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    Causes for Concern: the Middle East and Russia


    In this issue, Diplomaatia again explores events in the Middle East and Russia, since these places can greatly influence Estonia’s fate.


    How can tensions in the Middle East be defused? Peeter Raudsik, an expert on the region, thinks that the formation of a common front against ISIS in Iraq and Kurdistan should give us hope. “The spirit of cooperation was also evident in the military operations against ISIS in which Kurds and Arabs basically fought side by side,” writes Raudsik.


    Hille Hanso, Vladimir Sazonov and Eerik-Niiles Kross comment on Raudsik’s article.


    Māris Andžāns, a researcher at the Latvian Institute of International Affairs, looks at the Latvian Presidency of the Council of the EU and its potential lessons for Estonia. “Preparing and conducting the presidency can be considered a strategic foreign policy objective, just like acceding to the EU, NATO and OECD and adopting the euro,” he writes.


    Diplomaatia’s interview this month focuses on what Estonia could do if Russia launched a military attack. A. Wess Mitchell, a security policy analyst and President of the Center for European Policy Analysis (CEPA), says that Vladimir Putin would get a bloody nose from Estonia. “... on a national level, all Baltic States have learnt their lessons from the war in Ukraine … we see that defence expenditure has doubled since the beginning of the war, we see that the membership of voluntary defence organisations has increased dramatically, and conscription has been established in Lithuania. The situation isn’t as it should be to strengthen deterrence in the region. However, an invasion would not be a piece of cake, either,” says Mitchell.


    Demographer Mark Gortfelder writes that the Chinese one-child policy has proved to be totally erroneous. “If the current trends continue, China will definitely grow old before it grows rich; this is probably the biggest obstacle to China becoming a superstate. If the birth rate stays at today’s ultra-low level, the Chinese population will decrease by nearly a half by the end of this century,” he writes.


    Military historian Kaarel Piirimäe continues his series on the Baltic States during the Cold War, and in the latest instalment reaches the present day. “Russia is not interested in conquering and subduing the Baltic territories and population as it did during World War II—at least not now—but it may test the Ukrainian model here as well, if the international situation should prove favourable,” he writes.


    Self-professed concerned reader Raivo Vare reviews two recently published books on war: Leo Kunnas’s Taavet (“David”) and General Sir Richard Shirreff’s War with Russia.
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    A View of Iraq after ISIS


    A New Middle East Arises in the Shadow of Old Feuds
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        Peeter Raudsik,


        Erbil-Doha


        Having furthered his professional skills in the Arab states, Peeter Raudsik has been working as a journalist for ERR and the daily Postimees. He is currently studying international relations at the Doha Institute (Qatar) and his master’s thesis looks at the communication between Iraqi Kurdistan and the European Union.

      

    


    “I would rather have one dictator than a thousand Jihads!” explains Amer, from the Anbar Province, over a raised teapot. Two years ago he fled the central part of the country along with thousands of other Iraqis north to Iraqi Kurdistan. Amer currently lives in Sulaimani and works at the reception of a local hotel, which is mostly visited by Arabs—often new migrants. Approximately 1,500,000 internal refugees and 200,000 Syrian Kurds are hiding in this region from ISIS violence.


    As a joint effort of the Iraqi army, Shiite militia and Kurdish Peshmerga, and with support from international allies, most of the towns that were taken over by ISIS extremists in the summer of 2014 have been taken back. The last decisive battles are taking place in the western part of Mosul, where in the narrow streets of the old town the fighters face a cornered enemy and numerous self-made explosives, which can be hidden in anything from teddy bears to refrigerators. Despite the perseverance of ISIS, their defeat in the surrounding areas of Mosul has become inevitable, since the external support line from Syria has almost been entirely cut off. The victory over the extremists is expected to be announced no later than the end of May, before the beginning of Ramadan—the Islamic holy month.


    In light of these developments there is a lot of talk in Iraq now about what will become of the country after the terrorists have been defeated. There are various panel discussions and meetings, where the motivation behind the extremist actions, the future of the Kurdistan area as well as the new power relations across the Middle East are discussed more widely.
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        Battles being waged in Mosul. Iraqi army fighters searching the house of ISIS fighters.


        Reuters/Scanpix

      

    


    The Price of Safety


    Despite the large number of refugees in Kurdistan and the areas controlled by the Peshmerga, the region has been stable and peaceful for a long time now. During the last four years, only three serious extremist attacks have taken place in Erbil, the first of which was against the Kurdistan internal security service Asayish, the second against the US consulate and the third against a local government building. Three terrorist attacks and 14 people killed in four years with many of the fatalities being security workers.


    After the previous year’s bloody events in Paris, Brussels and Berlin, it is perfectly reasonable to ask how Kurdistan manages to ensure its security with such success despite the large numbers of migrants and the physical proximity of ISIS. How can a pastor wearing a clerical collar walk around peacefully in Erbil in the evening and shake hands with people, while at the same time churches are being burned 80 kilometres away in Mosul?


    The first important factor is the ethnic cohesion of Kurds and an overall sense of togetherness, which is apparent even when passing through the checkpoints between large cities. A Kurdish driver can usually pass through with only a nod and a few Kurdish greetings, while an Arab has to pass a thorough document check or even a security search.


    Another, somewhat politically incorrect aspect is the distinguishing between refugees. Kurdistan greeted the first people from Syria and from other regions of Iraq fleeing ISIS with open arms. It was often the numerous minorities of the region (Assyrians, Yezides, etc.) that became the main targets in areas controlled by extremists four years ago. Many of them still live in refugee camps surrounding Erbil, which do not have any special security controls. People walk around freely, a school is operating in the camp and football fields are being set up.


    Attitudes towards the people who left Mosul and its surrounding areas during the last six months vary. The Hassan Sham refugee camp is located 25 km from Mosul towards Erbil. Approximately 60,000 people live in the overcrowded tent city and surrounding camps. There is a strict order in those camps and people are allowed to leave only after a thorough background check. “Why are they keeping me here? I only want to go back home,” an inhabitant of the camp grabs onto my sleeve, thinking I am an interpreter for some aid organization. Unfortunately, the international humanitarian aid organizations also incorrectly assessed the number of people fleeing Mosul. The UN warned in autumn that up to one million people may flee the city due to war.1 The actual number is likely to be about four times smaller. “The aid that was prepared for the camps should actually be distributed in the town, because people do not want to leave their homes,” explains British journalist Gareth Browne, who has been working in the front line for six months now.


    The strict restrictions on movement are being justified with the fact that the liberated areas have not yet been cleared of explosives. But in reality it is also based on security considerations. At the moment it is very hard to say how many ISIS fighters, supporters or people whose view of the world has changed radically after living in the “caliphate” for two years, are among the new refugees or the ones who stayed back.2 Kurdish camp workers, medics and security experts all say the same: “Sadly we cannot see what is going on in their hearts.” Considering this uncertainty, a price has been added to security that is measured in human lives. There is first aid available in the camps next to the Mosul highway, but in order to get help for more serious issues, one still has to go to Erbil. But even in the case of an emergency, it is necessary to get a separate permit to leave the camp from the relevant security service official. “We were waiting for a stamp but it was too late. He died right there in front of us,” a medic who deals with refugees describes one of the many tragic cases, but he also has to admit that keeping Kurdistan safe in the middle of an on-going war requires sacrifices.


    The longer it takes to free the western part of Mosul, and for people to get back home and to restore essential services, the more likely it is for tensions between Kurds and Arabs to heighten in the no-man’s land controlled by the Peshmerga. In addition to the potentially growing feud between the two ethnic groups, old fears of the West still remain.


    Extremism and Anti-Western Sentiment


    “Tell me, why did he come here?“ asks Amer, as if I, as someone from the West, should be able to justify the 2003 invasion of Iraq that took place under the leadership of George W. Bush. Whatever the real reasons, the American invasion and the severe economic sanctions that preceded it have left deep marks in the consciousness of Iraqis and other Arabs, which are now, almost fifteen years later, followed by the black-garbed ISIS fighters. The latter were also referred to with caution by the decision-makers of that time, such as Tony Blair.3


    The international economic sanctions imposed on Iraq due to the invasion of Kuwait in 1990 devastated the country’s economy. “This punishment struck Iraq at a time when the world economy and technology were undergoing big changes. Unfortunately, Iraq was cut off from these key developments for a decade,” noted Laka’ Makki, lecturer from the University of Baghdad and columnist in a colloquium that took place in Doha in January, referring to the mistrust towards the West and the reasons why Iraqis are lagging behind. During the US invasion and the battles that followed, more than 100,000 civilians died in the course of ten years. An onlooker cannot fathom the impact of casualties corresponding to the number of people living in the town of Tartu, but these painful experiences became part of being Iraqi. Today, the sufferings have been imprinted on the cultural history of the nation. Distorted memories and resentment are reflected in the poetry, art and literature of the Iraqi Arabs. “Even the songs went silent, not surviving this fight, the saddest part that I myself have to pay for every bomb dropped on my country,” writes poetess Lami’a Abbas in dark tones.4 No less telling are the controversial portraits by Mahmud Obaidi of George W. Bush surrounded by different shoes and the Statue of Liberty hanging from the ceiling by a rope, which from a distance, looks like an execution.


