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The Political Psychology of
Nationalism

for the past 200 years or so, nationalism has been an important driving force in political
ehavior. Nationalism is not universal, not everyone is a nationalist, and it is not always

resent, but it lies dormant until a threat or opportunity to the nation is perceived by the
i pulace. Nationalism emerged first in Europe with the development of the modern state,
following the French Revolution. Nationalism has been considered one of the most danger-
ous sources of political behavior in the 20th century. German nationalism is blamed for
World War II, and it certainly played a major role in causing that conflict. The nationalisms
of various communities in Yugoslavia tore that country apart in the 1990s. Conflict between
the USA and its Latin American neighbors often rests upon nationalistic indignation by one
4 the behavior of the other. The causes of nationalism and the impact of nationalism on
political behavior are the topics of this chapter. They are illustrated with many examples from
Jifferent regions of the world. Various conflict resolution strategies, which can be used to
ameliorate these conflicts, are then addressed.

We begin with a general discussion of nationalism, its definition, the patterns of national-
istic behavior, the psychological roots of nationalism, and a description of different kinds of
states with varying arrays of nationalists and nationalism. This is followed by a discussion of
the political psychological causes of nationalist passions and behavior. From there, we pres-
ent case illustrations of patterns of behavior. We begin with a look at nationalists’ responses
1o perceived threats to national values and the case of Western European responses to immi-
grants. Next, we look at nationalism and the strong desire that nationalists have for unity and
independence for their people. This is illustrated in the cases of Northern Ireland, Yugosla-
via’s breakup, the Albanian revolt in Kosovo, the conflict in Cyprus, German unification, the
revolt in Chechnya, and the Kurds’ drive for independence from Turkey. Then we turn to the
impact of nationalism on foreign policy behavior, and we look at World War II, the war on
drugs in U.S.-Mexico relations, and Russian and Chinese nationalism in post-Cold War
foreign policy. We conclude with a look at some conflict resolution techniques in nationalistic
conflicts.

AN OVERVIEW OF NATIONALISM

Definition and Patterns of Behavior

Before beginning any discussion of nationalistic behavior, a definition of the concept is
necessary. In this chapter, Emerson’s (1960) definition of nationalism is used:

The nation is a community of people who feel they belong together in the double sense
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that they share deeply significant elements of a common heritage and that they haye a
common destiny for the future. . . . The nation is today the largest community Wwhich,
when the chips are down, effectively commands . . . loyalty, overriding the claims bogh
of the lesser communities within it and those which cut across it or potentially enfold
within a still greater society. . . . In this sense the nation can be called a terminal com.
munity with the implication that it is for present purposes the effective end of the roaq
for man as a social animal. (pp. 95-96)

As Emerson explains, nationalists give their primary loyalty to their perceived nation, which
can be considered a political identity in-group—a concept introduced in Chapter 3 (see
Figure 9.1). For example, people can call themselves Irish and see themselves as part of thy
nation of people. A nation-state exists when the average citizen of a country is a nationalist
Those who see themselves as part of the Mexican nation would consider the territorig|
boundaries of Mexico the nation-state. Alternatively, those in Ireland who see themselves as
part of the Irish nation would consider the territorial state of Ireland the nation-state. Coun.
tries in which people are generally not nationalistic are countries in which primary politicaJ
loyalty is directed elsewhere, such as to an ethnic group, as we saw in Chapter 8, rather than to
the community living within the territorial boundaries of the state.

Being strongly attached to their nation, nationalists are committed to the unity, independ-
ence, dignity, and well-being of the national community and the nation-state. Even when they
dislike their government, they love the nation itself. The concept of nationalism is similar to
that of social identity, which is discussed in detail in Chapter 3. Recall that social identity
refers to the identification that people perceive with groups and organizations. People strive to
maintain a positive sense of self-esteem from their memberships in social groups and categor-
ies (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). People are motivated to feel good about their groups. Nationalists
are group members who are motivated to have a strong, positive attachment to their nation.

Several patterns of behavior occur in nation-states, and by nationalists, that are not so
evident in states where people are not nationalistic, that is, non-nation-states. First, national-
ists tend to be more sensitive than non-nationalists to threats to the nation-state, and the
image through which they view the threatener is extreme. Research (see Dietz-Uhler, 1999)
suggests that people who identify strongly with a group react strongly when their sense of
positive social identity is threatened. Second, nationalists, particularly nationalistic leaders,

Primary:
The nation that embodies
the territorial country

Secondary:
Ethnic group (when
different from
whole nation)

Tertiary:
Other politically
relevant groups

FIG.9.1. Political identities and loyalty in nation-states.
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o very sensitive to opportunities to advance their country’s influence and are more likely
non-nationalists to seriously consider the option to expand state influence at the expense

of athers.

~ hird, there will be a greater tendency among the public of nation-states to be deeply
_erned with the objective of gathering together communities existing outside the borders

hie state whom they regard as a part of their national community. Generally, nationalists
- a territorial state for their people, and they want all of the community to live in that
_This is referred to as irridentism—the desire to join together all parts of a national
mmunity within a single territorial state. Those members of the nation who live outside
e territory of the country are called a diaspora. Trridentism was an important factor in
ck’s wars for German national unification in the late 19th century and, at the begin-

Bismar
aing of World War II, in the German conquest of Poland and Czechoslovakia where millions

‘ 4l ethnic Germans lived.

Fourth, nationalists are more concerned with their country’s prestige and dignity than are
on-nationalists, and nationalists are more willing to take action to rectify perceived affronts.
Fifth, there is more likelihood that the public of a nation-state will be susceptible to grandeur
interests and will therefore want to see national prestige and status enhanced and recognized
globally. Sixth, leaders of nation-states, compared to non-nation-states, are better able to
mike effective appeals to the citizens to make great sacrifices to enhance the power of the
yate. Seventh, the public is more willing to serve in the military and to have a more intense
sommitment to the defense of that state. Finally, the citizens of a nation-state are more likely
1o grant leaders considerable freedom to take risks in defending the country’s interests. How-
pver, leaders who fail will be punished by nationalistic people. They will not grant those
1.aders the freedom to accept defeats or the loss of face.

Given these patterns of behavior, we can begin to generalize about governance in nation-
states. All governments have certain tools available to them to keep their populations stable
and supportive. They can and must satisfy the utilitarian needs of the population through a
functioning economy and political system. They also have at their disposal coercive instru-
ments such as the police and the military, which can be used to keep order, prevent instability,
and, if necessary, force the society to comply with the government’s decisions. Many govern-
ments combine these tools and have a public accustomed to compliance and political stability.
The habit of the public is to obey the laws of the government and accept governmental
authority.

However, the governments and leaders of nation-states have an added instrument that
helps them govern and, when necessary, mobilize the population to make great sacrifices for
the country: They can use nationalistic symbols to arouse passionate feelings of devotion to
the nation—symbols such as the flag, historic events (such as success in a great battle), or the
idea of the motherland or fatherland. Because nationalists deeply value the independence,
unity, dignity, and well-being of their national community, they respond readily to the use of
symbols to mobilize them to achieve national goals. Experimental research in social psy-
chology has examined the effectiveness of group symbols in arousing and making salient
one’s group (or national) identity. For example, Wilder and Shapiro (1984) found that the
mere presence of an out-group symbol was sufficient to make salient one’s in-group identity.
Specifically, participants were exposed to a pennant of either their own university (in-group
condition) or a rival university (out-group condition). Participants were asked to review a list
of words and then later were given a word recognition test. The words in the recognition test

included words related to either the in-group or the out-group. The results showed that
participants were more likely to falsely recognize in-group-related words when an out-group
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symbol was present. More important, the presence of an out-group was sufficient to increage
group members’ adherence to their own group’s norms. Thus, nationalistic symbols can pe
powerful motivators of pro-nation behavior.

Nationalism in Non-Nation-States

On the other hand, there are some countries that are multinational states, in which several
groups of people, who think of themselves as separate nations and who actually have the
capacity to establish viable independent states, live together in a single country. They do net
see the populations of the country as their primary identity group. Instead, their primary
identity group is the nationality they belong to (see Figure 9.2). Examples include the
Russians and Ukrainians who lived in the Soviet Union. Their primary identity was with
the Russian or Ukrainian national community, not the Soviet Union. In these cases, no natiop
completely controls its own destiny, and no nation has its own independent state. The dynam-
ics of nationalism are likely to be directed toward striving for independence. Thus, mult;-
national states have chronic disintegrative forces that they must try to prevent from exploding,
Northern Ireland is a case in point, as we see later. Finally, a third type of state—which is not
a nation-state, strictly speaking, but whose leaders often behave like nationalists—is called a
core community non-nation-state. These are countries with a dominant ethnic or sectarian
community who believe that they are the primary nation embodied in the country and who
identify with that nation in the strongest terms. In addition, that community tends to be
politically dominant and controls the political system. However, also present within the terri-
torial state are other communities, which give primary loyalty to their ethnic groups. These
secondary groups desire autonomy or independent statehood, but they do not have sufficient
resources to sustain it. A good example of a core community non-nation-state is Russia,
Russians are clearly the dominant group, and Russians tend to be quite nationalistic. Yet,
there are many other ethnic groups living in Russia, who speak Russian and are part of the
country’s political system, who have a different ethnic identity.

In many of these cases, the core community advocates the integration and assimilation of
the other groups, encouraging the minorities to speak the dominant group’s language, aban-
don their customs, identify with the country as a whole, and perhaps intermarry. Under these
circumstances, minority groups can use social mobility as an option and assimilate into the
core community. Social mobility is one of the strategies suggested by Tajfel and Turner (1979)
to cope with a threatened or negative social identity. When a group member’s (especially a
low-status group member) social identity is at risk, one option is to leave the group and join a

Primary:
The nation, notthe
territorial country

Secondary:
The country

Tertiary:
Other politically
relevant groups

FIG.9.2. Political identities and loyalty in multinational states.

i o ™ =t



it to increy,
abols can,

/hich sever
uly have th,
They do ny;
eir primar,
include th
ity was with
35, NO natigp
The dynan.
Thus, mut;.
n exploding
which is nof
—is called 4
or sectariap
try and whg
tends to be
1in the terri.
oups. These
we sufficient
e is Russia,
1alistic. Yet,
: part of the

imilation of
ruage, aban-
Under these
ate into the
irner (1979)
especially a
p and joina

9. THE POLITICAL PSYCHOLOGY OF NATIONALISM 237

sroup that is positively valued. Of course, this option is only available when group member-
;hip is achieved, rather than ascribed. However, the option of assimilation or social mobility
s not always welcome if assimilation requires the complete abandonment of group identity,
.nd if the existence of the group is threatened, political conflict may occur. Resistance to
Lssimilation may also come from members of the core community who view these other
.oups as undesirable. Under some circumstances, such as the events leading up to the
Zlbanian revolt in Kosovo and the Chechnyan revolt in Russia, those small communities may

identify a chance to break free and go for independence, despite the prospect of tremendous
joss of life.

