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ABSTRACT
Doctoral Thesis
Doctor of Philosophy (Ph.D.)
Explaining State-Muslim Minority Relations in Southeast Asia:
Different Paths Toward Peace and Violence
Anwar KOMA

Dokuz Eylul University
Graduate School of Social Sciences
Department of International Relations

International Relations Program

This thesis examines the variations of the state-Muslim minority
relations in Myanmar, Thailand, the Philippines, and Singapore. The key
question is what are the underlying conditions that contributed to peace and
violence between the states and Muslim minority groups in the selected cases. It
uses a comparative method with limited first-hand findings supported by
secondary data and resources. After critically reviewing the contending
explanations, this thesis introduces the variations of the civil-military relations
as the underlying condition that shaped different paths of the state-Muslim
minority relations in the four cases. While military control empowers the
persistence of state violence against Muslim minority groups in Myanmar,
Thailand, and the Philippines, civilian control not only constrains the state’s use
of violence against Muslim minorities but also reinforces peaceful relations
between the state and Muslims in Singapore. As this overall pattern implies, the
origin of state violence against Muslim minorities stems from the persistence of

military control in those countries.

Keywords: State Violence, Civilian Control, Military Control, Muslim

Minorities, South-East Asia.



OZET
Doktora Tezi
Giineydogu Asya'da Devlet-Miisliiman Azinhk iliskilerini A¢iklamak: Baris ve
Siddete Yonelik Farkh Yollar
Anwar KOMA

Dokuz Eyliil Universitesi
Sosyal Bilimler Enstittsu
Uluslararasi iliskiler Anabilim Dah
ingilizce Uluslararas: iliskiler

Uluslararas iliskiler Program

Bu tez, Myanmar, Tayland, Filipinler ve Singapur’daki devlet-
Miisliiman azinhk iliskilerinin cesitliligini incelemektedir. Secilen vakalarda,
devletler ile Miisliman azimhk gruplar1 arasindaki baris ve siddete etkisi
bulunan temel kosullarin neler oldugu, calismanin temel sorusudur. Calisma,
ikincil kaynaklarla desteklenen simirh birinci elden bulgularin kullanildig:
karsilagtirmali bir yonteme sahiptir. Mevcut aciklamalari elestirel bir sekilde
inceledikten sonra bu tez, secilen dort vaka Uzerinden sivil-asker iliskilerindeki
cesitliligin, devlet-Miisliman azinhk iliskilerindeki farklihiga sebep oldugunu
ileri surmektedir. Myanmar, Tayland ve Filipinler’deki askeri rejimler,
Miisliman azimhk gruplarina yonelik devlet siddetinin siiregelmesini
giiclendirirken; Singapur’daki sivil idare sadece devletin Miisliiman azinhklara
yonelik siddet kullanimimmi kisitlamakla kalmaz, aym1 zamanda devlet ile
Singapur'daki Miisliimanlar arasindaki bariscil iliskileri giiclendirir. Bu genel
yapmnin ifade ettigi iizere, Miisliman azinhklara yonelik devlet siddeti, bu

iilkelerdeki askeri kontroliin devam etmesinden kaynaklanmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Devlet Siddeti, Miisliiman Azihklar, Devlet-MUsliman

Azinlik iliskileri, Giineydogu Asya.
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INTRODUCTION

This thesis examines the differences in state-Muslim minority relations in
Southeast Asia (SEA) in the 2010s. In general, it explores the conditions behind
peaceful and violent relations between the states and Muslim minorities in Myanmar,
Thailand, the Philippines, and Singapore. More specifically, it focuses on the
conditions behind the violent relations between Muslims and the state in Myanmar,
Thailand, and the Philippines, and the peaceful relations between the state and
Muslim minorities in Singapore. By this token, Myanmar, Thailand, and the
Philippines represent those cases of state violence against Muslim minorities, while
the case of Singapore illustrates peaceful relations. In order to compare these selected
four cases, this thesis employs a new framework of civil-military relations (CMR) to
examine its effect on the varying outcomes between states and the Muslim
minorities.

Through its comparative analysis of the indicated four countries, this thesis
aims to achieve two main goals. First, by examining the cases in Myanmar,
Singapore, the Philippines, and Thailand as examples, this thesis maps the terrain on
which state and minority relations in Southeast Asia have taken shape. Second, it
seeks to provide a theoretical explanation for the varied outcomes of such relations in
contemporary times. To fulfill these objectives, in connection to state-Muslim
minorities relations in Southeast Asia, the thesis will re-examine the main
explanations for ethnic conflict before introducing the new explanation. After
reviewing the relevant literature and demonstrating its drawbacks, the study will
introduce a theoretical account that concentrates on the effect of military control as
its main explanatory variable for the peaceful or violent relations between the state
and Muslim minorities in these four countries.

From a theoretical perspective, this study engages in a debate with other
contending explanations for the state-Muslim minority relations in these countries,
such as primordialism and instrumentalism. Many studies on the ethnic conflict in
Myanmar and the Philippines tend to consider the colonial heritage to be responsible
for the emergence and duration of violence (Croissant, 2018). The colonial heritage’s

deleterious effects are often explained with its divide-and-rule policy and ethnic



politics in the literature (Holt, 2016; Horowitz, 1985: 207-209; Kosem and Saleem,
2016; Perera, 2001: 6; Saleem, 2016; Yusuf, 2018). However, as this study shows,
the violent relations between states and Muslim minorities in Southeast Asia
occurred during the post-colonial era and were caused by the difference in civil-
military relations, which can be distinguished by military control vis-a-vis civilian
control. As the study outlines later, among eight countries in Southeast Asia with
Muslim minorities, those that were under the civilian control did not encounter
violence’s persistence between the state and Muslim minorities.

From a practical perspective, this study addresses an important regional issue
for Southeast Asia, which later transformed into a global problem. Specifically, the
massive violence between the state and Muslims in Myanmar has caused a butterfly
effect on other neighboring countries. For instance, monastic circles in Thailand have
adopted a Buddhist discourse similar to their counterparts in Myanmar and Sri Lanka
to spur hostility towards Muslims in Thailand in recent years (Buaban, 2020). This
discourse is based on their fear of getting overpopulated and overtaken by Muslims
in their country (McCargo, 2009: 15-18; Pathan, Tuansiri and Koma, 2018).
Meanwhile, the state-Muslim relations in Thailand have not changed dramatically,
however. In 2019 Thailand’s general election, Buddhist chauvinists formed a social
movement and a political party reminiscent of that of Myanmar and Sri Lanka.
Hence, the spread of anti-Muslim sentiments from one country to another has been a
new challenge for the relations between the states and the Muslim minorities in
Southeast Asia.

In addition, the world media’s attention and reactions of other countries
toward the Rohingya crisis have brought the issue of state violence beyond the
regional implications. For instance, global media outlets such as Reuters and CNN
highlighted that The United Nations calls the violence in Myanmar a “textbook” case
of ethnic cleansing (Nebehay and Lewis, 2017), the role of Facebook in fighting hate
speech in Myanmar, and why it is failing (Stecklow, 2018), the role of Myanmar
military in killing Rohingya found in mass grave (Griffiths and Olarn, 2018) and the
role of UN in urging Myanmar’s military leaders to be charged with genocide
(McKirdy, 2018). These examples took the issue of Rohingya to be associated with

the genocidal problem, hate speech, and the involvement of tech companies like



Facebook, which urged policymakers and global think tanks to think about the cause
of state violence against ethno-religious minorities, a preventive mechanism for
emerging state violence, and how to make the state and tech companies responsible
for their parts. In 2019, Al Jazeera (2019) reported that Gambia accuses Myanmar of
committing the genocide of the Rohingya, while Anadolu Agency headlined that the
UK’s decision to get involved in the Rohingya dispute before the International Court
of Justice has been praised. (Khalig, 2022). Similarly, in 2022, The New York Times
reports that the United States will recognize the military role in committing
Myanmar genocide, while CNN and Reuters also highlight U.S. declaration on
Myanmar’s military commission of genocide against Rohingya (Hansler, 2022;
Jakes, 2022). Thus, after 2016, state violence in Myanmar against Rohingya Muslims
became a sort of globalized issue.

Aside from having regional and later global ramifications, understanding the
dynamics behind the peaceful or violent relations between the Muslim minorities and
the states in these examples can help to explain some of the persistent patterns of
Muslim militants in the region. The ongoing violence between most of these states
and Muslim minorities can create an environment that is favorable for the rise of
militant Islam and extremist organizations, which can then feed a transnational
network of terrorism. As Zachary Abuza (2003: 25) delineates Al-Qaida didn’t just
land in Southeast Asian and start a network from scratch. Instead, it selected groups
that had already been established and had justified grievances that had been battling
their individual state for a long time.

The legitimate grievances can be manifested in the form of socioeconomic,
ethnoreligious, and political problems. These grievances can be used as a
justification for transnational terrorist activities and link a domestic conflict to an
international problem. As in the case of the Moro in the Philippines, the Abu Sayaf
group used domestic grievance to link with Al-Qaida and justified their jihad against
the state. Thus, the sustained violence between a state and a Muslim minority in one
country can ultimately provide a fertile ground for the growth of the global Muslim
militants.

In short, studying violent and peaceful relations between states and Muslim

minorities has both theoretical and practical implications that are relevant to all



countries in the region and beyond. The impact of persistent violence between the
states and Muslim minorities translates into domestic violence and regional
instability. Therefore, their relations in recent years demand a systematic and
comprehensive analysis that can offer an explanation of the diverging outcomes.

a) Methodology: This study uses a comparative method with limited first-
hand findings supported by secondary data and resources. The comparative case
study is used to explore the characteristics of states and Muslim minority relations in
eight countries in the SEA (Cambodia, Laos, Myanmar, the Philippines, Singapore,
Thailand, Timor-Leste, and Vietnam). This is to map the general patterns in the
region so that the difference in relations can provide a comparative background for
the selected case studies. The comparative method examines two contrasting
outcomes of violent and peaceful relations and provides details on their different
trajectories. In particular, the study makes use of Mill’s method of difference to
arrive at a conclusion.

The data for this study relies on open-accessed information, government and
non-government publications, and academic works. The dataset analysis employs
data from Freedom House, Minority at Risk, Fragile States Index, EIU Democracy
Index, CIA World Factbook, World Bank Indicators, Human Development Index,
Current International Religious Freedom Report, Pew Research Center, and The
Commonwealth, to understand an overview of the state-Muslim minority relations in
SEA. Besides, the websites of English-newspapers of each country will be observed.
In the case of Thailand, open-accessed information on Thai-online newspapers is
compiled as an additional resource.

b) Overview: Before concentrating on the four main countries of focus for
this study, an overall view of Muslim minorities in Southeast Asia is useful. Overall
taken, the data shows that the average ratio of Muslim minorities constitutes 4
percent of the total in eight countries, making up 14 million. More specifically,
Muslims in Singapore, the Philippines, Myanmar, Thailand, Cambodia, Laos, Timor-
Leste, and Vietnam make up 14, 6, 4.3, 4.3, 1.9, 1, 0.2, and 0.1 percent, respectively.
While most of the countries have peaceful relations with their Muslim minorities,
three countries have experienced persistent violence between the state and Muslim

minorities in the 2010s. The thesis uses a threshold of two percent of Muslim



minorities in a country for case selection purposes because a population of less than
two percent is likely to have little political significance. Thus, Singapore is selected
for the case of peaceful relations between the state and Muslim minorities. The

Philippines, Thailand, and Myanmar are chosen for the case of violent relations.

Table 1: List of Muslim Minorities Countries in Southeast Asia

No Country Total % Of Relations Key Issues
population Muslims

1 Singapore 5,995,991 14 Peaceful Cooperation
2 The 114,597,229 6 Persistent Securitization,
Philippines violence mijlitarization, insurgency
3 Myanmar 55,622,506 4.3 Persistent Securitization,
Violence  mjlitarization, insurgency
4  Thailand 68,615,858 4.3 Persistent Securitization,
violence  mjlitarization, insurgency
5 Cambodia 16,449,519 1.9 Peaceful Cooperation
6 Laos 7,234,171 1 Peaceful Cooperation
7  Timor-Leste 1,321,929 0.2 Peaceful Cooperation
8  Vietnam 97,040,334 0.1 Peaceful n/a

Source: Bajunid, 1999; Bajunid, 2008; Central Intelligence Agency, 2018; Central
Intelligence Agency, 2019; Central Intelligence Agency, 2022b.

Note: data from 2008-2022.

c) Key Terms and Concepts: There are key terms that constitute the
background and scope of this study. The discussion that follows in the subsequent
chapters connects the dot between the following key terms and concepts.

1. Ethno-religious minorities; The term “ethno-religious minorities” is
borrowed from the works of Yusuf (2009) and Fox (2003). It refers to the ethnically
homogenous groups in Myanmar, Thailand, the Philippines, and Singapore, who
define themselves along with an Islamic religious identity. In this sense, a conflation

of ethnicity and Islam makes Muslim minorities distinct from the dominant
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majorities in society. According to Yusuf (2009: 47), Malay Muslims prioritize their
ethnic identity and see the world through the lens of their faith, or agama. Thus,
ethnic identity shapes how people interpret and experience life’s ceremonial,
mythic/narrative, experiential/emotional, ethical, legal, social, material, and political
components. An ethnicized vision of Islam is created when ethnicity and religion are
combined.

2. Muslim minorities; Muslim minorities are a group-based category and is
defined in opposition to the majority members of society. In most cases, a Muslim
minority is viewed as an ethnoreligious group, while a majority is a national group
(Capotorti, 1979: 568). Muslim minorities in this thesis refer to a minority group who
define their ethnic group based on Islamic identity. They are distinct from the
majority in their language, religion, and culture. In the words of Lee Kuaw Yew, he
reaffirmed the distinctiveness of Malay-Muslim minorities in Singapore: “...we were
progressing very nicely until the surge of Islam came...I would say, today, we can
integrate all religions and races except Islam... | think the Muslims socially do not
cause any trouble, but they are distinct and separate” (Kwang et al., 2011: 228;
Rahim, 2003: 170). Because there exists more than one group of Muslim minorities
in the countries selected, this thesis merely focuses on the largest ethnic groups of
Muslim minorities in each country, which are Rohingya Muslims in Myanmar,
Malay-Muslims in Thailand and Singapore, and Bangsamoro Muslims in the
Philippines.

