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ABSTRACT

With an emphasis on the conflicts of Nothern Ireland and Chechnya, this thesis investigates the
contributing factors prevalent in the emergence and continuation of inter-ethnic violence and
division. A willingness for one ethnic group to engage in political violence against another
requires the acceptance of ideological constructs that stress difference - political movements that
position other ethnic groups as ‘the enemy’. This thesis attempts to analyse the emergence,
establishment and dominance of such ideological constructs within each respective ethnic
community and aims to assess their influence in contributing to environments of protracted inter-

ethnic conflict and political violence.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

An investigation into the contributing factors prevalent in the emergence and continuation of
inter-ethnic violence and division within Chechnya and Northern lreland must begin with due
consideration of their similar colonial pasts. The roots of both conflicts can be found in the
colonial presence of Britain and Russia within the respective territories. The historical presence
of Russia and Britain within Chechnya and Northern lreland respectively, expresses the
determination of two colonial powers in asserting their strategic and economic interests within
neighbouring territories. Colonialist ideology entailed a belief that powerful nations had a right to
rule weaker nations; a ‘right’ bestowed on them, partially as a consequence of possessing a
perceived inate ethnic superiority. Colonialism sought a justification for conquest on ethnic
grounds; cultivating the notion that powerful ethnic groups posess a mandate to govern
perceived ‘weaker’ ethnicities ~ the ‘superior’ ethnic groups acting as a civilising force on their

‘ethnically flawed’ counterparts.

An essential feature of this process was the governance of such territories by an ethnic group
deemed ‘loyal’ to the colonial power in question. In Northern Ireland, it was the introduction of
Protestant settlers in the 17" and 18™ centuries from Scotland and England - involving the
confiscation of Irish land — that provided an ethnic presence in the occupied territory that was
Yoyal to the crown’. In Chechnya, a similar dynamic was established in the 19" century, with the
confiscation of thousands of hectares of fertile Chechen land that was gifted to ethnic Russians,
Cossacks and Ossetians to establish a similar ‘loyal’ presence in the region —a tactic used
throughout Russia’s ‘near abroad’ to cement political and economic power. The introduction of
ethnic groups in such circumstances, with fervent loyalty to the colonial forces that empowered
them, created a permanent ethnic stratification and deep-seated division within the respective

territories.

This mutual ethnic animosity and distrust was bolstered in both cases by divergent religious
affiliation. The loyalty of what can be described as the dominant ethnicities — the ethnic groups

aligned to the colonial powers — was reinforced by the strength of their religious fervour, and by

' Whilst ethnicity can be described as a socially constructed category, it has much relevance in how an individual defines
himself and others. Within this analysis the term is used within the context of Ronald Cohen’s (1978) defintion of ethnicity
as a ‘set of descent-based cultural identifiers used to assign persons to groupings’. This definition should also serve to
explain what is meant by ‘ethnic group’and ‘ethnic conflict’.
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an ardent distrust and hatred of the religious affiliation embraced by their weaker ethnic
counterparts. Religious affiliation undoubtedly played a major role in creating the permanency of
division that ensued. It is within these deeply stratified and ethnically polarised environments that
each respective conflict developed. Ethnic, nationalist and religious affiliation often evokes
powerful emotional attachments that supersede other political considerations and ideological
reasoning. It is within environments that the protagonists display all such facets of identity-based

politics, that conflict becomes so protracted and irreconciliable.

In such circumstances, the dominant ethnic group aligned to the colonial power will seek to
maintain a disproptionate control of economic resources and political power, marginalising and
repressing the indigenous ethnic group that questions the legitimacy of colonial rule. Such
situations conform to what Christian Scherrer has termed an ‘ethnocracy’ — forms of authoritarian
political control, inevitably involving socio-economic benefits, for the dominant ethnic group, or
groups, at the expence of other ethnic groups. ‘Ethnocratic’ politics invariably results in political
violence, as politically disenfranchised and socio-economically disadvantaged ethnic groups will
seek to redress their plight through violent means, in the absence of meaningful political

channels for reform.

The relevance of colonialism to the contemporary conflicts of Northern lreland and Chechnya
is not confined to a simple continuation of historical conflict based on ethnic allegience. In both
situations, the influence of colonialism has adversely effected the development of more
enlightened ideas relating to other key facets of ingiividual identity and ideological outlook;
notably in relation to forms of religious adherence, that often retains a traditional, fundementalist
character reinforcing the existing, traditional political position. The colonial history of both
Chechnya and Northern Ireland has done much to define how the ethnic groups in each
respective conflict view themselves as an entity, and how they view their traditional foe. The
influence of colonialism serves to reinforce existing prejudices, distrust and hatred, and can be
seen as a central tenet in maintaining a sense of entitlement to a position of dominance amongst
ethnic groups traditionally aligned to the colonial power in question; incorporating a widely-held,
although far from universal, belief amongst members of dominant ethnic groups within each
conflict that they possess an inherent ethnic superiority, that leads to a dismissal of notions of
equality. By the same rationale, a colonial past heightens the contemporary belief amongst non-

dominant ethnic groups that they are oppressed and disenfranchised.

As evidence within this analysis will hopefully clarify, ideas relating to a belief in ethnic
superiority and a dismissal of the principle of equality are reinforced through particular
interpretations of religious adherence. A religious justification for political violence, or continued

oppression, is an enduring concept. Identity based on amalgamation of ethnic and religious

8



INTRODUCTION

loyalty is stubbornly resistant to new ideas and change. The conflicts of Chechnya and Northern
Ireland are too complex to be defined purely within the confines of ‘competing nationalist
aspiations’, or ‘challenges to a state by an oppressed group seeking political change’. As Stefan
Wolff has mentioned, ‘there is no automatism that leads from the existence of different ethnic
groups to violent conflict between them™. It is how such ‘identities’ develop that determines

whether conflict materialises, and whether such conflict becomes protracted.

It is necessary for the purpose of this study to explain how ‘ethnic identity’ might be defined.
The origin of the word ‘ethnicity’ originates in Ancient Greece =‘ethnos’ meaning ‘a community of
common descent’. Whilst there is universal agreement of the origins of the word, there has been
considerable debate as to how ‘ethnicity’ can be defined politically; what ‘ethnicity’ means in a |
contemporary political context. Wolff has condensed this debate into two main schools of
thought. Wolltf describes the first of these as the ‘primordial school’ that believes ‘ethnicity is so
ingrained in human history and experience that it cannot be denied it exists, objectively and
subjectively, and that it should therefore be considered a fact of life in the relations between
individuals and groups who all have an ethnic identity’. This position is opposed by what Wolffe
describes as the ‘instrumentalist school’, that argue that ‘ethnicity is by no means an indisputable
historical fact’ and that ‘ethnicity is first and foremost a resource in the hands of leaders to
mobilise and organise followers in the pursuit of other interests, such as physical security,
economic gain or political power'. It could be argued that a leaders’ ability to manipulate the
powerful sentiment that ethnic allegience generates for economic gain or political power, does
not make that ethnic identi;y any less ‘real’ for those individuals that profess support for that

jeader.

There is always a division with any political or religious movement between adherents whose
involvement is attributable to genuine sentiment and those who do so tor personal gain. It is a
significant and complex distinction that will be explored throughout the course of this analysis.
Both schools of thought, in relation to the political meaning of ethnicity, seem insufficient on its
own. Evidence would certainly suggest that for many, each respective conflict is not simply a
struggle for land, resources or power. There are clearly a multitude of reasons why an individual
may turn to political violence. Ethnic and Nationalist allegience are two forms of identity that are
capable of instilling a militant allegience to a particular group within an individual, but other
cultural, political, social, historical and economic influences may have a greater influence on
another individual; motives for political violence are extremely divergent. For many Chechens,
the conflict is primarily a religious war, percieved as a reaction to religious persecution and

defence against non-Muslim invaders. For many UVF members in Northern Ireland, the

*Wolff, Stefan: Ethnic Conflict, A Global Perspective (Oxford University Press, 2006).
* Woltt, p 33.
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protection of the Protestant faith was also the primary inspiration behind their violent actions.
Many members of the INLA would have undoubtedly stressed that a militant form of socialism
was a primary motive behind their use of violent means. For many Russians involved in the
Chechen conflict, it is the profits from can be accrued from war that defines their involvement.
Nevertheless, a proportion of protagonists from either side of both conflicts justified their
involvement in political violence primarily on ethnic grounds; ethnic distrust, hatred, protection,
advancement and revenge are all powerful sentiments that have resulted in extreme acts of
violence, and all such motives will be explored within this study. Whilst issues relating to ethnic

allegience are pivotal to understanding each conflict, for a full understanding it is necessary to
address the broader justifications for violence within each group (and sub-group) that stray

beyond ethnic-orientated motivations.

There are a number of theories that have been developed by academics, particularly since
the 1990’s following the collapse of the Soviet Union, that distinguish ethnic conflict from earlier
studies that centre more on Nationalist issues. Such work aimed for a more thorough explanation
of the causes of ethnic conflict by attempting to examine such cases through fresh perspectives;
Donald Horowitz’s *Ethnic Groups in Conflict’ (2000)* is often cited as a notable example. Such
work incorporates what Karl Cordell has termed ‘social-psychologically informed approaches™ to
understanding political violence within ethnic conflict, placing greater emphasis on the influence
of social identity, whilst ‘prioratising (in)security as the main explanatory variable’. Further
advancement within the field of ethnic conflict studies since the 1890’s involves analysis of the
economip factors that influence ethnic conflict, of which Paul Collier's® work is often cited as of
great importance. The exploration of economic factors relevant to ethnic conflict are closely
related to the theory first advanced by Karl Deutsch that ‘social mobilization' was a key
consideration in understanding ethnic conflict, defined as ‘an overall process of change, which
happens to substantial parts of the population in countries which are moving to traditional to
modern ways of life”. Deutsch talked of the insecurities and uncertainties of modernisation
producing a need for the ‘communal shelter of tribalism’ to advance their collective positions to
attain maximum benefits. Academics have also attempted to advance understanding, again
particularly since the 1990’s, of theories relating to ethnic conflict settlement; the relevance, and
importance, of international mediation and assistance in solving protracted, violent ethnic
disputes. Such analysis involves exploring the possibilities of establishing an institutional

framework, a viable international response to ethnic conflict through which ‘incentives for co-

* Horowitz, Donald: Ethnic Groups in Conflict (University of California Press, 2000).

* Cordell, Karl: Ethnic Conflict - Causes, Consequences (Responses, Polity Press, 2009).

® Collier, Paul: Greed and Grievance in Civil War (Oxtord Economic Papers, Vol 56, 2004).

"Deutsch, Karl: Social Mobilization and Political Development (American Political Science Review 55, 1953), p493.
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operation and the non-violent pursuit of conflicts of interest through compromise outweigh any
benefits that might be expected through violent confrontation™.

This analysis, focussing on Chechnya and Northern Ireland, does not centre on one
particular area of study relating to ethnic conflict, but attempts to utlise advancements and ideas
from numerous schools of thought relating to ethnic conflict to attain a broader understanding of
the two conflicts. Ethnic conflict is a worldwide phenomenon that is frequently capable of re-
surfacing, often assisted by charismatic political leadership, after decades of peace. lts recurrant
nature reflects the depth of sentiment and historical significance that the powerful bonds relating
to ethnicity ignite in individuals and groups. In assessing ethnic conflict from a global perspective,
it is useful to use as case studies two seemingly diverse examples to emphasise how universal
theories relating to ethnic conflict can be applied, and a broader understanding attained,
irrespective of geographical location or political circumstances. Historically, Northern Ireland and
Chechnya have undoubtedly developed through what can be seen in many ways as very
different geo-political, cultural, social and economic circumstances. This makes their many
similarities, in regards to the causes and justifications for the ethnic conflict they have endured,
all the more poignant. Through analysis relating to the similarities and shared characteristics of
ethnic conflict within these two particular case studies, it is hoped that the strengths in drawing on
multiple theories and advancements relating to the study of ethnic conflict developed in recent

decades, in attaining an accurate and broader understanding of such issues, will be emphasised.

This analysis attempts to seek a re-evaluation of two particular inter-ethnic conflicts that have
been almost universally depicted as achieving a permanent cessation of hostilities — albeit by
very different means. A permanent cessation of hostilities between two opposing ethnic groups
requires a period of introspection, involving an ideological shift away from identity-driven, conflict-
orientated politics — the permanent rejection of political violence in favour of a just, mutually
acceptable and peaceful form of ‘issue-driven’ governance. It could be claimed that such a
process is, in reality, far from complete in Northern Ireland. In Chechnya, such a scenario has not
even been considered. Often hailed as a model for conflict resolution, Northern Ireland is touted
by many as incorporating the mechanisms and processes through which a successful secession
of hostilities can occur. Russia, through an unwavering belief in the use of force to further ethnic-
Russian interests, represents an ideological position that insists a permanent end to hostilities
can be achieved through other means. Russia aims to convince both ethnic-Russians and the
international community that a ‘post-conflict’ situation exists in the Caucasus as a consequence

of Russia’s military strength. Furthermore, that the formally separatist Chechen population is now

8 Cordell, p18.
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firmly convinced that Russian sovereignty is legitimate and in their best interests® — this, as
evidence will demonstrate, does not in any way reflect the political reality. It will be argued
throughout the course of this analysis that what could be deemed a pre-requisite for permanent
peace, a re-evaluation of the ideological justifications for political violence and repression that led
to conflict, has yet to be achieved in either conflict situation. This analysis will hopefully
demonstrate that the retention of, as yet insufficiently challenged, ‘conflict ideology’ — ideological
convictions that stress ethnic division and distrust— can only result in further conflict. Alternative
conclusions, stressing the possibility of permanent peace being achieved through other means —
either through politics of repression and violence (Chechnya), or through politicians who
previously advocated political violence, denouncing violent means whilst retaining politics based
on ethnic identity and division (Northern Ireland) — delivers only short-term peace and fails to
encompass the ideological re-evaluation and introspection, a permanent rejection ot political

violence requires.