CAUSES OF NATIONALISTIC BEHAVIOR

We have already mentioned the importance of social identity theory as an explanation for the
power of nationalism. To review, social identity theory notes that people need to belong to
groups, and, ideally, they see their groups (in-groups) as better than other groups (out-
groups). Nations are groups and, for nationalists, are a deeply important in-group. Central to
in-group—out-group relations is the concept of social categorization. Members of a group see
themselves as similar, sharing common attributes, and this group identification inspires
behavior that is consistent with the norms of the group. Members of a group also tend to
accentuate their positive attributes when they compare their in-groups to relevant out-groups,
which they do regularly. When engaging in social comparison, the self-esteem of group mem-
bers is enhanced when that comparison is positive for the in-group. Sometimes, conflict is a
result of engaging in social comparison.

As noted in Chapter 3, the social comparison process is a complicated one. When the
comparison is unsatisfactory, people can switch to a new group; they can engage in social
creativity strategies, which change the comparison process itself, so that people can find a
positive basis for comparison to replace a negative one; or they can engage in competition.
The important thing to remember about nationalists is that the first option is out: They are
committed to their nation as a group. The second and third options are acceptable, but the
potential to engage in the third option (competition with other countries or nationalities
within a single country) is high when they perceive a threat to the nation or an opportunity
to achieve some important goal. Nationalists reach this point quicker and with greater
intensity than non-nationalists. Members of a nation or nation-state—an in-group—will
perceive themselves as better than their social comparison groups. They are highly cohesive
and very willing to sacrifice for the nation. They are also more likely to be sensitive to
things such as insults, frustrations, and aggressive behavior by out-groups (Cottam &
Cottam, 2001; Searle-White, 2001). As Cottam and Cottam (2001) further explain, “The
nation as an identity group is highly salient for nationalist citizens, indicating that the inten-
sity of emotional responses to threats or opportunities for the national will be strong and
volatile” (p. 95).

Nationalism involves very strong positive emotions associated with the nation and also a
propensity for heightened negative emotions associated with the out-group. If the nation is
considered an in-group, which it is for nationalists, we can expect a range of positive emotions
to be associated with the nation, such as pride in the achievements of one’s group or country
or happiness when an opportunity to achieve an important goal occurs. As mentioned in
Chapter 3, positive emotions tend to make people more flexible and more creative in problem
solving. They are able to see more nuances and have more complex evaluations of other
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people when feeling positive emotions. Clearly, these emotions, such as pride in your country
and joy and happiness when the country does well in things like economic development and
growth or in international athletic competitions, are associated with politics. There is a poten-
tial downside to this, however—and this is commonly observed in the behavior of nationa].
ists: an inability to look critically at one’s own country’s behavior. If pride is strong, then
recognition of one’s own inadequacies is less likely than is the assumption that, when things
go wrong, someone else is responsible. Our policies cannot be to blame. This refusal to look a¢
the country’s own role in national difficulties also encourages the search for a scapegoat upon
whom to blame the poor circumstances. This, in turn, can produce behaviors ranging from
violation of civil and human rights to genocide. More generally, Kecmanovic (1996) ang
Searle-White (2001) argue that, in terms of affective properties, nationalistic behavior
resembles crowd behavior, in that there is low tolerance for differing views; oversimplification;
diminished personal responsibility; a reluctance to consider alternate views; a readiness to act
out; a sense of being endowed with unrivaled power, which makes people less critically
minded; intensified emotional reactions; and feelings of persecution.

In addition, group factors, such as group loyalty and obedience (discussed in Chapter 4),
come into play in terms of conformity to the in-group’s position toward the out-group. There
are tremendous internal and social pressures on people to conform when nationalism is
aroused. One either faces ostracism and condemnation by friends, neighbors, the community,
and even family, or one participates in the flag waving or becomes a passive bystander. This
was, and is, certainly evident in the USA after 9/11.

Exactly how nationalists will respond to other countries depends upon the image (see
Chapter 3) of other countries or nationalities within a single multinational country. They will
confront an enemy with different tactics than a barbarian or an imperialist, for example. The
emotions attached to the image will be supercharged among nationalists, because they are so
intensely attached to the nation. To refresh the reader’s memory, Table 9.1 outlines the images
and their attributes.

Let us turn to some case studies. Given the previous description of patterns of national-
istic behavior and the use of social identity theory to explain the underlying psychological
causes of nationalism, we use nationalism as the political psychological concept in explaining
the cases, rather than repeat the elements of social identity theory over and over again. We
also point out the operative images that accompany nationalism and that affect the exact
nature of behaviors in the cases that follow.

TABLE 9.1

Images

Image Capability Culture Intentions Decision Makers Threat Or
Opportunity

Enemy Equal Equal Harmful Small elite Threat

Barbarian Superior Inferior Harmful Small elite Threat

Imperialist Superior Superior Harmful A few groups Threat

Colonial Inferior Inferior Benign Small elite Opportunity

Degenerate Superior or Weak-willed Harmful Confused, Opportunity

equal differentiated
Rogue Inferior Inferior Harmful Small elite Threat
Ally Equal Equal Good Many groups Threat
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CASE ILLUSTRATIONS OF NATIONALISM

It agy

otep. Nationalism and Perceived Threats to National Values: Western
iona). gurope and Immigrants

htll:leg]: we mentioned above that, as a group, natic.)nalis.ts see themselves as fiistinct and bet'fer than
Yok a4 others. They are strongly devoted to the identity of the group as it stands and view any
upon perceived contamination of the group, through the imposition of alien values, as extremely
from threatening. During the 1990s and into the new century, much attention has been devoted to
) and the growth in hostility toward non-European immigrants in Western European countries.
1avior This is an illustration of what happens when nationalists perceive a threat to their group
ation; identity (Brader & Valentino, 2007). The hostility has been particularly intense toward immi-
to ac; grants from Third World countries, whose cultures (as well as racial makeup) are distinctly
ically different from European cultu.res.

This pattern is manifested in the acceptance of falsehood about the impact of immigrants
erd), on European societies and in fear of cultural contamination and change. Many Europeans,
There for example, believe incorrect myths, such as the idea that immigrants take jobs from citizens.
sm s In fact, countries such as Germany, Italy, and Denmark need immigrant laborers, because
unity, their own birthrates are falling (Fijalkowski, 1996). Immigrants are also believed to be

This responsible for increased levels of crime, and surveys show that Europeans fear that immi-
grants will change their European culture. Many Europeans explicitly reject multicultural
; (see practices that allow immigrants to keep aspects of their culture. Hence, they do not believe
y will that immigrants can enrich the culture of their nation, and they reject instruction of immi-
. The grants in native languages.
ire so Surveys demonstrate this pattern. For example, in 1992, two thirds of Italians surveyed
1ages explicitly rejected the possibility that their culture could benefit from the influence of immi-
grants, and two thirds of Danes objected to educating immigrants in their native languages.
onal- In 1990, 45% of Austrians agreed that foreigners were a threat to Austrian identity and way of
gical life (Fijalkowski, 1996).
ining Indeed, by 1999, hostility toward immigrants was so strong in Austria that the anti-
. We immigrant Freedom Party, led by Joerg Haider, had enough political power to be part of the
axact governing coalition in Austria. Although the controversial Haider stepped down as party
leader, the party held the vice chancellor’s office and the ministries of justice and defense.
Moreover, in coalition with the right-wing People’s party, the governing coalition held 104 of
the 183 seats in Parliament. Other European countries, as well as the USA, reacted strongly
and negatively to these events. Although most Europeans condemn violence committed
against foreigners, this is an example of the rise of antiforeigner nationalism in Europe,
. resulting from perceived threats to the nation as a group and the values associated with that
Or group.
ity
Nationalism and the Desire for Unity and Independence
Following are a number of case studies illustrating the importance that nationalists attach to
unity independence and unity. Given a perceived opportunity, a perceived realistic chance of
ity flchieving independence and unity, or a sense that the deprivation of independence and unity
is unacceptably unjust, nationalists will make great sacrifices to achieve those goals. The cases
covered are Northern Ireland, the breakup of Yugoslavia, the Albanian revolt in Kosovo, the
conflict in Cyprus, the revolt in Chechnya, the Kurds’ drive for independence from Turkey,
— and German unification.
—
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Northern Ireland

Historical background. Northern Ireland is a region within the UK that, since its Creg-
tion in 1920, has been immersed in nationalism and national identity-based conflict. The
Northern Ireland conflict is over national identity, involving several groups, notably British
Protestant Unionists and British Protestant Loyalists (the majority) and Irish Catholjc
Nationalists and Irish Catholic Republicans (the minority). Until 1972, Northern Irelang
enjoyed devolved status, meaning that the regional parliament enjoyed a great deal of autor-
omy, except in fiscal and foreign affairs. The regional parliament was dominated by the
Unionist majority, and allegations soon surfaced of discrimination in areas such as electiong,
housing, and employment. As a result of the perceived discrimination against Irish Catholig
Nationalists, the Northern Ireland Civil Rights Association (NICRA) formed in 1967,
intended to protest discrimination using nonviolent means such as marches, meetings, and
sit-ins. NICRA held its first march on August 24, 1968, but the Orange Order, a Protestant
organization formed during the late 1700s, had also planned a march for the same day. To
avoid clashes, the Royal Ulster Constabulary (RUC) police force attempted to reroute the
Catholic marchers. When some Catholics resisted, the march was broken up by the police and
the B Specials—a unit established in 1920 to augment the Ulster police (disbanded in 1969)—
resulting in rioting by Catholic Nationalists. The treatment of the marchers by the police
sparked allegations of brutality. By 1969, the violence between Protestant Unionists and
Catholic Nationalists escalated, which prompted the British government to send 6,000 troops
to quell the disturbances. The British Army assumed responsibility for restoring public order
and directing internal security, and the RUC was reserved the authority to investigate crim-
inal activity.

At first the Nationalist population welcomed the troops, but they soon resented their
presence because the army was viewed as biased in favor of the Protestants. On July 3, 1970,
the army raided a Catholic area of Belfast in search of illegal arms. When the army
encountered resistance from the Republican paramilitary group known as the Irish Repub-
lican Army (IRA), they imposed a curfew. After subsequent clashes between members of the
IRA, other Nationalist Catholic civilians, and the army, internment was introduced on
August 9, 1971. Internment is a practice of detaining people without formal arrest and is
often associated with brutal treatment or torture, including forcing people to stand for long
hours with their hands against a wall, putting a hood over their heads for sensory deprivation,
continuous noise, deprivation of food and sleep, beatings, and terror produced by making
prisoners believe they will be tossed out of helicopters alive (Conroy, 2000). Of the 342 men
interned that same day, only two were Protestants.