3. Rohingya Muslims in Myanmar; Rohingya is an ethnically homogeneous
minority concentrated in the Rakhine State in western Myanmar. They speak a
dialect of the Chittagonian Bengali language — the Rohingya dialect — and profess
Islam as their religion. Their language and religion are different from the Buddhist
majority in Myanmar. Therefore, Rohingya are a Muslim ethnic group with a unique
culture, social-cultural organizations, and ethnic characteristics.

4. Malay-Muslims in southern Thailand; Malay-Muslims in Patani/southern
Thailand are referred to as an ethnically homogeneous minority concentrated in the
Yala, Pattani, and Narathiwat provinces. They speak the dialect of the Malay-Patani
language and profess Islam as their religion. Their language and religion are different



from the Buddhist majority in Thailand. They call themselves ‘nayu’ (Malayu
Muslim) as opposed to ‘siyae’ (Thai Buddhist).

5. Bangsamoro Muslims in Mindanao, southern Philippines; Bangsamoro is
an ethnically homogeneous minority concentrated in the Mindanao region of the
Philippines. They speak a dialect of Maguindanao, Marano, Tausug, and Cebuano
and profess Islam as their religion. Their language and religion are different from the
Christian majority in the Philippines.

6. Malay-Muslims in Singapore; Malay-Muslims in Singapore are also
defined as the ethnically homogeneous minority who speak Malay and profess Islam
as their religion. Their language and religion are different from the Chinese majority
in Singapore. They are seen as a distinct ethno-religious group, having a common
identity based on Malayness, such as the Malay language, Malay dress, and Muslim
names (Kadir, 2004).

7. The state; This study uses the Weberian notion of the state. According to
Weber (1958: 82), the state is “a human community that (successfully) claims the
monopoly of the legitimate use of physical force within a given territory”. Thus, the
distinct feature of the states is “the monopoly of the legitimate use of physical
violence” against its members within the boundary of nation-states. When discussing
the state in this thesis, the issue is about who runs the state: whether it is civilian
control or military control. In this sense, the military is, by law, a legitimate
representative of the state who has a license to kill or eliminate an existential threat
to the state. In Thailand, as well as in Myanmar and in the Philippines, the military
has dominated the domain of internal security issues since its formation of the
modern state. Tatmadaw in Myanmar, Royal Thai Armed Forces in Thailand, and
Armed Forces (AFP) of the Philippines in the Philippines are the military
organizations that have been the leading state agency in dealing with Muslim
minorities in their respective countries. Their dominance in national politics can be
observed through civil-military relations. For instance, military-ruled Myanmar from
1962 to 2011 and from 2021 to the present day, while in Thailand military had
successfully staged a coup 13 times from 1932 to 2014. Also, AFP in the Philippines
constantly exerts its interventionist tendency in national politics (Hernandez, 2007).



8. Civilian control; This study uses a new framework of civil-military
relations, which focuses on a continuum between civilian control on the one side and
military control on the other side. Civilian control is not merely the absence of
military coups and lack of direct military rule over national politics. This thesis
employs Croissant et al. (2011; 2012)’s definition of civilian control, which refers to
“civilians having the exclusive authority to decide on national policies and their
implementation.” In particular, Croissant et al. assert:

Under civilian control, civilians can freely choose to delegate decision-making
power and the implementation of certain policies to the military, while the
military has no autonomous decision-making power outside those areas
specifically defined by civilians. Furthermore, it is civilians alone who
determine which particular policies, or policy aspects, the military implements,
and civilians also define the boundaries between policy-making and policy-
implementation (Croissant et al., 2011: 78).

Civilian control can be analyzed via control over five key policy decision-
making domains. In general, these domains include elite recruitment, public policy,
internal security, external defense, and military organization. However, this thesis
only focuses on the domain of internal security, which exclusively pertains to
Muslim minorities. Though degrees of civilian control can be divided into high,
medium, and low levels, this study remodifies the three levels into two. As it aims to
demonstrate later on, full control of civilian-led government corresponds with a high
degree of civilian control, while the medium and low degree is considered as the
condition of military control.

9. Military control; Military control is viewed as the opposite of civilian
control. A high degree of military control is a condition where the military controls
all five key domains of decision-making. A medium degree of military control, or
military influence, is a condition that the military shares power with the civilian-led
government in a certain domain of policy decision-making. The medium and high
degree is therefore viewed as a condition of military control. In this condition, the
military may act as a moderator, guardian, and ruler of a state (Nordlinger, 1976).

10. State violence; State violence in this study refers to the state use of
physical forces against Muslim minorities or the violent outcome committed by
mainly military against a member of Muslim minorities. Ordinarily, polices are not

part of the military. However, when the military dominates over civilians, it also



ensures that the police follow its directives. State violence can be manifested in a
variety of forms ranging from a violent operation, violent repression, massacre,
torture, and forced disappearance to ethnic cleansing. Among all of these actions,
ethnic cleansing is an extreme form of state violence against minorities. According to
the UN documents, it is referred to a removal of an ethnically homogenous group:

... ‘Ethnic cleansing” means rendering an area ethnically homogeneous by using

force or intimidation to remove persons of given groups from the area... [and] a
purposeful policy designed by one ethnic or religious group to remove by
violent and terror-inspiring means the civilian population of another ethnic or
religious group from certain geographic areas (Commission of Experts, 1993:
33; UN Security Council, 1994: 130).

It is different from genocide, a war crime, and crimes against humanity in the
sense that ethnic cleansing does not have a legal base in international law, nor is it
recognized in the domestic legal system. In this study, it is referred to the massive
number of deaths and destruction of minorities’ houses as well as the large-scale
exodus of ethno-religious minorities. Essentially, ethnic cleansing is used
interchangeably with extreme violence and is associated with the expulsion,
removal, clearance, and forced extermination of minorities.

11. Securitization; This study draws its idea of securitization from Buzan,
Weaver, and Wilde’s work (1998), titled “Security: A New Framework for
Analysis.” According to this view, securitization is a process of moving a political
problem from the sphere of normal politics to the politics of exception:

Security is the move that takes politics beyond the established rules of the game
and frames the issue either as a special kind of politics or as above politics.
Securitization can thus be seen as a more extreme version of
politicization...(meaning the issue is presented as an existential threat,
requiring emergency measures and justifying action outside the normal bounds
of political procedure (Buzan et al., 1998: 23-24).

This process covers the idea of the policymakers, policy design, and policy
implementation. It also includes legislating new laws to permit state use of
extraordinary measures, such as militarization. In all of the selected cases, Muslim
minorities have been, temporarily or extendedly, subjected to state securitization.
Nevertheless, securitization per se may not always lead to militarization: While the
Singapore case shows that the civilian-led government securitized Malay-Muslim
minorities after the event of 9/11, such a process did not lead to militarization. The

Singapore case is an important example where the state was restrained from the use
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of violence against Malay-Muslim groups. State securitization can thus be a
precondition of state militarization.

12. Militarization; For the purposes of this study, militarization is the process
of increasing the military presence in the controlled areas in which the minorities are
concentrated. It starts from legitimizing the use of physical forces against minorities
to its implementation. When militarization increases, it contributes to human rights
violations and restrictions on political freedom. The most severe result is genocide
and ethnic cleansing. According to Earl Conteh-Morgan, the term "militarization™
can be described as follows:

The increased deployment and accumulation of capabilities —armed forces,
arms transfers, and military bases— as a result of factors such as the war on
terrorism, piracy, domestic rebellions against incumbent regimes, and a logical
need to protect expanding geopolitical and economic interests as part of the
quiet and ongoing great-power rivalry on the continent, or as a result of
expected great power responsibilities. Militarization is therefore comprised of
arms transfers, troop deployment, peacekeeping activities, military engagement
against terrorist groups, anti-piracy activities, military training and advising,
and the establishment of military bases (Conteh-Morgan, 2019: 78).

In this study, militarization is the key mechanism of military control to
commit and sustain state violence against Muslim minorities. It begins from military
control over internal security issues, declaration of extraordinary measures such as
emergency laws, and mobilization of military troops to control a target area. Once
the troops are stationed, military operations start to affect everyday lives. Its impacts
include checkpoint installation, detention of suspects without charge, torture, forced
disappearance, and extrajudicial killings.

Outline of the thesis: The divisions that follow the introduction consist of six
chapters. Chapter one examines the contending explanations of the state-Muslim
minorities in Southeast Asia. The chapter uses dataset observations to overview the
key alternative explanations from primordialist and instrumentalist approaches. It
argues that colonial heritages, strong state traditions, and economic rivalry cannot
completely explain the divergent outcomes in these four countries.

Chapter two demonstrates the main argument of this thesis. As the overview
in the previous chapter indicates, all eight states with Muslim minorities in Southeast
Asia can be described as strong states (except Timor-Teste) and hybrid/flawed

democracies. Yet they have experienced divergent outcomes, in the form of peaceful
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and violent. For instance, Malaysia and Singapore, as former British colonial states,
did not have chronic violent relations with minorities as in Myanmar. Instead, as this
chapter illustrates, the state’s institutional variations between civilian control and
military control constitute a determinant of peaceful or violent relations between the
state and Muslim minorities. When military control becomes protracted, as in the
case of Myanmar, Thailand, and the Philippines, it contributes to persistent violence
between the states and Muslim minorities. On the contrary, when civilian control is
maintained, as in the case of Singapore, peaceful cooperation between the state and
Muslim minorities is possible.

Chapter three discusses the case of the Rohingya minorities in Myanmar.
Among all selected cases, Rohingya in Myanmar suffered the most severe violence
between the state and Muslim minorities in Southeast Asia. Myanmar case refutes
primordialist arguments that focus on colonial legacies and ancient hatred. Because
the origin of state violence against Rohingya did not begin in the early days of
colonial rule, the current violence was instead a post-colonial phenomenon. Indeed,
prior to 1962, Rohingyas were considered a part of the nation, and yet they were
subject to the state’s violence only later. The root of state violence goes back to the
era of military rule since 1962. The military rule used a legal mechanism to provide
legitimacy for the state’s use of force against Rohingya. Hence, the state reproduced
persistent violence against Rohingya in 1978 and 1991-1992, after which the military
junta fully controlled the state. Even during the democratic transition in the 2010s,
the military still retained the veto power in key domains of decision-making. Thus,
military control over Myanmar politics in the 2010s structured state violence against
Rohingya in the recent time.

Chapter four and Chapter five examine state violence against Muslim
minorities in Thailand and the Philippines. Similar to the Myanmar case, it argues
that the persistent violence recurs because of the persistence of military control in
national politics. The cases of Thailand and the Philippines show constant military
control over counterinsurgency and internal security. Nevertheless, both cases
differed with Myanmar only in the degree of violence. While Rohingya in Myanmar
experienced extreme violence, the latter cases faced low-intensity violence. This

study does not focus on the difference in degree, however. Thus, the cases of
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Myanmar, Thailand, and the Philippines fall under the same category of state
violence against minorities. These cases demonstrate that after military control took
place, the military has a common practice of using and maintaining securitization and
militarization against minorities.

Chapter six discusses state-Muslim minority relations in Singapore. The
analysis of Singapore cases will further support the argument for the effect of civilian
control as an institutional constrain for the state violence against Muslim minorities.
The civilian government in Singapore, under the persistent leadership of the People's
Action Party (PAP), was able to establish the tradition of civilian control over
Singapore’s Armed Force (SAF). In essence, the Singapore case not only shows the
such condition structured in the absence of militarization but also promotes a state
soft policy approach towards Malay-Muslims. Thus, the study will conclude by
showing that the significance of different types of civil-military relations (state’s
institution) accounts for the different relations between the state and Muslim
minorities in the selected cases.

The conclusion chapter summarizes the key findings into four points,
including common sufferings, common patterns, key conditions, and the breakaway
path of state violence. It shows that while the Singapore case can break a path of
violent relations between the state and Muslim minorities, the rest are frozen up in
their violent relations because of the structural condition of military control. Military
control is prone to violence’s persistence because it not only maintains securitization
but also reinforces militarization of the area in which the minorities are concentrated.
The existence and operation of militarization reaffirm the state-dominant way of
dealing with dissent minorities. By this token, minorities’ armed resistance emerged
not as a cause of the violence’s persistence but as to respond to state militarization.
After taking into account the four case studies, the study suggests that unless the
condition of military dominance in national politics changes, the violent relations

between the states and Muslim minorities continue to persist.
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CHAPTER ONE
STATES-MUSLIM MINORITY RELATIONS IN SOUTHEAST ASIA

1.1. INTRODUCTION

This chapter reviews the state of affairs of the state-Muslim minority relations
in Southeast Asia (SEA). Its first aim is to give a literature review on the condition of
the Muslim minorities in their respective countries and what the academic literature
has so far revealed about their relations with the states. The study uses the Minority
Under Threat Index as a starting point to examine Muslim minorities’ conditions and
investigates its relationship with other factors. The second aim of this chapter is to
survey possible explanations that capture the dynamics of the states-Muslim minority
relations in recent times. Thus, the following chapters are divided into three parts.
The first part gives an overview of their situation by observing open accessed data
from the People under Threat, World Justice Project, The World Bank, Global
Terrorism Database, Global Terrorism Index, Freedom House, Fragile State Index,
and International IDEA. These resources include their conditions on minority risk,
religious freedom, sociopolitical dimension, economic factor, and challenges they
face in non-Muslim countries. Overall, the first part will show how minority risk is
associated with other conditions. Part two examines the paradoxes of the Muslim
minorities and the states in SEA and shows that it has never been easy to manage
minority issues in modern nation-states. On the one hand, the question of double
loyalty is a common feature challenging the Muslim minority. On the other hand,
state repression and human rights abuse against the minorities can hardly resolve
resistance from the minorities. Part three discusses three main explanations that can
be used as lens to understand the state-Muslim relations in SEA. Based on the above
backdrop, it will uncover the weaknesses of the available explanations before

introducing a more systematic analysis of the subject under study.
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1.2. THE REVIEW OF MUSLIM MINORITIES IN SOUTHEAST ASIA

Southeast Asia (SEA) consists of 681 million people living in 11 different
countries, which were formed under one single regional organization known as
ASEAN (Association of Southeast Asian Nations), except Timor-Leste (United
Nations Population Division, 2022). In other words, ASEAN has 10 state members
without Timor-Leste. Its members are divided into two categories based on
membership entry and economic disparity. First group consists of Singapore,
Malaysia, Indonesia, Thailand, and Philippines. The second group comprises of
Cambodia, Laos, Myanmar, and Vietnam or known as CLMV (ASEAN Secretariat,
2012). Eight out of these countries have Muslim-minorities, which are Singapore, the
Philippines, Thailand, Myanmar, Cambodia, Vietnam, Laos, and Timor-Leste.
Overall, there are around 4 percent, or 12.5 million Muslims, who live as a minority
in SEA countries (see Table 1). However, when combined between Muslim
majorities and minorities in SEA, they constitute a significant number of its
population; more than 220 million Muslims reside in the region (Mehden, 2009).