    Paradoxically, the recent departure of the Americans from Iraq has also caused problems, mostly among the Sunni tribes. The Iraqi anthropologist, Hisham Dawood, working in Paris, writes in his extensive report that a large number of Sunnis felt betrayed by the US decision to withdraw their forces from Iraq after essentially defeating the Iraqi branch of Al-Qaeda.5 The Sahwa (reawakening) of Sunni tribes that took place with American support played a key role in the rooting out of Al-Qaeda from the Anbar Province south of Baghdad since 2005.6 “Most of these tribes saw the US army as the only force that could protect them from the Iranians,” writes Dawood, referring to the fear Iraqi Sunnis had of their great Shiite neighbour. With the withdrawal of these forces, the Iraqi Sunnis were left to face a Baghdad supported by Teheran. During the rule of Prime Minster Nuri Al-Maliki, the tensions between the sects began to grow once again. Due to renewed violence, half a million Iraqi Sunnis were forced to leave their homes already before the establishment of ISIS. The security vacuum caused by the departure of the Americans and the following escalation resulted in opening a door to ISIS, who gradually took over the role of the protector of the local Sunnis.


    Disappointment with the West caused by sanctions, war and apparent betrayal has not disappeared among Iraqi Sunnis. In addition to Iran, the Western countries and first and foremost the US are seen as the causes of the problems for the country and the on-going violence. According to conspiracy theories that circulate among local Arabs, ISIS is supported by the Americans. “It is common knowledge here,” said the men who had just escaped Mosul in December and were headed towards the aforementioned Hassan Sham refugee camp near.7 Taking the aforementioned facts into account, it seems likely that if the Iraqi Sunnis once again become victims—be it from the Shiites or the Kurds—the terrorist organizations will largely gain from the rising fear, which will in turn threaten the European public space in one way or another.


    There have been naive statements in Estonia, according to which many of the Middle Eastern problems will begin to solve themselves from the moment Islam goes through a “reformation”. In fact there is no cause to believe that a complete historisation of religion would end the creation and spread of dogmatic (incl. extremist) interpretations of the religion. Marx was read dogmatically, despite its materialistic content. If we place that reasoning into the Iraqi context: The reformation of Islam will not help much in relieving the tensions between the Shiites and Sunnis. “The problem of Iraq is not the pluralism of sects, but a power that is not able to find a balance between them,” Makki stated.8 Long-term peace and stability rely mainly on social equality and promoting the rule of law.


    The Kurdistan Challenge and a New Middle East


    “In the old Middle East we were a menu item, but now we are sitting firmly at the table,” says Hemin Hawramy, director of external relations for the Kurdistan Democratic Party (KDP), who is also a member of President Masoud Barzani’s inner circle. By taking part in the military campaign against ISIS, the Kurds have once again caught the attention of the world media and gained favour from great powers. For the Europeans, in turn, the Kurds have become important allies in giving aid to the refugees. Simple logic states that by giving enough aid to Kurdistan, the progression of refugees to the north—towards Europe—is averted.


    In return, the Kurds now expect support from the West in talks with Baghdad and organizing an independence referendum. But until now the official positions of the European Union and the US have stressed the importance of keeping Iraq unified, while the disintegration of the state would bring chaos, which could lead to military intervention from neighbouring states (Turkey and Iran). The referendum is made even more intense by the on-going political crisis of Kurdistan, where the ruling KDP has especially tried to increase the number of its supporters with the promise of soon holding an independence referendum. The race against time is even tenser as the next elections in that region should take place already in October.9


    In light of these tensions it is hard to assess exactly what the future of Iraq will be, but the outbreak of widespread violence between Arabs and Kurds seems rather unlikely, taking into account the current regional developments. “Neither Baghdad nor Erbil actually want a new war. Both want a political agreement,” I am told by Peshmerga ministry adviser, Saed Kakei. The spirit of cooperation was also evident during the military operations against ISIS, where the Kurds and Arabs fought side by side. “Peshmerga has given the Iraqi army invaluable support during the liberation of Mosul, especially on the logistics side,” stressed Lieutenant General Jabar Yawar during a discussion at the end of January – the general leads the liberation of the Nineveh Province.10


    A new Middle Eastern order will be formed on the ruins of Iraq and Syria. The following balance of power is characterized by two features—decentralisation and opposing regional leaders.


    In relation to the former, it is important to understand that the fading of the power of central governments in controlling their territory, as has happened in Iraq, Syria, Libya and Yemen, does not necessarily mean the collapse of states. “The internal borders of communities may change in the conflict zones, but the shifting of external borders is less likely,” says Dlawer Ala’Aldeen, leader of the Kurdish forum MERI, on the future of the Middle East.11 The borders drawn by Mark Sykes and François George-Picot were not the most thought-out but still seem to be elastic enough even for the beginning of this century. Another important tendency is the growing influence of regional powers, especially Iran and Saudi Arabia, over their neighbours. As a result of the intensifying confrontation, small countries and the external elements of central governments, like Iraqi Kurdistan, have to choose sides even more clearly from now on. For Kurds this is of course bad news, because on the one hand, they do not want to upset the Saudis, and on the other hand, they have to take into account the physical proximity of Iran.


    A networked globalizing world and a regional cold war with two power centres are both simultaneously unfolding in the Middle East. As a result, Iraq and Kurdistan are becoming a litmus test, which will show whether it is possible to overcome ethnic, religious and regional tensions peacefully or whether this process will continue with weapons.


    


    1 The assessment of the UN of the refugee crisis accompanying the liberation of Mosul from last autumn: http://reliefweb.int/report/iraq/mosul-humanitarian-crisis-1-november-2016


    2 Parwas, D. 2016. “Iraqi Kurdistan: Everything is all right—everyone is ISIL,” Al-Jazeera Blogs: http://www.aljazeera.com/blogs/middleeast/2016/10/iraqi-kurdistan-isil-161003172045872.html


    3 At the end of the year before last, Tony Blair admitted that both the US and Great Britain failed to assess the influence that the removal of the Saddam Hussein regime would have. Blair also cautiously acknowledged that the invasion of Iraq has contributed to the establishment of ISIS.


    4 My translation. Abbas refers to the fact that the oil revenues belonging to the country itself were used to build up Iraq.


    5 Dawood, H. 2016. “Al-Qabail al-‘Araqiya ‘ala Ard Al-Jihad,” Omran 15: 97–112.


    6 The successful inclusion of the Iraqi Sunni tribes in the fight against Al-Qaeda has also been discussed in the National Defence library series: Kilcullen, D. 2015. Juhupartisanid (Grenader): 153–228.


    7 My longer report on Bartella, a town located next to Mosul, and the refugees: Raudsik, P. 2016. “A report from ruined Iraq: The crushing war will not break ISIS,” Postimees:


    http://maailm.postimees.ee/3936263/reportaaz-varemeis-iraagist-purustav-soda-isist-ei-murra


    8 The relations between the religious sects in Iraq has probably most thoroughly been analysed by Khalil Osman, who stresses that the current tensions between the Sunnis and Shiites result from the failed attempts to create a unified and equal national identity. In more detail: O. Khalil. 2014. Sectarianism in Iraq: the making of state and nation since 1920 (Routledge)


    9 In light of the fight against ISIS, and the refugees, it seems more likely that the elections will take place at the beginning of next year.


    10 In a public discussion held in Arabic, many other high ranking Peshmerga and Iraqi military staff members held speeches in addition to Yawar, who also stressed the importance of a continuing cooperation after the liberation of Mosul. In more detail: http://www.meri-k.org/_events_/the-mosul-operation-progress-and-prospects/


    11 Ala’Aldeen, D. 2016. “The Future of the Middle East,” Middle East Research Institute: http://www.meri-k.org/publication/the-future-of-the-middle-east/
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        Hille Hanso,


        freelance journalist


        The trilemma between safety, democracy and human rights is relevant across the whole Middle East and Peeter Raudsik discusses the different sides of this problem very thoroughly.


        Even though Kurdistan might be distinguished by a renewed national cohesion, this is not reflected in political cohesion. It is still a regional government that can be classified as a hybrid democracy, being governed by a political dynasty. It also has the characteristics of a rentier state. A rentier state is characterized by the primacy of power and patronage, because the country does not get its main income from taxes, rather than natural resources or transit, which minimizes the value on an individual in the eyes of the state. The citizens, in turn, have no right to pressurize the country to meet their needs, which is why forming a civil society and political consolidation in rentier states is complicated. The openness of the Kurdistan economy is also directly dependent on the will of the leaders. Political stalemate, corruption and the heavy burden on services and infrastructure due to the inflow of refugees do not make the situation any easier and tensions materialise in the form of ethnic or religious conflicts. Speaking of the external factors. Kurdistan is one of the many hidden fighting arenas of the large states in the Middle East (and through these, the global superpowers), depending simultaneously on Iraqi central power, but directly also on Iran, Turkey and Saudi Arabia. Turbulent power relations and the attempt to pursue their interests on the basis of the conflicting interests of larger countries directly affect the daily lives and security of the citizens, immigrants and internal refugees, as Raudsik himself states.