When a political agreement is reached between two ethnic groups following a protracted
phase of violent conflict — when violent means of achieving political change are temporarily
rejected by political movements who previously endorsed political violence — it is tempting for
political commentators to attach a sense of permanency to the transition to peace. It is equally
tempting for politicians to declare a permanency to a peace agreement, as it is a chance for each
politician involved to become personally attached to an ‘historical’ moment — a legacy being of
central importance to any politician. In Northern Ireland, perhaps In this clamour for closure and
within an environment of newfound optimism, the possibility of widespread political violence
resurfacing seems remote. If the ideological convictions that led to inter-ethnic violence remain
virtually unchallenged, it is arguably the chances for a long-term peace that could be viewed as
negligible. The logic of a peace agreement and the tangible benefits that a prolonged period of
peace may bring to society can be swiftly forgotten in a sudden outburst of anger and violence,
as has so often been the case in the past. This analysis is largely concerned with irrational
ideological convictions as a contributor to conflict and its continuation. However logical a peace
agreement may be, this by no means guarantees continued popular support — irrational
ideological convictions result in irrational actions. Hundreds of years of conflict being consigned
to history by the signatures of political leaders will always represent an attractive proposition.
Whilst politicians, press and public would certainly want to believe in such a potentially defining
moment, such a scenario is rarely realistic. The historical circumstances and complex social,
economic and political factors that convinced an ethnic group of the validity in utilising violent

means cannot be removed by a signature — however significant the document containing the

? The 2008 Chechen Election Results announced Putin’s United Russia had received 98% of the vote.
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signature professes to be — unless the original ideological justifications for conflict have been

fundamentally challenged.

It is the ideological justifications for violence within both respective conflict situations that
forms the primary focus for this analysis — how hatred and division between ethnic groups
materialised, how patterns of violence and repression were justified by the state and the
dominant ethnic group the state represents, and how counter-violence undertaken by ethnic
groups who could be seen as the victims of state repression and violence developed — as
assessment of such factors leads to a more realistic appraisal of contemporary political
developments, through which the chances for lasting peace can be evaluated. A permanent
rejection of political violence cannot be achieved without seeking an ideological reappraisal of the
justifications for violence that initially precipitated the inter-ethnic hatred and division prevalent
within each conflict situation — it could be argued this process has not been completed in
Northern lreland. Whilst unwise to suggest a permanent cessation of hostilities has taken place in
Northern Ireland at this juncture, to think, in Chechnya, that a two hundred year struggle to obtain
independence can be permanently crushed by twenty years of brutality and repression is deeply
misguided. In the case of Russia and the Chechen Conlflict, historical evidence consistently
exposes the unfounded and destructive belief that inter-ethnic contlict resolution can be achieved

through force. Another Chechen war is, as evidence will clarify, clearly inevitable.

The term ‘political viollence' broadly encompasses any action taken by state or non-state
actors that seeks to achieve political aims through violent means. Conventional forms of violence
(such as war), semi-conventional forms of violence (such as Guerrilla warfare) and
unconventional forms of violence (such as terrorism and assassination) are all forms of political
violence — crucially, political violence frequently expresses itself in the form of state repression.
All such forms of political violence are observable within the conflicts that form the basis of this
analysis, but it is political violence in the form of state repression that is invariably the first form of
political violence to emerge. The terms ‘conventional’ and ‘unconventional’, used in this case to
distinguish forms of political violence that may be perceived as illegitimate or legitimate in the
public psyche, provide a major propaganda weapon for states seeking to achieve a desired
policy direction through repressive means. For repressive states seeking to use political violence
as a tool of control, it is imperative that public support for repressive means is engineered
through misinformation and a skewed framework for debate ensuring, as Chomsky highlighted,
that ‘serious analysis... exists only on the remote margins of discussion™, It is the states’ ability

to legitimise repression and violence and the process by which such policies can be justified

'Y Chomsky, Noam: Language and Politics (AK Press, 2004), p702.
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within the dominant ethnic group the state represents, that provides one of the most significant
obstacles to peaceful reconciliation. As counter-violence is Invariably deployed by aggrieved
ethnic groups as a response to state violence and repression, prospects for peace are further
eroded by increased repression and violence by the state and by the international communities’
apathy towards repression of an ethnic group within another states’ borders (unless
financial/geo-political motives exist for assisting a repressed ethnic group). International reaction
to conflicts of this nature often tends to involve condemnation of any violent action by non-state

agents, regardless of circumstance.

To use terrorism as an example, few academics stray far in terms of how to define it from the
central theme of ‘violence for political ends’. Opinion remains divided, however, as to which acts
of violence and which perpetrators of violence can be deemed ‘terrorist’. Since the vast majority
of states have used ‘violence for political ends’, many commentators on terrorism use the
terrorist’ classification to distinguish so-called legitimate acts of violence from their illegitimate
counterparts. Despite a previously almost universally accepted definition, its contemporary usage
is almost totally confined to a term used to describe violence by non-state actors and is seldom
used to described violence conducted by a state. New definitions have recently been invented by
both Russia and the United States that seek to permanently exclude state actors from being
classifiable as ‘terrorist’'. In deciphering which acts of violence could be deemed legitimate or
illegitimate, the publics’ perception of terrorism, with its muted reaction to acts of violence
instigated through conventional channels, ensures the state has considerable advantages over
non-state actors in terms of hc;w acts of violence may be debated and interpreted.

Terrorism, within this more limited definition, is often depicted and dismissed as nothing more
than irrational acts of barbarity. It is essential — if conflict analysis is conducted to attain a
genuine understanding of why violence has emerged and how it might be resolved within a
morally justifiable framework — that conflicts such as Northern Ireland and Chechnya are
considered within the context of the state-sanctioned violence, intimidation and coercion through
which other forms of political violence, such as non-state terrorism, emerged. Whilst it seems
increasingly uncommon for politicians or political commentators t0 express the need for politics to
be guided by moral principles and whilst discussion of moral considerations in relation to conflict
resolution is often construed as ‘naive’, Chomsky’s remark to those individuals who would
dismiss the relevance of morality to decision-making, or dismiss the term on ‘moral relativist’
grounds, as being guilty of a ‘form of idiocy’,'? expresses his belief that political analysis that fails
to recognise morality’s significance does not seek ‘to change policies that are abhorrent,

dangerous and destructive’. To identify foreign policy, or an aggressive domestic policy, that has

" Discussed in chapter five.
'2 Chomsky, p342.
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dispensed with moral considerations and reflects a flawed ethical judgement requires only
rational, reasoned assessment. It could be claimed that any political act undertaken where
humanitarian principles have been discarded, or seen as peripheral, for the purpose of economic

or geo-political gain could be defined as ethically flawed - illegitimate from a moral perspective.

Perhaps one of the clearest, most comprehensive, definition of terrorism is provided by Paul
Wilkinson®™. Wilkinson divides terrorism into three distinct sub-divisions. His first two divisions,
Revolutionary Terrorism and Sub-Revolutionary Terrorism, encompass the type of activity that is
acknowledged by states as terrorism and widely recognised as terrorism by the general public.
Revolutionary Terrorism refers to ‘systematic tactics of terrorist violence with the objective of
bringing about revolution’. Sub-Revolutionary Terrorism encompasses action taken for ‘political
motives other than revolution or governmental repression’ — aimed at more limited, targeted
goals. The third definition, which less people would recognise as terrorism but is far more
commonly utilised, Wilkinson categorises as Repressive Terrorism. Repressive Terrorism is the
‘systematic use of terrorist acts... for the purpose of suppressing, putting down, quelling or
restraining certain groups, individuals or forms of behaviour deemed to be undesirable by the
oppressor’. An understanding of Revolutionary Terrorism is impossible without an appreciation of
the third definition. It is Repressive Terrorism that provides the singularly most common motive

l14

for revolutionary terrorist activity. Political oppression, as Michael Stohl™ has commented,

‘defines the political arena within which repression and terrorism transpire’.

If it is accepted that most revolutionary terrorism is borne out of repressive terrorist activity, it
is logical to conclude that revolutionary terrorist activity would be reduced or eliminated by the
reduction or elimination of repressive terrorist activity. A state is rarely willing to make such a
concession. As Weber argues, the modern state seeks to maintain a monopoly on the legitimate
exercise of large-scale coercion within its territory"™ and no modern state will concede the
legitimacy of large-scale coercion outside its control. Furthermore, the state will be unwilling to
categorise any coercive methods it utilises as in any way illegitimate, as such an admission
would bring into question its fundamental legitimacy and its right to govern. Hobbes viewed
political violence as attributable to government weakness. A politically repressive environment is
an expression of ideological weakness. A politically repressive state is frequently unwilling to
reform itself through fear of losing power or because a change in policy would be detrimental to
the interests it represents. Internal political violence conducted by a state frequently seeks to

quell legitimate grievances that surface as a result of policy-direction reflecting the interests of a

¥ Wilkinson, Paul: Political Repression (Macmillan, 1974).
¥ Stohl, Michael: The State as Terrorist (Aldwych, 1984).
'> Weber, Max: Sociology of Folitics and Government.
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section of society as opposed to the interests of society as a whole. A state, and the section of
society it represents, will seek (false) justifications for its illegitimate actions, attempting to
disquise the true nature of its actions behind a cloud of misinformation and propaganda. By
limiting rational debate and political dissent, through a reinterpretation of history, events and
information, internal and external support for illegitimate means of contro! against a dissenting
section of society or ethnic group can be achieved.

A states’ determination to dismiss terrorism as an ‘unintelligible, irrational abhoration™® does
not reflect its ideological or moral stance on political violence, but merely refers to political
violence conducted by forces outside of its control. Few states have not utilised forms of terror —
utilising violence, intimidation and coercion through the threat of violence — to achieve their
desired objectives. Ideologically, such actions can be seen as an expression of Nietzsche’s ‘will
to power’ theory — terror being justified as the expediency of the strong. Whilst such a theory
seems incompatible with the modern, liberal-democratic values many states that have utilised
forms of terror claim to represent?, it is a contradiction that is lost, or discarded, in terms of public
scrutiny within such states. It is a contradiction that many Russian observers often view with
scorn and derision, its state and public being under no illusions as to the reasons and motives
behind their political actions — the public being fully supportive of the use of force to further
ethnic-Russian interests. As evidence throughout this analysis will hopefully clarify, Russian
politics is not hindered by western-liberal moral sensitivities concerning concepts of democracy,
justice and human rights — unlike western-liberal states, there is littlte contradiction between what
Russia says and what it does. It is not that the Russian public doesn’t utilise false ideological
constructs to justify political violence — merely that western-liberal democracies, in their desire to

be viewed and view themselves as morally irreprehensible, require more.

A key development within western liberal democracies concerning the internal or external use
of state-sanctioned violence has been its ideological repackaging. In order for a state to ensure
domestic compliance and support for political violence, a moral justification is required to
compliment the material benefits an aggressive foreign policy — or in the case of inter-ethnic
conflict an aggressive domestic policy — hopes to ensure. Western-liberal voters must feel
vindicated in their support of political violence expressed at the ballot box — free, democratic
elections making the public complicit in the policies pursued by their government. Neo-Liberalist
mantras of ‘freedom’ and ‘democracy’ and the belief in the propagation of a ‘just’, universal value
system within which less enlightened societies will find salvation, provides such a justification. It

is revealing that political acts such as the Iraq War, that are in open defiance of International law

'* Berman, Paul: Terror and Liberalism (W.W. Norton, 2003)

Vi Britain in Northern Ireland, France in Algeria, or the United States throughout Central and South America serve as
examples (very few states could be excluded).

16



INTRODUCTION

and have utilised ‘terror’- the indiscriminate slaughter of civilians' and forms of torture*® — does
nothing to alter the voting intention of a public initially opposed to the war, prior to atrocities. The
L abour Government in Britain was re-elected with a sizeable majority following such conduct.
People’s voting intentions centre primarily on domestic policy rather than foreign policy. Self-
interest invariably supersedes moral considerations. There is a high degree of apathy if an
individuals’ private sphere remains unaffected. This acts as a major factor governing the public’s
acceptance of conventional forms of violence administered by the state, and public revulsion
towards unconventional violence administered by non-state actors. There are other forms of
government — such as the nationalist-authoritarian Russian administration — that can overtly
undertake political violence classifiable as ‘state terror’ without any significant opposition. Policies
of ‘state terror’ can retain the full support of the majority of the electorate without a state having to
gamble on whether its policies may be construed by the Russian public as morally questionable.
The unique historical, political, social and economic factors that make this possible in Russia will

be explored throughout the course of this analysis.

The general publics’ largely apathetic reaction to state terror and conventional forms of
violence, provided they are individuals who are not targeted by state-sanctioned political
repression and violence, can be attributable to other factors. Berger and Luckman’s analysis of
the social construction of reality®® could provide further explanation. Berger and Luckman stress
the significance of social order being a totally human product and social reality as a process.
Compliance with social structures is always incomplete because people are continually making
society; thus society produces social beings. Acc:ording!y, the moral meanings ascribed to people
or events are ‘situationally dependant’. If society is to be viewed objectively, it is obvious that the
process of change is characteristic of modern industrial societies. A state seeks to uphold the
status quo - it aims to limit change as it represents the ideological standpoint and elite interests
of those who initially empowered it. The public fail to view its institutions and society in this light
because they cannot comprehend the institutions and moral code they ascribe to as abstract
concepts. Through this process, the state benefits from what Wardlaw?' describes as ‘the inertia

that characterises the normal relationship between authority and citizenry' — value neutrality is

prevented.