Islam and Muslims are not new to the region; there is a good record of
Muslims settling in all 11 countries before their independence. However, new nation-
states in SEA emerged after the postcolonial era and consequently shaped the region
in the forms of Muslim-majority and Muslim-minority features. Though Muslim
populations in SEA are large, only three countries can be classified as Muslim-
majority — Indonesia, Malaysia, and Brunei. On the contrary, SEA is the region of
Muslim-minority countries, which consists of five predominant Theravada
Buddhism, two Roman Catholicism, and one none identified majority. At the top of
the pool, Muslims in Singapore constitute 14 percent of its population, while in the
Philippines, Thailand, and Myanmar, they constitute 6, 4.3, and 4.3 percent,
respectively. The rest have less than 2 percent of Muslims. Recognition of Islam has
been a uniform practice in all of these states (See Appendix 1).

Muslim minorities are groups that have distinct ethnic and religious identities
in their respective countries. Muslim minorities are under threat in five countries
under review. According to the People under Threat report, these threats include the

risk of genocide, mass killing, and systematic violent repression (Minority Rights

14



Group International, 2018a: 2). In this report, Myanmar stands out as the riskiest
country for minorities, whereas the Philippines, Thailand, Laos, Cambodia, and
Vietnam have been respectively caught in a considerably strained relation between
the state and minorities. Singapore and Timor-Leste, however, have no record of
minorities under threat between 2010-2019 (See Figure 1). In particular, Muslim
minorities in Myanmar, the Philippines, and Thailand, respectively, have the highest
record of people under threat from 2010-2019. No significant record of violent
relations between the states and Muslim minorities was recently found in Laos,

Cambodia, and Vietnam.

Figure 1: Minorities Under Threat in Southeast Asia
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Source: Minority Rights Group International, 2018.

Note: There is no data on minorities under threat in Singapore and Timor-Leste, which

indicates that there is no serious violence against Muslim minorities in these two countries.

Although religious freedom in each country differs from one another,
relatively harsh religious suppression in the 2010s is rare except for the case of
Rohingya in Myanmar. According to the data from International IDEA, although
Laos, Vietnam, and Myanmar have had the most restrictions on religious freedom, it

is only in Myanmar that the condition of Muslim minorities has deteriorated worst in
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recent years. Meanwhile, the condition of religious freedom in those countries with
less than two percent Muslim population has been relatively better-off, with Timor-
Leste as the most tolerant of religious diversity (See Figure 2). These data are also in
line with the U.S. Department of the State’s Report on International Religious
Freedom, which shows that from 2012-2017 Muslim minorities in Laos, Cambodia,
Vietnam, and Timor-Leste had relatively non-violent, cooperative relations with their
respective states. However, the level of religious freedom, in general, does not
directly relate to the severity of the Muslim minority threat faced in these countries
(See Figure 3). For instance, Thailand and the Philippines performed well in the
religious freedom indicator but also faced Muslim militants in their southern regions.
However, Laos and Vietnam were safe from Muslim militants even though they
scored worse than Thailand and the Philippines. Thus, it can be concluded here that
the presence of the Minority Under Threat is not depended on the level of freedom of
religions. In other words, the higher level of freedom of religion does not restrain the

outcome of Minority Under Threat.

Figure 2: Freedom of Religion in Muslim Minority Countries in SEA
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Figure 3: Minority Under Threat and Freedom of Religion in SEA
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Source: Minority Rights Group International, 2018; International IDEA, 2017.

Note: MM = Myanmar, TH = Thailand, PH = Philippines, LA = Laos, and CM = Cambodia.
This figure shows the incoherent relationship between levels of freedom of religions and
Minority Under Threat. In the Philippines, interestingly, minorities seem to be under higher
threat than in Thailand, but they also obtain a higher level of freedom of religion. Thus,
obtaining a higher level of religious freedom does not mean that it would protect minorities

from threatening.

The socio-economic conditions in these eight countries are also different.
Generally, the member countries in ASEAN fall into two main groups: the first and
the latecomers. While the former, which in this review consists of Singapore,
Thailand, and the Philippines, are better off in terms of economic performance, the
latter, which includes Cambodia, Laos, Myanmar, and Vietnam (known as CLMV),
have less wellbeing (See Figure 4). This figure shows that the levels of GDP per
capita in Myanmar, Thailand, and the Philippines from 2010-2017 have constant
growth without any significant change. Besides, a closer look at the relationship
between economic indicators and minorities under threat does not reveal a pattern of
clear interdependence. For instance, although Thailand and the Philippines are better-
off in terms of economic wellbeing, they also have trouble with their minorities.

Meanwhile, Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos, which perform poorly in economic
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terms, have less trouble with minorities. It is only in Myanmar’s case that it shows a
low score in both economic and minority threat indicators. Figure 5 shows that the
relationship between minority in threat and GDP per capita does not establish a
coherent pattern. Thus, if economic factor determines the outcome of Minority Under
Threat, then Thailand, Myanmar, and the Philippines would have experienced
different outcomes. But the figures show that despite the difference in economic
condition, the three countries also experience the same outcome of violence against

Muslim minorities.

Figure 4: GDP Per Capita of Muslim Minority Countries in SEA from 2010-2017
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Note: The data exclude Singapore because it scores much higher than the rest of the
countries in SEA. Interestingly, Thailand’s GDP per capita is vastly different from that of the
Philippines and Myanmar, but it experiences a similar outcome of state violence against
Muslim minorities. It suggests that economic conditions cannot account for the common

outcome.
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Figure 5: Minority Under Threat and GDP per capita of Muslim minority Countries
in SEA
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Source: Minority Rights Group International, 2018; The World Bank, 2014; The World
Bank, 2019.

Note: Though Thailand, Myanmar, and the Philippines attained economic conditions
differently, they all reached a similar outcome of state violence against Muslim minorities.

The differences in the economic conditions cannot account for a similar outcome.

Besides, their political conditions also demonstrate a divergent outcome of
their relations with the state. For instance, Muslim minorities in Singapore have been
relatively better than their fellow Muslims in other countries in terms of economic
development and political rights (See Figures 5 and 6) (Mutalib, 2009: 160-180). On
the contrary, Muslim minorities in Myanmar have been encountering the severest
political difficulty as Rohingyas’ struggle to have the basic political rights of
citizenship has been in limbo (Human Rights Watch, 2013; Parnini, 2013; Yegar,
2018). In the Philippines and Thailand, the issue of separatist movements and
violence in their southern regions has been prioritized as a national security issue.
The states’ suppression and violence have also often caught the attention of domestic
and international observers as their record of human rights violations have been
significantly high (See Figure 7 and 8). On top of that, the impact of transnational
Islamic militants, such as Al-Qaida, Jemaah Islamiyah (JI), and the Islamic State

(ISIS), after 9/11, triggered the governments in SEA to participate in fighting ‘the
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war of terror’ and monitor Muslims’ activities closely (Abuza, 2003). Overall taken,
the countries in SEA that have had the most troubled relations with their Muslim

minorities in the 2010s are Myanmar, Thailand, and the Philippines, respectively.

Figure 6: Level of Fundamental Rights in Muslim Minorities in SEA
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Figure 7: Level of Human Rights Violation in Muslim Minority Countries in SEA
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Figure 8: Level of Human Rights Violation in Muslim Minority Countries in

Myanmar, Thailand, and The Philippines
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Note: The indicator examines whether there is widespread abuse of legal, political, and
social rights, including those of individuals, groups, and institutions. The indicator also takes
into account incidents of violence directed towards civilians that are motivated by politics as
opposed to criminal activity. The figure shows that Myanmar, Thailand, and the Philippines

have a higher level of human rights violations than other countries in the SEA.

Furthermore, states-Muslim minority relations can also be considered through
the lens of human rights violations. Approached from this perspective, Rohingyas in
western Myanmar, Moros in the southern Philippines, and Malay Muslims in
southern Thailand have been the most under threat in SEA, respectively. The UN
High Commissioner for Human Rights described the situation in the Rakhine State of
Myanmar in 2017 that “the situation seems a textbook example of ethnic cleansing”
(United Nations, 2017). According to Minority Rights Group International’s report in
2018, military forces and local Buddhist militias started targeting Muslim Rohingya
in ‘clearing operations’ in Rakhine state after militant Rohingyas attacked security
personnel in August 2017. The government has also made the Rohingya stateless,

and they have long endured systematic persecution. Nearly 700,000 Rohingya have
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fled their homes, and more than 10,000 had died by the end of the year as a result of
widespread sexual violence, mass executions of Rohingya people, and burning of
hundreds of villages (Minority Rights Group International, 2019).

The data from the Fragile State Index and People Under Threats’ report
confirm a positive relationship between human rights abuses and minority rights
violations (See Figure 9). In the latter’s report, Singapore and Timor-Leste are not
listed as countries under monitoring, unlike the other six countries, which have had a
problem with minorities. These two countries, by the same token, score relatively
higher than the other countries in the human rights indicator of the former’s report.
Conversely, Myanmar, Thailand, and the Philippines generally performed very
poorly in the last eight accumulative years of the human rights score, in which they
obtained 9.2, 8.2, and 9.8, respectively. Listed under the latter’s report, Muslim
minorities under threat are the Rohingya-Muslims in Myanmar, Malay-Muslims in
Thailand, and Moro-Muslims in the Philippines. These three cases constitute the key

instances of the violent relations between the states and Muslim minorities.

Figure 9: Relationship Between Human Rights Abuses and Minorities Under Threat

in Muslim Minority Countries In SEA
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Source: Minority Rights Group International, 2018; The Fund for Peace, 2022.

Note: no data on Minority Under Threat in the Singapore case.
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In addition, their status of being minorities in the non-Muslim rules raises a
concern of being alienated and discriminated against as second-class citizens and
outsiders for these people. The term Kala and Bengali in Burmese, Kheak in Thai,
and Moro in Pilipino discourse denotes pejorative connotation and is used to look
down and jeopardize Muslim minorities (Andre, 2016; Blanchetti-Revelli, 2003,;
Gowing, 1975; Keyes, 2010; Wade, 2017; Yusuf, 2017a). This overall humiliating
and negative attitudes toward the Muslim people are evidence that reinforces their
vulnerable status as minorities. The invention and existence of these terms are
arguably used to justify the states’ securitization and anti-Muslim movements in
these countries, too. Aphornsuwan (2012), Winichakul (1994; 2017), and Keyes
(2010) observe that the narrative of Muslim separatism and the pejorative term of
Kheak in Thailand are not only important for justifying the state action in confronting
the national threat but also significant for constructing Thai national identity; a
negative identification of who is not us as a boundary-setting of who we are. In the
past, Muslim minorities in Singapore were not safe from the state’s racial
discrimination, too, as they were excluded from working in Singapore’s Armed
Forces (Walsh, 2007).

Furthermore, it might be worth observing the condition of democracy in SEA.
The data of Freedom House demonstrates that from 2015-2019 majorities of Muslim
minorities have not been living in a free society (See Figure 10). While Timor-Leste,
the Philippines, and Singapore scored relatively higher than the rest, respectively
ranging from 51 to 66, Thailand, Myanmar, and Cambodia constitute a second group
of the pool, having a score between 29-31. Laos and Vietnam have been performing
very poorly, obtaining a score of 12.4 and 20, respectively. However, this revelation
does not suggest a general relationship between a regime type and the treatment of
Muslim minorities. For instance, Thailand and Myanmar fall into the same group, but
the condition of Muslim minorities in those two countries differs considerably. It
does not also constitute an interdependent relationship between the freedom rate and
the level of minorities under threat (See Figure 11). Myanmar's case after the 2015
election suggests a contradiction between democracy and human rights protection.
This raises the question of whether democracy can protect minorities more

effectively than other regimes.
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Figure 10: Level of freedom in the Muslim Minority Countries in SEA
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Source: Freedom House, 2022.
Figure 11: Level of Freedom and Minority Under Threat in in SEA
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Source: Minority Rights Group International, 2018; Freedom House, 2022.
Note: MM= Myanmar, TH= Thailand, PH= the Philippines, LA= Laos, CM= Cambodia,
VN= Vietnam.

Nevertheless, the bourgeoning studies of states-Muslim minorities in the
literature have largely been to explore the role and impact of Muslim militants in
SEA. In other words, the literature seems to portray that the emergence of Muslim
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separatism is the cause of violence between the states and Muslim minorities, and
this leads scholars to focus on the effects of Muslim separatist fronts. In comparison,
in the 2010s, the Philippines had the largest number of Muslim militant groups in the
region, while in Thailand and Myanmar, there exists one main active military front,
which is known as BRN-Coordinate in the former and Arakan Rohingya Salvation
Army (ARSA) in the latter country (See Table 2). In effect, the Philippines and
Thailand states have been severely confronted with Muslim terrorism/insurgencies,
while Myanmar and the rest of the region faced less impact, respectively (See Figure
12). Although the Philippines and Thailand have higher rates of terrorism than
Myanmar does, Myanmar has treated its Muslim minorities the toughest. Thus, the
data reveal a contradicting result: while Myanmar is less affected by the bottom-up
attack of insurgents if compared to the Philippines and Thailand, the state’s response
to Muslims (Rohingyas and other Muslims) in the country has been more severe than
the rest (See Figure 13). The existing literature has not adequately addressed or

solved this puzzle so far.?