Perhaps the most significant incident that enraged the Nationalist community occurred in
Derry in January 1972. The army had decided to block the exit from the Catholic area to
contain the marchers, some of whom rioted in response. The army then fired upon the
marchers, killing 13 people. That day became known as Bloody Sunday. The army claimed
that they were provoked, although the allegation was never substantiated. After the Bloody
Sunday incident, the British government proposed assuming total responsibility for the main-
tenance of order in the North. The RUC was then permanently reserved the authority to
investigate criminal activity. When the Unionist government rejected the proposal, the British
government dissolved the Northern Irish parliament and imposed direct rule on the region.
The six counties were then represented in the British Parliament at Westminster by 12 mem-
bers elected within the North. Thus, legislation involving Northern Ireland was to be debated
in London. However, there were fundamental disagreements over the British solution.
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The pglitical psychology of the conflict. There are many ways to characterize the Northern
jpeland conflict, but social identity factors and images held of one another are crucial. In
social identity, one way is to delineate and define the groups in the conflict by
notably as Catholics and Protestants. However, this characterization simplifies the
conflict as one over religious preference. In doing so, it does not indicate that Catholics and
protestants are part of two distinct national groups—British and Irish—with differing
.ational identities and aspirations. Distinct groups within these national groups have their
own political parties and paramilitary groups. The Protestant factions identify with Great
gritain and consider themselves to be British. The Catholic factions identify with Ireland and
consider themselves to be Irish. The terms Unionist and Loyalist are used to describe British
national groups who are pitted against their Irish counterparts, known as Nationalists and
Republicans. Unionists and Loyalists also have differing perceptions of the appropriate tac-
tics to use in the conflict (specifically, differences about the utility of force and paramilitaries
vs. working in the political system), but they are both British in national identity. Nationalists
and Republicans also have different tactical preferences regarding how the conflict is to be
fought and won, but they are both Irish in national identity. Yet, the underlying conflict over
national identity has not changed since the inception of the state, even though, over the
years, political parties and paramilitary groups under Unionist/Loyalist and Nationalist/
Republican auspices have emerged, renamed or reconstituted.

Unionists and Loyalists believe that they are British and that Northern Ireland is rightfully
part of the UK and should remain that way. They perceive their Nationalist and Republican
counterparts as threatening. Any discussion of the images that they hold of Nationalists and
Republicans must also include their perceptions of the Irish government, because the Repub-
licis perceived as a looming enemy (enemy image) with threatening intentions. This enemy has
designs on Northern Ireland, and Nationalists and Republicans are merely the dependent
arms (colonial image) of the enemy. Together, they make up a pannationalist front, whose

intent is to break apart the UK. Unionists -
\

_x;cligion,

and Loyalists both proclaim their “British-
ness,” but they are not a front because they
are divided over the acceptable use of tac-
tics to ensure their union with Britain.
Unionists work through the political pro-
cess; Loyalists, although represented by
political parties, also have corresponding
paramilitary groups, such as the Ulster
Volunteer Force, who believe in the use of
force to achieve their goal. Thus, their
images of each other further complicate the
group relationships in Northern Ireland.
Loyalists, for example, are seen by Union-
ists as their dependent children (colonial
image), who need guidance from the Union-
ists. Loyalists, however, see the Unionists as
weak allies (ally image), because, in their
view, Loyalists parties and paramilitary
groups had to form to represent the
working-class Protestants, a group of
Unionists overlooked and never represented.

The Right to March:
Demonstrations of Nationalism
Matching season in Northern Ireland begins
in the early summer. Marching parades are a
way for both British Protestant Unionists,
who see themselves as British subjects, and
Irish Catholic Nationafists, who sce them-
selves as Irish subjects, to commemorate their
heritage. Thousands of marches take place
throughout the sunmer (the majority of
which are Unionist), but at times the marches
result in violent clashes between the police
and the marchers, as well as between the two
communities. fn July 2000, several areas of
the region were again paralyzed by 10 days of
rioting, the catalyst of which was the decision
by the police, fearing 2 confrontation
between the two communities, to refuse to
allow the Unionists to march through a
Nationalist section of Portadown, located
outside of Belfast. : .

\_
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Nationalists and Republicans believe they are Irish and that the UK should relinquish i
illegal rule over the region. Their goal is to see both parts of Ireland reunited. Nationaligt
and Republicans see the British government as an imperialist power (imperialist image) thag i
holding the North hostage. The British were responsible for partitioning Ireland and Creating
an artificial majority of Unionists and Loyalists, who are essentially the colonial elite. Lie
their British counterparts, Nationalists are divided over the acceptable use of tactics. Natiop.
alists, like the Unionists, work through the political process; Republicans, like the Loyalists,
have both political parties and corresponding paramilitary groups, most notably on the
Republican side, the Provisional Irish Republican Army. However, Nationalists and Repub-
licans essentially see each other as allies who represent the same communities, are the same
people culturally, and share the same problems of discrimination.

Direct rule was viewed as a temporary solution to the problems of this nationalist conflict,
But, despite many efforts by the Irish and British governments, including the most recent
creation of a devolved power-sharing assembly, and despite the fact that paramilitary groups
on both sides are holding cease-fires, the groups have not found a long-term solution. The
fundamental problem still remains: National groups with differing identities want to be part
of two different countries, and each holds threatening images of the other. The groups are
unable to put aside their long-held and deep-rooted hatred and threatening images of each
other and to join forces for the greater good of governing the region.

Yugoslavia

Historical background. One of the most often mentioned cases, in which nationalists of
different nationalities took great risks and committed great acts of violence in pursuit of
national independence, is found in what used to be Yugoslavia. There were six nationalities in
Yugoslavia before it felt apart: Serbians, Croatians, Macedonians, Slovenians, Montenegrans,
and Bosnian Muslims, who were recognized as a national identity group in the 1970s. Except
for Slovenians and Bosnian Muslims, each of these peoples had once existed as a medieval
state. Some of the nationalities had also been conquered by, and incorporated into, great
empires: first the Ottoman Empire, and then the Austro-Hungarian Empire. The people
of each nation identified with a defined territory, and they differed in language, alphabet,
culture, and, most important, religion. Yet the majority were ethnically South Slav.

After centuries of conquest by different empires, Yugoslavia was formed as a single South
Slav state in 1918. The government was a compromise among the strongest nations, particu-
larly Serbia and Croatia, and reflected their national symbols, religions, and the Cyrillic and
Latin alphabets used in Serbia and Croatia, respectively. Their union was motivated primarily
by political and security concerns (Crnobrnja, 1994).

Yugoslavia was decimated during the Second World War, and horrible atrocities were
committed during that time by the nationalities against one another. Germany invaded Yugo-
slavia and found allies in the Croatian fascists, whose military forces, the Ustashe, slaughtered
Serbs by the thousands. Serbian royalists formed a military force, the Chetniks, who fought
against the German Nazi forces, as well as against the Ustashe and the partisans. The partisan
forces, led by Josip Broz Tito, were the only military force whose members considered them-
selves Yugoslavs and who fought for the federation (Crnobrnja, 1994). Tito was also the head
of the Yugoslavian Communist Party. The war cost an estimated 1 million lives in Yugoslavia,
half of them Serbs.

After the war, Tito’s partisan forces quickly took control of the country, and Tito became
the head of state. He developed a program for governing Yugoslavia that directly addressed
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jonalities problem. His strategy included a brotherhood and unity campaign that
ed a common Yugoslav identity among all nationalities in the country, but not at the

complete expense of the national identities. The brotherhood and unity campaign attempted
10 transform national identities, such as Serbian or Croatian, into ethnic identities, leaving
yugoslav identity as the national identity of all. He hoped to make Yugoslavia the nation to
which all gave primary loyalty and with which people identified most strongly. Instead of
peing 2 multinational country, he intended to have Yugoslavia become a multiethnic feder-
ation. Yugoslavia was divided into six republics, or federal units, which were nationally based

s of territory (with the exception of Serbs, many of whom lived outside of the Serb

Republic): Serbia, Croatia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Slovenia, Macedonia, and Montenegro. In

@ligy E° nzt
hat B
=ating
Like
ttiop.
l]iSts:
1 the
"PUb- n term:
Same
| addition, there were two autonomous prov-
i, inces in Serbia: Kosovo and Vojvodina. For
*cen 4 communist country, the Yugoslavian state
ouis was unusually decentralized. Tito carefully
The avoided using the largest nation, Serbia, as
P a foundation for a common Yugoslav iden-
3 are tity. In fact, Serbian power, which was in
cach part a result of the fact that the Serb popu-
fation was the largest of the nationalities in
Yugoslavia, was purposefully reduced by
Tito. The 1974 constitution is an example
of this reduction of power. In that constitu-
ol tion, Tito gave Kosovo and Vojvodina more
*ts ?:; power and autonomy (their own assembly,
‘;lns, represel.atation in t}'le Serbia_tn assembly, a:nd
cept a turn in the rotating presidency), Serbl.an
o power was reduced, and thf: other republics
- were reassured that Serbia would not be
.)ple able to cor.lt'rol the federal gov_ernment.
e In addition, the Communist party and
¢ ideology were used to counteract periodic
ah upsurges.of nationalist sentiment, as wpll
icu as .too-hberal reform move.menjcs. Tito
o believed that the communist ideology
ol would bring the country together as Yugo-
slavia and ultimately reduce nationalism to
- a c‘u¥tura1 artifac_t, rather th.an remain. a
bos:. political element in Yugoslayla (Schopfiin,
- 1993). Nationalism was a. crime, a'nd those
ght fox.lnd guilty were _pum?heq with .lor?g
- prison terms. The nationalists in Croatia, in
i particular, were severely punished in the
By 1970s. Tito himself became a unifying sym-
- bol. He was charismatic and very popular
4 among the citizens of Yugoslavia. While he
- was alive, the international behavior of
o Yugoslavia appeared to be quite national-
- istic. This was enhanced by the existence of
- =

(8 N

" leader of intellectual nationalists in Serbia.

Leader Manipulation of Nationalism
In the post-Tito era, Serbian nationalism was
inflamed by a memorandum produced by the
Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts in
1986. It focused on Kosovo, where the situ-
ation was described as the “physical, polit-
ical, legal and cultural genocide of the Ser-
bian people” {quoted in Doder & Branson,
1999: 37). The document was crafted by
Dobrica Cosic, an important author and a

Slobodan Milofevié early on recognized the
potential opportunity for his own political
ambitions embedded i the arousal of
nationalism by the intellectual nationalist
camp. In 1987, MiloSevié, by then leader of
the Communist party, was sent by the presi-
dent of the Serb Republic 1o Kosovo to
address concerns of the Serb minority there
about mistreatment by the Albanian major-
ity. In response to protestors’ assertion that
they were being beaten by Albanians, Milo-
gevit stated:
No one will ever dare beat you again . ..
You must stay here. Your land is here. . . ..
You are not going to leave them, are you,
because life is hard and because you are
subject to injustice and humiliation? It was
never in the spirit of the Serb . . . people to
succumb before obstacles, 1o quit when
one has to fight, to be demoralized in the
face of hardship, (quoted in Doder &
Branson, 1999: 43-44) ;

With this statement, and others that fol-
Towed, Milo$evi¢ manipulated Serb national-
ist symbols, mobilized Serb nationalists, and
won the mantle of the defender of Serb
nationalism.
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an external threat to Yugoslav independence. Shortly after World War I1, Yugoslavia Wi
pressured by the Soviet Union to follow the Soviet model, which they strongly resisted. In
later years, Tito became one of the founders of the nonaligned movement, which wag an
organization of countries that rejected being pulled into either the U.S. or Soviet camp in tpe
Cold War. Yugoslavs enjoyed the grandeur acquired by having this leadership role ip an
international movement. Yugoslavia also achieved considerable economic success.

