith, Taylor and Youngs, 2007: 47), regime
type of side B: authoritarianism government (Buchanan and Conway, 2002: 11). CINC score
of side A: 0.048727892, CINC score of side B: 0.0018870721. Contiguity of borders: exists.
Recognition by major powers: wasn’t recognized. The systematic structure of the world:

bipolar. Type of annexation: hard annexation. Before the annexation what preceded: war.

Annexation of Eritrea: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1952-1962, enter date of claim:
November 14, 1962, the date of annexation: November 14, 1962 (Ryseck, 2014: 99), end of
annexation May 24, 1993 (Rodriguez, 2011: 2). Side A: Ethiopia, side B: Eritrea. Regime type
of side A: parliamentary constitutional republic (Clapham, 1968: 504), regime type of side B:
Eritrean Liberation Front was in exile (Mohammad and Tronvoll, 2015: 2). CINC score of
side A: 0.0016515342, CINC score of side B: no info. Contiguity of borders: exists.
Recognition by major powers: was recognized. The systematic structure of the world: bipolar.

Type of annexation: hard annexation. Before the annexation what preceded: war.

Annexation of East Jerusalem: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1952-1967, enter date
of claim: June 27, 1967, the date of annexation: June 28, 1967, end of annexation: still exists
(Ben-Hillel, 2013: 8). Side A: Israel, side B: Jordan. Regime type of side A: parliamentary
republic (Brichta, 1998: 180), and regime type of side B: constitutional monarchy (Salameh
and Ananzah, 2015: 144). CINC score of side A: 0.0015568113, CINC score of side B:
0.00073561934. Contiguity of borders: exists. Recognition by major powers: wasn’t
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recognized. The systematic structure of the world: bipolar. Type of annexation: hard

annexation. Before the annexation what preceded: war.

Annexation of Czechoslovakia: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1968, enter date of
claim: October 16, 1968, the date of annexation: October 16, 1968 (Hafner, 2019: 58), end of
annexation: 1991 (Bracey, 2019: 502). Side A: USSR, side B: Czechoslovakia. Regime type
of side A: communism (Sablin, 2020: 78-79), regime type of side B: communism (Tuma,
2008: 21). CINC score of side A: 0.17100362, CINC score of side B: 0.0096778441.
Contiguity of borders: existed. Recognition by major powers: wasn’t recognized. The
systematic structure of the world: bipolar. Type of annexation: occupation. Before the

annexation what preceded: war.

Annexation of West New Guinea: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1962-1969. Enter
the date of claim: July 1969. The date of annexation: August 1969, annexation still exists (Van
Den Bosch, 1976: 115). Side A: Indonesia, side B: West New Guinea. Regime type of side A:
authoritarianism, regime type of side B: no regime (Russell, 2020: 2). CINC score of side A:
0.01254273, CINC score of side B: unknown. Contiguity of borders: exists. Recognition by
major powers: was recognized. The systematic structure of the world: bipolar. Type of

annexation: soft annexation. Before the annexation what preceded: agreement.

Annexation of Rockall: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1955-1972, enter date of claim:
September 18, 1955, the date of annexation: February 10, 1972, annexation still exists
(MacDonald, 2006: 641, 646). Side A: United Kingdom, side B: Rockall. Regime type of side
A: constitutional monarchy, regime type of side B: no regime (The Constitution of the United
Kingdom, 1991: 3). CINC score of side A: 0.050592918, CINC score of side B: didn’t exist.
Contiguity of borders: didn’t exist. Recognition by major powers: wasn’t recognized. The
systematic structure of the world: bipolar. Type of annexation: soft annexation. Before the

annexation what preceded: neither war nor agreement.

Annexation of Sikkim: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1973-1975, enter date of claim:
April 9, 1975, the date of annexation: May 16, 1975, annexation still exists (Rai, 2013: 558).
Side A: India, side B: Sikkim. Regime type of side A: constitutional republic (Rai, 2013: 2),
regime type of side B: absolute monarchy (Malik, 2019: 98). CINC score of side A:
0.054597087, CINC score of side B: unknown. Contiguity of borders: exists. Recognition by
major powers: was recognized. The systematic structure of the world: bipolar. Type of