        If the Kurdish regional government is able to take steps from being a rentier state towards becoming a democracy (which could be influenced by the long-standing low price of fuel and low demand), it would be a promising ray of hope even in light of the events of Syria and Iraq and the apparent distancing from democracy going on in Turkey in recent times. The idea that Iraq and Syria could in the future function as ethnic or religious confederations with central governments is not in any way new to experts anymore.
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        Vladimir Sazonov,


        Senior Research Fellow in Ancient Near Eastern Studies at the University of Tartu


        Peeter Raudsik has succeeded in painting a very good picture of the current state of the Kurds living in Northern Iraq. The author has travelled a lot in that region and conversations with different people have allowed him to gather interesting material that will definitely help us understand the current situation in Iraq. The author lists the US invasion but also the severe economic sanctions imposed by the West against the Hussein regime as causes for the current difficult situation in Iraq. One of its “fruits” was the foundation of ISIS. There were more reasons for extremism to blossom. One of these is definitely the activities of the Hussein regime itself. In particular, the Islamic revolution of 1979 in Shiite Iran and the Iran-Iraq war that broke out in 1980 caused Saddam to have a paranoid fear of the Shiites. About 65 per cent of the population of Iraq is made up of Shiites. In fear of the growing influence of Iran and the Iraqi Shiites, Saddam and many of his close associates began to cooperate with the Sunni extremist Islamists. As a result, many chief executives of the Hussein administration and army got themselves involved with extremist Sunni Islam. Later, many officers of Hussein and members of the BAATH party joined ISIS and at times even took on key roles.


        But what could the future hold for Iraq and Kurdistan? It might be too soon to predict in this case. It is true—the Iraqi Kurds have achieved some things in developing their autonomy. At the same time it does not mean that the Kurds could not achieve de jure independence from Baghdad. There are many factors against it—Ankara among others. Peeter Raudsik makes an interesting conclusion in his article that a new Middle Eastern order will be formed on the ruins of Iraq and Syria. The following balance of powers is characterized by two features—decentralization and opposing regional leaders. The developments in this region could very well follow a different path, but is it even possible to speak of any balance in a region as fragile and explosive even after ISIS is gone? In the end, we might, for quite a long time, still face the question: Will Iraq and Syria persist as countries, will they reach an agreement and will there be no disintegration?
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    Towards the Estonian Presidency of the Council of the EU: Lessons from Latvia


    Mitmed ootamatused võivad eesistujamaa püüdlusi kärpida.
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    Māris Andžāns,


    


    Māris Andžāns is research fellow at the Latvian Institute of International Affairs and assistant professor at Rīga Stradiņš University. During the Latvian Presidency of the Council of the European Union in 2015, he chaired the Working Party on Telecommunications and Information Society of the Council of the EU.


    In the second half of 2017, Estonia will chair the Council of the European Union (EU). It will be the first presidency for Estonia, as it was for the other two Baltic States – Lithuania and Latvia – who had their turn in 2013 and 2015 respectively. There is little reason to believe that Estonia will not manage, although predictable and unpredictable factors and actors can constrain its ambitions.


    Footprints of the Latvian Presidency


    For Latvia, its first presidency was both a test of its capabilities and reputation. Preparing and conducting the presidency can be considered a strategic foreign policy objective, just like acceding to the EU, NATO and OECD and adopting the euro.


    The conduct of the Latvian presidency has mostly been considered successful. There were issues and policies in which more progress could have been achieved. Nevertheless, no significant mistakes were committed.


    The overarching priorities of the presidency were Competitive Europe, Digital Europe and Engaged Europe. The latter referred to the external policy of the EU and the EU Eastern Partnership initiative in particular. The central event during the presidency was the 4th Eastern Partnership Summit in Riga in May 2015. Even though no game-changing deals were reached, the eastern vector of EU external policy was reinvigorated. That would not be the case under many other EU member states holding the presidency.


    Considering the other two priorities – Competitive Europe and Digital Europe – progress with the proposed European Fund for Strategic Investments, the proposal for a Single Telecommunications Market, the European Energy Union initiative and the proposal for Data Protection Regulation formed the main highlights. The effects of the first two are a reality: the new investment fund provides additional investment opportunities across the EU, while the second has established the first EU-wide open internet (net neutrality) rules and has reduced retail mobile roaming surcharges with full abolition set for the coming months.


    Between National and European Interests


    As every presidency is expected to act as an honest and neutral broker, in theory, the respective country should abstain from its national interests and act in the common good. Usually, this contrasts with the expectations of the public and stakeholders at home who might consider the presidency as a perfect opportunity to pursue national interests. As conducting the presidency also bears considerable costs, such expectations are not illogical.


    To be fair, most presidencies are driven by their national interests, and at the least, tend to put more emphasis on issues their care more about. For example, the Latvian presidency prioritised the Eastern Partnership in external affairs. It is not surprising that the current presidency, Malta, puts more emphasis on the EU’s southern neighbours instead. Therefore, agenda-setting is the, or one of the main powers of presidencies. Application of this power is tolerated by the other member states as far as that use is proportional.


    There will always be some must-do issues such as EU-level priorities or emergencies that cannot be neglected. However, when it comes to lower profile issues, each presidency can decide whether, how and when (how often) to work with a given file. No or little attention to an issue can effectively delay adoption or even make the issue obsolete. To push for one or another solution in support of national interests is much harder unless these interests converge with a significant number of the other member states. Under such favourable circumstances, the powers of the presidency can be sufficient to determine the final result.


    Unpredictable and Predictable Obstacles


    No matter how well a presidency is prepared, not all developments during the six-month term can be predicted. For example, financial crises, natural disasters, political crises, terrorist attacks, wars or the spread of disease can emerge unexpectedly. Some issues of the sort will impact the work of the Council of the EU, others will not. Most however, will be out of the reach of a small country chairing the Council. During Latvia’s term, the armed conflict in Ukraine, the financial crisis in Greece as well as the growing migration crisis cast shadows over the whole presidency, even though Latvia was not able to play a major role in the resolution of any of them.


    Estonia will undoubtedly give due attention to “Brexit” and other internal challenges as well as to impending external issues; however, crises can evolve at times and locations they are least expected. Therefore, flexibility and readiness to adapt will be necessary, as well as the readiness to merely observe situations when the powers of the presidency are not sufficient to do more.


    The most predictable obstacle for every presidency is the time span of only six months – a term that for Estonia will be even shorter given the summer holiday break. This limitation is often mentioned as one of the main points when arguing that presidencies have very limited opportunities to achieve significant results. However, precise planning and effective implementation of those plans can significantly increase the chances of achieving tangible results.


    If the time for action is limited, then the number of parties interested in the work of presidencies is almost unlimited. Not only does each of the 27 other member states have its own interests, but the European Parliament and the European Commission also have their own and often contrasting agendas. Furthermore, lobbyists in Brussels, in other member states and at home will try to wield influence. In the end, if and when decisions will be made, it should come as no surprise that none of the parties will be completely satisfied.


    Why it Will be Difficult for Estonia to Fail


    Smaller EU member states often manage to perform better than the larger ones in chairing the Council of the EU. Even though their resources are usually less, smaller nations tend to be more focused and better at maximizing the resources at their disposal. The tasks of the presidency are usually also central among their foreign policy activities, whereas larger nations usually have different other high profile issues concurrently. Presidencies can also take advantage of external support – not only the General Secretariat of the Council of the EU, but also the European Commission, other member states and lobbyists will be ready to assist. No doubt, each of these will have their own interests.


    The way Estonia prepares for its first presidency leaves a decent impression. Its overarching aim to ensure the unity and decisiveness of the EU, as well as the priorities – to foster an open and innovative economy, safety and security, digitalization, inclusiveness and sustainability in the EU – currently encompass vital and topical issues. However, it will be difficult to excel in all of them. In some, especially those concerning the unity and decisiveness of the EU and its external relations, the political weight of Estonia will be too light. Much from Estonia will be expected in regard to the digital priority given the “digital reputation” of Estonia. Therefore, the success of the whole presidency might be measured based on achievements there – concrete decisions rather than announcements, declarations or guidelineswill be the best way for Estonia to leave its footprint.


    Holding the presidency earlier than initially expected, combined with limited experience of the political leadership can pose challenges. In the case of Latvia, its low international profile and insufficient foreign language proficiency of both the president and the prime minister did not allow full maximization of the potential of the presidency; nevertheless, neither did it significantly damage achievements as the bulk of the work was carried out by civil servants. Things are likely to be similar also in the case of Estonia whose diplomats and other civil servants have a decent reputation.


    In the end, no matter how presidencies perform, both more and less successful are usually soon forgotten, as work under subsequent presidencies continues.
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    Defence Analyst Mitchell: Putin Would Get a Bloody Nose from Estonia


    A small state must use all legitimate options to protect itself


    Priit Simson


    


    The United States’ deterrence has faded, but it is completely wrong to claim that the Baltic States cannot be defended, says A. Wess Mitchell, a security policy analyst and President of the Center for European Policy Analysis (CEPA), who recently visited Estonia.