Ironically, the successes of Tito’s strategy produced forces that ultimately caused the coyp.
try to fall apart. With economic success came further economic liberalization in the 1960
which, in turn, made the republics more autonomous and weakened the central state. Congt;.
tutional changes in 1974 gave each republic and the two provinces a central bank, police, ang
educational and judicial systems. By the time Tito died in 1980 the economy was on a dowy.
ward spiral, and no political leader had emerged who could fill Tito’s role as national unifier,
His importance in keeping Yugoslavia whole was evident in the failure of the federal presi-
dency after Tito died. He did not promote a successor, but instead developed the peculiar idea
of a rotating federal presidency, which would rotate among the republics annually. This made
it virtually impossible for any single political figure to emerge as a national leader, and it
fueled the rise of nationalism among the separate nationalities in Yugoslavia. The presi-
dency was used as a bargaining tool by the different republics. In 1986, for example, Slovenia
gave its turn in the presidency to Bosnia in exchange for concessions on economic reforms
(Woodward, 1995).

The political psychology of the conflict. The Serbs were the most numerous of the peoples
and were dominant in the military officer corps (Silber & Little, 1996). After Tito’s death,
Serbia’s role and position in the federation became increasingly galling to Serbian national-
ists. They believed that they were unfairly deprived of their just desserts. First, unlike the
other nationalities, Serbs were not unified in a single republic. Second, they believed that
Serbs should control Kosovo and Vojvodina, but particularly Kosovo, which was a central
symbol of Serbian nationalism and the cradle of Serbian civilization. The symbolic import-
ance of Kosovo made irrelevant the fact that only 10% of its residents were ethnic Serbs and
the rest Albanian. Meanwhile, as Serbian nationalism surged, Slobodan MiloSevi¢ man-
euvered his way to the top of the Communist party in Serbia, by defeating party rivals less
inclined toward radical nationalism (Silber & Little, 1996). He then managed to gain de facto
control of the votes of Kosovo, Vojvodina, and Montenegro in the federal government. The
upsurge of Serbian nationalism follows the patterns we described earlier, when nationalists
believe they have the capability for autonomous statehood, and who, when comparing them-
selves to other out-groups, come to believe that they have been mistreated and deprived of
natural rights. The case also demonstrates the important role that leaders play in manipulat-
ing nationalism to mobilize people to fight against other national groups in defense of their
own nation (see box). As Kaufman (2001) notes, “Yugoslav politics makes sense only in the
context of the nationalist myths and symbols that the peoples of Yugoslavia found so moving.
The power of Milo3evi¢ had everything to do with his ability to appropriate and manipulate
[those symbols]” (p. 199).

Meanwhile, nationalist passions were on the rise in the other republics, particularly
Slovenia and Croatia. The Slovenes considered themselves to be culturally superior to their
fellow Yugoslavs, particularly the Serbs (they were Roman Catholic; the Serbs were Eastern
Orthodox). The Slovenes saw themselves as more like Western Europeans, and their economy
was more advanced than those of the other nationalities in Yugoslavia. This also enhanced
their self-image. The Slovene nationalists wanted greater autonomy from the rest of the
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more decentralization in the country. Although Serb nationalists wanted more

Ml wag Jblics and
ited. lif ,I _ntralization, not decentralization, they tended not to have severe conflicts with the Slovenes
W_as an ' his regard, because they were far apart geographically, and there were very few Serbs living
3 11 the - the Slovene republic. Eventually, Slovenia pushed for greater and greater autonomy,
* I g scted the legitimacy of federal control, and appeared to be heading toward secession,
\which the Serbs would not agree to. Conflict between the two republics was then inflamed
> Coup. in 1988, when the Slovenian government supported a strike by ethnic Albanian miners in
Nl 9605, Kosovo and condemned Serbian efforts to revoke Kosovo’s status as an autonomous province
~Onstj. .Sﬂd simply make it part of the Serb republic. Slovenian Communist party leader Milan
€&, and Kucan “portrayed Serbia as the enemy of Slovene democracy, as witnessed by its repression
d(?W“‘ sfAlbanian rights” in Kosovo (Woodward, 1995: 98; see also Remington, 1996). Serb nation-
Unifiey. ylists were infuriated that the Slovenes would side with the Albanians in Kosovo, who, they
! pfesi- believed, prevented Serbians from having their own national territory.
aride The growth of Serbian power in Yugoslavia, as well as the upsurge in Serb nationalism,
3 made contributed to the rise of nationalism in Croatia. Croatians, like the Slovenians, viewed
and i‘ themselves as culturally superior to the Serbs (Silber & Little, 1996); the Serbs were peasants,
pres.l. the Croatians were sophisticated; Serbs were Orthodox, Croatians were Roman Catholic.
Ovenig Because the Serbs were also powerful, having a strong presence in the military, the Croatian

*forms teadership quickly developed a barbarian image of Serbia. In Chapter 3, this image is
Jescribed as one of people who are perceived to be superior to the perceiver in capability,
inferior in culture, and aggressive in intentions. This image could only have been reinforced by

Zzgiﬁs statements such as that by Milo3evi¢ regarding the breakup of Yugoslavia: “If we have to,
tional: we'll fight. I hope tl}ey won’t be so crazy as to fight against us. Bc_ecaqse if we QOn’t know how
ke il to work z_md do business, at least we knov.v. how to fight” (quoted in Silber & thtlc.:, 1996: 12.9).
d that Croatia had pockets of Serbs in Krajina who revolted from the newlx f01.'m1ng‘ Croatian
oneh state. Give.n the legacy of World War II, they naturally would not want to. live in an independ-
s ent (;roa’ua, nor would the. .Serl.)s of Se.rbl.a want them to. The rebellion spread to other
» . Serbian-dominant communities in Croatia in the first half of .1991. Th(? Yugoslav army was
e dominated b.y Serbs, but was still the. army of the federation, and intervened whep the
sl Croatian police tried to crush 'fhe Krajina Se{b revolt. Altho.ugh the Yugoslav army did r.mt
. facte support the rebels, both Slovenia and Croatia 1nterp.reted the 1ntervent10n. as an ominous sign
L The that the Yugoslav army was a togl of the_ Serbs.'"l_'hls was the final straw in their de01s19ns to
Jalie seceQe from Yugoslavia. M110§ev1f§’s official posmon' was Fhat. both Croatia apd Slovegla had
thent the right to secede from \'(ugoslawa, but that Serbs living in either one, meaning Croat.la, had
ed of the right to live in Se'rbla. Therefore, borders \.)vould have _to be red.rawn, and portions of
oultd Croatia where Serbs lived would have to stay in Yugoslavia, but this was unacceptable to
" their Croatiar? nationalists. . o _ o
in the Thg 1mpa_ct of the Cr(?atlan barbarian image of .Serbla, on both. the mobilization of
wing Croatian natlong.hsm and its movement tovyar'd secession, can be seen in late 1990 and. early
sulate 1991. We noted in Chapter 3 that, when this image 1s present, people will look for alliances
rather than take on the barbarian directly. Croatia, under President Franjo Tudjman, initially
i tadv.ocated a confedera'ltion with the re_st of Yugoslavifl, rat}.1er than' complete independence,
theit 1ndlca.ting_ that they did .not wat}t a.dlrect confrontation with Serbia or the Yugosla.w army.
sio Croatlfl did look for alhes'—whlch is what one w9u1d expect when the: barba?rlan image is
o operapve—and foun.d one in S!ovem‘a. As. Slgvenla moved'toward a blfi for 1ndependence,
oo Croatia was faced with two op.tlons: 1solat10n. in tpe federation, along w1th. a rebellious Serb
'f e population in the eastern regions; or declaring independence, as Slovenia had done, and
searching for international support as an independent sovereign state. Slovenia had a
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referendum on independence in December 1990, and Croatia did so in May 1991. Byy
declared independence on June 25, 1991. Violence escalated in the regions of Croatia where
Serbs were in rebellion.

The difference in Serbia’s response to Slovenian and Croatian independence is evident iy
the differences in the wars that followed. The Yugoslav army tried to prevent Slovenia frop
leaving the federation in 2 2-week-long conflict with few dead, which ended with a cease-firg
agreement, and Slovenia seceded from the Yugoslav federation. This heralded the end of
Yugoslavia as a multinational federation, and it became merely another name for Serbia. The

Yugoslav army was no longer the military force of the federation, but was Serbia’s army

which would be used in a much more destructive war t0 prevent Croatia from seceding, The

difference in these wars is attributable to a number of perceptual factors. Slovenians agnd

Serbians did not have the history of ethnic genocide, and Croatians and Serbs did. The

Serbian nationalists believed that their own national kindred must be protected from a repeat

of the slaughter of World War II and that they should be incorporated into the territory the
nation deserved and had been denied for so long. This was not an issue with Slovenia.

Kosovo and Albanian Independence

o was a province within the Serb Republic of Yugoslavia. Of
the 2 million people who inhabit Kosovo, 90% are Albanian and 10% are Serbian. In 1974,
when Yugoslavia changed its constitution, the province was granted autonomous status
within the Serb Republic of Yugoslavia, angering many Serb nationalists. During the next 15
years, the Albanian majority engaged in ethnic discrimination against the minority Serb
population. Kosovo’s autonomy was taken away in 1989, by Yugoslav President Slobodan

is, Milodevi¢ abrogated provisions in the constitution that allowed for

Milogevié. In doing th
such things as the Albanian language to be used in schools, as well as for the observance of

Islamic holy days. Milogevié also sent troops and police to the region. In the view of MiloSevi¢
and other Serb nationalists, Kosovo is an integral part of Serbian history and a cradle of their
civilization. Serbs trace this history to 1389, when they fought and lost the province to
Ottoman rule under the Turks.
The Albanians did not want to abide by their loss of autonomy and in effect created a
shadow government in 1992, led by Ibrahim Rugova. By 1996, the Kosovo Liberation Army
(KLA) had formed in order to gain independence for the region. They began with attacks on
the Serb forces. Over the next few years, clashes between the Serbian forces and the KLA
increased. Albanians were divided in loyalties, with some supporting the KLA and others,
such as Rugova, who was not an advocate of armed resistance t0 the Serbs, preferring a
negotiated settlement t0 the conflict. While the fighting escalated, the Serbs were strongly
resistant to outside interference. In a referendum held in April 1998, 95% of Serb voters
rejected foreign mediation of the conflict (Judah, 2000). Sanctions were imposed on Serbia in
Jate April, and in May Milogevi¢ and Rugova agreed to talk. However, Rugova had no
influence over the KLA and lacked the authority to end the fighting.
In September 1998, the UN Security Council voted in favor of a resolution that called for 2
cease-fire in Kosovo, because they were concerned about the fighting and the number of
refugees fleeing the fighting. The council also warned the Yugoslav government that it would
take additional action if they did not comply. In addition to the cease-fire, the UN demanded
the withdrawal of Serbian troops from the region, peace talks, a return of the refugees, full
access by aid agencies, and cooperation with the International War Crimes Tribunal at The
Hague. In October, Richard Holbrooke, the U.S. nominee for ambassador to the UN, met

Historical background. Kosov
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MiloSevi¢. After a series of talks, an agreement was settled on. In that agreement, Serb
forces were to be withdrawn, a force of 2000 troops from the Organization for Security and
(ooperation in Europe (OSCE) would verify compliance with the agreement tasks on the

;ound, and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) would be permitted to perform
i verifications. Finally, elections were to be held in 9 months’ time.