annexation: soft annexation. Before the annexation what preceded: referendum.
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Annexation of Western Sahara: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1975-1976, enter date
of claim: April 14, 1976, the date of annexation: April 14, 1976, annexation still exists
(Kalicka-Mikotajczyk, 2021: 35). Side A: Morocco and Mauritania side B: Western Sahara.
Regime type of side A: constitutional monarchy in Morocco (El Bouchikhi, 2018: 4) and one-
party authoritarian in Mauritania (Cédric, 2005: 427), regime type of side B: Democratic
socialism in exile (Researcher, 2013: 16). CINC score of side A: 0.0027218659 (Morocco)
and 0.00020206088 (Mauritania), CINC score of side B: unknown. Contiguity of borders:
exists. Recognition by major powers: wasn’t recognized. The systematic structure of the
world: bipolar. Type of annexation: hard annexation. Before the annexation what preceded:

war.

Annexation of South Vietnam: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1974-1975, enter date
of claim: April 30, 1975, the date of annexation: April 30, 1975, annexation still exists
(Grossheim, 2021: 459). Side A: North Vietnam, side B: South Vietnam. Regime type of side
A: communism (Vu, 2005: 2), regime type of side B: constitutional republic (Devereux, 1968:
643). CINC score of side A: 0.0068086619, CINC score of side B: 0.0067449342. Contiguity
of borders: exists. Recognition by major powers: was recognized. The systematic structure of
the world: bipolar. Type of annexation: hard annexation. Before the annexation what

preceded: war.

Annexation of East Timor: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1975-1976, enter date of
claim: May 31, 1976, the date of annexation: July 17, 1976 (Maffei, 1993: 224), end of
annexation: May 20, 2002 (Tamada, 2020: 333). Side A: Indonesia, side B: East Timor.
Regime type of side A: authoritarianism (Aspinall and Fealy, 2010: 1), regime type of side B:
presidential republic (Narayan, 2000: 95). CINC score of side A: 0.011911296, CINC score
of side B: unknown. Contiguity of borders: exists. Recognition by major powers: wasn’t
recognized. The systematic structure of the world: bipolar. Type of annexation: invasion.

Before the annexation what preceded: war.

Annexation of Golan Heights: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1967-1981, enter date
of claim: December 14, 1981, the date of annexation: December 14,1981, end of annexation:
annexation still exists (Zilbershats, 2013: 917). Side A: Israel, side B: Syria. Regime type of
side A: parliamentary republic (Gavison, 2006: 389), regime type of side B: dictatorship
(Cheibub, Gandhi and Vreeland, 2010: 86). CINC score of side A: 0.0032867698, CINC score
of side B: 0.0032967213. Contiguity of borders: exists. Recognition by major powers: wasn’t
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recognized. The systematic structure of the world: bipolar. Type of annexation: hard

annexation. Before the annexation what preceded: war.

Annexation of Falkland Islands: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1982, enter date of
claim: June 14, 1982, the date of annexation: June 14, 1982, end of annexation: still exists
(Clegg and Matheson, 2022: 53). Side A: United Kingdom, side B: Argentina. Regime type
of side A: constitutional monarchy (Political and Constitutional Reform Committee, 2015: 5),
regime type of side B: military dictatorship (Beri, 2009: 815). CINC score of side A:
0.023727851, CINC score of side B: 0.0068101771. Contiguity of borders: didn’t exist.
Recognition by major powers: was recognized. The systematic structure of the world: bipolar.

Type of annexation: hard annexation. Before the annexation what preceded: war.

Annexation of Kuwait: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1990, enter date of claim:
August 2, 1990, the date of annexation: August 2, 1990, end of annexation: April 3, 1991
(Malanczuk, 1991: 114). Side A: lIraq, side B: Kuwait. Regime type of side A:
authoritarianism (Hanelt, Luciani and Neugart, 2004: 1), regime type of side B: constitutional
monarchy (Salem, 2007: 17). CINC score of side A: 0.0083682146, CINC score of side B:
0.0034608885. Contiguity of borders: exists. Recognition by major powers: wasn’t
recognized. The systematic structure of the world: bipolar. Type of annexation: hard

annexation. Before the annexation what preceded: war.

The secession of Transnistria, officially the Pridnestrovian Moldavian Republic (PMR):
Years of crisis before the annexation: 1990-1992, enter the date of claim: July 21, 1992, the
date of annexation: July 21, 1992, secession still exists (Belitser, 2015: 51). Side A: Moldova,
side B: Pridnestrovya. Regime type of side A: parliamentary republic (Black, Chinn, Herman
and Watson, 2005: 26), regime type of side B: separatists (Musteata, 2019: 89). CINC score
of side A: 0.0009099188, CINC score of side B: unknown. Contiguity of borders: exists.
Recognition by major powers: wasn’t recognized. The systematic structure of the world:

unipolar. Type of annexation: secession. Before the annexation what preceded: war.