Table 2: Active Muslim militants in Muslim minority countries in Southeast Asia
(2012-2019)

Thailand Myanmar The Philippines

Active Militant National Revolutionary Arakan Rohingya Moro National Liberation Front

groups Front (BRN, est. 1960), Salvation Army (MNLF, est. 1972), Moro Islamic
Runda Kumpulan Kecil (ARSA, est. 2013). Liberation Front (MILF, est. 1977),
(RKK, est. 2002), Patani Bangsamoro Islamic Freedom
United Liberation Fighters (BIFF, est. 2008), The
Organization (PULO, est. Justice for Islamic Movement (JIM,
1968). est. 2013)

Maute Group (est. 2012), Abu

Sayyaf Group* (ASG, est. 1991),

Jemaah Islamiyah™ (J1, est. 1990).
Total 3 1 6

Source: University of Maryland, 2017; Global Terrorism Database, 2017; U.S. Department
of State, 2018; U.S. Department of State, 1997; Stanford University, 2018.

Note: = listed as foreign terrorist organizations under the U.S. Bureau of Counterterrorism.

L A part of my answer on this puzzle is the effect of the triangulated conditions that caused divergent
outcomes between Myanmar and Thailand (Koma and Tuansiri, 2022a). However, when comparing
four cases, the effect of the triangulated conditions is weak to explain peace and violence between
the states and Muslim minorities.
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Figure 12: Impact of Terrorism in Muslim Minority Countries in SEA from 2010-
2018
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Source: The Institute for Economics and Peace, 2018.

Note: this figure consists of all terrorist activities, which include non-Muslim terrorism too.

The figure shows that terrorism is higher in the Philippines and Thailand, and yet Myanmar

has reacted harshest to its Muslim minorities.

Figure 13: Relationship between The Impact of Terrorism and the States’ Policy
Orientation toward Muslim Minorities in SEA (2010-2018)
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26



Note: This graph shows three types of countries: The first group is significantly affected by
terrorist attacks, while the second group experienced a medium impact of terrorism. The
third is minimally affected by a terrorist attack. In Thailand, Myanmar, and the Philippines,
Muslim militants are called terrorists. However, it shows that the states’ responses to Muslim
armed fronts in Myanmar, Thailand, and the Philippines did not correspond with the level of

terrorism impact.

In addition, violence against Rohingya in Myanmar has triggered a puzzle
about the reasons behind the differences in the state response to Muslim minorities in
SEA. During the 2010s, Myanmar was an outstanding case when compared to the
other countries because state violence affected not only Rohingyas in the Rakhine
state but also the Muslim minorities in other parts of the country. At the international
level, it also caused regional instability in 2014 following the Rohingya maritime
exodus to Thailand, Malaysia, Indonesia, and Bangladesh. Furthermore, there is
evidence of the echo effect that the rise of Buddhist chauvinism in Myanmar
triggered the emergence of the Buddhist chauvinist movement in Thailand, too
(Buaban, 2020; Sombatpoonsiri, 2022). Notwithstanding the Thai state did not buy
an agenda of Buddhist chauvinism, state violence against Malay Muslims persists to
the present day. Thus, an effect of social movement in the SEA tends to be
epiphenomenal.

The above descriptions showed that state violence in the form of human
rights abuse is significantly associated with an increase of minorities under threat. In
other words, when associating the Minority Under Threat Index with other factors,
minorities in Myanmar, Thailand, and the Philippines faced difficulty from state
violence and human rights violations. By this token, Muslim minorities were the
victims of state violence; they were not the first mover to engage with the states
violently, similar to Hafiz’s (2003) findings on the effect of state repression on the
emergence of Muslim militants. This revelation does not support the commonly held
view that Muslim rebellions are the key driver for the prolonged ethnic conflicts in
SEA. Indeed, the states and Muslim minorities in SEA have all faced challenges in

constructing their engagement in the modern state system.
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1.3. THE DILEMMA OF MUSLIM MINORITIES AND CHALLENGES OF
THE STATES

Muslim minorities are a group that is demographically subordinate to the
country's main culture, culturally dominant in a specific region, and imperiled by the
influx of settlers from the dominant culture into their ancestral territory. They are in a
dilemma of political engagement in the post-colonial states because of double
loyalty. It emerged from having a distinct religious-political tradition, identity, and
institution (Eickelman and Piscatori, 1996: 21; Saleem, 2016). Thus, the question of
political loyalty for Muslim minorities in the modern state was a challenging one. A
commonly held but unverified view is that when they are happened to be in a non-
Muslim state, Muslims tend to revolt and demand an independent state.

Muslims aspire to live in a Muslim state; serious problems of identity confront
those who cannot, and this occasionally results in crisis. Muslims everywhere
perceive themselves as belonging to the integral, undivided community of Islam,
the Ummah, a concept which is a core tenet in the political-religious thought of
Islam (Yegar, 2002: 364).

This general perception is supported by a series of Muslim separatism and a rise of
radical Muslims around the world. In SEA, three out of eight Muslim-minority
countries have a record of Muslim militants and separatism. This phenomenon
essentially raises a central concern of Muslim minorities living in the modern state
system on “how to live as equals with non-Muslims in the same state” (Gowing,
1975: 27).

It also shows a paradox the Muslim minorities often face in their homeland.
On the one hand, as a member of a Muslim community, they belong to the Islamic
nation (Ummah) and are obliged to follow the Islamic rules. On the other hand, as a
citizen of a nation-state, they belong to non-Muslim rules.? For some observers, to be
a Muslim and a citizen of the non-Muslim rules is paradoxical and irreconcilable
between religious and national loyalties (Gowing, 1975; Ramadan, 2015; Yegar,
2002). In this sense, Muslims can hardly be loyal to their Islamic religion and non-

Islamic nation-states at the same time. Thus, the paradox seems to be a choice

Z In the context of Western Muslims, Dale Eickelman and James Piscatori illustrate a rather different
concern that the dilemma was between a priority of migration to the West (dar al-kufr) for economic
wellbeing and that of residing in the abode of Islam (dar al-Islam). (Eickelman and Piscatori, 1996:
144-145)
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positing between integration and secession (Yegar, 2002). However, it is not always
the case between Muslims and non-Muslims. Muslims may rebel against a
government in Muslim countries if they feel it is not sufficiently Islamic, as Malaysia
experienced recently. Therefore, it appears that extremist Muslims are more worried
about this dilemma than moderate Muslims.

However, peace and violence are two different paths for Muslim politics. Gul
Kurtoglu (2003: 16) provides a compelling analysis that for Islamists to live
according to Islamic rules in the Muslim world, they have three options: (1) to exit
the society, (2) to change the system with violence, and (3) to enter into the existing
political system peacefully. Interestingly, these options can also be observed in
Muslim minority countries but in a different fashion. First, instead of pressing to
change the political system violently, Muslim minorities’ armed groups act violently
to separate the country. Second, instead of entering the political system to change it
peacefully, they would rather stay in the system, improve it if possible, and are
tolerant of non-Muslim rules. The example of the first option is a case of Muslim
separatism, such as the Moro Islamic Liberation Front (MILF) in the Philippines,
Barisan Revolusi National (BRN) in Thailand, and ARSA in Myanmar, while the
example of the second option is a feature of the engaged and moderate Muslims, who
prefer to negotiate their political demands in the peaceful means (Satha-Anand,
2004). As chapter Il will show, the existence of the second group is prevalent in
Singapore, Thailand, the Philippines, and Myanmar.

Not only Muslim minorities, states also encounter various challenges in
managing Muslim minorities because they have to deal with the dilemma of ethnic
pluralism (Kymlicka, 1996; Kymlicka, 2004). According to Weber’s widely used
definition of the state, a state is “a human community that (successfully) claims the
monopoly of the legitimate use of physical force within a given territory” (Weber,
1958: 82). It entails at least two effects. On the one hand, it has to preserve what
Benedict Anderson (2006) calls an “imagined community” and what Thongchai
Winichakul (1994) conceptualizes as “the geo-body of the nation™, all of which are
based on a value of homogenization and the moral rights to rule (Esman, 1994: 5).
On the other hand, the state is also obliged to promote the value of ethnic pluralism,

cultural diversity, and the protection of universal human rights. As a result, this
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dilemma of inclusivism vs. exclusivism generates two ideal types of politics: civic
and ethnocentric characteristics. While the former is the essential feature of the
democratic system, the latter is locked in violence and a democratic-deficits regime.
At one point, Ornanong Benbourenane stressed on a boomeranged effect of state
violence as a cause of protracted separatist movements: “The authoritarian regime
tended to use coercive measures as a common means to suppress the suspected
separatists. This measure led to human rights violations and alienated the population
while intensifying separatist retaliation against the government” (Benbourenane,
2012: 160).

The challenge of minorities’ management is common for the modern nation-
state as its duties are to maintain at least three functions: nation-building, socio-
economic development, and protection of human rights and civil liberties (Almond et
al., 2004: 1-20). In the same vein, Samudavanija (2002: 3-13) is of the view that a
developing state can hardly balance a center of gravity when it has to choose
between three dimensions of security, development, and participation. If failed to
balance, the result may be political decay. For most SEA states, there is the further
added dilemma of achieving these functions despite the negative legacy of colonial
policies and in a relatively short time. Thus, it is a challenge for a state in SEA in the
21° CE to handle the ethnic minority issue with care.

The above dilemma has explicitly been elucidated by Peter Gowing (1975) in
explaining the condition of Muslim minorities in Thailand and the Philippines. He
makes an analogy of an encounter between the state and minorities as reminiscent of
an encounter between an “irresistible force” and “immovable objects,” which renders
that in the process of confrontation, “something has got to give,” and as such, the
process determines the outcome of peace or violence (Gowing, 1975: 37). As
opposed to a condition of Muslim majority countries, Hefner (2009) and Pitsuwan
(1982) highlight that Muslim minorities often face the irresistible force of a state who
has a cosmology different from theirs. For instance, in the words’ of a key scholar of
Southeast Asia: “In Thailand, by contrast, the Muslim minority confronts a state that
is centralizing, Buddhist-dominated, and intent on forging a national culture in which
Islam is conspicuous by its absence” (Hefner, 2009: 31). Hence, the confrontation,

on the one hand, manifested in deadly violence between the state and Muslim
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militants and, on the other hand, formed cooperative relations. Thus far, what can
account for the dynamics of state-Muslim minority relations in SEA in recent years?
This puzzle remains unexplored systematically, however. The following sections
attempt to review the relevant explanations of the state-Muslim minority relations in

SEA as discussed in the literature.

1.4. APPROACHES TO THE DYNAMICS OF THE STATES- MUSLIM
RELATIONS

This section aims to give a survey of approaches that attempted to account
for the dynamics of states-Muslim minority relations in SEA. As has been discussed
earlier, their relations fall broadly into two types of peaceful and violent
engagements. Three countries, namely Myanmar, Thailand, and the Philippines,
have been caught in Muslim insurgencies, whereas the rest of them in SEA are safe
from that attack. Since 2012, however, Myanmar state has become a crucial case if
compared with the rest for dealing with the Muslim minorities in its countries by
committing a heavy-handed operation, which later was described as ethnic cleansing.
This section will provide what would be a possible explanation for the different
outcomes of states-Muslim minorities in SEA. The guiding questions are what are
the factors that shape the state-Muslim minorities and why some states committed
violence, but others refrain from doing similar action?

The contending explanations of the states-Muslim minorities in SEA fall
under three main approaches. The first account is based on an explanation of
primordial proponents who assert that ancient hatred, sons of the soil, and colonial
legacies are the main sources of modern violence between different ethnicities
(Bayar, 2009; Furnivall, 1956; Geertz, 1963; Horowitz, 1985; Kaplan, 2014). They
also view ethnicity as a fixed and given quality that plays a large role in formulating
political conflict in modern states. Accordingly, because of the innate essence of a
group’s differences, ethnic conflict is inevitable. In other words, the primordialist
outlook frames religious identities as fixed, homogeneous, and resistant to change
(e.g., Huntington’s Clash of Civilizations debate). However, the Islamic ummah on a

global level and even within a country (e.g., the Aceh movement in Indonesia)
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suggests that this is rarely the case. In the absence of a uniform identity, it becomes
difficult to explain the state-Muslim relations in SEA with fixed identities leading to
fixed conflicts.

This approach particularly focuses on the role of colonial legacies, which
shaped how Muslim minorities engaged with non-Muslim counterparts. Muslims in
Myanmar and the Philippines, for instance, had been colonies for long periods of
time. Che Man (1990) stresses that the colonial policies of suppression have
triggered a rise of Muslim separatism in southern Thailand and the Philippines.
Similarly, in the case of Thailand, the separatists have responded to the Siamese
internal policies of colonization, whereas in the Philippines, the Moro fronts were
formed to confront the Spanish and U.S. colonial rules.

According to the proponents of colonial legacy explanation, in Myanmar's
case, the British empire brought new immigrants (i.e., the Rohingyas) from British
India into Burma, which consequently made a demographic change in the new land.
Later, the Rohingya joined the British army to fight against Japanese invaders during
World War 1. Meanwhile, the Buddhist Arakanese sided with the Japanese front to
fight against the British. This event is an example of ‘ancient hatred’ between
Buddhists and Rohingya Muslims in the Rakhine state. One correspondence unveils
the consequence of the ethnic conflict: “Eventually, the two communities separated
into distinct areas, the Arakanese in the south supporting the Japanese and the
Chittagonian in the north supporting the British” (Ware, 2015: 5). In the case of the
southern Philippines and Thailand, colonial powers’ impact on a new state's
demarcation gradually led to a rise in separatist movements. For instance, the 1909
Anglo-Siamese Treaty changed the position of Malays in the Patani Kingdom
without their participation, and as a consequence, a group of elites embarked on
separatism. Thus, this explanation suggests that the effect of ancient hatred is real
and long-lasting: once it was created in the past, it consequently shaped the present
condition.

However, the ancient hatred explanation tends to exaggerate the impact of
rooted animosity in the past between two antagonist groups. In the post-colonial
regime of Burma, Rohingyas and their Buddhist counterparts resumed their peaceful

relations as a daily experience. When Wade (2017) visits the local cinema hut in
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Buthidaung, a northern city in Rakhine state, after 2012 violent events in Rakhine
state, he observes socialization between the members of two groups:

Rohingya and Rakhine still came together, not to trade goods or to labour
alongside one another, but as social peer. They sat side by side on the benches,
hollering as the game fizzed on in all its intensity. The hut didn’t have the
functional basis of a marketplace — it was a zone of purely voluntary interaction
where religious and ethnic identity seemingly had no bearing (Wade, 2017:
243).