By mid-October, Milogevi¢é was not complying with the guidelines negotiated with Hol-

prooke. For example, MiloSevi¢ did move the largest army battalion out of Kosovo, but only
st over the Kosovo border. NATO warned again that if Milo3evi¢ did not comply, air strikes
would ensue. On October 25, the UN Security Council passed another resolution, implicit in
which was that military action would take place, again, if Milosevi¢ did not abide by the
negotiated agreement. Russia and China, however, opposed any unilateral action against
Serbia.
By January 1999, it was apparent that, despite negotiations, the fighting had not ceased.
Among the incidents were the capture of 8 Serbian soldiers by the KLA and the murder of 45
Albanians in the village of Racak. In addition, OSCE observers, who were unarmed, were
encountering resistance from the Serb forces. Serbia, represented by Minister of Foreign
Affairs Milan Milutinovic, once again began to participate in negotiations in Rambouillet,
France, on February 6. In that meeting, it was reported that Milutinovic had agreed to
autonomy for Kosovo, as well as a cease-fire. However, also proposed in the so-called Ram-
bouillet Agreement (1999) was not only that NATO forces be placed in the region, but also
that they “shall enjoy . . . unrestricted passage and unimpeded access throughout the FRY
[Federal Republic of Yugoslavia] including airspace and territorial waters” (p. 47). This pro-
posal was unacceptable to the Serbian government, which is not surprising, considering that
Serbs are very nationalistic and that this was a direct threat to the unity and independence of
Serbia. As we have seen, unity and independence are core nationalistic values. Essentially,
what was proposed was an occupation force in all of Serbia. At this point, Holbrooke
reemerged, but was not successful in trying to convince the Serbs to accept this aspect of the
accord. NATO responded by beginning a bombing campaign on March 24, 1999, which
Jasted 78 days. On June 12, UN forces (Unmik) and NATO forces (K-for) entered the region,
at which point Kosovo was considered an international protectorate.

with

The political psychology of the conflict. The strength of Serbian nationalism enables us to
understand why they were so determined to keep Kosovo part of Serbia. This is an outcome
of their attachment to the symbols of the country and the people, and the desire for unity.
Kosovo Albanians, on the other hand, saw an opportunity for independence and for their own
unity, and took advantage of that opportunity. They knew the history of international (UN
and NATO) involvement in Bosnia as Yugoslavia broke up (see Chapter 8), and they had
reason to believe that if the international community intervened to support the Bosnian
Muslims’ effort to split from Yugoslavia and Serb domination—which it did—then the inter-
national community would help them, too.

The question remains: Why would Slobodan Milogevié take on the greatest military
powers on earth? Here, images play an important role in helping us understand his behavior.
Evidence indicates that Miloevi¢ had a degenerate image of NATO countries, and he simply
did not believe that they would carry out their threats to attack Serbia. His previous experi-
ences in negotiating with Holbrooke, the fact that threats had been made before and not
carried out, his belief that, even if NATO did attack, Serbs were strong enough to resist, his
knowledge of disagreements on the use of force within NATO, and many other factors ail
supported a degenerate image of NATO countries (Cottam, Mahdasian, & Sarac, 2000).
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With that image, he could have concluded that risking resistance to NATO demands Wit
worth the gamble to achieve goals driven by nationalism.

A related question is: Why would the Albanians rise up and fight for independence from
Serbia? Social identity theory and its implications for nationalism provide a plausible angye,
to that question as well. The theory tells us that people will try to change their group’s statyg
and position—in this case a change toward independence—when they identify a realjg;
cognitive alternative. In the case of the Albanians, there can be no doubt that they g,
watched as the UN and NATO came to the aid of the Muslims in Bosnia, and they figyreq
that the same could realistically happen for them. Hence, the chances of actually achieving
independence would have seemed better in the late 1990s than at any time in history.

Although the bombing succeeded in forcing Milo3evi¢ to withdraw Serb forces from the
region, and restored the autonomy of the region, it did not mend the hatred between the sti]].
segregated Serbs and Albanians. The desire for independence by Albanians, and the Serbiap
view that Kosovo is part of Serbia, remain unchanged. Furthermore, it was not untit the
October 2000 elections that Milosevié was ousted from power, succeeded by Vojislav Kosty.-
nica. At first, it did not seem that Milo$evi¢ would accept the outcome of the election, but
widespread protests helped convince him to step down. MiloSevi¢ remained a face in Serbiag
politics. Another blow, however, was dealt to his party when Kostunica’s alliance, the Demo-
cratic Opposition of Serbia, won two thirds of the seats in the December 24 parliamentary
elections. MiloSevi¢, who was considered an international war criminal, went on trial in the
International Court of Justice but died in prison before the trial was finished.

What is clear about the situation in Kosovo is that its future remains uncertain. Kosovo
was under UN supervision after 1999 and security was provided by NATO forces. In Febru-
ary 2008 the parliament voted for independence. Serbs strongly protested this but the USA
and many other European countries support it. Russia remains in opposition. Meanwhile,
there is little security for the non-Albanian residents of Kosovo and very few, only 3.8%, of
the Kosovo Serbs who fled in 1999 have returned (Wolfgram, 2008: 465).

Cyprus

Historical background. Like Northern Ireland, the Cypriot conflict involves two countries,
Greece and Turkey, whose people believe they are rightful owners of Cyprus. However, unlike
Northern Ireland, ethnic Greek and Turkish Cypriots coexist on the island as part of two
separate nation-states: the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus and the Republic of Cyprus.
Cyprus was a colony of the British by 1925. In 1955, the Greek majority (about 80%) decided
that they did not want to be under British rule and started a campaign known as Enosis,
which means union. Greek Cypriots wanted to be unified with Greece. In 1959, the British
reluctantly granted unification, and the following year the Republic of Cyprus was estab-
lished. The Greeks, Turks, and British settled on a Greek president and a Turkish vice presi-
dent, as well as on proportional power sharing within the legislature. The British also were
given two sovereign military bases. The three powers also left themselves as guarantors,
meaning that if there was any constitutional disruption they would have the right to
intervene.

It was not long before communal violence between the two national groups had
broken out. In 1964, the UN sent in peacekeeping troops to deal with the island, because
of the violence. By this point, the Turks and the Greeks had established their own enclaves.
The situation was further exacerbated by the toppling of the Greek Cypriot president by
what Turks argued was a pro-Enosis Greek government. As a result, in 1974 the Turkish




‘Wiu

from
18Wer
tatug;
distic
" too
ured
Ving

1 the
still-
'bian
| the
)stu-
. but
bian
‘mo-
tary
t the

30V0
bru-
JSA
hile,
,, Of

ries,
like
two
rus.
ded
1818,
tish
ab-
esi-
ere
1S,

to

1ad
use
s€s.

ish

9. THE POLITICAL PSYCHOLOGY OF NATIONALISM 249

ded the island, arguing that they had the right under the Treaty of Guaran-

_ spvemment inva
tablished a partition line, known as the Attila Line, resulting in the creation

(ce. The Turks es
i two countries on the island.

the conflict. The Cyprus conflict is problematic because it
groups—the Greek and Turkish Cypriots—but is further com-
ounded by the involvement of their respective mother countries, Greece and Turkey. Greece
and Turkey are highly nationalistic countries and have a long and historical animosity for
sach other. They are essentially enemies whose perception of each other is highly threatening.
The island of Cyprus represents a battleground for these enemies, much like many developing
SA and the Soviet Union during the Cold War. The Greek and

countries were for the U
Turkish governments desire to protect and ultimately bolster the power of their own people.

And, because of their long-standing historical animosity, both Turkey and Greece have a
strategic interest in the island, ultimately not wanting the other to control it.

The national groups on the island, the Greek and Turkish Cypriots, are simply Greek and
Turk diasporas. They do not see themselves as Cypriots with common heritages and goals. In
essence, then, there is no conception of a common Cypriot nation (Fisher, 2001). Their view
of each other is highly threatening, each perceiving the other to be an arm of the Greek or
Turkish government. This is especially problematic for nation building, which would require
that they overcome their perceptions of each other and begin to sec themselves as one nation
whose aim it is to build a country beneficial to both groups.

fhe political psychology of
involves two warring national

Chechnya

Historical background. The nationalist uprising in Chechnya has been an ongoing problem
for the Russian government. Chechnya is one of six republics in Russia. Chechens are an
indigenous group, descendants of herdsmen and farmers, who speak their own distinct lan-
guage (Kline, 1998). Chechens have a long history of nationalist resistance to Russian rule. As
Payin and Popov (1996) explain, about the early 19th century:

Russian imperialism in the Caucasus lasted several centuries and met its most deter-
mined and well-organized resistance on [in] the territory of Chechnya and the border-
ing regions of Dagestan. There, for a quarter of a century, Shamil’s Islamic proto-state
fought the Russian army until 1864. The Republic of the North Caucasus, that included
Chechnya, declared independence soon after the Bolshevik revolution in May 1918 ...
and fought a brutal war against the Tsarist army, commanded by General Denikin. . ..
After Denikin’s defeat, the Red Army entered Chechnya in early 1920, and a new
rebellion erupted, this time against the Bolsheviks. This revolt was not suppressed until
fall 1921. ... Over the ensuing three years, Chechnya, Ingushetia, and a number of
other autonomous oblasts of the Northern Caucuses became independent. A brief
period of relative tranquility was cut short by the mass political repression of the
collectivization campaign during the late 1920s and early 1930s. This sparked a new
wave of anti-Soviet uprisings in Chechnya that continued for the next ten years,
gradually taking on the character of guerilla warfare. (p. 2)

In 1944, Soviet leader Joseph Stalin banished the Chechens to Kazakhstan, after he accused
them of collaborating with the Germans. Chechens were permitted to return to their home-

land by Nikita Khrushchev, in 1957.
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The most recent conflict with Russia began in October 1991, when Chechen Gepeny
Dzhokhar Dadaev declared independence for Chechnya. As in the case of Kosovo’s Albam_'
ans, it is very likely that the Chechen rebels saw the disintegration of the Soviet Union, 4 M
the subsequent independence of neighboring countries, as an indication that a I'Calixﬁé
opportunity existed for them to make a successful break from Russia. As we noted in the Lau
of Kosovo, this is something that social identity theory would lead us to expect. Similaﬂy
nationalism explains the Russian response: Nyet! Russia had already experienced numerc}u;
humiliations, such as loss of territory, severe economic problems, and loss of internatioﬁ;{
status as a superpower. There was no way a nationalistic people would tolerate the furtigy
humiliation of losing Chechnya. Consequently, the Russians, who claimed that the republje
was rightfully part of the Russian Federation, did not recognize an independent Chechnya, |y
1994, Russia sent 40,000 troops to the republic. Even though the Russians were able to occupy
the urban centers, they were unable to defeat the guerrillas in the south. The guerrillas were
able to retake Grozny, the capital (Grozny was later renamed Djohar by Chechens). Although
the Russians anticipated a quick victory, this was not to be. In July 1996, after more thay
80,000 people had died, 40,000 homes were destroyed, and an estimated 300,000-400,000
people were displaced, the war-torn Russian army were forced to withdraw their forces (Kline.
1998). Within the peace agreement, signed in August 1996, by Russian General Alexander
Lebed and Chechen Chief of Staff Aslan Maskhadov (who was elected president of Chech-
nya in January 1997), there was a provision that independence would be addressed in 5 years,
in 2001. In August 1999, the Chechens invaded neighboring Dagestan, in order to heip
Islamic forces there gain independence. Russia once again invaded Chechnya with 100,000
troops, and since then they have been accused of various human rights abuses: torture.
summary executions, kidnappings and disappearances, looting, and extortion (Peterson,
2000a). Russian President Vladimir Putin initially saw the solution as direct rule from the
Kremlin, which is obviously a different outcome of national liberation than envisioned by
the rebels (Weir, 2000). Russia continued to claim that victory over the rebels was imminent.
In March 2003, a referendum was called for by the Russian government, which would provide
Chechnya with a new constitution and limited autonomy, although it was clearly to remain a
part of Russia. In the meantime, the region remains devastated by war and in dire need of
rebuilding its infrastructure.