    Q: A few months ago, a British think tank expressed the opinion that Estonia should develop a guerrilla warfare capability and forget about spending money on conventional capabilities since it could not cope if Russia attacked, anyway. What do you think?


    A: We live in restless times and if we think about these issues from the point of view of a state that is in a geopolitically vulnerable position, we see that it is time to consider that state’s resilience in the worst-case scenario.


    For a long time, the popular opinion about the Baltic States has been that they cannot be defended since they are so small. I would argue otherwise and say that efficient deterrence involves not only the NATO level—states with nuclear weapons—but also has to encompass other, smaller states. There are several capabilities that a small state can manage perfectly well.
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        A. Wess Mitchell: “We can no longer assume that big aggressors won’t go and conquer small states with large, old-fashioned conventional forces.”


        Toomas Huik

      

    


    A recent news report said that Estonia was to buy self-propelled artillery from South Korea. Is such an investment even feasible?


    I think it is, since Estonia is also a NATO member state, and wants to maintain interoperability with NATO partners and must be able to participate in joint operations. We should worry, rather, about focusing too much on niche capabilities, as this would only leave you with unconventional warfare capabilities and limit to a very narrow range the activities available to you. That way, you could only protect yourself in certain scenarios. At the same time, you would not be able to operate jointly within NATO and that would harm your political influence among NATO states.


    When Donald Rumsfeld was Secretary of Defence, niche capabilities were all the rage. Don’t you agree with that position?


    I think they went too far with it and, truth be told, Rumsfeld’s time was rather different from a geopolitical point of view. But, actually, I wouldn’t worry too much about a state like Estonia, which already has strong unconventional capabilities. I would worry about small states that have not developed their unconventional warfare capabilities sufficiently and are only trying to develop conventional capabilities.


    Can you give an example?


    There are some states in the wider Baltic region that fit into this category and should boost their unconventional warfare capabilities. The geopolitical change in this area has occurred quite quickly and one must adjust to it.


    You have mentioned the change in the security-political environment several times. Has Donald Trump’s inauguration made things better or worse?


    President Trump’s personality seems rather unusual to many people, but it is not yet absolutely clear what course his government will take. For now, I see consistency rather than change in his NATO policy. I believe that the US will stay true to its obligations as an ally under Article 5. The president has rightly drawn attention to concerns that arise from NATO’s readiness to deal with the most serious issues in 21st-century security.


    From several statements, one gets the impression that US security guarantees and the country’s participation in joint operations are conditional. We know from history that even statements can set off events sometimes.


    Many statements are made during a campaign; policymaking is a completely different matter. If we look at what Secretary of State Rex Tillerson and Secretary of Defence James Mattis have been saying, we see that they confirmed their dedication to NATO’s Article 5 in front of the Senate. I did not see any reference to conditionality there. When President Trump said that NATO was obsolete, he expressed in so many words what his predecessor Barack Obama and former Secretary of Defence Robert Gates had said. This atmosphere is not new. But the statement that NATO is obsolete in its current form naturally does not take into account the important changes it has made in recent years to counter Russian aggression in Eastern Europe. NATO does need reform in many areas, and everyone knows it. Primarily, what makes it obsolete is the fact that most of its power structures are in Western Europe and that member states should spend more on defence. There are no longer permanent bases in the eastern member states. This goes hand in hand with the knowledge that NATO states do not do enough against ISIS. So there are plenty of reasons to start reform and, although Trump has an unusual personality and behaviour, he may be the best person for NATO if the current criticism is redirected into undertaking reform instead.


    Various think tanks and armed forces figures have estimated that Russian forces could reach Tallinn, Riga or Vilnius in 60 hours, 48 hours—any number of hours. What do you think of these estimates?


    The danger is real and very serious. This can be understood from the fact that Russia has been focusing forces on the western military district, Kaliningrad and elsewhere. We are talking about huge amounts of military equipment and personnel. The idea that the Baltic States are indefensible and would quickly fall to the enemy is unrealistic, for several reasons. Firstly, NATO has acted to maintain a security presence. Although the forces are not large, they symbolise its willingness to protect allies. Secondly, on a national level, all Baltic States have learnt their lessons from the war in Ukraine; we see that defence expenditure has doubled since the beginning of the war, we see that the membership of voluntary defence organisations has increased dramatically, and conscription has been established in Lithuania. The situation isn’t as it should be to strengthen deterrence in the region. However, an invasion would not be a piece of cake, either. If Vladimir Putin were to make the stupid decision to initiate military activity in the Baltic States, he would get a bloody nose, especially in Estonia.


    You mentioned the establishment of conscription in Lithuania as a positive thing. Should Latvia follow suit? It just completed ten years without compulsory conscription.


    Every country should make the decision based on its own political situation. Latvia has notably increased defence expenditure and set quite impressive security-political objectives. I think all the Baltic States should adopt views similar to those of Estonia, which understands that it is in a tough environment where the country has an active and determined rival, already engaged in information warfare and capable of going beyond it. Latvia is doing quite a lot but I would like it to do more. Conscription, which would work for that country’s defence model, would be reasonable.


    How would you assess Lithuania’s developments in that field—they reintroduced conscription, but that surely takes a lot of effort?


    It definitely takes effort and I would like to praise the Lithuanians for the political energy and resources they have dedicated to that decision. They have their own traditions in resisting external aggressors and are proud of those. I see clear signs that lessons from Ukraine have been learnt in Lithuania’s military planning: a decent number of volunteers join both irregular and regular forces; the armed forces are growing as conscription has been restored; and military priorities have been thoroughly thought through. It would quite difficult to break Lithuania.


    Estonia depends on reserve forces but some analysts say that, if a conflict began, things would move so fast that we wouldn’t even have time to declare a mobilisation.


    For me, this is not an argument against reserve forces. Rather, it proves that reserves must be in a high state of readiness. The Finns have large reserve forces maintained at high combat readiness. Your population is your greatest asset and, if they are properly organised and motivated, they may be the factor that decides whether you survive or are destroyed in a war.


    You have written that danger may appear in a different form to what we have been preparing for. About a decade ago, “Article 5” seemed to be the magic word that offered solutions to all the problems we could ever have. Today, we are in a different era where invoking it is mentioned even in the context of joint defence. You mentioned the “grab and kick” tactic that could somewhat confuse the officials who decide on invoking Article 5. Can you elaborate on this?


    Deterrence is an ambiguous term and we do not know if it is working right now. However, we will know if it has failed. It depends on the conviction that, right now, the US is capable of and willing to punish an aggressor. I think it’s fair to say that the broad US deterrence in East Asia and Eastern Europe has been fading for some time now, partly because of the signals the US has been sending. The Obama administration’s signals raised questions about our will as well as our capabilities. However, the actions of our rivals, e.g. the Russian Federation, must also be considered.


    When we followed events in Ukraine we saw that the methods used there were perfect for abusing the shortcomings of broad deterrence. To apply deterrence, you need a factor that harms the aggressor; however, in the Crimea, the aggressor occupied the territory and everyone had to face the facts. From that moment on, the defending party could no longer use deterrence but had to apply coercive measures instead. In the context of the Baltic States, where relatively small forces are present, it would mean that the little green men could sneak past the defensive forces and the defender would have to repel the aggressor. This would call for coercive military measures, which are difficult to apply, especially in an alliance that consists of many states. This is the chink in the armour—the techniques of a limited war. An opponent who thinks creatively can force NATO member states to do something that the Alliance was not intended to do. This is one of the reasons the Baltic States are so important.


    It is very important that your leaders have such national military forces at their disposal as to be able to prevent limited military incursions in the early stages of a crisis. If this should happen in the Baltic States, unfortunately NATO’s defence structure is such that most of the forces are not near this region. Incursions must be treated like active warfare, and appropriate action must be taken so that the enemy is not able to launch a limited war. You may need to survive and hang on until sufficiently large reinforcements arrive. Yes, I think that fading deterrence is a serious concern in this area. The most important level in reacting to this issue is the state, not NATO.


    We saw all manner of new urban self-defence units in the Crimea that did not even openly carry guns and consisted of locals. It is rather difficult to organise military intervention against such groups.


    This is why you need unconventional capabilities and home defence organisations on a national level. You know your neighbours best. Organisations that are based on a connection between friends and a sense of unity, active citizens, are especially important in such moments.


    So, whether we spend 2.2% or 2.4% of our GDP on defence is not as important as the state of our national defence organisations?


    I don’t think you have to choose only one factor. You need both. You live in an ominously complicated neighbourhood and your objective is to survive as a state. Although your country is small, history is full of nations that have decisively withstood much larger aggressors and survived. I believe that, at this moment in history, you have to spend much more on the development of both conventional and unconventional capabilities but you also need active citizens who are organised to cope with all kinds of scenarios. That is essential for the survival of your state. I would not stop at 2%. I would not stop at 2.4%. I would make myself as difficult a prey for the opponent as possible.


    Your proposals include specific steps, such as flooding certain areas to hinder the movement of an opponent in a crisis. What specific measures do you have in mind?