Likewise, though ancient hatreds between Buddhists and Malay-Muslims in southern
Thailand persists in their poets, hate speeches, and fairy tales, such animosities do
not prevent them from cooperating and socializing with each other. Hence, existing
ancient hatreds per se are not powerful enough to cause state violence against
minorities.

In addition to the effect of ancient hatreds, colonial rules and policies tend to
have had far-reaching impacts in constructing the social structure of these countries.
Horowitz (1985; 156-168) observes that the policy of ‘divide and rule’ and
immigration that colonial powers implemented during their rule had permanently
changed the balance of demography and later shifted the position of ethnic groups in
the new social structure. In some cases, this eventually created an opportunity for
some groups to be better off, and as a result, they were caught into either backward
or advanced groups, and the group comparison became a source of the conflict. He
also provides that the path to secession depends on an association of groups and
regions, and as such, separatism emerges as a result of the interaction between
relative group position and relative geographical position (Horowitz, 1985: 234). In
his classification, he includes the Muslims in the Philippines and Thailand in the
backward group and region, which demonstrates that in such conditions, separatism
was not only inevitable but also early attempted and frequent despite its economic
costs (Horowitz, 1985: 257). However, his analysis of the Muslim minorities seems
to be overgeneralized by depicting Muslim separatism as a unified whole of Muslim
minorities in the country, and it ignores the diversity within Muslim societies: Not
all Muslim minorities in those countries can be confined into one unified goal. On
the contrary, Muslim separatists tend to be a minority within the minority group.

Thus, the argument that colonial legacies can singlehandedly account for the

present state-Muslim minority relations cannot be taken as a verified statement. On
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the one hand, among the eight countries in SEA with Muslim minorities, Myanmar
and the Philippines have a colonial past and were caught in strained relations
between the state and the minorities. On the other hand, Thailand, which has no
record of being formally colonized, has also experienced Muslim separatism.
Similarly, those countries with less than two percent Muslim population had also
been ruled under colonial powers, but their relations with Muslims show no record in
the recent years of violence and Muslim rebellion. Thus, though the critical juncture
in the past may influence to shape some parts of the present, its effect cannot be
viewed as a general trend. Horowitz observes that “history can be a weapon, and
tradition can fuel ethnic conflict, but a current conflict cannot generally be explained
by simply calling it as a reviewed form of an earlier conflict” (Horowitz, 1985: 99).
The second account rests on the effectiveness of the state's capacity to deal
with nation-building efforts and the state policy orientations towards Muslim
minorities. First, the effectiveness of the state can be understood from the state
failure index. According to Rotberg (2003: 1), nation-states fail because they can no
longer provide their people with political goods due to internal violence. In the same
vein, Huntington (2006: 1-3) suggests that political disorder in the third world
reflected not a salience of the regime type but a degree of state governability. In
other words, this account suggests that a ‘state failure’ is likely to cause minorities’
vulnerability and encourages the rise of Muslim separatism, and in effect, it
ultimately shapes the state-Muslim minority relations. Samudavanija (2002: 1-13)
argues that a state is essential for the country because it has to pursue three goals:
maintaining security, providing development, and guaranteeing participation. By this
token, he contends that the reality in Southeast Asia was that the state had often
chosen to prioritize the first two goals of building a nation-state. As a result, states in
SEA generally scored very poorly in the Democratic Index and, as a consequence,
left the issue of human rights and civil liberties in limbo. Under the Fragile State
Index, there is a positive relationship between minorities’ threats and the weak states
in SEA that poorly provide public goods. The data suggest that the more the state
becomes fragile, the more minorities are at risk (See Figure 14). However, state
failure and strength should be seen as a consequence of civil-military relations. As
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the study will point out later, this fragility is widespread in the cases of military-
controlled states.

Figure 14: Fragile States and Level of Minority Under Threat in Muslim Minority
Countries In SEA
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Source: Minority Rights Group International, 2018; The Fund for Peace, 2018.

Furthermore, state policy orientations are linked to the success of minority
integration and minorities’ response. In many cases, forced integration tends to
influence state-minority relations in a negative way. Under the new nation-state, one
of the uniform practices of the state is to homogenize all groups in society under the
idea of nationalism (Gellner, 1994). This nation-building effort determines how
minorities would integrate themselves into national unity. The states of Myanmar,
Thailand, and the Philippines have relatively failed to integrate Rohingya, Malay,
and Moro Muslims, which consequently resulted in a series of resistances and
separatist movements against the center. The failure of integration - such as the
inability to speak a national language fluently- provides a pretext for the separation
because it intensifies an already existing level of discrimination and marginalization
(Yusuf, 2007; Yusuf, 2017a). In short, on the one hand, the state’s effort to
assimilate Muslim minorities has negatively caused an existential threat to Muslim’s
ethno-religious identity. On the other, their failure to become fully integrated

reinforces a sense of alienation. As a result of that, it has also raised a concern of
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ethnic solidary to defend their tradition and identity. Pitsuwan observes that “the
more aggressive the central government has become in its pursuit of national
development and integration, the more violent the reactions from the Malay minority
have become” (Pitsuwan, 1982: 218). Since nation-building is an unfinished project,
the role of the state is important in determining the outcome of their relations with
Muslim minorities.

Thus, a state policy implementation is significant for the rise of separatism
and can influence how it deals with Muslim militants. According to McCargo
(2008), the state's lack of legitimacy is what led to the perpetuation of Malay-
Muslim separatists. It is because the Thai state tends to implement contradicting
courses of action in order to manage Malay-Muslim minorities in Thailand. On the
one hand, it maintains a practice of human rights violations such as tortures,
extrajudicial killings, and forced disappearance. On the other, it promotes
accommodation, affirmative actions, and special treatment, such as quotas of
university admission and scholarship for Malay-Muslims. These state policy
implementations did not demonstrate a policy consistency.

Besides, when a government changes its policy orientation from forced
assimilation to benign integration, the resistance from Muslim militants also
transforms (Benbourenane, 2012: 143-150). In this sense, the determinant of peace
and violence has not been in the hands of minorities but rather in the state. As Sandra
Ruth Leavitt (2007: ii) stressed, the key factor in state-minority relations is
government actions - not fundamental characteristics of minorities. Muslim
minorities’ complaints, resources, rhetorical frames, and political chances are all
greatly impacted by state behavior, which in turn influences their decision to use
social mobilization tactics.

Furthermore, a study of ethnic conflict management unveils that different
states have responded to minorities with a wide range of policies. Somsak
Samukkethum (2016) demonstrates that, in general, states have managed minority
issues through either one of six policy options: ranging from less to more tolerance,
namely genocide, ethnic cleansing, assimilation, integration, accommodation, and
ethnic federalism. By analyzing the report on International Religious Freedom and
People Under Threats from 2012-2018 (Minority Rights Group International, 2018b;
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U.S. Department of State, 1998), the situation in Myanmar can be described as ethnic
cleansing. Meanwhile, the current situation of the state’s response in Singapore and
Cambodia can be viewed as accommodation, and in the Philippines a partial
concession of autonomy to the minority group. The state’s response in Laos and
Vietnam can also be put at some points between assimilation and integration (See
Figure 15). Taken overall, it is possible to conclude that the majority of states in SEA

have responded to Muslim minorities in a rather moderate or tolerant tone.

Figure 15: Preliminary Analysis of States’ Ethnic Management in Muslim Minority
Countries in SEA (2012-2019)
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cleansing, 6 = genocide. Laos and Vietnam shall fall in between integration and assimilation.

Nevertheless, the above framework (Figure 15) provides a misleading
explanation and does not reflect reality on the ground. First, Thailand and the
Philippines’ policy orientations toward Muslim minorities cannot be solely
categorized as integration and ethnic federalism, respectively, because the main parts
of their policy enforcement are concentrated on militarization. Second, the policy of

integration and cultural assimilation does not necessarily constitute a cause of ethnic
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mobilization against the states. For instance, the state-Muslim minority relations in
Laos and Cambodia did not turn out to be violent. In contrast, Thailand, which
implements an integration policy, too, engages with its Muslim minorities violently.
Hence, positing an analysis from the point of policy orientation reveals an
inconsistent pattern of state-Muslim minority relations. It does not point out the
source of policy design and implementation. As the later chapters will show, policy
orientation should be seen as a reflection of whether military or civilian controls the
states.

In addition, a counterargument to the top-down analysis, which bases its
argument on the bottom-up approach, demonstrates that it is the social forces and
movements that have shaped the direction of the action of the states to date. For
instance, Sascha Helbardt et al. (2013) argue that when politics becomes a tool for
implementing religious practices, an outcome can easily be violent, as in the case of
Sri Lanka and Myanmar. Yusuf (2018) also highlights that a rise of Buddhist
chauvinism, such as the Ma Ba Tha movement, was influential in a heavy-handed
operation toward the suppression of the Muslims in Myanmar, especially Rohingyas,
in recent years. Taken from this perspective, a state is not isolated from the society at
large but is rather an aggregation of political interests in which the dominant social
force has an influential role in shaping state-society relations. This debate raises the
theoretical question of which approach can best capture the dynamics of state-society
relations. While a state-centric approach stresses an autonomous characteristic of the
state over the society, the society-centric approach, however, presses on the
increasing power of dominant social forces in shaping public decision-making.

Besides the political dimension, which has been analyzed in the
aforementioned paragraphs, studies of ethnic conflict suggest that economic
conditions in Muslim minority areas tend to be associated with the rise of separatism.
In Thailand and the Philippines case, the concentrated Muslim regions in their
southern part are the poorest in the countries. Pitsuwan (1982: 18-19) begins his
analysis of Malay-Muslim separatism in Thailand by pointing out that, in the past,
separatist groups had been bolstered by this deteriorating situation, which has led to
the Malay-Muslims’ centrifugal tendency. Undoubtedly, this has become one of the

main grievances and justifications for the rise of separatist movements around the
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globe. As Horowitz (1985: 257) demonstrates, a backward group in the backward
region tends to secede due to at least three reasons: the denial of proportionality in
civil service, symbolic issues like language and religion, and an influx of advanced
civil servants into bureaucracy. In Thailand, the proposal of Haji Sulong in 1947
attempted to change the condition before he was forced to disappear by the Thai
security officers. This example from Thailand is not far from what Horowitz (1985)
had described, and such reasons were used as a pretext for separatism in the southern
Philippines and northeast Myanmar as well (Che Man, 1987; Pitsuwan, 1982: 152;
Ringuet, 2002; Yegar, 2002).

Therefore, if a condition of economic well-being determines the state
relations with Muslim minorities, it can be assumed that a state with a higher GDP
per capita is likely to bypass Muslim separatism and have cooperative relations with
minorities. However, the data of the World Bank do not suggest a conclusive
statement on a positive relationship between economic development and peaceful
relations (See Figure 16). Both high and low economic well-being countries, such as
Singapore and Cambodia, do not have a record of violence between Muslims and the
state, whereas Thailand, Philippines, and Myanmar — countries that have a record of
violence between the state and Muslims — have a different level of economic
development. When comparing a condition of economic wellbeing with minorities
under threats, the data suggests that there are three groups of countries that can be
characterized by a relatively low economic wellbeing with a high risk of minorities, a
relatively better economic wellbeing with a medium risk of minorities, and a mixture
of the high and low economic wellbeing with low risk of minorities. While Myanmar
falls under the first group, Thailand and the Philippines constitute the second, and the
residuals make up the third and fourth groups (See Figure 17). Thus, a lower
economic condition is not a necessary factor leading to a high risk of ethnic
cleansing, as the data from the case of Cambodia and Laos had shown.
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Figure 16: Relationship between GDPs Per Capita and Impact of Terrorism in
Muslim Minority Countries in SEA (2010-2018)
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Source: The Institute for Economics and Peace, 2018; The World Bank, 2019.

Note: The graph demonstrates four groups of countries; the first is a high impact of terrorism
with a middle GDP per capita (e.g., Myanmar), the second is a high impact of terrorism with
a medium level of GDP per capita (e.g., Thailand and the Philippines), the third is a low
impact of terrorism with a low GDP per capita (e.g., Cambodia, Laos, Vietham, and Timor-
Leste), and the last is a high level of GDP per capita and low level of terrorism impact (e.g.,
Singapore).
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Figure 17: Relationship between a Condition of Economic Wellbeing and Minorities
Under Threats (2012-2018)
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Source: Minority Rights Group International, 2018; The World Bank, 2019.

Note: this figure shows three classes of countries; first is a high threat of minorities with a
low GDP per capita, second is a medium threat of minorities with a medium GDP per capita,
and third is a low threat of minorities with a mixture of high and low GDP per capita.

The third account concentrates on the salience of a national security threat or
securitization as a determinant of state-minorities relations. Because of the
emergence of the nation-state system, ethnic pluralism in SEA countries has become
a fundamental reality. Muslim minorities who view themselves as an indigenous
group having a distinct identity and institution and by no choice living in non-
Muslim rules appeared to demand independence. As a result, their demand
challenged the foundation of the nation-state and national unity, which laid on the
value of sovereignty. Thus, Muslim separatism, as manifested in the case of Moros,
Malay-Muslims, and Rohingyas in three different countries, shaped how the state
engages in its activities with Muslim minorities. The case of Somchai Nilaphaijit’s
extrajudicial killing in Thailand demonstrated that anyone associated with helping
the potential threat was also considered a threat to the state’s security, even though
he was engaging with the justice system peacefully (Satha-Anand, 2009). In this
sense, the minorities' relations with the state have always been viewed as skeptical

and violent since the dawn of independence.
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In many cases, a debate on Islamic threats in SEA revolves around the role of
Islamic schools or Madrasah and their association with violence. There exists a
record of Islamic schools that get involved in preaching jihad and training Muslim
militants. Robert Hefner (2009: 34), for instance, stressed that Malays in Thailand
have started to perceive Islamic schools as both symbols and tools of resistance to
Thai rule, which is exacerbated by a feeling of political disenfranchisement. This
kind of perception reinforces a state to monitor, control, and sometime securitize
Islamic schools. However, the state at the same time accommodates some Muslim
educators who want to operate Islamic education. Joseph Liow (2009), for instance,
points out that Yala Islamic University (Fatoni University), which was established by
a Saudi-trained scholar, was helped financially by Arab donors and welcomed in
restive southern Thailand by the state to preach Salafi-based education. Similarly,
Bjorn Blengsli (2009) and Makenna and Abdula (2009) highlighted this trend in
Cambodia and the Philippines, respectively. Thus, this suggests that a state chose to
securitize certain Muslims and accommodate some others.