The political psychology of the conflict. The position taken by the Russian government, and
its actions, shed light on the rogue image it holds of the Chechens. The nationalistic Chechens
represent a threat to the Russians, but they are also perceived by them to be inferior in terms
of capability and culture, which explains the Russian view that this rogue group needs to be
taught a lesson and must be defeated by force. The Russians are also highly nationalistic, and
granting the demands of the Chechens would compromise the territorial integrity of a greater
Russia. On the other hand, the Chechens clearly believe that the Russians are imperialists with
far superior capability. However, the relationship between them is seen by the Chechens as
unjust, explaining why they have repeatedly challenged Russian rule, despite the country’s
perceived superior capability. Negotiating an end to the conflict would certainly require
the perceptions of one group to change: Fither the Russians would have to accept that the
Chechens are a unique national/ethnic group, relinquishing control over the region, or the

Chechens would have to see themselves as part of a greater Russia, thus not perceiving
themselves as distinct within the country.
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3

Turkey and the Kurdish Revolt

?Hgsmrical background. Since 1984, over 30,000 people have died as a result of the conflict
petween the Kurds and the Turkish government. The Kurds, a minority group of 12 million
eople concentrated in southeastern Turkey, are predominantly Sunni Muslims who speak
o distinct dialects: Kurmanji and Zara. This minority has expressed demands ranging from
omplete independence to autonomy. The Turkish government, however, believes the Kurds
should assimilate into Turkish society and has banned the Kurdish language, television, and
the arts.

The conflict between the Kurds and the Turks did not begin with the Kurdish offensive of
{984, nor is it a problem situated solely in Turkey. The Kurds are a nation of around 25
nillion people without a state. Their traditional homeland is in the area where Turkey, Iraq,
4nd Iran share borders. The maj ority of the Kurds live in those three countries, with smaller
Kurd populations in Syria and Azerbaijan. They have revolted against the governments of
fran and Iraq in recent years, and their aspirations for nation-statehood have been repressed,
often brutally. The conflict in Turkey can be traced to the creation of the post-Ottoman
Empire Turkish state in 1923. At the end of World War I the Ottoman Empire was defeated,
and the Treaty of Lausanne (1923) divided the multinational holdings of the empire. The
Republic of Turkey was established, but the Kurds were left without a homeland. There were
three major revolts against the Turkish government between 1925 and 1939, in the southeast-
ern part of the country where the Kurds resided, and the Turkish government responded with
prutal repression, attempting to assimilate the minority group. Martial law remained in effect
until 1946.

The Kurdistan Workers Party (PKK) formed in 1978. Defining their struggle as one of
anticolonialism, the group demanded independence. With the military coup of 1980, and a
campaign of repression against the Kurds by that regime, many members of the PKK fled to
Iran, Iraq, and Syria. In Syria, members of the PKK were supplied with money, weapons,
and training. In 1987, the Syrians agreed to no longer support the PKK and claimed that
their bases had been closed. However, in reality, the PKK simply moved their bases to an
area in Lebanon controlled by Syria and continued their campaign (Graham-Brown &
Sackur, 1995).

Beginning in 1984, the campaign was responded to with a declaration of a state of emer-
gency in 10 of Turkey’s southeastern provinces. The following year, Prime Minister Turgut
Ozal created a system of village guards, whereby local citizens were recruited to help the
armed forces fight the PKK (Graham-Brown & Sackur, 1995). In recent years, with the
weakening of the movement, the leader of the PKK, Abdullah Ocalan, has claimed that he is
willing to discuss a political settlement, possibly including autonomy rather than independ-
ence (O’ Toole, 2000). Ocalan was arrested in Kenya in February 1999 and was given a death
sentence. After his arrest, he called for a cease-fire with the Turks. Most of the guerillas have
retreated to Northern Iraq and Iran. The PKK claims that they are no longer at war with the
Turks (BBC News, 2000). However, in the spring of 2000, Turkish troops crossed into North-
ern Iraq in an offensive against them, signaling that the Turkish government did not believe
the conflict was over. The Turkish government was still threatened by Kurdish nationalist
sentiments and were still driven by the perception that this rogue group was not to be
negotiated with, but defeated.

The political psychology of the conflict. This conflict can also be explained in terms
of conflicts about the meaning of national identity, as well as images. The Kurds had a
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nationalist awakening fairly late in the (A \
game, after their nation had already been | The Power of National ldentity
divided among other countries (Gunter, Bruni (2003) wrote the following story about

1990). During the time when nationalism a 15-year-old Kurdish boy, Bayram, which

was sweeping through Turkey and Iran, the iﬁ:ﬁﬁ;ﬁ ;: :::tth;oasg:x?atl‘: "é?a:z ]
Kurds were still divided into parochial Kurds: i
communities, that is, communities where
the strongest identities were with the clan or
tribe rather than with the Kurdish nation.

Indeed, those identities remain very strong

On a school day last November, his.
teachers in this remote, poor, densely
Kurdish area of southeastern Turkey asked
it 1o lead his classmates in the customary

iI‘l t1.1e Kurdish po.p}llation, and there are Turkish pledge of allogixnce, Wikl
significant animosities among the Kurds. includes the line “Happy is one who calls
As Gunter (1990) notes, in “all of the Kurd- himself & Turk.” Bayram ... balked ...
ish revolts of the twentieth century ...— [The teachers] insisted that he press ahead,
whether in Turkey, Iraq, or Iran—signifi- So he did, and what they heard him say |
cant numbers of Kurds have supported the was this: “Happy is one who calls himseifa
government because of their tribal Kurd.” The teachers not only sent him |
antipathies for those rebelling” (p- 6)- home from school for the day, but also

summoned the police. Bayram now stands
accused of “inciting hatred and enmityon
the basis of religion, race, language or
regional differences.” . .. Bayram’s case
provides a glimpse into the extreme vigile

Kurds also have linguistic divisions. The
language has two major dialects (Kurdi and
Kurmanii), as well as subdialects, and some
are mutually incomprehensible. As national

identity grew, however, they came to see the ance of Turkish ot ofiday
Turks as oppressive imperialists. Kurds in against any possible flicker of Kurdish !
other countries saw their governing regimes | separatism, a watchfulness that continues

in the same manner. By the late 1900s, they | toshape the country’s response to the war
had reached the conclusion that a favorable in Irag. (p. A3)

international environment would improve Bayram faced up to 5 years in prison i
their chances of attaining an independent ctedt

Kurdistan. Their hopes were reinforced by  {_ )

the autonomy of the Iraqi Kurds, discussed
in Chapter 8. We return to this point later.
Turkish nationalists, on the other hand, do not want the Kurds to have either
independence or autonomy within Turkey. They have attempted to force assimilation of
the Kurds, through repressing their language and culture. But this is not just the determin-
ation of one group to suppress another. When modern Turkey emerged from the ashes of
the Ottoman Empire, whose heart was in Istanbul, it was not precisely clear who was a
Turk. Islam provided a common link between the Turks and Kurds, but the new Turkey
was to be a secular state. In the process of repressing the revolts between 1925 and 1939,
Turks increasingly denied the existence of an ethnic or national group of Kurds. Instead,
they began to refer to them as “mountain Turks” and attempted to force them to assimi-
late into Turkish society. Speaking the Kurdish language was illegal until 1991. As recently
as 1999, after the capture of Ocalan and 15 years of war against the PKK, one member
of Parliament refused to acknowledge that there is a “Kurdish” problem in Turkey. He
was quoted as saying, “We call it the southeast problem. We don’t separate any ethnicity
in Turkey in our hearts and minds” (Freeman, 1999). With Turkey pushing to be con-
sidered as a member of the European Union, they are coming under increasing pressure
by the members to grant rights to the Kurdish minority. Turkey argues that granting




9. THE POLITICAL PSYCHOLOGY OF NATIONALISM 253

such as allowing education in the Kurdish language and lifting the ban on broad-
~ could foster separatism (Bruni, 2003). However, the most significant opportunity
the Kurds of Turkey may come from the Kurds in Iraq. With the Gulf War of the first
;dent Bush, they rebelled against the Iraqi Republican Guard, and the USA decided to
tect them from retaliation by creating a safety zone in northern Iraq. This in essence
ablished a rump Kurdish state. Then came the second Gulf War, the product of
sions made by the second President Bush, which presented a spectacular opportunity
or the Iraqi Kurds to establish a larger and fully independent state. They moved quickly
yguinst the Iraqi military.
As mentioned in Chapter 8, Kurdish military forces have taken over Mosul and Kirkuk
and the rich oil wells there. Their status as an autonomous entity is secure. The whole pro-
ect of instability (i.e., war) in Iraq is deeply worrying to the Turkish government, because
they understand full well the impact, for the Kurdish community in Turkey, of an independ-
ent Kurdistan in portions of what used to be Irag, particularly portions with oil wealth. It
\would present them with a clear-cut opportunity to try to revolt and to unite with the Traqi
gurds. The USA has insisted that the Kurds in Iraq will be asked to pull back, but the future
jemains very unclear. In 2008 Turkish planes bombed camps of the PKK inside Iraqi Kurdis-
tan, so the problem clearly remains an extremely serious one. The next case demonstrates full
well the power of nationalism when the opportunity for unity of a national identity group

appears.

German Unification

Our last example of the power of the desire that nationalists have t0 live together in a unified,
independent country is a more positive one—German unification in 1990. Germans are
commonly considered to be very nationalistic, and German nationalism is considered a pri-
mary cause of World War II (see later). German political behavior is historically replete with
examples of popular sacrifice for the sake of the country and the German people. This is a
pattern of behavior that derives from strong attachment to the nation as an in-group. After
J World War 11, however, Germany was divided into the Federal Republic of Germany (com-
monly referred to as West Germany) and the German Democratic Republic (commonly
referred to as East Germany). The East became a Soviet ally, and the West became an Ameri-

;; can and Western European ally. During the Cold War, the option of unification did not exist,
. despite Soviet statements to the contrary. This led to uncertainty as to the composition of the
£ German national community. Was it the territorial community of both Germanies, or were
: there two German national communities: the West and East? If the latter, then both West and
! East Germany could be considered distinctive nation-states. If not, then the desire for
) national unification would still exist, even if only in a dormant state, because of the con-
1’ straints imposed on the possibility of unification by the Cold War. The answer to the question
i-’ of how many German nations there were was dramatically apparent as the Soviet Union
relinquished its control in East Europe. The German people moved quickly to take up the new
Z option of reunification.
2 One of the most interesting aspects of German unification is that it was so attractive to
J Germans who had in the preceding years demonstrated less and less interest in reunification.
4 West Germany had become prosperous and was closely identified with the NATO alliance. In

1969, the West German government began a process of neutralizing conflict with Eastern
Europe, which in effect signaled acceptance of the status quo (Grosser, 1992; Mahncke, 1992).
Public opinion polls conducted in West Germany also demonstrated the diminution of hope

e
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for unification and the low expectation that it would ever materialize. A 1986 survey foyy
that one third of the West Germans polled believed that East Germany was a foreign lang.
This was particularly the case among those aged 14-29: 51% of this age group Tegardag
the East as foreign (Plock, 1993). Only 9% of respondents believed Germany woulq be
united in their lifetimes, but Germans still approved of the idea of reunification, as showy
in a 1987 poll, in which 70-80% of respondents were advocates of reunification (Plock.
1993). When the opportunity finally came, it took only 1 year from the disintegration of
the East German government, in October 1989, to formal unification on October 3, 199
even though the German government had to convince the USA, UK, France, and the
Soviet Union that a newly unified Germany would not be aggressive and would commit to
undertaking the enormous financial commitment and sacrifice that unification woulg
require.