The process described by Berger and Luckman has considerable influence in determining

what types of violence may be deemed acceptable, and what forms of violence may be pursued

'® The use of cluster bombs, for instance.

' Abu Ghraib Prison.

2 Berger Peter L./ Luckmann Thomas: The Social Construction of Reality (Penguin, 1971).
2! Wardlaw, Grant: Political Terrorism (University of Cambridge, 1982).

17



INTRODUCTION

with impunity. The process partially determines what forms of political violence the public may
view as legitimate and what may be categorised as illegitimate. It may also partially explain the
manner by which conventional forms of violence administered by the state are accepted, whilst
non-conventional forms of violence administered by non-state actors are often dismissed as
being ‘largely beyond understanding and beyond treatment’®. In wanting to perceive their own
sphere as just and irreprehensible, the public attaches unqualified moral value to the state and
institutions that govern them, irrespective of policy and actions. The public have identified
themselves as being party to such institutions, those institutions as being reflective of their social
being. State actions are perceived to be rational because people consider themselves to be
rational. Political violence committed by non-state actors is consequently bracketed as inherently
irrational and illogical — its destructiveness being beyond the moral boundaries an individual feels

is reflected in the institutions (supposedly reflective of our own moral code) that govern them.

Frequently, when avenues of political discourse to address grievances have been closed by
states unwilling to reform or compromise, a violent struggle emerges. The often limited military
resources which govern the type of action at a non-state actors’ disposal, expressed through
unconventional forms of violence, further enhances an image of irrationality and amorality.
Consequently, debate concerning violent responses to state-sanctioned repression and violence
fails to consider what Hobbes described as the ‘remote causes’, as attention is centred on the act
of violence as opposed to the broader considerations the act encompasses — such as the
motives for the act. Whilst the violence itself may dominate the headlines, the reasons why such
acts are undertaken fail to be significantly addressed. The necessary process of rational dialogue
and compromise that seeks to resolve the conflict is often discarded by a state faced with non-
state violence, in favour of higher levels of political violence and repression.

As a state claims legitimacy through its institutions and practices, its military claim legitimacy
through its role as a servant of the state and its people. Conventional warfare is a largely
accepted form of achieving political objectives and is frequently instigated prior to diplomatic
channels being exhausted. Public support for political violence can be attained if they can be lead
to believe that a genuine threat exists and violence can be tolerated even if the state is
subsequently proven to have waged war or partaken in other forms of political violence on false
pretences. An acceptance of aggressive, military-led policy direction is sufficiently embedded
within society to leave the actions of the state largely unchallenged. Public attention is primarily
focused on issues that constitute a direct threat to their livelihood and security, or the
enhancement of their material wealth, and this will continue to be reflected in their voting
intentions. State accountability, of which electoral accountability is an essential component, does
not extend to foreign policy in any real sense whilst self-interest governs voting intention. Apathy,

coupled with the inertia that characterises state-citizen interaction, ensures a states’ actions will

% Dror, Yehezkel, Professor of Political Science at the Hebrew University, Jerusalem.
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often avoid close scrutiny if the public remains directly unatfected. Non-state actors who resort to
violent means do not confirm to conventional acceptability, as they seek to challenge such

conventions and potentially threaten an individual’s private sphere.

When non-state actors instigate acts of violence against a state, the government, media and
public rarely engage in rational discussion on why such a deed was perpetrated. Analysis is
limited to the act itself, how the perpetrators will be caught and brought to justice, inevitably
leading to debate concerning a toughening of laws for improved security with questionable
connotations for civil liberties. War, unlike such an act, is a function of foreign policy. An
insurgent act of violence will always be lacking a similar institutionalised outlet of so-called
legitimate action. By virtue of being outside conventional institutions, non-state actors ensure that
every violent act, regardless of motive and circumstance, is unlawful. Given the factors | have
suggested contributing to the rational malaise prevalent in out current political climate, ‘unlawful’
becomes synonymous with ‘unjust’. Violent action against a state will always be categorised as

unlawful — whether it is justifiable depends on the state in question.

If individuals are already inclined to grant unqualified legitimacy to the state that governs
them, it becomes clear how such individuals would be predisposed to ideoclogical convictions that
reinforce existing notions of state legitimacy and a continuation of the status quo, disregarding
notions of rationality and factual reasoning that validate or disprove their convictions. It is a
detailed study of the false ideological constructs a state, and the dominant ethnic group it
represents, uses to justify political violence and repression that forms a primary focus for this
analysis. Whilst Northern Ireland and Chechnya possess conflict characteristics — justifications
for repression, violence and forms of counter-violence — that are unique to their respective
regions, there are a number of shared characteristics that are prevalent in both conflicts and are
replicated in other similar conflicts around the world. In order to generate the hatred and levels of
stratification and division that would ‘justify’ political violence towards a politically weaker ethnic
group by a dominant ethnic group, ideological constructs that stress difference and
incompatibility must be deployed. The first such construct discussed within this analysis involves
the influence of ethno-supremacist ideology — perhaps the most significant factor contributing to
justifying inter-ethnic hatred and division amongst ethnic Russians within the Chechen conflict

and of great relevance to stratification and division in Northern lreland.

In both Chechnya and Northern Ireland, forms of state repression were instigated to establish

and maintain political, social and economic advantages for the dominant ethnic groups each
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state sought to represent at the expense of politically marginalised, weaker ethnic groups. Whilst
such advantages provide tangible benefits, a motive, for establishing a system of state
repression, the justifications for conducting forms of political violence against another ethnicity
are often more complex. Many individuals must feel a personal sense of vindication in regards to
the acceptance of state repression and violence towards other ethnicities. Members of a
dominant ethnic group must establish an ideological premise that can legitimise political violence
and remove the moral responsibility to establish and support a system of governance that reflects
principles of equality and human rights. Ethno-Supremacist ideology provides the justification for
both the stratification of society based on ethnicity and political violence. Whilst violence towards
a human being that an individual perceives as his/her equal is likely to evoke feelings of guilt,
violence towards an individual perceived as a lower ethnic entity dehumanises such actions and
lends, albeit in a barbarous sense, absolution for crimes committed against them. A belief in the
ethnic inferiority of Chechens and Irish Catholics within both respective conflicts became a
justification for political repression and discrimination. It should be noted that there is evidence to
suggest that such feelings — in relation to ethnic hatred - were far from universally held within
each respective community. Certainly, as the severity and extent of political violence undertaken
supports, levels of ethnic hatred in Chechnya have always been higher than Northern Ireland has
ever withessed. Some evidence, such as Professor Rose’s study undertaken in the late 1960’s%,
would contradict suggestions that high levels of ethnic hatred were prevalent within each
respective community prior to the outbreak of widespread political violence. Evidence within this
study, however, seems to support the notion that a stratification based on ethnicity, effecting
political and socio-economic status, was significant in both contlicts prior to the outbreak of
widespread political violence. |

As evidence within this study will hopefully clarify, the justification of a repressive political
framework designed to maintain political, social and economic ‘privileges’ for the dominant ethnic
groups (Ulster Protestant and ethnic-Russian) was partially attributable to the notion of ethnic
inferiority. Dominant ethnic groups required a validation for policy decisions that would, within a
rational appraisal of legitimate governance incorporating concepts of human rights and justice,
not otherwise be deemed acceptable. If a system of governance ensured lower standards of
living, poor housing, unemployment and a lack of representation in government - as was the
case for both the Chechens and Irish Catholics in Northern Ireland — ideological constructs
designed to absolve guilt and legitimise policy decisions are necessary for the collective
conscience of the oppressors. If a widely-held belief existed in Northern Ireland that Catholics
were inherently lazy, had poor standards of hygiene and couldn’t be bothered to vote, slum
dwelling was no longer reflective of state policy, Protestant majorities in Catholic areas within

government were explained and Protestants had jobs on account of a superior ‘Protestant work

B Rose, Richard: Governing without Consensus (Faber and Faber 1971)
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ethic’ lacking in their Catholic counterparts. If, as in Russia’s case, Chechens were viewed as
sinister, untrustworthy gangsters or criminals by the dominant ethnic-Russians, similar socio-
economic and political justifications for discrimination could be applied. This justification, based
on a notion of ethnic inferiority, was widespread within the dominant ethnic groups. Evidence of
institutionalised ethno-supremacist ideology and its application within the dominant ethnic groups

will be fully explored within this analysis.

Ethnic discrimination and racist convictions were not confined to ensuring political, social and
economic advantage for dominant ethnic groups. For every individual who recognised ethno-
supremacist ideology as a tool to retain power and the status quo, there are always numerous
others who absorb such doctrine as a genuine conviction. This genuine ethnic hatred led to acts
of violence within both conflicts, for which the motive was entirely detached from socio-economic
considerations. It is hard to assess the ‘genuineness’ of such convictions — violence conducted
for socio-economic gain as opposed to violence purely conducted as a primitive expression of a
primitive ideology — amongst its practitioners. It is natural to assume that a political movement
that utilises ethno-supremacist ideology will have more genuine ideological belief amongst its
followers than its leadership, as they have less to gain from its ascendancy. Evidence may
suggest that ethnic hatred is largely manufactured by a ruling elite, in order to achieve specific
political objectives. The extent that ethnic hatred is engineered within societies to create and
retain political ascendancy for a particular political movement, as well as an assessment of the
‘genuineness’ of ethno-supremacist belief amongst its followers, will be explored throughout the

course of this analysis.

Assessing the authenticity of religious convictions used to justity state repression and
violence towards people of other faiths is equally problematic. Where socio-economic and
political incentives exist, it is hard not to believe there is a high degree of self-deception in both
ethno-supremacist and theocratic dogma that supports repression and violence, that leads an
individual to be convinced of the righteousness of their cause in such circumstances. Whether
expressions of genuine belief or otherwise, ethno-supremacist and theocratic ideology provide

the foundations for ethnic stratification, division and hatred within both conflicts.

The randomness of violent acts committed against an ethnic group deemed to be an ‘enemy”
in both conflicts — that seeks no qualification in terms of guilt beyond membership of a particular
ethnicity — is symptomatic of societies that have accepted and validated the concept of ‘collective
guilt’. It is the widespread acceptance of a stratification of human worth according to ethnicity —

ethno-supremacist ideology — that makes the acceptance of ‘collective quilt’ possible. The
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concept of ‘collective guilt’ achieving popular acceptance within a dominant ethnic group, In turn
allows for the introduction of ‘collective punishment’ against weaker ethnicities who express
political dissent and non-compliance towards an ‘ethnocratic’ system that is weighted against
them. Within an ‘ethnocratic® state — a state that primarily serves the interests of one ethnic
group at the expense of another — it is necessary for the state to impose a system of governance
through repressive means, invariably involving violence, or the threat of violence, directed
against a non-compliant ethnic minority (or in the case of Chechnya, a non-compliant majority) in
order to protect the ‘privileges’-socio-economic and political advantages — sought by the

dominant ethnic group.

Collective punishment can be seen as a form of repressive state terrorism used to quell
political dissent through fear. In Northern Ireland in the 1960’s, prior to the formation of the
Provisional IRA, the Irish Catholic community were repeatedly attacked by Protestant
paramilitaries whose victims were chosen purely on the basis of ethnicity. The purpose of these
attacks was primarily to discourage demands for civil rights through fear of violent reprisals — a
form of repressive terrorism. The levels of violence directed against the Chechen population in
the last two hundred years by ethnic Russians have been higher, in terms of the percentage of
victims within the Chechen population, than that endured by virtually any other ethnic group in
history. Very few ethnic groups could claim to have had a larger proportion of their people
murdered in the 20™ century. In their determination to quell dissent and retain control of
Chechnya, the Russians have twice experimented with genocide in the last sixty years. Stalin
deported the entire Chechen population to work camps in remote areas of the Soviet Union,
resulting in the death of an estimated 40% of the total population®. The genocide undertaken by
the Russian security services that began in the 1990’s has been well documented by
independent sources, such as Human Rights Watch, Memorial and the UN, and its impact will be
assessed throughout this analysis. Clearly, as the Russians would testify to, these are violent
actions justified as collective punishment arising from the notion of ‘collective guilt’. Detailed
analysis of this phenomenon should reveal how such a notion took hold within state mechanisms
and amongst the ethnic-Russian public. The concept of ‘collective guilt’ and its application in

Northern Ireland will also be closely examined.