Culturalist explanation also reinforces the securitization of Muslims by
showing that their values and culture are exclusivist and not compatible with
Western or Buddhist values, and as such, it denotes Islam and Muslims as a threat.
Samuel Huntington, for instance, argues that the pervasiveness of conflicts after the
end of the cold war has been fought based on a salience of religious or cultural
affinities (Huntington, 1998). The event of 9/11 and the rise of Islamic terrorist
networks recently have also sustained his argument of a clash of civilizations, and in
effect, it does not only justify a war on terror but also reinforces an industry of
Islamophobia around the globe (Green, 2015: 205-232; Lean, 2012; Osman, 2017:
20). Besides, the recent rise of Buddhist chauvinism in Sri Lanka, Myanmar, and
Thailand may also be considered under this account because they have claimed to
defend Buddhism and national identity from the threat of growing Islam and global
terrorism. Arjun Appadurai (2006: 52) links such phenomenon to we/they questions
and argues that the majority’s fear of small numbers, as manifested in the form of
predatory identities, happens when they work to narrow the distance between the
majority and the purity of the country as a whole. In doing so, minorities may
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become a target of the attack, ethnic cleansing, and genocide, and in effect,
insurgencies as a means of retaliation may shape the state-Muslim minority relation.
If this account holds a valid assumption, a state with a higher impact of
terrorism should have a higher score of violation of human rights and minorities
under threats as well. However, the empirical data do not suggest a strong
relationship between the two. On the contrary, it suggests that an act of insurgencies
and terrorism does not lead to a uniform practice of states’ intensive repression. For
instance, the Philippines has been a country that was significantly affected by
terrorism in recent years, but the state’s response to minorities has been less severe
than that of Myanmar. Myanmar, on the opposite, faced fewer attacks by Muslim
insurgents but scored higher in threatening Muslim minorities (See Figure 18).
Furthermore, a closer observation suggests that a juxtaposition of the impact of
terrorism and the states’ policy orientation constitutes three classes of countries; first
is a group of a high impact of terrorism with a state’s mixture of accommodation and
repression, second is a medium impact of terrorism with a heavy-handed state’s
operation, and third is a low impact of terrorism with a moderate state’s policy
orientation. Thailand and the Philippines fall into the first category, while Myanmar
alone constitutes a second group, and the rest forms the third group. Thus, it shows
that the state’s heavy-handed operation is not significantly associated with the level
of terrorism impact. A state with higher Muslim terrorism, such as the Philippines,

may take a moderate tone in dealing with Muslim minorities.
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Figure 18: Relationship Between the Impact of Terrorism and the States’ Policy
Orientation (2010-2018)

States' policy orientations and Impact of Terrorism
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Source: Samukkhethum, 2016:; 165-170; The Institute for Economics and Peace, 2018.

Note: this figure constitutes three classes of countries; first is a high impact of terrorism with
a state’s mixture of accommodation and repression, second is a medium impact of terrorism
with a heavy-handed state’s operation, and third is a low impact of terrorism with a moderate

state’s policy orientation.

1.5. CONCLUSION

The above discussion reveals that the salience of the nexus between violence
and the activism of Muslim separatism preoccupies the literature on the relations
between the state and Muslim minorities. A commonly held view but unverified is
that Muslim minorities tend to rebel if they have the opportunity.® Nevertheless, such
a statement should not be taken for granted because most Muslim minorities can
coexist with the state and non-Muslim fellows. Furthermore, within each country, it
is common to see well-integrated Muslim minorities who played an essential role in
their respective countries. This group of Muslims tends to engage with the state
peacefully (Bajunid, 1999; Crouch, 2016; Yusuf, 2007; Scupin, 1998; Shah et al.,

% One crucial note is important however: a crucial number of four to five percent of Muslim minorities
having a regional concentration in the country has a record of Muslim separatism. In the case
reviewed, Philippines, Thailand, and Myanmar contain this characteristic. But Singapore having 14
percent of Muslim minority of six million shows no record of separatism recently.
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2019; Yahprung, 2014), and their existence is more common than the Muslim
militants. Thus, it may not be incorrect to assess that the key explanations on the
state-Muslim minorities reviewed above offer an incomplete picture of its dynamics
in recent years because it fails to establish a causal effect of defining conditions,
which leads to the varying outcomes between the state and Muslim minorities.
Besides, the mainstream approaches to explaining the dynamics are
inadequate to account for recent state violence against Muslim minorities because
proponents of primordialism, weak state argument, and the securitization approach
fail to realize the effect of civil-military relations. First, primordialism fails to depict
the recent construction of new institutions - military control - because it primarily
focuses on the effect of colonial legacies and ancient animosity. In addition, the state
failure explanation fails to account for state violence because it neglects the impact
of military control that causes it in the first place. Finally, the implementation of state
policy is not powerful enough to explain state violence unless a hardline policy
orientation is shaped by military control. As the case of Myanmar will show, state
violence against Rohingya Muslims emerged when military rule started in 1962. In
addition, a condition of weak state capacity is instead one of the consequences of
military control, while securitization does not automatically lead to the persistence of
state violence. As the Singapore case will reaffirm, the securitization of Muslim
minorities can be temporal and restrained under the condition of civilian control.
Instead, militarization acts as a causal mechanism of sustained state violence in most
cases. In short, the aforementioned explanations neglect the crucial question of who
controls the state and ignore the structural condition that shaped the way a state
sustains militarization. The next chapter puts forward to examine the effect of
military control as a sufficient condition that contributed to the violent relations

between the state and Muslim minorities.
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CHAPTER TWO
DIFFERENT PATHS OF STATE-MUSLIM MINORITY RELATIONS:
MILITARY CONTROL AND VIOLENCE AGAINST MUSLIM
MINORITIES

2.1. INTRODUCTION

Although violent conflicts between the states and their Muslim minorities in
Myanmar, Thailand, and the Philippines have taken place for decades, the condition
behind their peaceful and violent relations in Southeast Asia (SEA) are still not fully
comprehended. After gaining independence from the Western colonizers, many
states in SEA started to face a new challenge with their Muslim minorities: a violent
conflict between the state and some armed groups in those Muslim minorities.
Building peaceful relations between the modern state and its minorities in the post-
colonial era has been an intricate task. Three cases under study fail to establish
peaceful relations, while Singapore successfully sustains its peaceful relations with
Muslim minorities.

One of the mainstream explanations places an emphasis on a state’s
accommodation policy towards Muslim minorities as a solution to violent conflict.
However, the accommodation policy per se is not the solution for establishing
peaceful relations. For instance, the state’s accommodation for Muslim minorities in
Thailand and the Philippines does not prevent violent relations between them from
sustaining. Thus, states implementing the policy of accommodation can lead to both
outcomes: maintaining their peaceful relations and persisting violent engagement.
The existing studies on the state violence and ethnic conflict in Southeast Asia do not
offer a systematic explanation of the relations between the states and Muslim
minorities in Myanmar, Thailand, and the Philippines — countries where violent
conflict persists. The puzzles of this subject remain unsolved: what is the explanatory
condition that accounts for the different political outcomes of the state-Muslim
minority relations?

This chapter examines the conditions that led to the diverging paths of state-

Muslim minority relations in those four countries in two steps. First, it re-examines
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the salience of Muslim minorities' integration. The mainstream explanations portray
that Muslim minorities’ unwillingness to integrate with a larger society is a key
factor for ethnic mobilization and armed violence. This account provides a minority-
centric explanation that problematizes minorities’ identity issues and ethnic
mobilization. This chapter, however, illustrates that it is insufficient to concentrate
on those people who do not want to integrate because, on the one hand, unintegration
does not show a direct causal relationship with violence, and on the other, their
ethnic mobilization is a costly task. In other words, to mobilize their ethnic members
to use violence against a state, it is not easy for ethnic leaders to overcome the
problem of collective action. Because ethnic mobilization is not a cause but mostly a
reaction to state violence and suppression, the imperative is the role of organizational
variation among Muslim minorities. This chapter differentiates between the forms of
Muslim minority organizations into political associations and armed groups. Part of
the argument is that the former is a dominant mode of Muslim minorities’
engagement, while the latter represents only a handful of those who find no other
means to deal with the states except violence. By this token, Muslim minorities tent
to prefer organizing political associations or civil society organizations in order to
advance their specific demands.

Next, the chapter addresses the state’s institutional difference as an
explanatory variable to account for the persistence of violence against Muslim
minorities. It also demonstrates that, instead of state policy choices towards
minorities, the most significant condition is the civil-military relations (CMR): the
question of who governs the state. Because of the influence of the minority-centric
explanation (Che Man, 1990; Kundnani, 2007; Kymlicka, 1996, 2009; Yegar, 1972,
2002), differences between civilian control vs. military control and its impact on
minorities have been understudied. Based on the CMR explanation, the role of the
state is the first mover of the violent conflict between the states and the minorities.
Essentially, the state under military control is different from the state under civilian
control, and this difference significantly matters. This chapter demonstrates that
civilian control is not a uniform practice across the states in SEA. A much more
dominant feature is military control: a condition that a military institution has full

command or influence over key policy domains, especially on internal security
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issues. While the impact of military control in Myanmar, Thailand, and the
Philippines is used as cases of state violence against Muslim minorities, the effect of
civilian control in Singapore constitutes an example of the peaceful relations between
the state and Muslim minorities.

More specifically, the chapter argues that, in the short term, a condition of
military control reinforces a process of securitization (a hardline policy orientation),
whereas a form of civilian control restricts the state policy choices and
implementation otherwise available to the military government. In other words,
while the civilian government is accountable to its constituencies, the military
government is not. In the long run, a form of civilian control that restricts the state’s
implementation of hard policy orientations creates and maintains peaceful
engagement between the state and the minorities. On the contrary, a condition of
military control structures the violent way in which the state deals with minorities
and becomes a self-reinforcing mechanism of militarization. In the worst case, such
as in Myanmar, the military used both legal mechanisms and physical forces to
commit ethnic cleansing against the Rohingya minorities.

The rest of the chapter is divided into two parts. The first part addresses the
patterns of Muslim minority organizations by distinguishing them into armed groups
and political associations. The findings show that it is tenuous to take an active
operation of the minorities’ armed group as an independent variable to explain the
violent relations between the states and Muslim minorities. The final part introduces
military control as an explanatory variable and discusses its impacts on state-Muslim
minority relations. In essence, this chapter argues that the condition of military
control is a prominent factor in the state violence against Muslim minorities in

Myanmar, Thailand, and the Philippines.

2.2. PATTERNS OF MUSLIM MINORITIES’ ORGANIZATIONS: ARMED
GROUP VS. POLITICAL ASSOCIATION

Muslim minorities in Southeast Asia have been living for centuries in
Thailand, Myanmar, the Philippines, and Singapore. They share a common identity,

which makes them culturally different from the other members of different ethnic
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groups in their respective societies. For instance, many of the Muslim minorities
have a distinct attire that is in line with Islamic traditions, such as hijab, and observe
halal food. As a result of their differences, some of them have been able to integrate
into society, while others have failed to do so.

As a result, the literature on SEA and Muslim minorities addresses the
political violence between the state and Muslim minorities by dividing the minorities
into integrated and unintegrated groups (Bajunid, 1999, 2005; Yusuf, 2007; Yusuf,
2009). The former is not a part of the problem because they have already become a
full member of a new national identity, while the latter has remained a challenge for
a state to integrate them into a new political loyalty and national identity. These are
the dilemma between the state and Muslim minorities (Gowing, 1975), which was
already mentioned in the previous chapter. According to this explanation, the conflict
between the states and Muslim minorities is likely to persist as long as the minorities
fail to transform their primordial identity and become a part of national identity.
Taken as such, the struggle is shown as due to the identity conflict between the
unintegrated ethnic groups and the state.

However, as far as Muslim minorities are concerned, categorizing them into
two different groups does not explain the persistence of violence between the states
and Muslim minorities. First, although an unintegrated group of Muslim minorities
has been a part of resisting force against the states’ policies, it is not a uniform
practice. In southern Thailand, for instance, the unintegrated group of Malay-
Muslims has organized political associations and civil society organizations instead
of armed groups to openly demand self-determination and autonomy. These groups,
such as the Patani, the Motive, and Civil Society Assembly for Peace (CAP), are
opposed to using violence as a means to communicate with the state. Thus, Muslim
minorities who disagree with the state policy of ethnic assimilation do not always use
violent means to resist the states.

Furthermore, unlike the arguments in the literature, the emergence of Muslim
separatist fronts in the three countries has not been due to an unwillingness to
integrate with their larger society. Instead, their emergence is a result of the state's
suppression of Muslim minorities. In the Philippines’ case, Nur Misuari, the leader of

MNLF, who was integrated into the larger Philippine society and a former lecturer at
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the University of the Philippines, has established an armed front because of the state
repression of the Moro in Mindanao. Barbara Whittingham-Jones (1947) presents a
similar picture of the 1947 state repression in Patani, Thailand.

Everywhere | went, it was the same tale of systematic oppression and of a
deliberate campaign to de-nationalise the population. Deepest resentment is
aroused by the ban on Malay education. Prohibitions against Malay schools...,
are now being reinforced. All along my route, | saw school buildings closed and
deserted. Even purely Islamic schools are being included in the ban. Although
one or two Malay schools still survived, notably in Yala and in Banghara
(Naradhivas), several had been obliged to close down only a day or so
immediately preceding my visit. As the Malays refuse to send their children to
Siamese schools, and have so far stubbornly refused to acquire even a
rudimentary knowledge of the Siamese language, (during the whole of my visit |
found only one haji, a former district officer, able to read and write Siamese),
this educational starvation is retarding their entire social and economic
development (Whittinghm-Jones, 1947: 8).

In southern Thailand, the 1940s were a pivotal decade for Muslim separatism.
As a result of the creation of the new nation-states and the state's repression of
minorities, minority armed organizations erupted in Southeast Asia. In a situation in
which a political space is unavailable while facing state oppression, unintegrated
Muslim minorities are likely to take up violent means to respond to the state.
Nevertheless, when political space was opened to them, they also took political, non-
violent channels to negotiate their demands with the state.