    A small state that faces a determined opponent must search for any and all opportunities available to it so that it can hinder the assailant’s activity as much as possible and the enemy knows its objectives will be difficult to achieve. This also means taking advantage of the landscape. The skilful use of the landscape could make a huge difference. From the point of view of the Baltic States, you need to make it very clear that all attempts to occupy you will be countered and the enemy will be subjected to pain that is greater than their political leaders are willing to bear. One thing we know about Russia in the military sense is that guerrilla wars are not something they are enthusiastic about. The Russians hate getting bogged down, as they did in Chechnya; their political leaders, Putin, would consider it very bad, and the Russian armed forces are not very well prepared to deal with such a war. You need to advertise clearly that an attack will not bring swift and easy victory; they need to face facts. The Finns and Israelis have done this.


    You mentioned the landscape—does this need to be prepared in some way? Is there a place for fortifications like the Mannerheim Line in today’s world?


    I would let country specialists evaluate this, but you do have a line of topographical advantages here in the Baltic region, which would not work as static lines of defence but would be good for creating zones and focusing the opponent’s movements into “bottlenecks”. We saw in Ukraine how large Russian army contingents were defeated by small Ukrainian units in flooded regions of eastern Ukraine. Units with anti-tank equipment were also able to harass, stop and destroy much larger convoys there during World War II.


    You have also mentioned the use of landmines—however, Estonia signed the Anti-Personnel Mine Ban Convention a decade ago and is no longer able to use that option. Do you think we should change course on this?


    The moral advantage is one of your country’s assets. So I won’t encourage you to breach treaties or do anything of that sort right now. The treaties Estonia has joined do not restrict the use of all landmines, just certain types. Let us simply say that I would develop all possible measures in light of your capabilities. I would purchase the nastiest weapons that can be procured consistent with international law—some anti-tank and anti-personnel mines are considered more humane in international law. You should look into those opportunities. In a broader sense, the modern development of military equipment favours small states and methods of unconventional warfare.


    The main thing is that we are entering a new era, in which we can no longer assume that big aggressors won’t go and conquer small states with large, old-fashioned, conventional forces. Widely available weapon systems, e.g. anti-tank equipment, offer small states the opportunity to force larger ones to stop and think before launching an offensive.
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    In the previous part, we briefly explored the role of Estonia and the Baltic States in the confrontation of intelligence organisations in the first years of the Cold War. We realised that the Baltic States were an important region for Western countries, since here contact with the Soviet Union was more immediate than in most other areas. The Iron Curtain was porous, the Baltic Sea was not only a barrier but also a connection route, which was cunningly used by Estonian and Latvian refugees, but also by expatriates cooperating with Western intelligence organisations. In the 1950s, trips across the sea petered out and probably stopped, and human intelligence was replaced with radio intelligence, aerial observations and, from the 1960s, satellite intelligence.


    Therefore, it can be generalised that while the Cold War confrontation began to crystallise on the “central front” as a result of events happening in Central Europe in 1947–1949 (foundation of Cominform, coup in Czechoslovakia, Berlin crisis etc.), the Baltics were a periphery, in military-strategic terms a “flank”. But at the same time it was a bloc-to-bloc contact zone, as suggested by the German historian Bernd Lemke in the recent collection of articles Periphery or Contact Zone? The NATO flanks 1961 to 2013.1 The Baltics have now moved from the periphery to centre stage in military-strategic terms. NATO may fail in Afghanistan and Syria and remain standing, but should Russia attack the Baltics and succeed, NATO will crumble. Therefore the “central front” passes along the border of the Baltic States and Russia, and naturally, NATO’s military infrastructure—which remains stuck in the Cold War era (e.g. Ramstein air base in Rhineland)—should correspond to this.
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            Map by Danish armed forces for illustrating the threat of nuclear missiles launched from the Baltics: R-12 8K63U (SS-4 SANDAL) missiles stationed in several locations and R-14 Chusovaya 8K65 (SS-5 SKEAN) missiles in Latvia. Reproduced with the permission of Brigadier-General Michael H. Clemmesen
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            Danish armed forces map of the Baltic fleet units

          

        


        
          [image: ]

        


        
          
            Danish armed forces plan for land force units stationed in the Baltic military district

          

        

      

    


    At the end of WWII, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania had transformed from security policy subjects into objects as occupied and annexed states. During the inter-war period, Estonia was not able to construct significant national defence. Without a credible regional military alliance or protection from a great power, the Baltics could not be made into a buffer zone, a cordon sanitaire between two regional great states—the USSR and Germany—as Western strategists had hoped in the early 1920s. Therefore, it can be said that the price of independence was to become a power vacuum in the competition between great powers, and as the balance of power collapsed, Estonia and the other Baltic States became a battleground in World War II.


    After World War II, Estonia could not influence its security policy, but generally speaking it can be said that Estonia’s security was more stable than it had been during the independence period. In the case of a possible war between NATO and the Warsaw Pact allies, the Baltics were unlikely to become a battleground—the main front ran along the border between East and West Germany. However, in the case of a nuclear war, a nuclear strike would have likely also hit the territory of the Baltic States, which held Soviet air defence forces and early warning systems and the strategic air strike force. The Raadi airport in Tartu, which NATO would have attacked with a 1, 7 to 9 megaton nuclear bomb, was especially important.2 Nonetheless, the first NATO nuclear strike would have struck the Warsaw Pact states, and the territory of the USSR would have initially been spared fearing an escalation.3


    In addition to the threat of nuclear war, the price of the apparent stability of Pax Sovietica was the threat to the preservation of the Estonian nation. The Soviet power brought state-wide terror and massive human rights violations. By the end of the 1980s, Estonians faced the possibility of becoming a minority in their own land as a result of the Russification policy and immigration. In addition, Estonians had (as in the times of the Russian Empire) to serve in the Russian army and participate in the super state’s military campaigns, which in total raised the price that4 had to be paid for the “Cold Peace”.


    Estonia’s last attempt at self-determination in the security political sense was in September 1944, when Jüri Uluots, the Prime Minister of Estonia who acted as President, appointed a Minister of War and the Commander-in-Chief of the Armed Forces immediately prior to the Red Army reaching Tallinn, and called for military resistance against the Soviet Union. The meaning of that act remained symbolic, since the government of Otto Tief did not manage to execute real power; in addition, the Minister of War Johan Holberg refused the position and left Estonia with German troops. The Estonian government-in-exile did not have a Minister of War until 1973, when Avdy Andresson was appointed to the position; the last Minister of War in exile was the Estonian-born US retired Colonel Jüri Toomepuu. The Estonian government-in-exile, which no country recognised, was naturally unable to influence the events on the eastern shore of the Baltic Sea. Estonian expatriates in general were given the opportunity to serve in the armed forces and participate in the military operations of many countries, and several Estonians also had a successful military career. When the newly independent Estonia began to rebuild military forces, it could draw on the military experiences of several officers and reservists of Estonian origin (Aleksander Einseln, Hain Rebas).


    What opportunities did the Estonians who stayed have to influence Soviet national defence? The constitutional amendment of 1944 created the constitutional opportunity for forming USSR people’s commissariats of defence and “Union Republic forces”. In theory, this gave Estonians as the main ethnic group of the Estonian Soviet Socialist Republic the opportunity to participate in the USSR Security policy and lead national units. The ESSR People’s Commissariat of Defence was formally founded in September 1944 and in summer 1945 General Lieutenant Lembit Pärn was appointed Estonian People’s Commissar of Defence, which was unique in the entire Soviet Union. However, no real steps toward forming a ministry followed; the reform remained “on paper”. The opportunity Stalin gave to develop the Estonian SSR’s “security policy” remained illusory until the crisis that ended the Soviet Union. The empire maintained central control over all units of the Soviet armed forces. This was done by the general staff under the Communist Party of the Soviet Union situated in Moscow.


    Nevertheless, it was inevitable that Party and government structures had contacts with the unit commanders stationed in the Union Republic at state as well as district and city level. Troops stationed in Union Republics had the right to choose their representatives both to local councils as well as the Union Republic Supreme Soviet, and participate in their work. In order to guarantee civil control over the army and coordinate activities with Union Republic administrative institutions, the Military Councils of the Baltic fleet and Baltic military district stationed in the Baltic States included (in addition to army personnel) also local Party and government functionaries. Military units had contacts with Party and government institutions at all administrative levels. While relations between the military and local government were tense in the 1940s and 1950s owing to the army’s low morale and behaviour culture, from the second half of the 1960s, relations were more characterised by practical need and cooperation born out of mutual benefit. Collective farms and holdings received military personnel to help during harvest, and as overall discipline worsened, the army became a good source for deficit goods like building materials, fuel and kerosene. This meant that the Soviet army slowly grew “local roots”. In the late 1980s and early 1990s, when Estonia started to restore its independence, the ESSR leaders persistently kept up friendly relations with Soviet commanders, so that they would not participate in police operations or repressions that the empire’s central power could have planned against the population.


    In general, the Soviet army remained (at least for the indigenous population) a feared occupational army. Closed areas on Estonian islands, shorelines and around military units where civilians were prohibited access or for which they needed a permit created a silent protest. The environmental pollution caused by the Soviet army—plane and rocket fuel leaks, electro-magnetic pollution near radars etc.—and fear of a nuclear disaster created a deep mistrust towards the armed forces.