The perpetuation of false ideological constructs that express racial and theocratic
justifications for political violence and the process by which such dogma became enshrined

within state mechanisms and policy will be fully explored in this study. It is my intention to

2¢ Scherrer, Christian: Structural Prevention of Ethnic Violence (ECOR, 1999). |
% Most independent sources estimate around 40%, some put the figure as high as two thirds of the total population
murdered.
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demonstrate the primacy of such ideas in conflict’s continuation, by the manner in which ethnic
de-stratification and notions of equality are prevented from evolving within inter-ethnic societies,
as a consequence of such irrational notions. In order for a state to maintain this environment of
ethnic hatred and distrust, numerous forms of physical and psychological techniques of control
must be deployed. George Lopez® provides a concise analysis of the numerous techniques that
can be deployed by a repressive state — all of which, it could be claimed, have been utilised in
both Chechnya and Northern Ireland. Methods of information control, law enforcement, economic
coercion and ‘life threatening’ actions are some of the key forms of repressive control Lopez
highlights. ‘Information control’ is a method that must be fully utilised for the perpetuation of false
ideological constructs, such as racial inferiority. When evaluating how individuals have reached
their ideological conclusions, the information they have received — and the information denied to
them — is of critical importance. As Lopez has discussed, the control of information leads to a
process of ‘thought reform’ — where an individuals’ reaction to events and their acceptance of
political doctrine has been engineered to correspond and adhere to a predestined ideological
outlook. In the case of Northern Ireland, ‘thought reform’ was facilitated by a Protestant press that
reported a purely ‘loyalist’ interpretation of news and events, seeking to strengthen sectarian
divide and increase anti-Catholic vitriol”. The British public’s knowledge of the Northern Ireland
Conflict may have also been affected by a degree of information control — their knowledge of IRA
bombings from the newspapers failing to be matched by knowledge relating to Protestant
paramilitary atrocities or civil rights issues. Similar anti-Chechen sentiment dominates Russian
reporting of the conflict and, crucially, in the years preceding conflict the newspapers increasingly
expressed their hatred and distrust of Chechens. Absurdly inaccurate and fictitious reporting of
events in Chechnya® , coupled with the media depiction of Chechens living in Moscow as
‘bandits’ and ‘criminals’, allowed an increasingly skewed depiction of the conflict, and of
Chechens, to form in the minds of ordinary Russians. Both ethnic-Russians and, formally, Ulster
Protestants have lacked independent, unbiased sources of information that may have led to a
greater understanding of the grievances endured by their repressed counterparts. The extent to

which information control influences the progression of both conflicts will be closely examined.

A pre-requisite for any viable multi-ethnic state is the establishment of a political system
based on a fair distribution of power and representation in government between the various
ethnic groups. Both in Chechnya and formally in Northern Ireland, undemocratic electoral

systems were used to disenfranchise ethnic groups who were not aligned to the state. The

% Lopez, George: A Scheme for the Analysis of Government as Terrorist (Aldwych, 1984) p71.

27 The recent ,Proud to be Protestant’ campaign by the Belfast Telegraph does not suggest that such a concept is wholly
applicable to the past.

2 A tamous example being one of Yeltsin's speeches to the nation in 1994. He announced he had called a halt to
bombing and the use of artillery on towns whilst TV crews filmed the opposite in the background. Cited in Robert Seely:
Russo-Chechen Conflict (Cass, 2001), p229.
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Northern Ireland State deployed a practise of ‘gerrymandering’ to elect Protestant politicians in
predominantly Catholic areas — a system that reflected their belief that the Ulster Protestant
majority in Northern Ireland entailed a permanent mandate to rule; a ‘Protestant parliament for a
Protestant state’®. From the Northern Ireland State’s conception, the government considered
itself as representative of purely Protestant political, social and economic interests. Similarly, the
Chechen state has always been ruled in accordance with ethnic-Russian interests. Russia has
never granted Chechnya free, democratic elections® and has always existed, with the exception
of brief interludes of independence prior to devastating Russian military campaigns and purges,
under a totalitarian system of governance. An absence of democracy and representation in
government has always been a major catalyst for violent struggle. The extent to which the
aggrieved ethnic groups (Chechen and Irish Catholic) were disenfranchised and the effects of
such policy requires close scrutiny — whether political reform could be achieved through peaceful

means in either circumstances is highly debatable.

It is the states’ reaction to legitimate demands for political reform that the legitimacy of
counter-violence against the state must be judged. Few people would fail to sympathise with the
actions of the ANC in South Africa during Apartheid; a movement that utilised political violence in
the face of an uncompromising and wholly illegitimate ruling power. When it was suggested in the
South African Parliament during the 1960’s, that the South African government should tighten its
levels of state repression in defence of Apartheid, it was Northern Ireland’s model of enforcement
- in_corporating the Special Powers Act — that was suggested for consideration. Vorster, the
South African Minister for Justice, commented that he ‘would be willing to exchange all the
legislation of that sort for one clause of the Northern Ireland Special Powers Act™'. This quote is
extremely revealing about the repressive nature of the Northern lreland State, particularly the
manner by which compliance with an ‘ethnocratic’ regime was achieved through force. The
severity of punishments for political dissent in Chechnya, as evidence will clarify, remains
virtually unmatched in its ferocity. In many ways, it could be said that the Chechen people and
the Irish Catholic community in Northern Ireland were faced with a similar choice to South
Africa’s black population - to fight or permanently concede their democratic rights. Detailed
analysis will attempt to establish whether peaceful avenues to political reform had been
exhausted within their respective political environments, prior to the emergence of non-state

violence. The existence of a state as a legal entity does not legitimise the state or its policy —

2 | ord Craigavon, 1934

» Free, democratic elections were achieved during Chechnya's brief period of independence following the Chechen
victory in the First Chechen War.

3 Cited in An Phoblacht, 10 April, 1997. The clauses within the Special Powers Act are discussed in chapter three of this
study.
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concepts of legality and justice are not inter-changeable. A states’ legitimacy must be assessed
according to its concept of justice.

Whilst political repression in Chechnya has been more severe, both conflicts display similar
characteristics in terms of the forms of repression utilised and the manner in which political
repression is justified by the states in question. Whilst factors do exist that could be described as
unique to one particular inter-ethnic conflict, even these more ‘localised’ factors contain global
parallels when understood within their wider context. By comparing two seemingly disparate
inter-ethnic conflicts, the similarities in terms of the justifications for political violence amongst
dominent ethnic groups and non-state counter-violence as a response 1o political repression and
violence can be evaluated with more clarity. By assessing the comparisons between these two
conilicts, the smokescreen of localised ‘issues’ is removed and the broader implications of
political action can be gauged. The justification for many Ulster Protestants for the political
repression of Catholics is expressed within the culture of Orangism. If South African ministers
aimed to replicate this system of governance to maintain Apartheid, political repression justified
within the culture of Orangism is removed from its localised ideological justification and seen
more clearly for what it is — not truthfully an expression of religious preservation and protection,
for instance, but a dominant ethnic group utilising state power to maintain illegitimate governance
by coercive means. By comparing two inter-ethnic conflicts that may be perceived to be very
different, a broader understanding of key elements relating to inter-ethnic contlict — forms of
political repression and their implementation, the reaction of non state-aligned ethnic groups,
political violence and counter-violence etc... — can be gleaned and expressed within a broader
context. A factor often mentioned by academics and concerned NGO'’s, as a key contributor to
ongoing conflict in Chechnya is the profit that can be extracted from forms of criminality within the
Russian authorities and its military from the wars’ continuation. The Russian authorities have
created an industry of profiteering from the conflict; be it extortion, kidnapping, black market
business deals within the oil and gas industry, military promotions and arms deals®. Criminality
and profiteering from conflict within Northern Ireland — Protestant paramilitary control of the illicit
drugs industry within their communities, for instance — suggests that criminality and profiteering
may be a conflict contributor that is replicated in inter-ethnic conflicts globally. Inter-ethnic contlict
comparisons reveal replicated patterns of behaviour that analysis of one conflict could not

divulge.

In Northern Ireland, the culture of Orangism provided the ideological justifications behind the
Northern Ireland State — it has often been referred to as ‘The Orange State’. As my analysis

hopes to demonstrate, the influence of Orangism was a major factor for the continued popular

2 These are all common practices that have been confirmed by numerous independent and Russian/Chechen military
sources. Chechnya: The Forgotten War, Amnesty International Panel Discussion (2003), provides some revealing quotes
from Russian officers in this regard. Such practices will be discussed later in this study.
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support relating to ethnic discrimination and political repression within Northern lreland amongst
the dominant ethnic group. Orangism is, of course, unique to the region and could be construed
as a variable contributing to conflict with no global equivalent. Alternatively, it could be seen as
an expression of ethno-supremacist ideology influenced by theocratic doctrine, similar to the
prevailing dominant ideology within Russia and replicated in other inter-ethnic conflicts
throughout the world. Orangism in Northern Ireland and Russia’s brand of ethno-Nationalism are
both ideological constructs that are initiated by a state that seeks to maintain a level ot political
repression that would, in the absence of such constructs, be considered morally unacceptable
and illegitimate. Popular support for irrational dogma that is perceived to ‘justify’ repressive policy
within a state is an essential feature of any repressive state, as political repression is the

antithesis of rational political action.

Politically repressive policies can be described as irrational and fundamentally flawed, as any
state that pursues such policies against its own people has instigated a policy direction that
cannot be rationally validated. The protection of civil liberties, for instance — arguably the primary
ideological principle of any civilised society — cannot be achieved by the removal of civil liberties.
If a government aims to criminalise all forms of political dissent — the right of peaceful protest,
free speech, freedom of movement, the ending of ‘habeas corpus’ etc... — it has rejected rational
governance, as political opponents of such a regime have only political violence left as a tool to
influence the state. Any state that demands a violent response from its aggrieved inhabitants
instead of peaceful protest and open discussion is inherently irrational. States that utilise
repressive means require the deployment of false ideological constructs (that incorporate

irrational beliefs) to justify policies that would be deemed unacceptable under rational political

debate and scrutiny.

Political leaders of ‘ethnocratic’ regimes require the use of political violence and repression in
order to maintain power. Such leaders are aware that the ideological flaws on which their state
was built would become exposed within a fully democratic society possessing peaceful channels
for political reform. It could be claimed on this basis that for leaders of repressive regimes it is
quite logical, a rational position, to maintain politically repressive policies, as the alternative is to
relinquish their power. If a regimes’ popular support is based on ethno-supremacist ideology or
theocratic principles, to discard such notions, as adhering to the principles of equality and justice
demands, would entail a transferral of power either to the forces of democracy or to a new
leadership who is willing to maintain the ‘ethnocracy’. This argument, claiming the primacy of
personal ambition over peaceful ethnic co-existence as representative of rational action, is a

further ‘form of idiocy’. Egomaniacs willing to sacrifice lives for an ideological position that is
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demonstratively flawed to fulfil their desire for power should never be bracketed as rational
human beings. Consequently, political opportunism — a major feature of both inter-ethnic contiicts
— must be viewed as another expression of irrationality contributing to protracted conflict, if such
actions result in needless political violence. The personal ambitions and political opportunism of
political leaders within both conflicts will be evaluated in later chapters of this analysis.

State responses to terrorist activity have led to an upsurge in recent years of increasingly
authoritarian policy-making. The modern state has used the threat of terrorism to expand its
powers and pursue aggressive foreign policy. Increased levels of state repression can be found
in far-reaching ‘anti-terrorist’ legislation throughout the world. In the case of the UK and the US,
this has included detention without trial, the possible criminalisation of peaceful activity such as
demonstrations and terrorist-related journalism, harsher conditions of detention (including
denying access to lawyers), extradition without human rights guarantees (including extradition to
countries with the death penalty), tougher asylum laws, increased powers for the security forces,
broader powers of surveillance and powers to demand information, serious human rights
violations and the instigation of illegal wars. In Russia, impunity has been granted to the brutal
actions of the security forces in Chechnya. Like many other countries, Russia provides a clear
example of what Valpy Fitzgerald® refers to as an ‘undemocratic government exploiting the tide

of international anti-terrorism in order to neutralise a popular opposition movement'.

The international community has been largely apathetic to the political repression and
genocide suffered by the Chechen people and attributable to the Russian security forces. This,
as evidence should clarify, is partially as a consequence of Russia successfully convincing many
within the international community that the conflict is between the Russian State and a handtul of
Wahhabi terrorists. An ‘anti-terrorist operation’ as opposed to a conflict borne out of a desire to
end centuries of human rights abuses and autocratic, neo-colonial Russian rule by achieving
Chechen self-determination — as desired by the vast majority of Chechens. Russia has always
advocated the use of force to achieve political objectives that advance the interests of ethnic
Russians, consistently rejecting meaningful dialogue and repeatedly failing to honour peace
agreements. Within such an environment, it is unsurprising that counter-violence is used in
response to state violence in the absence of peaceful political channels for reform. Public
ignorance and apathy of political events outside their personal sphere grants a state considerable
freedom to express the conflict in a manner that is advantageous to them. Whilst it would be
highly unlikely any world leader exists whose ignorance leads him to believe the Russian ‘anti-
terrorist operations’ explanation of events, they will recognise the advantages of backing the
Russian position, regardless. Within a climate of global fear relating to terrorism and given the

limitations of public understanding on such issues, widespread public acceptance of ‘anti-terror

3 Fitzgerald, Valpy: Globalisation, Violent Conflict and Self-Determination (Palgrave, 2006), p13.
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campaigns’ and related legislation is not hard to achieve — there would be virtually no public
backlash or condemnation by supporting Russian policy. This fulfils a states’ desire for non-
involvement in conflicts that serve no financial purpose, whilst enabling the state in question to
profit from the ‘global terror’ threat by strengthening their own "anti-terror’ agendas. Global apathy
towards the plight of the Chechen people provides further evidence that it is not the death of
innocents that triggers widespread anger and revulsion amongst the citizens of the western
world; it is only the death of civilians by unconventional forms of violence, administered by non-
state actors, which commands widespread condemnation and hysteria. International inaction and
a lack of external pressure in forcing Russia to seek a just resolution to the conflict in Chechnya
conforms in many ways to Rajesh Venugopal’'s description of an ‘orphaned conflict®, an
argument that claims ‘conflicts break out and persist when there is a lack of appropriate
international political or military involvement due to indifference or ignorance’. International non-
involvement or tacit support for both repressive regimes as a contributor to conflict will be

evaluated in later chapters.