Because the difference does not end at the division between an integrated and
unintegrated minority, a deeper layer needs to be considered. That is, there are
differences within the unintegrated minorities. An organization of unintegrated
minority groups can be divided into political associations and armed fronts. The
former uses political association as a means to deal with the state, while the latter
employs armed struggle as the only way to demand their goals. Examples of the
second groups are the Patani United Liberation Organization (PULQO) and Barisan
Revolusi National-Coordinate (BRN-C) in southern Thailand, ARSA in Myanmar,
and the Moro National Liberation Front (MNLF) and the Moro Islamic Liberation
Front (MILF) in the Philippines. These groups have a common belief that violent
means are the most effective way, if not the only way, to deal with the state. In short,
they are significantly different from the former groups in their means to achieve their

goal.
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Instead of organizing an armed front, Muslim minorities in the four countries
under examination have a common practice of organizing political associations
ranging from political parties, civil society organizations, and learning centers
(Bajunid, 2005; Farrelly, 2016; Satha-Anand, 2001; Shah et al., 2019). Examples of
active political associations in Thailand are Muslims in national politics, Prachachat
political party, Civil Society Council of Southernmost Thailand, Civil Society
Assembly for Peace, Muslim Attorney Center Foundation, Assalam Group, and
Fatoni University. Similar examples can also be found in Myanmar, such as the All-
Myanmar Islamic Religious Organization, Democracy and Human Rights Party
(DHRP), National Democratic Party for Development (NDPD), and National
Democracy for Peace Party (NDPP). Altogether taken, this finding indicates that
civic engagement seems to be the prevalent style among Muslim minorities in
Southeast Asia.

Hence, contrary to the popular belief that Muslim minorities are likely to
rebel if they have a chance (Yegar, 2002), based on the above discussion, a few
summaries are due. First, rebellions of Muslim minorities against a state are not a
uniform practice across the cases in Southeast Asia. The Singapore case shows that
the Malay Muslims have persistently engaged with the state peacefully without
forming armed separatist groups. In other countries, Muslim minorities have widely
formed political associations to interact with the state and participate in national
politics. Only in a situation where the state has been repressive and oppressive
against their demands do they form armed groups to fight against the state. However,
compared to the political associations, the size and number of armed groups are
much smaller.

Second, the activism of Muslim rebellion seems to be reactionary instead of
pre-emptive. In those cases where the Muslim armed groups are active, their
emergences usually follow the state's repressive policy. It is, therefore, possible to
argue that they formed an armed front due to their grievances in political lives caused
by the brutal policies of states. Policies such as assimilation, militarization, and
securitization, are all seen as repressive undertakings against Muslim minorities.

When no political space was available to them, they developed an anti-state ideology
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and mobilized their co-ethnics against the state. Thus, an existence of an armed
group is instead a product of state policy.

Finally, the above discussion indicates that political association and civic
engagement are prevalent styles among Muslim minorities in the states in Southeast
Asia. These findings also suggest the insufficiency of Muslim minority rebellions as
the primary explanatory factor to account for the state-Muslim minority relations.
While the role of ethnic minorities is important, these studies point out that their
reactions need to be reinvestigated along the state arrangement to explain the
dynamics of state-Muslim minority relations. In other words, minorities’ armed
groups may be a contributing condition for state violence, but it cannot sufficiently
explain the state’s persistent violence. The following section introduces the state’s
institutional variation in civil-military relations as a key independent variable to

account for the protracted violence against Muslim minorities in SEA.

2.3. CIVIL-MILITARY RELATIONS AND STATE VIOLENCE AGAINST
MUSLIM MINORITIES

In studying politics, the state is at the core of the focus for understanding
ethnic conflict. In all cases of ethnic cleansing and genocide, states play a key role in
making it or preventing it from happening. State involvement is always an arbitrary
force for the eruption and prevention of ethnic violence. Because a state possesses a
legitimate use of physical forces against any groups within society, the question of
who governs the state is crucial to examine the violence against ethnic minorities. All
states share the common feature of institutional prerogatives, but states also differ in
their policy orientations towards ethnic minorities. Thus, a question about the impact
of the state is the key to understanding why state violence occurs in Myanmar,
Thailand, and the Philippines but not in Singapore.

A mainstream scholarship viewing from top-down analysis generally
concentrates on the state policies toward minorities (Juliano et al., 2019; Kymlicka,
2009; Miller, 2012; Noiwong, 2001; Samukkhethum, 2016). According to this view,
state responses can roughly be divided into two: hardline and soft policy orientations.

In comparison, the former refers to the state’s hardline approach to the use of
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violence or oppression against minorities, which includes the forms of genocide,
ethnic cleansing, and assimilation. Meanwhile, the latter refers to the state’s soft
approach to negotiation and acceptance of cultural diversity, which are manifested in
the forms of integration, accommodation, and ethnic autonomy. Thus, the outcome of
the state-minority relations, according to this view, is dependent on the state policy
orientations. In other words, minorities are subject to state violence because of the

state policy and its implementation, regardless of who governs the state.

Table 3: Policy Approaches Towards Ethnic Minorities

Policy approaches State policies Manifestation of policy
Soft Ethnic autonomy Inclusion
(non-violent) Accommodation
Integration
Hard-line Assimilation Exclusion
(violent) Ethnic cleansing -De jure — legal
Genocide enforcement

-De facto — physical forces

Source: Juliano, Ordofiez, and La Vifa, 2019; Samukkhethum, 2016.

Nevertheless, as far as the policy orientations-based explanations are
concerned, the differences in diverse state responses do not end there. First, the
state’s soft policy orientation, such as accommodation and ethnic autonomy, cannot
be taken for granted. In the case of Singapore’s ethnic accommodation, the policy is
a result of the top-down political authority, which has been under the robust control
of the civilian government. On the contrary, in the case of Myanmar, Thailand, and
the Philippines, where the military has dominated the reserve policy domains,
especially concerning internal security issues, the policy orientation towards Muslim
minorities is the product of military control. Thus, state policy orientation cannot be
taken for granted as an independent variable for violence against minorities.

Furthermore, an implementation of the soft policy orientation does not
guarantee that minorities are safe from state repression. In Thailand and the

Philippines, where the states use soft policy orientations such as ethnic integration
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and accommodation, the states do not cease to use militarization and securitization of
minorities either. In these cases, the states’ use of the militarization of the areas
where minorities live, along with other accommodative policies, indicates that
peaceful relations between the state and the minorities do not stem from the level of
policymaking. Because a set of policies does not emerge from thin air; instead, it
derives from a ruling government. Who is controlling the state is the key to
understanding a policy design.

Thus, the origin of policymaking stemmed from the structural condition of
state dominance. Civilian dominance is different from military control in the sense
that the former is directly tied to voters while the latter is not. In the case of
Singapore, continued civilian control was responsible for the existence of the policy
of cultural coexistence and the lack of state repression of the Malay minority. In
Thailand, Myanmar, and the Philippines, because of the persistence of military
control, the state has structured securitization and militarization as mainstream states
policy. Overall taken, the findings indicate that the effect of civil-military relations
(CMR) plays the most important role in determining the outcome of state-Muslim
minority relations.

Contrary to the conventional belief that centered on the state policy
orientations, an underlying condition of the peaceful and violent relations between
the state and Muslim minorities lies in the effect of civil-military relations. In
essence, what determines the outcome is the question of whether the civilians or
military governs the state or not and who controls the agenda of the internal security
issue. In a condition that civilian rule prevails, the civilian government controls the
agenda of the internal security issue, and the military is its subordinate. In these
cases, the civilian government must have full command of the Ministry of Interior
and the Ministry of Defense. In a reverse condition, the military government controls
all key policy issues, while the civilian government or politicians have less authority
and asymmetrical political power vis-a-vis the military.

The literature review in the previous chapter reveals that the question of who
governs the state and how it affects the outcome of state-minority relations has
received insufficient attention from scholars. The primary focus of the discussion of

the civil-military relations has typically been on the factors that lead to military
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control or vice versa, the military's function in the modern state, and the connection
between military rule and democracy. Although it is generally understood in this
field of study that political influence by the military does not favor democracy, the
effect of military control on minorities remains an unanswered puzzle. However, the
cases under examination indicate that the effect of a democratic regime is not an
underlying condition for the peaceful relations between Muslim minorities and the
state. For instance, peaceful relations between the state and Malay Muslims in
Singapore did not occur in democratic settings. The lack of military influence over
politics in Southeast Asia tends to protect ethno-religious minorities from state
violence. On the contrary, violent relations between the two tend to persist because
of the condition of military control, which is active in the cases of Myanmar,
Thailand, and the Philippines.

Thus, military control is at the core of the puzzle in this study: what is a
condition leading to violent relations between the state and Muslim minorities in
Southeast Asia? Emerging studies of the CMR in SEA suggest that the relationship
between civilians and the military is best seen in how the military vis-a-vis civilian
government is able to control key policy domains, which centers on the ministry of
home affairs and internal security issues. According to Croissant et al. (2010: 958),
“This area entails all decisions regarding the preservation and restoration of domestic
law and orders, ranging from counterinsurgency operation, counterterrorism, and
domestic intelligence-gathering up to daily law enforcement and border control.”
Thus, in a condition of civilian control, a civilian government has full command of
policy design and implementation on the minorities’ issue.

Civilian control is often seen as a dichotomy of military control, and its
effects lead to different political outcomes. This study employs a concept of civilian
control from Croissant et al.’s works (2009, 2010, 2011, 2012). In their description, a
condition of civilian control centers on the distribution of decision-making power:

Distribution of decision-making power in which civilians alone have the
authority to decide on national politics and their implementation. Under civilian
control, civilians can freely choose to delegate decision-making power and the
implementation of certain policies to the military, while the military has no
autonomous decision-making power outside those areas specifically defined by
civilians. Furthermore, it is civilians alone who determine which particular
policies, or policy aspects, the military implements, and civilians also define the
boundaries between policy-making and policy-implementation. Moreover,
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civilian authorities must possess sanctioning power vis-a-vis the military, and
they can — in principle — revise their decision at any time (Croissant et al.,
2010: 955).

This definition of civilian control moves beyond the fallacy of coup-ism and places
emphasis on the persistent control over the political institution. A significant degree
of military influence can dominate the domain of internal security under the guise of
the civilian control if the military and civilian government have symbiotic
relationships. CMR during the Marcos administration in the Philippines fell into this
situation in which the politician leadership used military institutions as their tool to
stay in power ( Hernandez, 1985; Hernandez, 2007).

Therefore, civilian control can accordingly be divided into three main levels:
low, medium, and high (Croissant et al., 2010). First, a low level of civilian control
refers to a condition that the civilians do not have a decision-making power or are
completely barred from forming a government. In other words, this condition occurs
when the military possesses full control of the decision-making power. Myanmar,
from the Ne Win administration in 1962 till 2011, is an example of this condition. In
short, a low degree of civilian control refers to the condition that the military has full
control of decision-making power in all policy domains.

Furthermore, a medium degree of civilian control refers to a condition the
military can dominate or exert its power over a certain domain of policymaking,
especially on the issue of internal security. This level can also be defined as the
military influence. According to Aknur (2005: 15), it occurs in a situation when
civilian leaders may restrict the military in some policy domains, but they cannot
interfere into certain areas in which the military holds its institutional power or
informal control. The CMR in the Philippines and Thailand, most of the time, falls
under this type. Myanmar during 2011-2021, which was under the National League
for Democracy’s administration, similarly suffered from the military domination in
the domain of internal security and home affairs. Likewise, violence in the south of
Thailand during the Thaksin administration (2001-2006) before the 2006 coup was
under the command of the military, not the politician leaders. Thus, military control
is more than a problem of military intervention and coup.

Finally, a high degree of civilian control refers to a situation in which the

civilian government has full command and control over all key policy decision-
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making. This level fits into a prescriptive definition of Huntington’s (1957) military

professionalism, in which the military is subordinate to a civilian government, and its

role is mainly restricted to the external security. The CMR in Singapore, from its

independence, is a prime example of this category, which shows no historical record

of military intervention in politics. The Singapore Army Force (SAF) is rather used

as another common pool of talent and serves as a training center for recruiting
national elites into other civil servants (Kwok, 2010: 58; Laksmana, 2017: 355-358).

Thus, a high civilian control in the Singapore case shows no military institutional

prerogatives in internal security policymaking on the one hand and maintains civilian

oversight of the internal security operation on the other hand.

Table 4: Civil-Military Relations in SEA

Control of the state Cases

References

Military dominance Myanmar (1964-2011),

Thailand’s military coups

Biswas, 2020; Croissant
and Lorenz, 2018a: 429;
Myoe, 2009; Myoe, 2014,
0o, 2020.

Military control Myanmar (2011-2021),
Thailand, and the Philippines

Chambers, 2011, 2012,
2014; Chambers and
Waitoolkiat, 2017;
Chambers and Waitoolkiat,
2016; Jitpiromsri, 2013;
Lee, 2020; Sarosi and
Sombatpoonsiri, 2011.

Civilian dominance Singapore

Alagappa, 2001; Croissant
and Lorenz, 2018b; Kwok,
2010; Tan, 2001.

Source: Biswas, 2020; Croissant and Lorenz, 2018a: 429; Myoe, 2009; Myoe, 2014; Oo,
2020; Chambers, 2011, 2012, 2014; Chambers and Waitoolkiat, 2017; Chambers and
Waitoolkiat, 2016; Jitpiromsri, 2013; Lee, 2020; Sarosi and Sombatpoonsiri, 2011;
Alagappa, 2001; Croissant and Lorenz, 2018b; Kwok, 2010; Tan, 2001.
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Nevertheless, Croissant et al. (2009, 2010, 2011, 2012) does not give a clue
on how military control affects state-minority relations. Based on the findings of this
study, the effects of military control on ethno-religious minorities are paramount
because of the state securitization and militarization of minorities. The findings
suggest that the presence of military control strongly contributed to the violent
outcome between the states and the Muslim minorities. This suggestion is derived
from an analysis of the cases of Myanmar, Thailand, and the Philippines. On the
contrary, an absence of the military control is found with an absence of violence
between the state and the Malay Muslim minorities in Singapore. As mentioned
above, the explanatory variable is not the state’s policy choices toward minorities.
This is because a military government, such as in Thailand and Myanmar, also used a
soft policy approach towards the minorities while at the same time employing
militarization too. Thus, the causal and independent variable of state violence against
Muslim minorities, which is seen through Mill’s method of difference, is the absence
and the presence of military control. The table 5 shows the causation between the
absence or the presence of military control and the peaceful and violent relations

between the states and Muslim minorities in four cases under this review.