Nationalism and Foreign Policy '

Nationalism also has an impact on foreign policy behavior. The heightened propensity to
identify threats and opportunities, the importance of national grandeur, and the tendency to
be quicker and more extreme in using stereotypical images of others all influence foreign
policy predispositions among nationalists. In addition, nationalists are more easily mobilized
by their governments, through the manipulation of symbols important to them, to make
sacrifices for foreign policies designed to respond to threats or take advantage of opportun-
ities. Here, we examine a few cases of nationalism and foreign policy.

World War i

World War I1 is considered possibly the most horrendous illustration of the impact of nation-
alism on the foreign policy behavior of nation-states. But, if we look at the policies of two of
the major nation-states in the conflict—Germany and the USA—we can see that although
nationalism drove Germans to embark on a policy of expansion that ultimately cost 50
million lives, it also enabled the USA to mobilize the American population in order to prevent
Hitler from achieving his goals.

Germany in the 1920s was in terrible condition. The country had been defeated in
World War I, and the settlement ending the war, the Versailles Treaty, imposed onerous
war reparations and peace conditions upon the country. There was severe inflation in the
early 1920s, which wiped out much of the savings of the middle class. The government of
the post-war state, known as the Weimar Republic, could not meet the basic needs of the
public. Moreover, the Weimar Republic had been imposed by the victors of World War 1
and was politically alien to Germans, who had never previously lived under democratic
rule. The institution of the monarchy had been overturned when Germany was defeated in
World War I, and there was an uncertain attachment to the new republican institutions. In
short, Germany was not politically stable. The Weimar government could not guarantee
that Germans would obey its decisions or support it out of principle or habit, and it did
not have the ability to provide conditions of economic prosperity for the people. Because
of its lack of legitimacy, the government could not mobilize the nationalistic German
people by manipulating nationalistic symbols, thereby encouraging them to make sacrifices
necessary to rebuild and get through the hard times. Any serious effort to manipulate
German national symbols would most likely have led the public to insist on the rectifica-
tion of German national humiliation and to a questioning of the nationalist legitimacy of
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the Weimar Republic, which submitted to this humiliation. The Weimar Republic was a
consequence of military defeat, that is, it was a symbol of national humiliation (Cassels,
1975; James, 1989).

Under the circumstances, it is not surprising that a right-wing nationalist leader such as
Adolf Hitler would appear on the scene to challenge the Weimar Republic, and that they
would be attractive to the German people. They were able to manipulate those symbols, and
they were determined to restructure the German government and remove the governing elite
of the Weimar Republic, who they saw as being unwilling to defend the grandeur of the
German nation.

Hitler’s ability to manipulate national symbols was a major factor in his rise to power in
Germany. His defiant nationalism both silenced his opposition and increased his support base
(James, 1989). Nevertheless, when he actually came to power, he not only lacked majority
support, but also was viewed by large sections of the public with a mixture of fear and
loathing (Steinert, 1977). Thus, he developed a system of coercive control that would ensure
his authority, by intimidating his opposition through violence. It started with street violence
during electoral campaigns, even before he came to power, and continued with the develop-
ment of institutionalized coercion and terror after he came to power. Opponents of the
regime were threatened simultaneously with brutal coercion and with appearing unpatriotic
by opposing a government that wrapped itself in the flag, by declaring itself the savior of the
German nation.

By using nationalistic symbols, condemning the humiliations and territorial losses Ger-
many had experienced after World War 1, and instituting a strong coercive control system,
Hitler was able to mobilize the German people to make the sacrifices necessary to construct a
military machine so strong that the Nazi leadership could embark on a plan that not only
recovered land lost after World War I, but that also included a goal of vast expansion. He
saw an opportunity to achieve nationalist goals, the rectification of the punishment of Ver-
sailles, the expansion of Germany into much-needed territory (lebensraum), and the reunifi-
cation of Germans living in Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Hungary with the broader German
nation. German nationalists supported these goals, and the threat of coercive retribution
prevented opponents from objecting to those policies. As World War II progressed, the same
tactics produced an acceptance of a terrible loss of life and devastating destruction, even as it
became clearer and clearer that the goal could not be achieved. The German people became
resigned to war (Steinert, 1977). Meanwhile, Germany’s opponents were demonized and
Jews were identified as the scapegoats upon whom the blame for Germany’s problems was
placed.

We often think of the USA’s involvement in World War II as simply the fight of good
against evil and a normal response to the attack by the Japanese, Hitler’s ally, on Pearl
Harbor. But American behavior is also attributable to American nationalism. By the 1920s,
the USA was a country whose populace was nationalistic. This explains in part why the
country made it through the Great Depression without serious instability. The economic crisis
of the depression years was a shock to the stability of the system, but the government did not
have to respond to instability with coercion. Instead, President Franklin Roosevelt was able to
call upon American nationalism to generate a willingness to accept the sacrifices necessary to
deal with the economic crisis.

Roosevelt recognized the dangers to the USA emanating from the crisis developing in
Europe in the 1930s, but the American public did not yet see events in the same way that
Roosevelt did (Dallek, 1983). Instead, the public was concerned with the threat to the nation
caused by the economic crisis. Many Americans were isolationists during these years and
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believed that the national interest lay in avoiding another involvement in European squabbleg
Roosevelt was clearly aware of the public’s preference and acquiesced to it, despite his con.
cerns, as early as 1935, about the possibility of German aggression in Europe (Dallek, 1979),
The Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941, erased American isolationism_
After the attack, Roosevelt found it easy to mobilize the country. He announced a program tg
use America’s industrial base, resources, and people, to create an overwhelmingly powerfy]
military force. He asked for and received enormous material sacrifices, personal sacrifices, anq
a willingness to risk lives to deal with this threat to the security of the nation. His request wag
received with approval and even enthusiasm, and with little dissent. Americans did not haye
to be forced to fight for the nation, and were willing to die for it.

This case illustrates one of the most important features of nationalistic behavior: the
willingness of a national community to make enormous sacrifices in order to construct the
instruments—military, diplomatic, intelligence, and economic—necessary for dealing with an
external threat. This ability to generate a willingness to make sacrifices is the most important
impact of nationalism on a country’s foreign policy. Nationalism makes a state more power-
ful, because people are willing to make great sacrifices for it. But these cases also show that
nationalists can be mobilized by the identification of opportunities to achieve a desired goal,
as in Germany, as well as by threats to the nation, as in the USA.

The War on Drugs

U.S. domestic and international counternarcotics policy, known as the “war on drugs,” and
the responses of other countries to that policy, is another arena that bears the marks of
nationalism. Both the USA and Mexico are nation-states, and Mexican and American
nationalism has influenced the war on drugs (Cottam & Cottam, 2001; Cottam & Marenin,
1999). Typical of nationalists, American policy makers have difficulty believing that Ameri-
cans are responsible for their own drug use. Instead, U.S. policy makers view the drug war
predominantly in supply-side terms. In other words, drugs are a problem because they are
produced in other countries and sold to Americans, and, although demand for drugs is also
seen as a problem, the central solution to drug abuse has been identified as cutting off the
supply. To deal with the supply of drugs coming into the country, U.S. policy makers have
adopted an interdiction campaign on U.S. borders, at ports of entry, on the high seas, and
on major foreign transshipment routes and production sites. Other methods include crop
eradication in source countries, as well as money for training and supplies for source
countries.

Relations between Mexico and the USA became publicized in the early 1970s, with Oper-
ation Intercept. The idea behind Operation Intercept, initiated by the USA, was in effect to
close the borders by slowly searching border traffic for illicit drugs, snarling traffic, and
dissuading millions of American and Mexicans from trying to cross the borders on regular
business and tourist activities. The Mexicans did comply with U.S. demands that it improve
its drug interdiction efforts, resulting in increased U.S. aid to Mexico, the establishment of
Mexico’s Northern Boarder Response Force, and increased collaboration between the Mexi-
can military and police with U.S. military counternarcotics officials and civilian law enforce-
ment agencies (Dunn, 1996). However, because the USA unilaterally launched Operation
Intercept, it placed a great strain on U.S.—Mexican relations. The USA since then has adopted
a more bilateral approach, through Operation Cooperation, but that operation was still 2
result of U.S. demands for improvement in drug interdiction.

U.S. policy toward Mexico, concerning drug interdiction, has continually strained
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relations between the two countries, evoking nationalist resentment in Mexico. International
parcotics matters offer plenty of opportunities for threat to nationalist sensitivities, because
cooperation requires, at a minimum, an overlap of law enforcement activities. Mexicans are
very cautious about that interaction. From their perspective, if you give the USA an inch,
they may take a mile. If concessions of Mexican sovereignty are made on this issue, the USA
will soon be making similar demands in other areas such as immigration. Mexicans are highly
suspicious about the intentions of the USA and have indicated a strong resistance to any
effort to give American law enforcement officials free reign on Mexican soil. The USA has
added credence to this perspective by demanding a certain amount of freedom to operate as
jaw enforcement agents on Mexican soil. In the late 1980s, for example, in response to the
murder of a DEA agent in Mexico, U.S. agents participated in the kidnapping of a Mexican
national, who was then taken to the USA to stand trial for his role in the murder. The U.S.
Supreme Court upheld this action, which infuriated Mexican nationalists. Mexico argued that
the USA could not send agents to Mexico and kidnap Mexican nationals to stand trial for a
crime committed in Mexico.

Another U.S. policy that inflames nationalist sentiments is the certification process,
whereby U.S. monetary funds (as well as international funds, because of U.S. pressure) are
withheld if a country is not seen as cooperating with the USA in narcotics control. Every
year, the executive branch must certify other countries before the U.S. Congress. Any country
that is not evaluated positively as cooperating with the USA in its drug war policy is denied
assistance from this country in matters unrelated to drugs. In addition, the USA will recom-
mend against the granting of funds from international aid sources. This is deeply insulting to
nationalistic Mexicans, who refuse to recognize certification, arguing that it is a violation of
international law and a certain illustration of American ignorance and imperialism. Who is
the USA to grade other countries, they ask? Moreover, Mexican nationalism is inflamed
when the USA argues that Mexico should control the flow of drugs into the USA. It is a
supply problem, but, when Mexican authorities complain that illegal firearms flood into
Mexican criminals’ hands from the USA, American officials say it is Mexico’s demand that is
at fault. They maintain that this too is an illustration of American imperialism and
hypocrisy.