There is no doubt that public acceptance of what could be construed as irrational policy
decisions that justify political repression, is facilitated by perpetuating public fear. Globally, ‘Anti-
Terror’ laws have been introduced, with many more planned, that limit the right to peaceful
protest, free speech and freedom of movement. This shift towards a more authoritarian style of
governance threatens to partially, in some countries totally, criminalise all forms of political
dissent. In order to achieve public acceptance of increasingly authoritarian governance that
compromises judicial process and civil liberties, it is necessary to hype the ‘“terrorist threat’ out of
all proportion to its capabilities and intentions. The publics’ perception of the dangers of terrorism
has been artificially heightened by the process described by Lopez as ‘thought reform’ achieved
through ‘information control’. Actual terrorist attacks in recent years have been considerably
outnumbered by appropriately named ‘scares’. In the UK alone, plots to unleash deadly poisons,
a plot to blow up Manchester United’s football stadium, tanks at Heathrow Airport in response to
an imminent airborne attack, all proved completely unfounded. A steady stream of such ‘scares’
ensures the publics’ perception of the threat of terrorism is much higher than it would otherwise
be. In this manner, public fear is of critical importance for public acceptance of state policy. The
state relies heavily on the public’s fear of violence to introduce a more authoritarian direction.
Fear replaces rational debate and public scrutiny of state policy, serving as a useful facilitator to
the ‘prevalence of political illusion’ discussed earlier. The propagation and perpetuation of fear
amongst the dominant ethnic groups of Chechnya and Northern lreland was equally instrumental

in allowing repressive policies to be pursued unhindered. Its impact will be evaluated within this

M Venugopal, Rajesh: ‘Self-Determination in the Global Context’, a chapter from FitzGerald, Valpy/ Stewart, Frances/
Venugopal, Rajesh (eds.): Globalisation, Violent Conflict and Self-Determination (Palgrave, 2006), p97.
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analysis. There is often a significant difference between how political events are perceived by the
public and the political reality, a gap in understanding that is in many ways created and exploited

by a ruling elite.

This gap in public understanding is particularly pronounced in relation to terrorist acts. What
constitutes a terrorist act and who can be labelled ‘terrorist’ provides a clear example of state
exploitation of terminology in creating a slanted public understanding that is beneficial to their
policy direction. Raymond Aron has noted that an act of violence is labelled “terrorist’ when ‘its
psychological effects are out of proportion to its purely physical result®. Whilst terrorist acts often
conform to this definition, such a notion excludes the vast majority of terrorism’s practitioners.
This common misconception, that a terrorist act must have a disproportionate visual capacity to
shock, prevents a wider recognition of the use of terror and an understanding of how frequently it
is deployed by state elements. By associating terrorism solely with acts that have greater visual
impact, forms of terror committed by non-state actors whose limited resources ensure more
unorthodox and consequently more shocking acts, terrorism committed by the state is rarely
categorised as such. By suggesting that an act must be an unorthodox, non-state form of
violence with the visual impact ‘9-11’ or ‘Beslan’ to be classifiable as terrorist, terrorist atrocities
committed by the state are excluded from the definition and avoid condemnation. The death of
civilians can, for example, be excused as ‘collateral damage’ within a ‘military engagement’. As
the media fails to correctly classify acts of terror committed by a state, whose levels of
destruction may exceed the physical results of the aforementioned acts but successfully
bypasses this new definition of terror through its limited psychological impact, the state avoids

public criticism and scrutiny of its behaviour.

These factors, serving to reinvent what constitutes terrorism in the public psyche, reinforces
the supposed moral polarisation between established regimes and those seeking to overthrow or
reform them. An act of violence cannot be defined, in terms of its legitimacy, by its psychological
impact. Yet it is the psychological impact, aided by the manner in which such conflicts are
presented by a government within the media, that inflates violent action by non-state actors
above state-sanctioned terror, in terms of public scrutiny. In truth, it is often more a reflection of a
limited military capability that results in unorthodox forms of violence by non-state actors — more
a polarisation of resources than morality. The methods of violence deployed by a state or non-
state actors are defined by their financial, and consequent military, capabilities, as well as their
objectives. If a political group, or state, has the capacity to field a conventional military force

capable of achieving their political objective, they will use it. If, as in Vietnam, an insurgent force

3 Aron, Raymond (1966)
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may lose by utilising conventional military tactics, it may deploy a guerrilla war. If, as in the case
of the IRA in Northern Ireland, an insurgent force has a limited capacity for a guerrilla war, they
may deploy increasingly unconventional forms of violence to achieve political objectives. As the
Chechens capacity for fighting a large-scale guerrilla war decreased, their willingness to consider

increasingly unconventional violent tactics increased.

Public understanding towards unconventional forms of violence is limited within societies that
have experienced high levels of personal security, relative peace and limited change. Unorthodox
forms of violence become, in the public’s mind, a greater evil than any resulting deaths
attributable to orthodox, military-led state-sanctioned violence; its ‘extraordinary’ nature is a
challenge to what could ever be accepted as legitimate within their own socio-political
experience. International understanding of particular conflicts is otten restricted by a failure to
understand how unconventional political actions can arise as a consequence of an entirely
different socio-political environment. For a community that has suffered state-sanctioned violence
and repression for generations, unorthodox methods of counter-violence may seem to be the
only alternative to permanently conceding basic human rights. It is unsurprising that so many
individuals dismiss all non-state violence as ‘inexplicable’ and ‘immoral’ it they have failed to
consider the socio-political circumstances that prompted the act. The primacy of self-interest in
western societies is also a factor related to a lack of understanding of non-state violence, as
egocentric behaviour reduces empathy for others. Low levels of empathy for ethnic groups
experiencing violent repression, coupled with insufficient historical and political understanding of
the conflict in question, will always result in public condemnation of non-state violence. Value
neutrality is further sacrificed whilst a state’s actions remain unaccountable by virtue of their
conventional form. The ability for a state to conduct violent repression against an ethnic group is

greatly assisted by public ignorance and apathy, both internally and externally.

Much of what has been discussed relates to public perceptions of political violence and how
this influences the actions of a state. Public perception of political violence conducted by a state
is greatly influenced by prevailing ideological beliefs and the numerous psychological and
physical means of control a state has at its disposal. A key element of this analysis involves
investigation into how inter-ethnic conflicts triggered by repressive terrorism — leading to political
dissent and counter-violence by an aggrieved ethnic group — can be ideologically repackaged to
ensure blame for resulting conflict can lie, within the minds of the oppressors, solely within the
aggrieved ethnic group. Examining how a repressive state avoids public condemnation and

achieves active support for the use of political violence in pursuit of illegitimate power structures
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through ‘the prevalence of political illusion’ is essentially a study of how inter-ethnic conflict can

develop and escalate under the influence of irrational and inherently violent ideology.
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CHAPTER 2
THE INFLUENCE OF ETHNO-SUPREMACIST IDEOLOGY
WITHIN CHECHNYA AND NORTHERN IRELAND

Historical ethnic persecution, discrimination and hatred have played a pivotal role in defining
the modern day conflicts within Chechnya and Northern Ireland. Both conflicts have been born
out of politics of division and segregation, their respective state powers having sought justification
for repression through projecting a continued belief in the racial superiority of the dominant ethnic
groups, within their respective communities. It is essential to consider the historical persecution
and institutionalised ethnic distinctions, through which both Russia and the UK sought advantage
for one community through the suppression of another, in order to attain an understanding of why
discriminatory state structures evolved, and in Russia’s case remain, in a contemporary context.
Ethno-supremacist ideology played a primary role in achieving public acceptance, within the
dominant communities, of repressive and discriminatory state policies towards the aggrieved
ethnic communities within both conflicts. Ethnic hatred and distrust provided a major barrier to
reform and power-sharing compromise that would have prevented political violence. Popular
support for achieving ethno-supremacist objectives through conflict was established. The states

in question exploited and perpetuated existing ethnic prejudices in order to achieve their socio-

economic and political ambitions.

A pre-requisite for establishing discriminatory policy based on an unjust and morally
indefensible ideology is to limit rational debate. By using false constructs such as racism to justify
institutionalised ethnic distinctions, this can be achieved. The unassailable orthodoxies of religion
can also be used to circumvent possibilities of inter-ethnic, non-sectarian political co-operation,
which rational debate may realise. Issues of religion and ethnicity within politics stress difference;
politics that Gafiken* has described as ‘poverty focussed” — political parties being representative
of economic issues affecting the whole of society on a non-sectarian basis — becomes
marginalised by the public’s emotional responses 10 ethnic and religious adherence.

Institutionalised ethnic distinctions and the perpetuation of fear and segregation through racism

and religion are evident within both Chechen and Irish conflicts. The illusion of an immanent
threat was created, and manifested itself in a fear that is partially attributable to racist notions of

supremacy reflected in the state’s political institutions, and partially as a consequence of racist

U —
3 Gafiken, Frank (Irish News Archive).
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assumptions regarding the perceived immorality of their suppressed counterparts. Racist
ideology played a key role in achieving public acceptance, and militant support within the
respective dominant groups, of repressive state policies.

The entrenched separation of communities in Chechnya and Northern lIreland, and the
subsequent exclusion of particular ethnic groups from any meaningful role within their respective
governments, was assisted by the utilisation of racist ideology. By playing on existing fears and
distrust, the most powerful elements within the dominant ethnic groups established states based
on principles of segregation and political exclusion. Perceptions of ethno-supremacy provided a
barrier to political co-operation between ethnic groups and contributed to the continuation of
sectarian politics. Establishing and maintaining high levels of distrust and fear between the
respective ethnic groups was, and remains, essential to ruling political elites whose popularity
and power rests on politics of division. Crucially, the existence of ‘Loyalists’ in the north of Ireland
and ethnic Russians within Chechnya is reflective of the Imperialist ambitions of Russia and the
UK. Their existence as state entities borne out of Imperialism, itself a philosophy based on beliefs
of racial supremacy and enforced through the oppression of indigenous inhabitants, defined their
political development and provided a highly dubious justification for institutionalised ethnic

distinctions and inequality within the mechanisms of state.

Northern Ireland and Chechnya demonstrate the extent to which state repression can act as
the primary catalyst for political violence and revolutionary terrorist activity. Repressive Terrorist
activity seeks to ‘suppress, put down...or restrain certain groups...deemed undesirable by an
oppressor®’. In Chechnya this involves the suppression of Chechens for the advancement of
ethnic Russians and Russian economic interests. In Northern lreland, this involved the
suppression of the Catholic community for the advancement of Ulster Protestants. A state
possesses, of course, multiple mechanisms of power and has the ability to influence every facet
of society — socio-economic, political and judicial measures can be taken which can either limit or

enhance opportunities for a section of the populace, according to the states’ desires.

A state's ability to undertake a politically repressive policy direction derives from its level of
control and its coercive abilities. The state has instantly recognisable coercive abilities in the form
of its army, police force and its legal apparatus, all of which will be analysed at length to discover
the legitimacy of its methods and structure. A state’s coercive abilities are by no means limited to
its formal institutions. There are numerous, less transparent, coercive mechanisms detectable in
both Chechnya and Northern Ireland that the state deploys to achieve its aims and retain power.

The deployment of paramilitary forces serves as a useful example. Whilst functioning as a

U
37 Wilkinson: cited in Political Repression (Macmillan, 1974).
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physical coercive entity it also acts as a psychologically coercive element — a less transparent,
but equally effective form of control. The effectiveness of psychologically coercive elements in
both Chechnya and Northern Ireland, expressed as support for state policy within the dominant
groups, relied heavily on the dominant communities beliet that the oppressed groups sought to
harm them — these were fears that were exploited from existing racism and supremacist ideology,
perpetuated by the state. Paramilitaries can employ both psychological and physical forms of

coercion to enforce the ideological position of the state.

Paramilitaries can be defined as ‘of, relating to, or being a group of civilians organised in a
military fashion, especially to operate in place or assist regular army troops™®. Paramilitaries were
present in both Chechnya and Northern Ireland prior to their most recent resumption of hostilities.
Paramilitaries are a militant expression of ideological support from a section of the civilian
population, willing to defend, or oppose, the state through violence. Within ethnic groups aligned
to the state, it is reflective of a radically politicised element who are etfectively organised to
enforce or uphold the status quo, at any cost. Its civilian nature, being a military presence within
the community and independent from the regular armed forces, suggests the public is
empowered to take any steps necessary to answer a specific and immanent threat to the state
and its people; an existing threat which is real and immediate, accounting for the group’s
formation. It could be said that its existence promotes further violent action independent of the
state, a precedent that encourages the formation of other paramilitary forces to ‘defend’ the
dominant group. lts very presence, regardless of its level of activity and the frequency of its
deployrr;ent, is reflective of a society at war or preparing for conflict. lts presence confirms the
publics’ fear of possible conflict and heightens those fears. The existence of a paramilitary force
succeeds in transforming the publics’ perception of the supposed threat into a tangible reality.
The fear expresses itself as distrust, resulting in an increasingly stratified and violent society. The

Unionist mantra of ‘no surrender’ in Northern Ireland is reflective of the concept of perpetual

conflict.