    As during the Russian Empire, a compulsory military service also extended to Estonia annexed into the Soviet Union. At the end of World War II, young Estonian men could complete their military service in their homeland in units headed mainly by ethnic Estonians. National military units, which were dissolved in 1938 and re-formed in 1941, existed in the Soviet Union until the 1956 Tbilisi demonstrations. During World War II, the 8th Estonian Rifle Corps of the Red Army was formed; at the end of the war, the troop numbers were reduced and repeated restructuring was undertaken. In 1956, the national corps stationed in the Baltics (with Lithuanian and Latvian units totalling six divisions) were disbanded, many Estonian officers retired.


    Losing national corps, favouring ethnically diverse “international” units and exterritorial assembly (assigning conscripts to service outside the borders of their Union Republic) had to, in the opinion of the Soviet leadership, meld together different Soviet peoples, strengthen the state’s identity and better the fighting capability of the armed forces. A strong professional identity and weak integration into Soviet society as a whole and at the local military unit level were necessary to guarantee the loyalty of the armed forces to the state’s political leaders. The Kremlin was largely successful in that—as ethnic conflicts in the armed forces were within tolerable levels—but by the end of the second half of the 1980s it became apparent that many military units had integrated into society more than expected. When the central power tried to make the Baltic Union Republics surrender using military force in January 1991 and later during the August Putsch of 1991, they had to rely on troops brought in from the outside. The locally stationed units were seen as untrustworthy, which is why they were generally not used in counterinsurgency operations aimed against civil society.


    The result of the Soviet national policy was a decline in general military identity, education and values in Estonia, as well as Latvia and Lithuania, in spite of the strong Soviet military-patriotic education and propaganda. Even though the Soviet armed forces were ethnically diverse, the officer and petty officer ranks were dominated by Slavic nations: Russians, Ukrainians and Belarusians. Compared to some other, especially Central Asian peoples, the Baltic nations were well represented among the officer ranks, yet a military career remained unpopular in Estonia throughout the entire Soviet period. Only a few Estonian officers reached the highest levels of the career ladder. Therefore, it comes as no surprise that when Estonian national defence was being rebuilt after 1991 there was a lack of experienced officers; the society’s low awareness, low interest in military issues and widespread pacifism was an even more serious problem. Therefore, the contrast between the situation after World War I and after the Cold War was great.


    Even though the Estonian people could not determine themselves in terms of international security policy, Estonia’s territory and its population remained an important, albeit passive factor in the post-war strategic landscape. The Cold War period marked a peak in the power of Russia as Europe’s “last empire”. Never before, even not during the reign of Peter the Great or Alexander I, was this nation able to turn the Baltic Sea into its own internal sea. After World War II it almost succeeded. In 1945, the Soviet Union (which in early 1944 was still pressed against the eastern end of the Gulf of Finland) controlled the Baltic Sea’s east and south shore from Leningrad to Wismar in North Germany. The Danish island of Bornholm, which the Red Army temporarily occupied in 1946, remained a symbolic border between Eastern and Western spheres of influence until the end of the Cold War (NATO, founded in 1949, did not conduct exercises east of the island). The strategic situation in the Baltic Sea region had thoroughly changed. The Soviet Union had risen from a regional great state to a super-state. Both Finland and Sweden were forced to follow a neutrality policy, even though both maintained a credible independent national defence. Norway, Iceland and Denmark joined NATO and helped to defend the northern border strategically important to the alliance (from Denmark’s southern border to the North Sea). A Nordic balance was established.5 Since the Federal Republic of Germany could no longer be considered a great power, Poland and the German Democratic Republic were vassals of Moscow and the former Eastern Prussia was joined with the RSSR as the Kaliningrad oblast, the Soviet Union had no real competition on the Baltic Sea. In addition to the ice-free harbours in Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, the Red-Banner Baltic Fleet got the Pillau (now Baltiysk) seaport in Eastern Prussia and could freely use Polish and East German fleet bases. In 1978, the NATO assembly evaluated the balance of power on the Baltic Sea to be in favour of the Warsaw pact states 4 to 1 or even 5 to 1.


    The Soviet Union’s post-war strategy can be divided into three main stages: 1945–1960, 1961–1970 and 1971–1985.6 Changes in Soviet armed forces were naturally reflected in the composition, structure and capacity of units stationed in the Baltics and Kaliningrad.


    The period lasting from Stalin’s rule to the end of the 1950s was characterised by the desire to protect the new territories conquered during World War II and the cordon sanitaire in East and Central Europe, which in Moscow’s eyes were threatened by the US, UK and political-military alliances formed under their auspices, like NATO, CENTO and SEATO. The containment policy of the Truman administration and the Truman doctrine promised military aid to states threatened by Communism and tried to push the USSR sphere of influence further back from NATO borders, including with the use of special service operations that were described in the previous part of the article.


    The Soviet Union responded to the real or imaginary threat of the US and NATO by maintaining a large peacetime military structure that could be easily enlarged in case of war by keeping large military units in the conquered areas of East and Central Europe and by building up the Warsaw Pact coalition, which seemingly copied NATO as a multilateral union. The key components of the Soviet strategy were large offensive army units with high battle readiness, which held Central and West Europe “hostage” at frontline positions. Overwhelmingly large conventional forces had to prevent an attack by NATO, which had overtaken the USSR in nuclear weapons development. After World War II, Stalin decreased the number of military personnel from 6 million to 3; in the 1950s the number began to rise again, reaching 3.6 million by 1958.


    The Baltic military district formed in 1940 in the Baltic SSRs and Kaliningrad was a territorial structure, which formed an operational army group or front with its air defence and tactical air force component during the war. There were a total of sixteen military districts in the USSR. During the entire period, the command centre of the military district was situated in Riga. The Red-Banner Baltic Fleet was one of the most powerful and important Soviet fleets, alongside the North Sea, Black Sea and Pacific fleets until the 1960s. At the end of the war, the fleet’s headquarters were moved from Leningrad to Baltiysk (former Pillau) in Kaliningrad. With the addition of German trophy ships, the fleet was divided in two in 1946—the 4th and 8th fleet—, where the headquarters of the 8th fleet was in Tallinn. The fleet was united again in 1956, but the northern group with its centre in Tallinn and southern group with its centre in Baltiysk remained. In this way, Tallinn retained an important position as a navy command centre, which was also reflected in the numerous military establishments and bases in central Tallinn.7


    In the 1940s and 1950s, the main tasks of the Baltic fleet were to protect new conquered territories by blocking the Gulf of Finland (with its navy base in Porkkala, which was returned to Finland in 1956), and prevent NATO’s deployments or landing operations on the Baltic Sea. The Baltic fleet seemed to be engaged in strategic defence, as exercises took place in the Eastern part of the Baltic Sea near the bases. In that period, the armed forces of East European allies were still marginal.


    The Baltic fleet was built according to Stalin’s directions proceeding from an out-dated concept of an ocean-worthy surface fleet until 1955. By the mid-1950s, the fleet’s arsenal included approximately 2 heavy cruisers, 10 light cruisers, 46 destroyers, 16 destroyer escorts, 103 submarines and numerous minesweepers, minelayers and patrol ships. The cruisers were the heart of the surface fleet, diesel-electric powered submarines the main strike force. The vessels were supported by a naval aviation force situated on the mainland and consisting of a few hundred planes. The shore was fortified with artillery in key positions like Paldiski, Kolga Peninsula, Liepāja, Baltiysk and Świnoujście. Radar and signal surveillance posts were erected from Wismar to Porkkala for the detection of invasions from air and sea. Air defence was aggressive: In 1950, the air force pilots based in Latvia shot down a US PB44-2 Privateer-type airplane near Liepāja; in the same decade they shot down another Swedish transport plane and rescue plane.


    The main target of the fleet seemed to be sea denial for the enemy, but it was too powerful to be merely defensive. The West presumed that in the case of war the fleet would be used for operations outside the Baltic Sea. In the words of Winston Churchill, the Baltic fleet was “a giant with his nostrils pinched by the narrow exits from the Baltic and the Black Sea”. The absence of aircraft carriers, marine corps and landing vessels, combined with NATO’s control over the Danish straits threatened to close the fleet into the Baltic Sea, and during the leadership of Nikita Khrushchev, Stalin’s fleet programme was legitimately harshly criticised.8 The Baltic fleet was targeted for thorough reforms.


    The personnel of the Baltic military district (BSR) consisted of approximately half a million men by the end of the 1950s. It was a WWII-type army that consisted of infantry divisions with little mobility.9 Since the Soviet Union’s main strike power was concentrated into four army groups in East and Central Europe (Germany, Poland, Czechoslovakia and Hungary), these were second echelon troops. The BSR was, however, an important logistical base for supporting potential operations in Central Europe. In addition, it contained the strategic airport in Tartu; later it also had missile bases which were not subordinate to the BSR as a separate service arm.