Nationalists in both countries seek others to blame for what is clearly a transnational
problem, requiring international cooperation. But nationalists have a difficult time recogniz-
ing their own countries’ weaknesses, such as a heavy appetite for drugs in the USA and
corruption and trafficking in Mexico. Moreover, nationalists in both countries loath having
any other country interfere in their domestic politics. Hence, Mexicans do not want the
USA to tell them how to conduct policing in Mexico, and Americans do not want Mexicans
telling them this country has a major public health problem that Americans need to

address.

Post-Cold War Nationalism in Russia and China

The end of the Cold War and the disintegration of the Soviet Union produced new implica-
tions for nationalists in Russia and China. The end of the Cold War brought opportunities for
the reemergence of nationalism in Russia. The Soviet Union had been ideologically opposed
to the manifestation of nationalism. Now, Russian nationalists were free to express loyalty to
the Russian nation. However, the disintegration of the Soviet Union brought a decline in
prestige and power in international politics for Russia. Russia’s economic problems and
political turmoil placed the country in a position of weakness and in need of aid and mercy
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from its former Cold War opponents. This constitutes a humiliation for proud nationa][‘m
and also brought insecurity, because, as the Soviet empire and the associated Warsaw Pagy
disappeared, the alliance of the Western Cold War powers, NATO, expanded. That eXpansigy
began with the “partnership for peace,” which would gradually prepare a number of appli.
cants for membership. The first three full-fledged post-Cold War members were Hungary, the
Czech Republic, and Poland, which were admitted in 1999. These countries were forme]-]y
part of the Eastern-bloc Cold War alliance, the Warsaw Pact, of which the former Sovig
Union was the head. The plans to expand NATO into what Russia claims to be its sphere of
influence is perceived to be threatening to them, especially when the offer of NATO membey,
ship is extended to border countries that Russia has strained relations with and when the
situation in Russia is dire: the war in Chechnya, a failing economic situation, weaken
forces, and a host of other problems.

After the fall of the Soviet Union, the new Russian leaders made it clear that they regarded
Russia as a great power worthy of a central role in international politics. President Bois
Yeltsin remarked, in 1992, that “Russia is rightfully a great power by virtue of its history, it
place in the world and its material and spiritual potential” (quoted in Webber, 1996: 120). Byt
nationalism in Russia has a number of faces, in part as a readjustment to the shocks of
economic depression in the 1990s, and in part as a result of the question of what role an
independent Russia would play in world politics. One of those faces is called the New Right
Eurasianism. Advocates argue that Russia’s orientation should be toward the East, not the
West, and, reflecting this, in 1998 Prime Minister Primakov suggested the formation of 3
strategic triangle among Russia, China, and India. To some extent, this is a result of increas-
ing anti-Americanism, wherein the USA is identified by nationalistic Russians as the scape-
goat for Russia’s economic failures and decline in international power and prestige (Shiraev &
Zubok, 2000).

Russian nationalism has contributed to disagreements with the USA on a number of
important issue areas, First, there is the expansion of NATO, which is perceived as threaten-
ing to Russia. In a September 1999 survey, for example, 66% of Russian respondents
believed that the expansion of NATO was a threat to Russia (Shiraev & Zubok, 2000).
Second, there was disagreement about U, S. and NATO policy toward Serbia, in the conflicts
in Bosnia and in Kosovo. Russians and Serbs are traditional allies, and, in both Bosnia and
Kosovo, the Russians believed that they were not given due consideration and attention in
handling the crises. They disagreed with the policy of vilifying the Serbs, and they believed

that Americans were acting in an imperialistic manner in directing the international com-
munity’s policy. The USA was warned that it could not play the role of international
policeman (Broder, 1999). These policy positions make clear the importance of national
prestige for Russians, a value that we noted is common among nationalists, Finally, there is
the issue of nuclear weapons. Distrust of the USA led to a long delay in the Russian Duma’s
ratification of the Strategic Arms Reduction Agreement of 1992 (START II), and the
renewed American interest in a national missile defense system (NMD, discussed in Chapter
11) further exacerbated Russian concerns about American intentions and their own security
and independence, as did American plans to build a missile defense system in countries close
to Russia, such as Poland. The fear is that if the USA develops and deploys a national
missile defense system, it will then be able to launch an offensive attack on Russia without
fear of retaliation. Again, heightened sensitivity to threats is common among nationalist
peopiles such as the Russians,
The world community appeared shocked when Russia invaded Georgia in August 2008.
This was the first Russian invasion of a country since the end of the Cold War and, although
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jj’tﬂs-‘iia cited provocation, it is regarded as a reassertion of Russian power and status in the
egion- Georgia is a former Soviet Republic and ally of the USA and is seeking entry into
NATO: «Russia was once the jewel of its empire, and Russia has never psychologically

” (“Russia Resurgent,” 2008: 24). The Russians claimed they
the Georgian break-away territories of Ossetia and Ab-
e territories and entered Georgia “proper.” Despite the
clear case in which one country invaded the

:'3icl 5o to support those living in
\hazia. HOWever, they did not stop at th
easoning given by the Russians, this was a

sovereignty of another.
After the Russians effectively decimated the Georgian armed forces, a cease-fire was nego-

{jated by French President Nicholas Sarkosy and signed by Russia and both the Russians and
Georgians. On August 12, the Russians agreed to withdraw their troops from Georgia, but
\would maintain a “peaceful” presence in the breakaway regions (Trofimov & Chazan, 2008).
Russia did violate the agreement. The USA claimed that the Russians were playing a very
Jangerous game. After the warning by the USA, Russia began to pull back its forces (“Russia
Resurgent,” 2008: 24). The Russians also recognized the breakaway territories. This conflict is
far from over. In invading Georgia, many asked: Was this the beginning of a resurgence of the
Cold War?
China is another country with a nationalistic populace. Despite its enormous population,
s linguistic and ethnic diversity, and the late arrival of an institutionalized state and
accompanying national identity, nationalism is an important factor in Chinese foreign pol-
icy. There has been an upsurge in nationalism in China in recent years (Bernstein & Munro,
1997; Scalapino, 1999; Zhao, 2000). As in the case of Russia, there are different domestic
manifestations of nationalism in China. Zhao (2000), for example, argues that there are
three distinct interpretations of Chinese nationalism: nativism, which rejects all things for-
eign; antitraditionalism, which calls for adaptation to the international environment, in
search of China’s greatness; and pragmatism, which sits in between. All three are sensitive to
threats to China’s interests and territorial integrity. Like Russians, Chinese nationalists
believe that their country has suffered humiliation at the hands of imperialism, historically,
and many identify the USA as the modern-day imperialist bent on dictating to them and
inhibiting them from their natural leadership role in international politics. There is a belief
that the USA is attempting to contain China and is trying to assert unipolar dominance in
Asia. Hence, Chinese foreign policy has included a strategy of multipolarism, that is, the

development of diverse partnerships, including one with Russia, to counter American

hegemony (Scalapino, 1999). Chinese nationalists are also concerned about threats to their

country’s security, as a result of U.S. actions, such as the bombing of the Chinese Embassy
in Belgrade, Yugoslavia, in the course of the Kosovo war, and the accident that occurred
when an American reconnaissance plane was buzzed by a Chinese fighter plane, resulting in
the death of the Chinese pilot and emergency landing of the U.S. plane on Chinese territory.
The Chinese are concerned, as are the Russians, about the American consideration of a

NMD system.

Territorial integrity is among
nationalism. Chinese leaders have in:
result of 19th century imperialism (Ho
and a reunion with Taiwan, which was
and later split from the mainland by th
have insisted that Taiwan may not decl
may, in their view, be done through peaceful negotiati
Taiwan has become increasingly democratic, however,

the most important foreign policy issues related to Chinese
sisted upon the return of territory taken from China as 2
ng Kong, Macao, and the South China Sea islands)
first taken from China by Japanese conquest in 1905
e losing side in China’s revolution. Chinese leaders

are independence and that reunification is inevitable. It
ons or, if necessary, by force. Because
there is a growing popular movement
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against reunification. China implicitly warned Taiwan not to move toward an independenu,_
minded president, by engaging in military exercises using live ordinance, before the Presidey,
tial election of 1996. Similar threats were made before the next presidential election in 206
in an effort to prevent the ascent of a new president willing to declare independence fo;
Taiwan. The issue remains one of the most dangerous in Asia, particularly in light of the
election in Taiwan, in March 2000, of Chen Shui-bian of the Democratic Progressive Party,;
pro-independence party. A crucial actor in this conflict is still the USA, which has encourageg
Taiwan to negotiate with China but whose response to military action by China againg
Taiwan is uncertain.

A second important international issue for Chinese nationalists is human rights. China hyg
been criticized by the USA and others for its lack of political freedoms and repression of
political dissidents. These criticisms have been fairly constant since the Tiananmen Square
massacre of 1989, when several thousand dissident pro-democracy demonstrators, mostly
students, were killed by Chinese military forces after staging a peaceful sit-in for several days,
To the Chinese, criticism is interference in domestic affairs, and an affront to national dignity
and prestige, which are central nationalist values.

Most of all, Chinese and Russian nationalists wish to be treated as equals to the grea
powers in the post-Cold War world, the most important of which is the USA. Nationalistic
values of prestige, dignity, security, and unity are all seen to be at stake in the issue areas that
are of concern to these countries. Russians want to be consulted in international decision
making. Chinese nationalists want full membership in the international community, too,
including the World Trade Organization and other central international institutions. They
both resent any American action that thwarts their desire for equality.

CONCLUSION

This chapter has examined the role of nationalism as a political psychological factor affecting
a variety of political conflicts. We looked at nationalistic desires for unity and independence
in a number of civil conflicts, from Europe (Northern Ireland, Yugoslavia, Kosovo) to Russia,
to the Middle East (Turkey and the Kurds, Cyprus). We also examined the power of national-
ism to promote the peace and unity required for substantial sacrifices, in the case of German
unification. Fear of contamination of national unity and values was discussed in the case of
Western European concerns about immigrants from the Third World. Finally, the impact of
nationalism on foreign policy was discussed.

Nationalism has been popularly condemned as bad and a force for great violence. And it
has indeed been the cause of millions of deaths and tremendous suffering. However, it can
also produce great sacrifice for others. When one looks at it from the standpoint of political
psychology, one can see that it is normal in-group behavior. It therefore is going to be a
factor in politics as long as nations exist, and understanding that it is neither good nor bad,
that it simply is a reality that produces particular patterns of behavior, is much more con-
structive than merely condemning it. By understanding the political psychology of groups
and social identity, one can understand nationalism. In turn, understanding the images
nationalists have of out-groups helps in predicting the tactics they will use against them.
This should be the basis for preventing nationalism from causing violence, and using it for
good.
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Torics, THEORIES, AND CASES IN CHAPTER 9
Topics Theories Cases
Nationalism defined
Nationalistic behavior described
Nationalism explained Social identity theory
Image theory
Nationalism and the drive for unity Northern Ireland
and independence Yugoslavia
Kosovo
Cyprus
Chechnya
Turkey
German unification
Nationalism and foreign policy World War |l
Drug war
Russian foreign policy
Chinese foreign policy
KEY TERMS
Ally image Degenerate image Nation-state
Barbarian image Enemy image Nationalism
Colonial image Imperialist image Rogue image
Core community non- Irridentism Scapegoat
nation-state Multinational states Social identity theory
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