Even a prolonged period of relative peace would not dislodge the perceived permanency of

l39

the threat if, for instance, your neighbour in Northern Ireland was a B-Special®, Paramilitaries act

as one of many elements of coercion that can be deployed by a state, or In the interests of a

state, that serve to increase the public’s fear of an imminent threat; this, in turn, allows the state

M

38 Oxford Dictionary definition
3 The BBC reported on the disbanding of the B-Specials on October 10th, 1969. it cited that the main reason for its

disbandment was that it was * auxiliary force viewed by many as a Protestant army’. R was used, sometimes brutally, to
suppress the numerous Catholic civil nghts marches of the 1950’s and 1960's. The article was obtained from the BBC

online archive,
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to pursue politically repressive policies to ‘counter’ that threat, having increased and radicalised
public support for such policy within the dominant group. Other forms of psychological coercion
involve the manipulation of news and media sources, the glorification of past historical conflicts
against the other ethnic group to reinforce its enemy status, or misinformation regarding the
collective character and values of the ethnic ‘enemy’, all serve to add a sense of permanency to
the division that exists. The political stranglehold of Loyalism in Northern Ireland within the Ulster
Protestant community relies on the continuation of sectarian politics — politics of division and
perpetual conflict. The stronger the Protestant communities’ conviction that conflict was
immanent and unavoidable, the more radical Loyalism became. In this sense, paramilitaries can
act as both a force created to assist the state in a physically coercive fashion, and as a means to
influence and increase ideological support for repressive state measures against a section of the
population. The need to ‘defend’ the Protestant state and culture from an ‘enemy within’ that was,
and would always be, intent on its destruction and a determined approach to retaining the status
quo from which any form of compromise would be deemed ‘traitorous™ were principles

enshrined within ‘Orangism’. Orangism ensured the permanency of division that Unionism

required.

The Cameron Report, produced by a commission appointed by the Northern Ireland
Government on the insistence of the UK, provides an insight into the political, economic and
social causes leading to the outbreak of violence within Northern Ireland. Of the seven key issues

highlighted, one directly relates to the significance of a paramilitary presence in the community:

V) Resentment (amongst Catholics) as to the existence of the B-Specials. A partisan and

paramilitary force recruited exclusively from Protestants.

It could be suggested that whilst resentment of physical coercion and a violent response to
peaceful demonstration did much to radicalise the Catholic community, the effects of a
Paramilitary force within the Protestant community was equally significant. The B-Specials could
be seen as a form of psychological coercion by the state to radicalise the Protestant community,
by confirming the Protestants’ worst fears of imminent conflict and retribution. The Cameron
Report, in part seven of its conclusion, seems to confirm such fears, but neglects to associate

their fears of losing power with more extreme sentiment — a threat to their existence,

VIIl) Fear and apprehensions amongst Protestants of a threat to Unionist domination and

control of government by increase of Catholic population and powers.

_#._____-_.-—-_!#
0 Traitor was an accusation levelled at any Unionist who was in favour of even limited reform. O'Neill, a ‘moderniser’
and leader of the Unionists in the 1960's was called a traitor for visiting a Catholic school and talking to a priest. The

Unionist split of the 1960's will be discussed later in this analysis.
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Orangism was not a culture that addressed Protestant supremacy from a purely economic
basis. Orangism associated the continuation of Protestant supremacy as necessary for their
survival as an ethnic entity. The magnitude of their fears, however misconceived, that such a
belief realises, partially accounts for the radicalism within the community in terms of the violence
it was willing to accept towards the Catholic community instigated by the state, and the violence a

section of the Protestant community were willing to actively participate in.

The level of control a state maintains is partially attributable to how a policy is received
amongst its people. As mentioned in reference to paramilitaries, this reaction can be engineered
to an extent, especially in an environment of limited rational political debate. Regardless of the
physical levels of coercion at a states’ disposal, the state must be reflective of ideological
principles that a section of the public are sympathetic to. Without popular support from any
section of the electorate, a state would have a limited capacity to survive, being reliant solely on
force. Assisted by this heightened sense of fear and distrust, the Ulster Protestant community in
Northern Ireland fully supported the establishment of a state that suppressed the Irish Catholic
community for its own advancement, but the suppression was deemed essential for their
protection and security. The majority of ethnic Russians have been equally supportive of the
suppression of the Chechen people, both within Chechnya and within the Russian Federation as
a whole. Their complicity and support of state repression was repeatedly expressed at the ballot
box". Ethnic Russians perceive economic advancement as sufficient reason in itself for
repressive means, but whilst the threat to ethnic Russians outside of Chechnya from Chechens
was minimal, the need for protection and security for ethnic Russians in Chechnya was very real.

Socio-economic and political discrimination cannot be practised without the political radicalisation

of its victims.

Due to moral sensitivities and matters of conscience, economic advantage would have been
singularly insufficient to provide a basis for justification of discriminatory policy for many Ulster
Protestants. Working on the assumption that any form of discriminatory policy is fundamentally
flawed and unjust, any ideological justification for discrimination can be discredited and
dismissed as false. Discriminatory policy consequently requires, for those who wish to feel
morally vindicated, a false ideological construct in order to satisty the moral implications of its
introduction. Orangism provided such a justification. Orangism created the illusion that power
sharing would not simply mean an end to ‘protestant privilege’ but would actually be tantamount

to the annihilation of their race and culture within the province. Orangism involved the belief that

e
41 Yeltsin was elected on the basis of a promised hard-line stance towards the Chechen people. There were
demonstrations throughout the Russian Federation prior to the election calling for the expulsion of Chechens living in

Russia.
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the movement was fighting to prevent the cultural extinction of Protestantism in Ulster that a
united Ireland, ‘ruled by Rome’, would precipitate. Such fears of Protestant annihilation in Ulster
might have been comprehensible in a 16™ or 17" century context; the rational basis for such
fears within a modern day context is hard to envisage. Yet the protection of the Protestant faith

(from the Catholic Church) remains the principle reason for the Orange Order’s continued

existence.

Orangism claims to exist ‘to ensure that civil and religious liberty is maintained in Ulster’ and
that ‘Christian faith, reformed and Protestant, will be preached and taught here', What seems
most apparent from such statements is the massive disparity between the redundant, historical
fears the organisation expresses, and the modern reality; there is no threat to Protestantism
within Ulster. As David Pion-Berlin stated in his study of counter-insurgency in Argentina,
‘growing disparities between old doctrines and modern realities makes it more likely that
misperception will occur™®. The fact that the culture and principles of Orangism became
increasingly incomprehensible to those outside of the community did nothing to diminish its
fervour. Such widespread international criticism throughout the 1960’s, with an increasingly
active civil rights movement within Catholic areas, only served to radicalise the Loyalist
movement as the community, whose perceptions were firmly embedded within Orange doctrine,
associated all reformist forces as a threat to their existence. The perceived threat, through
Orangism, had become firmly entrenched and immovable. It was impossible, after forty-five years
of Orangism, for the Protestant community to understand the legitimate grievances of the Civil
Rights Movement in the 1960’s, or acknowledge that the perceived threat, cultural annihilation,
did not exist — its perceptions had become embedded within doctrine. For Protestants to question
such fundamental principles would be to challenge their own collective morality and accept, as

Sarah Nelson expresses, that their ‘definitions of themselves'™ were based on a false ideological

construct.

Within the Protestant community, calls for a ‘Reformist’ approach that sought a more
moderate, conciliatory line towards the Catholic community radicalised the Loyalist community
still further’s. A ‘reformist’ conciliatory line by Yeltsin towards the Chechens prior to the outbreak
of the First Chechen War would undoubtedly have cost him the Russian election, as the election

coincided with a surge in Russian Nationalism. Politics based on reform and greater levels of

e
2 The Orange Order's Official Mission Statement, explaining why the organisation exists, 2005.

43 pion-Berlin, p140. o
a4 Nelson, Sarah: Ulster’s Uncertain Defenders (Syracus University Press, 1987), p79.
45 'Neill in the 1960's led a moderate Reformist movement within Unionism that led to his defeat — a reformist stance,

however moderate, being rejected by the majonty of Protestants within Northern Ireland.
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assimilation and compromise cannot effectively co-exist with ‘identity’ politics — politics based
primarily on ethnic identity and the advancement of a particular ethnic group. Any attempt to
reform within societies in which ‘identity based’ politics is of primary significance, questions
immovable, and consequently irrational, convictions. | have used the term ‘irrational’ on the basis
that anyone with peaceful intentions could be considered rational, whilst anyone who would
willingly draw themselves into avoidable conflict and violence is not. Furthermore, anyone who
dogmatically holds on to ideological convictions despite evidence that would invalidate their
stance could also be deemed irrational. Many people seemingly disagree with such a definition. It
could be said, for instance, that to cling to irrational ideas that secure economic advancement
has a form of logic. If this economic advancement results in the unnecessary suffering and
repression of others, it is a form of tyranny and incompatible with enlightened political values - if
not irrationality, therefore, certainly an example of short-termist idiocy, as it guarantees violent
reprisals. Whenever Ethno-Supremacist ideology is utilised, its adherents consistently seek out a
conflict-orientated position, utilising ‘evidence’ that would be quickly disproved under rational
debate. If such a position remains largely unchallenged politically, there will be an increasing

propensity towards aggression and violence in the absence of rational dialogue.

It was possible for the Orange State to make the Ulster Protestant Community compliant and
supportive of concepts such as Protestant supremacy and repressive measures to ensure its
continuation. It was not possible for the state to moderate and control the levels of distrust and
fear felt towards the Catholic community, once such beliefs were so firmly entrenched within their
perception of reality. Having established a state on such principles, it is unsurprising that
elements of the Protestant community engaged In violent or repressive actions that were
independent of the state, such as attacking civil rights marches or taking part in the random
murder of Catholics that began, in its modern incarnation, in 1966. It is equally unsurprising that
such elements, whether independent or operating as a part of state apparatus, were ‘immune
from effective prosecution'. The state’s defining principles encouraged the formation of non-
state factions, or elements within the state, prepared to ‘defend’ the Protestant community
through violence and repression. To prosecute such actions or to ban organisations, such as
Vanguard, who preached hatred but effectively reflected the founding principles of the state,
would either lead to the eventual abandonment of the Unionist state for an ultra-Unionist
alternative, or lead to an acknowledgement of the state’s founding principles being fundamentally

flawed within the dominant community. Both possibilities would lead to a discontinuation of the

ruling elites’ control.

e —
s pMurray, Raymond: State Violence in Northern Ireland 1969 ~1987, (Mercier Press, 1998).
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The conflicts within Northern Ireland and Chechnya must be considered within their
‘Imperialist’ context. The British presence in Northern Ireland can be attributable to actions of a
colonial power, asserting its strategic and economic interests within its sphere of influence,
through the introduction of Protestant settlers who were, and are, ‘loyal to the crown’. The
ascendancy of the Protestants in Ulster was achieved through the confiscation of Irish land; a
source of bitter conflict which persists today. Protestants sought to protect their privileged
position attained in the 17™ and 18" centuries through their continued allegiance to the UK. Like
many Imperial conquests, public acceptance of Imperialist policy in both dominant communities,
ethnic Russians and the Protestant community within Northern lreland, was achieved through

fostering a belief in the racial inferiority of the sub-ordinate ethnic communities.

The ethnic Russians in Chechnya, and within the Russian Federation, have a similar
misconception of their ethnic superiority, creating a barrier to cross-community cooperation and
reform. To compromise to a supposedly inferior ethnic group would be deemed iliogical and, by
‘Imperialist’ thinking, fail to account for the right of more powerful nations to rule their weaker
counterparts. Yeltsin’s decision to go to war in 1994 was, according to Robert Seely", partially

attributable to ‘an historic mistrust of and contempt for the Chechens on the part of the Russian

State’. Presidential directive No.940, issued by Yeltsin in September 1995, makes a clear
indication of Russia's continued Imperialist doctrine through his determination to ‘create a
Russian sphere of influence in the former USSR’. As | have mentioned in regards to Yeltsin’s
election and epitomised by the Anti-Chechen demonstrations demanding a repatriation of
Chechens across the Russian Federation®, these are feelings deeply embedded in Russian
culture. The ‘contempt’ felt by Russians towards Chechens is an expression of their supposed
ethnic superiority, originating from their Imperialist, and later Soviet, past. Their ‘mistrust’
suggests that Russians believe the Chechens, as a race, possess innately sinister characteristics
and a natural propensity towards treachery. Ethno-supremacist and racist ideology consequently
play a major role in the perpetuation of conflict in Chechnya, as in Northern Ireland, through its
role as a justification of repressive state activity, and the perceived right’ to maintain control over

weaker ethnicities by virtue of power. Superior strength is often misconceived as racial

superiority.

Imperialist notions of a weaker ethnic group being associated with inferiority provide
justification for policies reflecting inequality and disproportionate representation in governance.
State violence avoids scrutiny within the dominant ethnic group when committed against a

supposedly inferior ethnic group. The association of power as reflective of ethnic superiority is a

e ————
47 Seely, Robert: Russo-Chechen Conflict, 1800 — 2000: A Deadly Embrace (Frank Cass Publishers, 2001), p291.

48 Seely, p186.
39



ETHNO-SUPERMACIST IDEOLOGY

false and dangerous precedent. It encourages the notion of collective guilt based on perceived,
innate ethnic flaws and weaknesses - in the case of the Chechens, a perceived predisposed
propensity for criminality or treachery on account of ethnicity. The policy of Internment in
Northern Ireiand in 1972 was reflective of such beliefs, the concept of collective guilt leading to
an acceptance and initiation of collective punishment. Random searches and imprisonment of
Irish Catholics was deemed justified, as the community as a whole was guilty in the eyes of the
state. The policy of Internment was re-introduced to Northern Ireland on August 9™, 1969.
Despite Brian Faulkner, the Prime Minister for Northern Ireland, claiming that ‘every man arrested
was a terrorist’®, of the 342 men arrested in the first raid, the vast majority were either members
of the non-violent civil rights movement or had no political affiliations whatsoever; many were
tortured whilst imprisoned. Despite the European Court of Human Rights finding the British guilty
of ‘inhuman and degrading treatment’ and the European Commission finding them ‘guilty of
torture™®, the policy of Internment continued until December 1975. The policy was tolerated by a
Protestant community, who shared the state’s distrust and fear of Catholic intentions and had
similarly disassociated itself from the victim population. The Catholic communities’ supposed
inferiority had dehumanised the atrocities committed against them, as well as providing the

justification for social and economic inequality. Of the 1,981 people detained under internment,

only a token number of 107 were Protestant.”