    Khrushchev instigated reforms in 1960, which stressed the importance of nuclear weapons at a strategic, operational and tactical level. Land force units were reduced from 3.6 million servicemen to 2 million by 1968. Land forces relied more and more on armoured vehicles and tanks that were intended to protect the infantryman from nuclear pollution and guarantee the high pace and depth of operations. A new wave of reforms started in 1971, which prepared the armed forces both for nuclear and conventional warfare. The number of personnel grew to over five million by the 1980s. Extensive modernisation was also reflected in the BSR’s armament. By the mid-1970s the arsenal included battle tanks T-54/-55, 122 mm and 152 mm self-propelled howitzers, SAM and SSM missiles. At the division level, the main missile type was the surface-to-surface tactical nuclear warhead carrier Luna-M with a 70 km range (NATO: FROG-7), at the army level R-11 and R-17 missiles (NATO reporting name: Scud) with a 300 km range, which in the 1980s were replaced with the 500 km range SS-23 missiles.


    Thorough motorisation enlarged tank divisions from 9,500 men to 11,000, infantry divisions from 12,000 to 13,000. By the 1980s the army already had T-80 tanks, military helicopters and new airborne operations weapons at its disposal; about a third of the Warsaw Pact’s air strike capacity was consolidated in the Baltics.


    By the time Gorbachev came to power, the BSR probably included 3 tank divisions, 5 motor rifle divisions, 2 air assault brigades, and strategic air force and missile units. Soviet armed forces had achieved a new level of quality and posed a serious threat to NATO positions in the western part of the Baltic Sea. In the case of a war, the task of the BSR and the Baltic fleet would probably have been to open the Baltic front and act on the right flank of the main strike direction of the Warsaw pact, the army group stationed in Germany. The army would have had to take the coasts of northern Germany, Schleswig-Holstein, Denmark, the Danish straits and maybe also southern Sweden. Soviet units would have been supported by the Polish navy and marine forces and airborne assault units additionally brought in from other military districts. The allies would have had to act separately in their areas of operation. After taking the Danish straits, the Baltic fleet would have had to support the Northern Fleet that would have tried to cut through NATO’s shipping routes on the North Atlantic and North Sea through northern Norway and the Norwegian Sea.10


    The BSR’s strike capability was concentrated in its southern part. From NATO’s point of view, the units stationed in Estonia and Latvia did not pose a serious threat, they were more concerned about strike units in Kaliningrad, Poland and northern Germany.


    The territories of both Estonia and Latvia were primarily important for protecting the inner territories, large cities and centres of the USSR. When it came to detecting a possible NATO nuclear strike, the Dnestr-type space radar located in Skrunda, Courland (Latvia) had an extremely important position—five or six of these were located in the USSR. There was also a geospatial intelligence centre for the Main Intelligence Agency of the General Staff and the KGB near the Ventspils and Irbene military settlements. The complex included the RT-32 radio telescope with a 32 m radius, the largest in Northern Europe and eighth largest in the world. These were used for monitoring NATO satellite communication, space shuttles and planes.11


    A fairly large air force was concentrated into Estonia, which was necessary (among other reasons) for neutralising the strong Swedish air force, but also for defending Leningrad on its left flank.12 In case of war, planes and missiles taking off from the North Sea or Norwegian coast could fly over this territory. Mathias Rust, who dramatically landed on Red Square in 1987, flew over Estonia, where the units of the 14th Air Defence Division detected and monitored the flyover. The division was well-equipped—it had 187 radars. The range of the anti-aircraft missiles in its armament was 300 km.13


    In theory, in the case of a war, infantry units stationed in Estonia could have been used against Finland and Sweden. Finnish armed forces considered local units on Estonian territory to be ready for action in southern Finland, Åland, Gotland etc., but their combat-readiness was low. Getting the 144th Guards Motor Rifle Division stationed in Keila and other locations near Tallinn combat-ready would have taken two weeks to a month. However, the reserves were plentiful and Finland estimated that in the case of a war an additional infantry division might be formed.14 It seems as though the purpose of the local land force units was more about security, suppressing the local population and ensuring the neutrality of Finland and Sweden. However, there were special forces here whose aim was to strike. For example, the GRU 4th Separate Special Forces Brigade was tasked with attacking strategic targets in Denmark in case of war.15 In a combat situation, the planes of the 196th Guards Minskiy Military-Transport Aviation Regiment would probably have supported Poland’s parachute units, whose area of operation was Schleswig-Holstein.16 The 93rd Soviet Navy Nuclear Submarine Training Base at Paldiski (Estonia) with two nuclear reactors was an object of importance on par with Skrunda that Russia fervently wished to keep even after the Soviet Union collapsed.


    The Soviet Union’s strike capability was supported by the development of the navy. During the time of Khrushchev and Brezhnev, battleships, cruisers and other large ships were decommissioned. By the 1970s, the Soviet Union had a first-class navy equipped with missiles and electronic devices, ready for both defence and offence operations far from their base. The Baltic fleet handed over its primary position to the Northern Fleet, which it was supposed to support.17 The marine forces were founded in 1964, tasked with being the vanguard unit in landing operations. The Spetsnaz brigade was also subordinated to the Baltic fleet, tasked with special operations deep behind enemy lines. From 1976, the Baltic fleet also had six submarines armed with ballistic nuclear warheads (range about 1,100 km). New ships were smaller and better suited for the Baltic Sea. By the 1980s, the Baltic fleet had an impressive capacity for sea landing operations, with the ability to land almost two marine divisions with full equipment owing to top-of-the-line landing vessels. The following echelon was to be brought in with civil vessels capable of carrying several motorised infantry divisions.


    In the case of a war, the tasks of the Baltic fleet were probably: (1) capturing the Danish straits, (2) organising a navy landing and logistical operations to support the army and air strike troops on the coast of the Baltic Sea and Danish islands, (3) closing the Baltic Sea to NATO troops, and (4) protecting the connecting sea routes from the Soviet motherland to the advanced land positions. Supporting the Northern Fleet’s operations in North Europe was its second task.


    Starting from the reforms of the 1960s, the stance of the Baltic military district and Baltic fleet had changed from defensive to offensive. Since the Soviet Union could use the territories of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania to station troops and an advanced logistical base, capturing the Baltic States significantly helped strengthen the Soviet strategic position. By the end of the 1980s it seemed like the empire needed the Baltics less for the defence of its own territory, but rather for a possible attack on Northern and Western Europe. The activities of the Soviet forces on the Baltic Sea became increasingly aggressive. Starting from 1958, navy patrols cruised the Danish straits and the Bay of Kiel; as of the early 1970s signal surveillance and bomber airplanes flew along the Baltic Sea from northeast to southwest up to Rügen (Germany). Sea landing operation exercises were no rare sight in the 1980s in the Rügen area, imitating an invasion of Denmark and Schleswig-Holstein. Soviet submarines repeatedly entered Swedish territorial waters. The closer the Warsaw Pact forces moved, the shorter NATO’s early warning became.18 The West’s impression of the USSR’s aggression was deceptive in many ways. In the 1980s, the Soviet Union felt increasingly vulnerable due to the west’s technological supremacy, which is why it started to focus on early warning, readiness and prevention. However, it was extremely dangerous, since a falsely estimated threat could have ended with the Soviet Union launching a one-sided attack.


    NATO as a defence alliance probably did not plan ground operations against the Baltic States, including Estonia. NATO’s activity was focused on defending the Danish straits, with a special Principal Subordinate Command BALTAP (Allied Forces Baltic Approaches) formed in 1962 for that purpose, positioned between the NATO central front (Germany) and north front (Norway–Iceland). Defending Denmark was complicated, as the depth of the defence was very limited. The main fighting method was laying mines in coastal waters; even US B-52 bombers practiced dropping mines into the Danish straits.19


    After the end of the Cold War, NATO, Finland and Sweden balanced the strategic situation on the Baltic Sea. Taking into account the size of the Baltic fleet, Western states significantly outnumber Russia,20 yet surface vessels are almost defenceless against the threat of modern missile systems, like the BAL and BASTION coastal defence missile systems and the tactical missile system ISKANDER-M in Kaliningrad. Russia is capable of isolating the Baltic war zone from the rest of NATO forces.21 At the same time, Russia’s strategic position is much weaker than that of the Soviet Union. Nowadays we do not speak of the Russian threat to the Danish straits, Holland or France, but Russia is capable of military operations of limited duration against smaller neighbouring states. It can afford “small wars”. Russia is not interested in conquering and subduing the Baltic territories and population as it did during World War II—at least not now—but it may test the Ukrainian model here as well, if the international situation should prove favourable, as per General Varennikov’s plan in January 1991.


    


    1 Periphery or Contact Zone? The NATO flanks 1961 to 2013: on behalf of the Bundeswehr Centre of Military History and Social Sciences edited by Bernd Lemke, Freiburg: Rombach Verlag, 2015, pg. 11.


    2 For example, in 1959, the Tartu strategic airport was among the top 20 targets of the US strategic bombers (more precisely, 13th). There was a total of 1,100 airports in the Eastern Bloc that the US intended to attack in the event of a war http://nsarchive.gwu.edu/nukevault/ebb538-Cold-War-Nuclear-Target-List-Declassified-First-Ever


    3 Robert Nurick, Tuumarelvad suunatud Eestile NATO suunalt ning suunatud Eestist NATO suunale ning naaberriikidele Läänemere regioonis. Presentation at the conference “Soviet troops in Estonia: Cold War tasks”, 6–7 December 2016, Estonian War Museum (notes in author’s possession).