Annexation of Karabakh: Years of crisis before the annexation: 1988-1994, enter the date
of claim: May 12, 1994, the date of annexation: May 12, 1994 (Jasutis, Mikova, Steyne, 2022:
177), end of annexation: still exists. Side A: Armenia, side B: Azerbaijan. Regime type of side
A: parliamentary republic (Markarov, 2016: 306), regime type of side B: constitutional
republic (Heinrich, 2011: 2). CINC score of side A: 0.00075404963, CINC score of side B:
0.0011940271. Contiguity of borders: exists. Recognition by major powers: wasn’t
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recognized. The systematic structure of the world: unipolar. Type of annexation: hard

annexation. Before the annexation what preceded: war.

Annexation of Abkhazia and South Ossetia: Years of crisis before the annexation: 2008,
enter date of claim: August 8, 2008, the date of annexation: August 12, 2008, annexation still
exists (Cheterian, 2009: 155). Side A: Russia, side B: Georgia. Regime type of side A:
authoritarianism (Satuniene, 2007: 94), and regime type of side B: parliamentary republic
(Berglund, 2013: 775). CINC score of side A: 0.04875051, CINC score of side B:
0.00642671204. Contiguity of borders: exists. Recognition by major powers: wasn’t
recognized. The systematic structure of the world: unipolar. Type of annexation: secession.

Before the annexation what preceded: war.

Annexation of Crimea, Luhansk, and Donetsk regions (Ukraine): Years of crisis before
the annexation: November 2013-February 2014, enter date of claim: February 20, 2014, the
date of annexation: March 18, 2014, annexation still exists (Merezhko, 2015: 186). Side A:
Russia, side B: Ukraine. Regime type of side A: is authoritarianism (Chaguaceda, 2016: 75),
regime type of side is B: president-parliamentary (Choudhry, Sedelius, and Kyrychenko,
2018: 9). CINC score of side A: 0.039191708, CINC score of side B: 0.0071153818.
Contiguity of borders: exists. Recognition by major powers: wasn’t recognized. The
systematic structure of the world: bipolar. Type of annexation: soft annexation. Before the

annexation what preceded: protests.

Annexation of Belarus: Years of crisis before the annexation: 2020, enter the date of claim:
August 2020, the date of annexation: August 2020, annexation still exists (Hedenskog, 2022:
4). Side A: Russia, side B: Belarus. Regime type of side A: authoritarianism (Welt and Nelson,
2020: 1), regime type of side B: dictatorship (Mills, 2021: 9). CINC score of side A: 0,016183,
CINC score of side B: 0,00448 (Worldometr, Erisim: 13.11.2022), (the World Bank, Erisim:
13.11.2022), (World Population Review, Erisim: 13.11.2022), (Our World in Data, Erisim:
13.11.2022), (The World Bank, Erisim: 13.11.2022), (The World Bank, Erisim: 13.11.2022).
Contiguity of borders: exists. Recognition by major powers: wasn’t recognized. The
systematic structure of the world: bipolar. Type of annexation: soft annexation. Before the

annexation what preceded: protests of people.

Annexation of Ukraine: Years of crisis before the annexation: 2014-2022. Enter the date of
claim: February 24, 2022. The date of annexation: began on February 24, 2022, Annexation
still exists in Donetsk, Luhansk, Zaporizhia, and Crimea regions (Minic, 2022: 13). Side A:
Russia, side B: Ukraine. Regime type of side A: authoritarianism (Lukin, 2009: 67), regime
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type of side B: semi-presidentialism (Sedelius, 2015: 2). CINC score of side A: 0,01588,
CINC score of side B: 0,00547 (Worldometr, Erisim: 13.11.2022), (the World Bank, Erisim:
13.11.2022), (World Population Review, Erigim: 13.11.2022), (Our World in Data, Erisim:
13.11.2022), (The World Bank, Erisim: 13.11.2022), (The World Bank, Erisim: 13.11.2022).
Contiguity of borders: exists. Recognition by major powers: wasn’t recognized. The
systematic structure of the world: bipolar. Type of annexation: invasion/conquest. Before the
annexation what preceded: war from 2014.
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