Table 5: Presence and Absence of Military Control and Political Outcomes

Cases Presence  Absence  Outcomes

Military control in Myanmar / Violence against Rohingya
Muslim minorities in Rakhine

state, Myanmar

Military control in Thailand / Violence against Malay
Muslim minorities in

southern Thailand

Military control in the / Violence against
Philippines Bangsamoro Muslim
minorities in Mindanao, the

Philippines.

Military control in Singapore / Peaceful relations with

Malay Muslim minorities in
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Singapore

Source: Author’s Analysis.

Once a military institution is established, such as the national armed force, it
has its own life, and it is difficult to be reformed. Even when its old role is outdated,
such as a counterinsurgency operation against the threat of communism during the
cold war, the military institution can expand its role to cover a new security threat.
The role expansion to deal with a new internal security threat, which Stepan (1973)
calls ‘new professionalism’ (also McCann, 1979), is a justification for the existence
and continuation of the old institution (Pawakapan, 2021). Consequently, the
persistence of the military control has had a paramount impact on the state-Muslim
minority relations. For the immediate effect, military control insists on the
securitization and militarization against minorities. In the cases of Myanmar,
Thailand, and the Philippines, it is a uniform practice for the states to use forces to
control the territories in which the insurgents are active - such as in Rakhine state, in
Patani, and in Mindanao. Thus, the use of force has been set up as an operation mode
in dealing with the minorities. In a long run, this mode structures violent relations
between the states and insurgents in all violent cases.

Securitization and militarization are two intertwined terms in security studies.
While the former is a process in which a state determines a certain group as an
existential threat to its sovereignty and survival, militarization is a process in which
the state increases its physical forces in a certain area that becomes a threat to its
sovereignty (Buzan et al., 1998: 23). Both processes operate in a similar condition of
high politics or the state of exception, which needs extraordinary measures to deal
with the defined threats. Although securitization often precedes militarization
because it provides legitimacy for mobilizing troops and physical forces against
dangerous targets, the former does not automatically lead to the latter.

The case of Malay-Muslims in Singapore works in the opposite direction,
however. Both processes operate under the logic of “security is about the survival,”
and “a destruction of the enemy” is the goal (Buzan et al., 1998: 21; Croissant et al.,
2010: 976). In the case of Rohingya, the state under military control defines the
Rohingya group as an existential threat to the Burman-dominated nation.
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Consequently, the state used militarization of the Rakhine state and suppressed them
in 2017. The state uses securitization by dividing ‘us vs. them’ to provide a license to
Kill resistant minorities. Militarization is more dangerous for the existence of
minorities here because while the military is equipped with legitimate use of physical
forces, they are indoctrinated to destroy the existence of resistant minorities.

Nevertheless, according to the Copenhagen School of Security Studies, the
opposite of securitization is desecuritization and politicization — a sphere of transition
to normal politics. In this condition, a state deals with all sorts of political and
security problems through a political process without the use of extraordinary
measures. In this sense, politicization is more conducive to the persistence of a
peaceful outcome. This outcome happened to the Malay-Muslims in Singapore in the
post-9/11 era, especially when the state detected an engagement of its citizens with
the Jamaat Islami (JI) network. Instead of using militarization, the state used
securitization along with rehabilitation and reintegration approaches to deal with the
minorities. Afterward, the PAP desecuritized the issue and resumed a process of
normal politics with the Malay-Muslims. Thus, because of a restriction of the
civilian-led government, the civilian control in Singapore showed a tendency to use
non-violent means to deal with its Muslim minorities.

Essentially, this is not to deny that conditions of military control on the one
hand and civilian supremacy on the other can similarly lead to securitization. In the
latter condition, however, military institution merely acts as a supportive organ and
instrument of the civilian-led government, not the core policy decisionmaker, as
happened in the case of Singapore. On the contrary, during the military rule, the
military can quickly develop a securitization policy towards the militarization of the
minorities because such an attitude of xenophobia and existential threat provides
legitimacy to militarize and destroy the resistant minorities. When securitization is
absent, it does constrain state use of forces on the one hand and fosters ethnic
coexistence on the other hand.

Hence, solving the violent relations on the ground between a state and armed
minorities is not simply a matter of policy design or policy implementation. The
origin of the massive violence stemmed from the military control. It is quite ironic to

hope for a successful peace process provided by a military government, not only
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because militaries have been occupied by a security mindset but also because
building peaceful relations begins with desecuritization and demilitarization.
However, these processes come with a high cost. It means that the military would
lose their existing jobs, and their justification for military control and role expansion
is no longer valid. In essence, the real issue lies in civil-military relations in national
politics as it structures policy choices in the first place. Because of that, the
persistence of military control is the self-reinforcing mechanism of the violence
between states and armed minorities. In short, the findings suggest that if there is no
civilian control, there are no peaceful relations between the state and armed
minorities.

Nevertheless, civil-military relations as a framework to account for state
violence has limitations, too. While a difference between military control vis-a-vis
civilian control provides explanatory power to explain a dividing line between
peaceful and violent cases, it does not explain the different levels of violence. In
other words, a condition of military control explains the persistence of violence
against Muslim minorities, but it does not explain why low-intensity violence in the
case of Thailand and the Philippines did not amount to excessive violence, like the
case of Rohingya in Myanmar. It is contended that the low violence did not exceed
the level of ethnic cleansing or genocide because of the triangulated mechanism: a
presence of an inclusionary political institution and an absence of powerful religious
nationalism (Tuansiri and Koma, 2021). The inclusionary factor is related to a
preventive mechanism of ethnic cleansing and genocide. In other words, when Malay
Muslim minorities are included in the state's apparatus and become a relatively
strong minority group, the cost of making excessive violence also increases. The
religious nationalism and exclusionary type of military are concerned with an
absence of a generative mechanism of high violence in Thailand. This is in line with
an explanation that is based on political inclusion and a rise of religious nationalism
(Hafez, 2003; Kyaw, 2016; Yusuf, 2017b, 2017a).

Another drawback of this framework is its limitation to account for difference
within a country level. For instance, a critics may arise that even though their
numbers are small, there are Muslims in other parts of the country too. Why don't

they become violent despite restrictions and repression? In other words, why do not
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Muslim minorities in different parts of the country react violently and similarly to
military control? First, CMR as a framework is fitted for a cross-country comparative
analysis because it takes a nation-state as a unit of analysis. When using it to
examine local difference, it may not yield an explanatory leverage. Second,
according to the argument in this study, Muslim minorities turn to violence because
of state securitization and militarization against them. Therefore, because Muslims in
other regions did not encounter similar condition of militarization and state of
exception in which Muslims in the conflict-affected areas face, there is no incentive

for them to become violent.

2.4. CONCLUSION

Theoretically, a state is differentiated from other organizations by its
monopoly of the legitimate use of violence under its territory (Tilly, 1985; Weber,
1958b). Military and other security agencies are the key state apparatus that
monopolizes the use of physical forces. Thus, no other state agencies, except the
military and police, have the legitimacy to use violence against civilians. In a
situation where the Muslim minority resists violently against the state, the state has at
least two options to make; one is to suppress, and the other is to accommodate. This
choice depends on whether the civilians or the military control the state or not. If the
former condition prevails, reconciliation is more likely the choice. However, if the
latter is the case, then violent repression against the resistant minorities is more likely
to continue. The persistence of violence prolongs because the military control often
maintains impunity for state acts of violence against minorities. Thus, in a condition
of military control, not only does it permit a license to kill those who they deem as a
threat, but it also increases the guarantee that their acts of violence will go
unpunished. On the contrary, when civilians control the state, violent acts of a state
against minorities are subject to accountability. The latter condition increases the
chance that military acts of violence can be punished. The case of Malay-Muslims in
southern Thailand and Bangsamoro in the southern Philippines illustrate this point

well.
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Therefore, if the civilians dominate the state, the state violence against
minorities is less likely to occur. If, however, the military controls or partially
influences the key policy domains, then the possibility of state violence against
minorities arises. Thus, military control acts as a generative mechanism for
reproducing violence against minorities, while civilian control serves as a long-run
preventive mechanism of violence.

Overall taken, this chapter has argued that military control is the key
determinant of state-Muslim minority relations in the three cases. It does not only
condition the state policy choices towards armed minorities but also reinforces the
vicious cycle of violent operations between the state and the armed groups.
Kymlicka’s (2004) arguments on security vs. justice further support this viewpoint.
He suggests that the difference between outcomes of state-minority relations in the
east and the west is due to the way in which a state frames a minority rights issue.
While states in the west view the issue based on justice for minorities, post-
communist states assert it through a lens of state security. In other words, civilian
governments in the western world deal with minority rights through an idea of
justice, while a military-controlled government in the east cannot get rid of the
security paradigm. Because of that, two different types of state organizations have
contributed to divergent political outcomes. As can be seen, the advantage of the
military control is that the military government can completely control the
securitization and militarization process. While military control can maintain a
certain degree of order and law enforcement, it also maintains a self-reinforcing
mechanism of violence between the state and armed groups. To get rid of the security
mindset and state violence against minorities, the civilian government must replace
the military government and institutionalize civilian control as a modus operandi of
civil-military relations. Singapore's case underlines the prominence of civilian rule as
a key variable for peaceful relations, while the cases of military control in Myanmar,
Thailand, and the Philippines illustrate its effects on violent relations between the

states and Muslim minorities.
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CHAPTER THREE
MILITARY DOMINANCE AND VIOLENCE AGAINST MUSLIM
MINORITIES IN RAKHINE STATE OF MYANMAR

“Muslims of Arakan certainly belong to the indigenous races of Burma....”
Sao Shwe Thaik, Burma’s First President, 1958 (Rogers, 2012).

“I can no longer live in Burma. Every day the government gives us trouble. | left
there, thinking that it would be better if | died at sea.”
A Rohingya survivor (Tin, 2009).

“It is totally impossible to accept illegal Rohingyas...”
General Thein Sein, 8" President of Myanmar, 2012. (Mizzima, 2012).

“We have already let the world know that we don't have Rohingya in our country.
Bengalis in Rakhine state are not Myanmar citizens, and they are just people who
come and stay in the country”.

General Min Aung Hlaing, 2017 (Al Jazeera, 2017b).

“The Bengali problem was a long-standing one which has become an unfinished job
despite the efforts of the previous governments to solve it. The government in office
Is taking great care in solving the problem.”

General Min Aung Hlaing, Command-in-Chief, 2017 (Al Jazeera, 2017b).

3.1. INTRODUCTION

This chapter examines the underlying condition behind violent relations
between the state and Rohingya Muslims in Myanmar. The state’s use of violence
against the Rohingya in Rakhine state in 2017 represents an extreme case of the
state-Muslim minority relations in southeast Asia. After analyzing the developments

of the state-Rohingya relations in different periods, the chapter argues that military
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control significantly determines the persistence of state violence. The rest of the
chapter is divided into four parts: part one provides basic background about
Myanmar case, including the geography, demography, critical concerns on Muslim
issues. Part two deals with the dynamics of the state-Rohingya Muslim minority
relations by tracing back to five different political periods. This part shows that
violence between the state and Rohingya minorities started to sustain after the
emergence of military rule. Part three taps into civil-military relations in
Burma/Myanmar and demonstrates that military dominance is the defining feature of
Myanmar’s politics. Part four argues that military control on national politics and
internal security issues directly contributed to securitization and militarization of
Rohingya. Part five concludes that Myanmar case provides a clear example of the
effect of military dominance on state violence against the minorities.

Contrary to the commonly held view that a persistence of state violence
against Rohingya is accredited to either colonial legacies or recent democratization,
this chapter argues that violence’s persistence is the legacy of military control.
Violence against Rohingya that erupted in 2017 military clearance operation cannot
be considered as an isolated and recent phenomenon because a similar pattern of
violence can be traced back to the 1978 Nagamin operations against Rohingya.
Burma military emerged as the key actor in leading the way toward country’s
independence. Later, it became the guardian of the state in the post-colonial state.
After 1962 military coup, military directly dominated national politics and internal
security issues until 2015. Although civilian-led government replaced military
regime in 2015-2020, military remained in a dominant position, controlling security
policy reserved domains. In short, a persistence of military dominance initiated and
reproduced securitization and militarization of the minority. When militarization of
the target areas becomes institutionalized, it is difficult to alter because doing so can
be costly, counterproductive, and ineffective.
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3.2. BACKGROUND

Figure 19: Map of Burma/Myanmar
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The Republic of the Union of Myanmar is previously known as Burma. In
1989, the military-ruled government changed its country’s name from Burma to
Myanmar. It is located between five countries: Thailand from the south and the east,
Lao from the east, China from the north-east, India from the north-west, Bangladesh
from the west, and the Bengal Gulf from the west. As of 2021, the total population
of Myanmar is 54 million (The World Bank, 2022a). Muslims constitute four percent
of the total population, which is approximately 2.2 million people. According to the
World Factbook (Central Intelligence Agency, 2022a), Buddhism constitutes the
dominant religion (87%), while Christianity (6.2%) and Islam (4.3%) follow as the
second and third largest religions in the country. Burman is the dominant race (68%),
while Shan (9%) and Karen (7%) constitute the second and third largest groups.
Burmese is the only official language. Myanmar based its citizenship on the 135
national races; Rohingya are not included in the national race. Before independence,
the British Empire and the Japanese troops used to occupy Burma for considerable
periods.

Muslims in Myanmar are scattered throughout the country, but the majority
of Muslim minorities are concentrated in the Rakhine state of Western Myanmar,
especially in Muangdaw, Buthiduang, and Rattiduang. This group of Muslims called
themselves Rohingya. In the 2014 Census (Associated Press, 2014; Reuters, 2015),
Rohingya were not coded in the census, and around one million residents in the
Rakhine state were identified as unidentifiable. Based on that incident, it is assumed
that the Rohingya population in Myanmar may amount to one million. State violence
against Rohingya recurred in 1978, 1991, 1992, 2012, and 2017, all of which caused
a mass exodus of Rohingya to the neighboring countries. In the present time,
Rohingya rema