A belief in the collective guilt of ethnic groups is clearly expressed in the language used to
describe those who feel aggrieved by a lack of political representation or human rights abuses.
As Faulkner dismissed all those civilians incarcerated under the policy of internment as
‘terrorists’, the Chechens have been tarred with similar collective terminology, allowing for the
dismissal of basic rights. Tsarist generals, Stalin and Yeltsin all utilised the same collective
terminology of ‘bandits’ and ‘criminals’ to describe the Chechen people. Yeltsin and later Putin,
also dismissed all those in favour of an autonomous, Chechen government — a sizeable majority
of the population — as ‘terrorist’. Such a label allows for the introduction of repressive and violent
measures that would be deemed unacceptable against a political movement that did not display
‘terrorist’ characteristics, yet the terrorist label was applied to the Chechen people, as an entity,
prior to any terrorist action taking place. In the 1990’s, a desire for Chechen autonomy had been
expressed by an overwhelming majority of the Chechen people through conventional, democratic
political channels. They were willing to defend this democratic mandate by force. Whether such
an action can be deemed ‘terrorist’ is highly questionable. Russia’s reaction to Chechnya's desire

for independence is far easier to classify as ‘terrorist’ within the definitional debate.

40 Croft, Hazel: Article in the Socialist Worker Archive, August 11, 2001.
50 West, Chris: Internment; Methods of Interrogation, BBC News Archive, January 2, 2002.

' Melaugh, Martin: Internment, CAIN, University of Ulster.
40



ETHNO-SUPERMACIST IDEOLOGY

The Russian authorities have taken the concept of ‘collective guilt’ to devastating levels. The
crimes committed in Chechnya involved ‘anti-terrorist’ operations that sought no distinction
between the ‘beoviks’, or fighters, and the civilian population. They are ‘crimes’ because, as Oleg
Orlov™ of Memorial testifies to, ‘they are in breach of the laws and constitution of the Russian
Federation’, as well as international law defined under the Geneva Convention®®. Memorial has
reported that within the area of Chechnya to which they have access, which constitutes
approximately a third of Chechen territory, nearly three thousand people have gone ‘missing’
since 2000>. The term ‘missing’ is used to describe civilians that have been rounded up by the
security forces and have never returned to their families. The operations conducted by the

security forces are completely indiscriminate and target the local populace of any area that has

withessed separatist military activity.

There is no selectivity in these operations as the Russian military view all Chechens who are
not actively working with the Russian security forces as the enemy. The three thousand names
listed as ‘missing’ are only a fraction of the total number for the whole of Chechnya, and
constitute a small percentage of the total ‘missing’ since the 1990’s. Tens of thousands of
civilians died in the aerial bombardment of Grosny> and many more died from the indiscriminate
bombing of villages®. Summary executions, torture and imprisonment without trial became
standard procedure within the numerous ‘filtration’ camps littered around Chechnya. Human
Rights Watch® reported that as well as the frequent killings within the camps, there exists ‘brutal
beatings ... injections, electric shock, beatings to the genitals, beatings on the soles of the feet,
and rape of both men and women'. Furthermore, they acknowledged that a chief motivation for

the existence of the camps is as a ‘money-making exercise’ in the form of extortion demands

upon prisoner’s relatives.

These are not crimes designed to extract information. They are expressions of ethnic hatred
and a process of dehumanisation — as well as utilising brutality for financial gain. The crimes
display contempt for Chechen lives. Practitioners of violent politics dispense with notions of

human rights and selectivity. The extremities of ‘identity politics’ can be witnessed when the

practitioner ceases to consider its ethnic enemy within a humanitarian context. The Chechen

U
52 Orlov, Oleg: War Crimes and Human Rights Violatons in Chechnya, Memorial, May 26 , 2000.

53 Specifically Article 3 of the Geneva Convention.

54 The Guardian, Tracing a Tragedy, September 30, 2004.
55 The city of Grosny was bombed for three months between November 1999 to early February 2000. President Yeltsin

denied the bombardment was taking place on state television whilst live pictures of the aerial bombardment were playing

in the background. | |
56 Human Rights Watch confirmed the death of over two hundred civilians from an aerial bombardment on the village of

Katyr-Yurt, for example (Human Rights Watch ~ World Report 2001).
57 Human Rights Watch World Report 2001.
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people had become a collective enemy that, by virtue of ethnicity, possessed no innocents. This
concept is clearly encapsulated by General Viktor Kazantsev in January 2004, who blamed
‘groundless trust™ in Chechen civilians for setbacks in Russia’s military campaign. He stated that
‘only children up to ten and men over sixty, and women, will henceforth be regarded as refugees’.
This statement is made all the more tragic by the Russian military’s failure to adhere even to this
warped, redefined concept of military conduct. By combining a willingness to engage in violent
politics with ‘identity based’ ethnic misperceptions, there is a tendency for violence to intensify, as
the dominant group seeks to attain its favoured outcome by force, whilst disassociating its
actions as being subject to conventional norms and accepted legal practices — conventional
forms of conduct and law only being applicable towards their own ethnic group, or ‘loyal’ groups

considered worthy of a status similar to themselves.

In most observable cases of state repression, there exists a desire by the government in
question to create an illusion-of its actions conforming to conventional, constitutional norms.
Political violence and repression, in other words, are unsurprisingly seldom described as such. It
is the label of ‘bandit’, ‘criminal’ or ‘terrorist’ that allows a government to deviate from

constitutional, conventional politics and initiate policies of state terror. Public acceptance within

the dominant ethnic group of such a deviation is dependant on its perception of the ethnic group

targeted. Where racism and prejudice exists, acceptance of unconventional, violent repressive

policy is high.

Similar patterns of collective punishment are evident in Chechnya throughout the last
century, and remain endemic today. The severity of collective punishments in Chechnya can be
seen as, in proportion to the total population, one of the worst cases of ethnic genocide in history.
In 1944, Stalin sent the entire population of native Chechens 10 concentration camps in remote
areas of Russia. It is estimated that at least a third died™. In 1993, 19,000 Caucasian men were
rounded up and deported from Moscow solely on account of their ethnicity®. Many thousands of
innocent Chechens have died in custody since the 1990’s, with armed forces and police acting
with impunity. Numerous Russian military sources have testified to the Indiscriminate killings
carried out through ‘counter-insurgency’ operations. Only politics driven by hatred and fear could
sustain such a contradiction of basic human rights. Irrational fears and misperceptions
perpetuated by racist myths and reinforced through ethno-supremacist doctrine, assisted in

achieving public support within dominant ethnic groups towards immoral, repressive measures

within both conflicts, and have done so for many centuries.

s8 \World Report 2001 -~ The Russian Federation, p4. |
59 | ieven, Anatol: Chechnya: Tombstone of Russian Power (Library of Congress, 1998), Introduction.

6 Seely, p187.
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The importance of retaining ethnic segregation and distrust within such states, to the
continuation of policies that serve the advancement of a specific ethnic group or elite loyal to the
state, is clearly expressed within the politics of Central America during the 1970’s. In his studies
of El Salvador and Guatemala, Gurr concluded that ‘the greater the heterogeneity and
stratification in a society, the greater the likelihood that a regime will use violence as a principle
means of social control®'. Chechnya, and formally Northern Ireland, are examples of states that
possess high levels of heterogeneity and, having utilised and perpetuated racist sentiment, have
succeeded in dehumanising the victims of state repression in the minds of the respective
dominant groups. The prospects for peace are limited until high levels of stratification are
reduced by cross-community political co-operation — such co-operation will be resisted by states
that recognise the continuation of policies seeking the advancement of a particular ethnic group,

requires the use of violence as a means of control.

Russia serves as an example of an occupying force that relies on high levels of- stratification
to ensure ethnic Russians, loyal to the state, maintain their distrust of Chechens and accept
violent, authoritarian rule as a means to retain the status quo — democracy would have granted
the Chechens independence on its first, legitimate introduction. The Russian State remains
reliant on ethnic misperceptions amongst Russians to achieve public acceptance of state
violence, through harnessing long-held Russian prejudices and fears. As the Northern Ireland
State used the myths and pageantry of Orangism to ocbscure a rational assessment of its history
and cement division, the Russian State seeks association with its Impenalist past and politics to
ensure contemporary prejudices against particular ethnic groups remains similarly militant.
Russian Nationalism, in many ways a resurrection of Russian Imperialism, ensures its people
demand that power throughout the region be maintained, as Russians are similarly tied to a
doctrine that no longer resembles its modern reality. Ethnic Russians, consistent with past
politics, consider themselves a ‘great power’ and a ‘chosen people™. Seventy years of Soviet
power, whilst not ‘imperialist’ in the traditional sense, only heightened such convictions given
Sovietism’s power and influence on the world stage. The contemporary political reality, a rapidly
diminished level of global influence, remains incompatible with Russian self-perceptions of
greatness. A restoration of Russian ‘Imperialist’ doctrine and ‘great power’ status is an attempt to

consolidate and validate traditional Russian beliefs within contemporary politics, providing unified

and militant popular support for the current regime.

S —
¢t Quoted by Brockett, Charles: State Terrorism in Rural Central America (Westview 1991), p70.

62 A notion that will be fully discussed within the next chapter.
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In the late 18™ Century, the Russian Empire was deeply concerned about the spread of Islam
in the Caucasus and their ability to retain control of the region. The government recognised the
advantages of having a percentage of the population who supported Russian control. They
encouraged the settlement of ethnic Russians into the region through a similar strategy used by
the UK in Ireland - through the redistribution of Chechen land to ‘loyal’ subjects. | have
mentioned how the confiscation of Irish land and subsequent redistribution amongst Scots and

English settlers in Northern Ireland became a major source of ethnic resentment and hatred. The
process in Chechnya had a similar effect as, by 1912, the Terek Cossacks and retired Russian
soldiers had been granted hundreds of thousands of hectares of fertile Chechen land. The

Chechens, with less than half of their original farmland, were forced further up the mountains®.

The immigration of Russians to the region resulted in the Chechen people becoming

‘economically destitute™.

The most celebrated Russian military figure of these earlier years of occupation was General
Yermalov. General Yermalov's belief in the ethnic inferiority of Chechens, leading to a
consequent determination to ensure Russian domination of the region through brutality, in many

ways mirrors Russia’s ideological position today. General Yermalov believed Russians to have a

right, as ethnically and culturally superior, to control a region populated by what was perceived to
be a lesser race. Such views were reinforced, in a similar manner to Northern Ireland, by the fear
of their religion being under threat. Russia viewed Islam as a threat to Russian Orthodoxy in a
similar vein to the manner in which Protestant Ulsterman perceived Catholicism. The defence of
their respective religions and the continuation of political dominance, an Inalienable right by virtue
of superior ethnicity, were to be protected at any cost. Political violence and military campaigns
that sought no distinction between soldier and civilian was never a controversial tactic against
those who were perceived by the majority of the dominant ethnic group as of inferior ethnicity.
Such action was demanded, as Russians and Protestant Ulstermen were fully committed to the
preservation of the status quo. They shared their respective states’ ideological vision. Russia’s
justification of such policies is neatly encapsulated in General Yermalov's comments at the time:

‘Condescension in the eyes of Asiatics is a sign of weakness and out of pure humanity | am

inexorably severe™.

His reference to Russian brutality being a service to humanity gives a clear indication to the

ethnic status to which Caucasian Muslims had been reduced, as well as the inflated status, as a

civilising force, they awarded themselves. Furthermore, the comment suggests that the only

e —— e
&3 Dunlop, John: Russia Confronts Chechnya (Cambridge University Press, 1998), p17.

64 Dunlop, p10.
& Dunlop.
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alternative to brutality is perpetual conflict. ‘Condescension’ being ‘a sign of weakness’ seems to
closely resemble the Protestant Ulsterman’s position of power sharing constituting surrender.
Both rationales for suppression dismiss the notion of compromise on the basis of ethnic distrust —
an immovable distrust demonstrated within the perceived ethnic flaws and religious beliefs of
their ‘disloyal’ counterparts — their innate ‘treachery’. Both dominant ethnic groups, convinced of
their enemies ‘treacherous’ characteristics, dismissed negotiation and compromise, choosing to
believe their enemies were incapable of honouring negotiated settlement. It is a common refrain
from both respective dominant groups in question, that both the Catholic community and
Chechen people are ‘disloyal’ to the states that govern them. Both dominant ethnic groups

seemed oblivious to the contradiction of expecting loyalty whilst practising political exclusion,

discrimination and repression.

In such circumstances, ‘loyalty’ can be more accurately termed ‘obedience’ — a complete and
submissive respect for the respective dominant group’s ‘right’ to govern. This ‘right’ to govern has-
been assisted by myths of superiority that have mobilised popular support amongst the dominant
group for resisting compromise. Beverly Crawford describes the phenomenon in terms of a
‘cultural identity that is fixed and non-negotiable’ and highlights the ‘“difficully of compromise’ in

such situations. It should be remembered that an inability to compromise such ‘rights’ invariably

expresses itself in violence.

In Northern Ireland, it could be said that the Protestant community misinterpreted the concept
of democratic governance. For many, the Protestant majority within Northern Ireland represented
more than a majority in government. It was deemed a permanent mandate to govern without any
torm of ‘interference’ from the minority group. To suggest that 37%® of Northern Ireland should
never be granted a meaningful role within government, directly contradicts democratic principles
that demand political representation for all. It was, unquestionably, a form of authoritarianism, as
an established power believed it had ‘absolute right to assert itself’ and that its leadership, being

representative of only one ethnic group, demanded a ‘precondition of consent™® at the ballot box

— reflective in their practice of ‘gerrymandering’ and their prevention of ‘one man, one vote’ that
so angered civil rights campaigners. The extent to which democratic principles had been
misinterpreted is clearly expressed by William Craig, the leader of Vanguard® in 1972. When

asked about the Catholic murders carried out by Protestant paramilitaries he replied: ‘I am not

____.__—_—_—_—-———-—-—"—_

s6 Crawford, Beverly: The Myth of Ethnic Conflict (University of California, 1998) p29.

67 1971 Census figures. _
68 The definition of Authoritarianism taken from Scruton: A Dictionary of Political Thought (Macmillan Press, 1982).

& Throughout the early 1970's, Vanguard Progressive Unionists were representative, along with the Democratic Unionist
Party, of the radical Unionist position that sought to maintain the founding principles of The Orange State. Any reform was

considered tantamount to surrender.
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happy about this sort of thing, but if it is impossible to win our democratic rights, | am prepared to

tolerate it’™

By ‘democratic rights’, Craig was referring to reintroducing a system of government that
would never consider a legitimate power-sharing agreement — the Protestant majority being, by
his definition, representative of a permanent mandate to rule without any interference from over a
third of Northern Ireland’s population. The Catholic murders he refers 10 were designed to put
pressure on the British government to restore the Orange State and retain the status quo. It
should be noted that Vanguard, or the Vanguard Progressive Unionists, were not fringe political
organisations. At the UK General Election in February 1974, the Vanguard Progressive Unionists
won 3 of the 11 parliamentary seats as the second largest Unionist party. Craig’s determination
to ‘liquidate the enemy”" to retain autocratic control had significant popular support amongst the
dominant ethnic group. It should also be noted that in the same year, a general strike was
organised by the U.D.A. (Ulster Defence Association) and adhered to by the vast majority of the
Protestant population. The formation of the U.D.A, a paramilitary force responsible for hundreds
of sectarian murders, was orchestrated by individuals with close ties to Vanguard — including lan
Paisley. It highlights the extent to which ‘identity’ politics is incompatible with democratic
principles and how support for ‘identity based’ ideology, with its associated misperceptions, leads
to violence. The rejection of a fully democratic system of governance will often result in conflict,
as autocracy can only be sustained through repressive means. Such political systems, as
Addison’? acknowledged, fall between the categories of politics and war in terms of the methods

they deploy to retain control, but rely on violence for their continuation.

‘Identity’ politics is incompatible with democratic principles within multi-ethnic states ~ ‘multi-
ethnic’ being a category that the vast majority of the world’s states could be described as”™ -~
because the dominant ethnic group will always seek to impose a disproportionate level of control,

leading to a distortion of democratic principles, by seeking a state that solely represents the

interests of a specific ethnic group at the expense of other ethnicities.

In most countries experiencing a high degree of internal conflict, there is no definitive

separation of ‘conventional’ politics that advocate peace and stability, and ‘conflict’ politics that

______——_—-——-——-——.—-—'___
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72 Addison, Michael: Violent Politics (Palgrave, 2002). |
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utilises heightel:med tension, fear and political violence to achieve its aims. | have mentioned that
states, as opposed to non-state actors who use political vioclence to demand reform or the
collapse of a state, benefit from the prevention of value neutrality that arises from ‘citizen-state
inertia’, where unqualified ‘moral’ authority is granted to states by virtue of their existence, as
opposed to their actions. State actions, regardless of the level of repression or violence
deployed, retain a degree of impunity as a consequence of being state-sanctioned. Any
predisposed hatred, fear or distrust towards an ethnic group targeted by a state through

repressive or violent means, will contribute to this misperception, solidifying the supposed

infallibility of the states’ political direction.

The conclusion drawn by Crawford, and other academics such as Lipschutz and Roeder,
who attempted to create an analytical framework for the assessment of ethnic and sectarian
conflict, is that economic discrimination leads to ethnicity-led ‘bandwagoning’ — ethnic loyalty and
violence based on economic advantage. This, for the reasons suggested, seems an
oversimplification. It could be said that economic discrimination, whilst a key consideration, is one
of many issues that arise out of a long-held belief amongst the dominant group of their ethnic
superiority over their weaker counterparts. Protestant Ulstermen referred to their rights as
‘Protestant Privileges’ — social, political and economic advantages that are bestowed to them by
virtue of their cultural identity. There was no secret acknowledgement amongst Protestants in
Ulster, that the myths and pageantry of Orangism was purely a smokescreen for economic
advancement. Stalin did not attempt to erase the Chechen people from history on the basis of
economic advantage for Russians, or on the back of spurious allegations regarding
Chechen/Nazi collaboration (as he claimed). Ulster Protestant violence towards Irish Catholics
and Stalin’s deportations, were heavily influenced by firmly held convictions relating to ethnic
hatred and distrust’. The perpetuation of ethnic conflict utilising long-held ethno-supremacist or
racist ideological convictions is widespread and, in many ways, autonomous from economic
considerations. However misguided its principles, its convictions and characteristics are more

complex than a simplistic explanation of ‘political violence for economic gain’ can singularly

account for.

Sovietism, for all its faults, provided Russian citizens with a coherent ideological foundation
for their actions and behaviour — both in terms of its leadership and amongst the public. Much
has been written of the ‘moral cesspit’”™ that Russia now finds itself in, having replaced a rigid,
authoritarian system with another form of autocracy built on Nationalism, corruption, ‘crime

pyramids’ and oligarchs. The Russian authorities demonstrate to its people, an unyielding faith in

74 Stalin used the excuse of NazilChechen collaboration but this had no bearing on reality.
75 New Statesman, Review of Meier, Andrew: Chechnya - To the Heart of a Conflict.
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power through violence, fear and force. The state preaches violent politics to a nation accepting
of such values, having witnessed Russia’s political strength disintegrate since 1989, and having
never experienced a state based on what Addison’® refers to as the three modes of conventional
politics — ‘persuasion, shame and reward’. By ‘persuasion’ he refers to the avoidance of hostilities
by peaceful dialogue. By ‘shame’ he refers to the application of a moral foundation to decision-
making and ‘reward’ is used to describe the tangible benefits of belonging to, and adhering to, a
particular state structure. Russians, with their historical experience of autocratic power structures,

associate conventional democratic principles with a weak state — the embodiment of the

principles that led to the Soviet Union’s spectacular collapse.

With the collapse of the Soviet Union came a surge in Nationalism amongst the many states
within the Soviet Union with non-Russian ethnic allegiances. Deep-seated ethnic divisions re-
surfaced as calls for independence, from ethnic groups whose political and cultural freedoms had
long been suppressed under Communism. This coincided with a surge in Russian Nationalism - -
a determination amongst ethnic Russians to re-assert their dominance, their supposed

superiority, over the multitude ot ethnic minorities that sensed an historical opportunity to attain

complete, or partial, autonomy from Russia.

As Anna Politkovskaya” commented, Yeltsin's decision to go to war against Chechnya was
entirely ‘consistent with his atmosphere of Imperial restoration’. The new neo-liberal elite wanted
to detract from the lack of jobs and unpaid wages, from food shortages and widespread
corruption, and re-focus the Russian people on fostering a new nationalism that mirrored the
Tsarist ‘Imperialism’ of the past. Russian ‘Imperialism’ always adhered to a rigid system of ethnic
preference, with each ethnicity within Russian control being allocated a specific status, of which
the Chechen people were consistently considered the lowliest. The ethnic groups awarded the
lowest ethnic status, and consequently afforded the least rights, were those deemed the most
disloyal. The numerous Caucasian nationalities, particularly ethnic groups such as the
Dagastanis, Azerbajanis, Chechens and Ingush, have traditionally been branded the most
‘disloyal’ and rebellious —~ with the notable exception of Ossetians, who have always been
considered loyal and have profited from their loyalty’’®. The distinctive appearance of such ethnic
groups has contributed to the widespread discrimination they suffer throughout Russia and the

ease in which they are targeted — as this quotation from a Moscow Police Inspector suggests:

B e e o e
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7 Politkovskaya, Anna: A Small Comer of Hell (The University ot Chicago Press, 2002).

78 Ossetians are Christian, which automatically accords them higher status than their Muslim neighbours, and have
profited in the form of Chechen land and control of Chechen resources. It was no coincidence that the attack in Beslan,

attributed to Baseyev, occurred in Ossetia.
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‘Most of our crimes are committed by Caucasians. They have dark complexions and long
noses, so they are easy to spot and detain...these Caucasians have flooded this city and

caused a lot of trouble. There is no doubt Muscovites want them out.””

Possessing a dark complexion and a long nose does not seem to warrant deportation, but
such is the logic of collective punishment based on collective guilt, by virtue of ethnicity.
Chechens are regularly rounded up and deported from major Russian cities on the basis of their
‘innate’ criminality. In 1993, 18,000 Caucasians were rounded up and 3,500 deported in just one
single operation. Given the frequency of deportations prior to the modern day conflict, they
cannot be excused purely on security grounds (even if reasons of security could justify collective
punishment). This statement by the police inspector confirms the authorities, and the publics’,
reasoning. It would be true to suggest that many Chechens are involved in organised crime, but
such a statement cannot be levelled without consideration of two key factors. Firstly, there exists
a high degree of criminal activity throughout Russia - from the smallest businesses to the highest
echelons of political power — and it would be inconceivable if a proportion of any ethnic group
were not involved. Furthermore, the confiscation of land, subsequent deportations and ethnic
Russian control of the Chechen economy and resources, not to mention the displacements
caused by Russia’s bloody military campaigns, have all assisted in increasing levels of criminality
amongst the Chechens. Many Chechens are forced to provide for themselves and their families

through illegitimate means through a lack of legitimate opportunities.

It could be said that Chechen criminality is largely created by Russian political ideology and
its associated discriminatory factors, of which ‘neo-Imperialism’, political violence and ethno-
supremacist ideology play a central role. Ethnic Russians are determined to rid Moscow, and all
other major cities, of these criminally minded ‘foreigners’ and remain convinced that, despite
labelling them as ‘foreigners’, they have a legitimate claim to Chechen land. Only ‘Neo-

Imperialist’ convictions regarding race, power and the use of force could support such a

contradiction.

Russian society is accepting of political violence, as politically it has been a permanent
feature of governance for hundreds of years. After decades of political violence in Northern
Ireland, it too became somehow ‘normal’ to its inhabitants. This is not due to Russians or the
people of Northern lreland being inherently violent, as Chechens do not have an inherently
criminal tendency. They are victims of the ‘unnatural’ circumstances in which they find

themselves. As Addison mentions, violent conflict is ‘an unnatural act which arises out of

.
7 Quoted from a Moscow Police Inspector, Andrei Schaviev, 1993 in Seely, p186.
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unnatural circumstances’. Addison contends that if one accepts that there are no forms of
violence that can be deemed acceptable, violence being representative of irrational and
dysfunctional thought, it could be concluded that ‘state violence’ does not “differ in principle from
violence against the state™. Given the difficulty in convincing a government, or group, who are
convinced in their justifications for violence, to renounce violence and commence peaceful
dialogue and politics of compromise, it could be said that state violence can often be categorised
as the worst offender by being the first offender — by forcing those who would otherwise be in

favour of a peaceful reconciliation into violent action. The largest recruitment drive by the IRA

was from disenchanted civil rights campaigners in the aftermath of Bloody Sunday®’.

To understand the ‘unnatural’ circumstances in which the Chechen people find themselves
today, it is necessary to fully consider the massive impact of past crimes committed by the
Russians towards the Chechen people. Historical analysis of Tsarist and Soviet crimes of ethnic
genocide put current levels of criminality, and a willingness amongst Chechens to embrace
political violence, into context. It demonstrates the extent to which current policy can be seen as
a continuation of long-held beliefs amongst the Russian authorities and its people that Chechens,

as a race, can only be controlled through violence, fear and force. The Inferior ethnic status that

the Chechen people have consistently been granted eliminates opportunities for a peaceful
solution to conflict to materialise through ‘conventional’ means. As evidence will suggest, the
Chechen people have brokered a peaceful settlement to hostilities on numerous occasions, only
for the Russian authorities to respond to such agreements with treache.ry and brutality. For the
Russian military, the agreements have served as an element of surprise - a platform from which
to launch devastating purges against the Chechen people. The Russians seek no compromise as

they refuse to view their adversary as equals. All policy decisions are consequently made within

a violent political context.

In the nineteenth century, the Chechen resistance to Russian rule was led by Shamil: the
most celebrated Chechen guerrilla leader of all time. His surrender to Tsar Alexander in 1859
was conditional on a pledge made by the Tsar that the Chechens would be granted equality with
ethnic Russians®. Instead of equality, the Chechens were reduced to conditions of terrible
poverty, hunger and military rule. A twentieth century example of Russian treachery towards the
Chechens would be the promises made by Lenin to support independence or autonomy in areas

that were predominantly non-Russian®™. Guarantees of autonomy quickly turned to suppression

M

80 Addison, p38. |
8t The murder of 14 unarmed civilians by British paratroopers in Derry, 1972.

82 Nunlop, p35.
83 Dunlop, p72.

S0