    4 Yoram Gorlizki and Oleg Khlevniuk, Cold peace: Stalin and the Soviet ruling circle, 1945–1953, Oxford; New York: Oxford University Press, 2004.


    5 Arne Olav Brundtland, The Nordic Balance: Past and Present – Cooperation and Conflict 1:4 1966, 30–63.


    6 David M. Glantz, The military strategy of the Soviet Union: a history, London: F. Cass 1992. It is likely that changes began to occur already in the early 1980s, when the prevention of a NATO attack began to be stressed as important.


    7 Jüri Pärn, Margus Hergauk, Mati Õun, Punalaevastik Eestis 20. sajandi lõpukümnendeil, Tallinn: Sentinel, 2006; Jüri Pärn, Margus Hergauk, Mati Õun, Võõrväed Eestis 20. sajandi lõpukümnendeil, Tallinn: Sentinel, 2006.


    8 Nikita Sergeevich Khruschev, Khruschev remembers; with an introduction, commentary and notes by Edward Crankshaw; translated and edited by Strobe Talbott, Boston: Little, Brown, 1970, 19–20.
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    I was consumed with concern after having read two books published in 2016, one of which was only recently translated into Estonian: firstly, Sir Richard Shirreff’s War with Russia1, and immediately after that Leo Kunnas’s diptychon Sõda 2023 Taavet and Sõda 2023 Koljat2. Both authors are former professional servicemen who have held various leading positions in their own states and the HQs of NATO forces, including in actual combat situations. Shirreff, a four-star general, achieved the position of Deputy Supreme Allied Commander Europe (DSACEUR)3, the most senior European officer in NATO, the highest position a British general can have; Kunnas left the Estonian Defence Forces (probably not of his own accord) in 2007 as a Lieutenant Colonel and the head of the operational department of the Defence Forces HQ. In their documentary novels, both authors, with the help of their experience, describe guaranteeing the security of the Baltic region with bold and critical brushstrokes, the inner monologue of many characters and their alter egos—high-ranking officers who are the main heroes of both books—military-political discussions, side notes and analyses.


    To be honest, I think that choosing the artistic format of a novel was just a ploy to make the authors’ concern about our security here in the Baltic Sea region and elsewhere known to wider audiences. While General Shirreff tries to adopt a narrative style, Colonel Kunnas also provides personal analysis on how and why certain situations arose and gives systematic recommendations on how to avoid negative developments in guaranteeing our security in both parts of his two-volume novel to complement the inner monologues of his main characters and even diary entries that underline the documentary nature of the events that occur, and illustrations from the same source and short overviews of events on all battlefields. Both authors consider it completely obvious and logical that Russian aggression is a possibility in the Baltic region. Although Shirreff identifies the personal traits and ambitions of the clearly recognisable leader of our neighbour state as the main factor behind the aggression, Kunnas brings out clear and rational, even startlingly logical inner causes, in which the developments that occur within Russia and which practically force the almighty leader to attack due to the processes he himself initiated unfortunately have a major role alongside the aforementioned leader’s ambitions. The head of state is also identified by name, not indirectly. This applies both in the case of Kunnas’s positive and negative scenarios.


    However, both books are actually manifestos in a way. They are a cry of warning from the depths of the souls of high-ranking officers, and a cry for help from soldiers who know that they were not allowed to do their best to protect our freedom and independence from an existential threat, even though its emergence has been so clear and systematic. This is confirmed by James Stavridis, a retired US Navy Admiral and former SACEUR, who emphasises in his foreword that “[o]f all the challenges America faces on the geopolitical scene in the second decade of the twenty-first century, the most dangerous is the resurgence of Russia under President Putin.” (p. ix) The Admiral thinks that “these […] sort[s] of scenarios that many senior civilians, and especially politicians, throughout history have consistently failed to understand or have wished away,” can be stopped because “[a]bove all, the message is that it is not too late to prevent catastrophe.” (p. x)


    I think that many analyses in both books, especially those presented by the alter egos who have a leading position, are clearly reflections of the authors’ personal views and experiences. Although the views are rationally substantiated and have been explained, at times in too much detail, one can say that they leave a bitter aftertaste. Professional servicemen dislike political spirit and the primitive ignoring of facts on behalf of ephemeral political interests and the status quo. This can be said both about the Baltic and leading NATO states. Indecisiveness, irresponsibility and the unwillingness to get out of the political safety zone lead to very grievous consequences in both Shirreff’s and Kunnas’s books: a huge number of casualties, the (near) eradication of entire states (in this case, the Baltic states) and economic destruction.


    One thing that the books have in common is the understanding that wars can be prevented but when they have already started, they have their own extremely cruel dynamic. This is why the authors’ recommendations (which are, at times, too detailed for the common reader) on what must be done or should have been done to prevent the worst gain special importance.


    The two main messages that both authors agree on are: we need to be prepared for a large-scale conventional war and, most importantly, the nuclear threat from Russia. Neither author doubts that it will come sooner or later. The General thinks it will emerge when Russia has achieved its objectives and it will try and secure what it has usurped through deterrence. Let’s be honest: we already know that Russia was contemplating the use of a nuclear threat when it annexed the Crimea, and Russian forces have practiced such a scenario during various military exercises. Both authors think Russia will rely on the West and its leaders being unprepared for nuclear deterrence. The Colonel thinks the Russian president will use the threat when NATO forces are gaining the upper hand in conventional warfare.


    Another thing the authors have in common is the conviction that the Baltic nations no longer want a “silent surrender” and will fight the aggressor to the end in any case – including in a massive guerrilla war. By the way, Shirreff thinks the Baltic states will not succeed in organising resistance with their regular forces, the West will not be able to send help, which is also the case in Kunnas’s Koljat, where Estonians are the only Baltic nation that manages to organise the defence of Tallinn, which stands until an armistice is declared owing to a huge effort and the loss of many lives. He also minutely describes the organisation of military defence and civilian life in Tallinn, which is under constant attack and where a huge number of fatalities occur—“our Stalingrad”, as it is called by Colonel Peeter Tergens, Kunnas’s alter ego, and the voluntary leader of the city’s heroic defence forces. Only in Kunnas’s Taavet can the Estonians organise resistance on the Narva and Emajõgi River line thanks to proper and thorough preparation both on a local scale and in NATO, which is especially remarkable.


    At the same time, it seems that according to both authors, the entire series of events will start under the cover of another large Russian military exercise called Zapad, which is intended for the unrelenting and regular practicing of a large-scale attack in the Baltic Sea region, and which will be launched right after provocations in the style of hybrid warfare organised in Latvia and later in other Baltic states. Latvia is deemed to be the most susceptible to harm and the least capable of resistance. The difference is that General Shirreff has chosen Latvia as the main arena for descriptions of mainland warfare, while Kunnas prefers Estonia. An analogous scenario was played out in BBC’s fictional documentary World War Three: Inside the War Room, which caused a lot of fuss in the world of television, and in which veterans who had held real-life strategic positions in top Western structures discussed how to handle a war initiated by Russia. For some reason the scenarios are similar...


    General Shirreff’s descriptions of the activities and decision-making in the Russian high command (at times also of the Western political leaders’ actions) were, however, worded in an exaggeratedly simplified way in my opinion. Since I have been interested in Russia all my life, I do understand why it was necessary to clarify everything for the less informed reader. Moreover, Shirreff’s book has a weakness that I consider frightening: it has an unbelievably happy ending. The war, which has been essentially already lost, is won owing to the large-scale resistance of a huge number of Baltic residents (exactly residents, not only citizens) in a guerrilla war, a series of happy coincidences the main heroes encounter, many successful military manoeuvres and an advantage that was won in cyber warfare thanks to a secret trick from the Brits, which helps to conclusively overturn the opponent and end the war. As a result, Russia is forced to HAND OVER (my emphasis) the Baltic States in shame.


    The authors also seem to be united by the conviction that neither Finland nor Sweden’s clear neutrality means nothing to Russia. In both cases the aggressor attacks the demilitarised (sic!) Åland Islands and Gotland and conquers the territories with ease since it needs them to control the Baltic Sea in a better manner. Both neutral states try to maintain “their neutrality” even after that, prohibiting NATO to use their air space and infrastructure. That makes it impossible to prevent Russia from gaining control over the entire Baltic Sea region. In Kunnas’s Taavet the Swedes and feisty Finns support NATO’s activity, bring their military forces to a heightened state of readiness and take back the islands they lost. In addition, they semi-officially help Estonia. I would really like to believe this scenario...


    I am also haunted by a different emotion. While Colonel Kunnas is optimistic about NATO’s decision mechanisms and considers military and technical issues hindered by political decisions/indecisiveness to be the West’s main problems, General Shirreff is critical of the Alliance’s entire decision-making mechanism, and he probably draws from personal experience in this. He is especially critical in his descriptions about the NAC4 and the varying interests of the member states, even stating that reports on discussions held in the NAC are available in the Kremlin in two hours.... Yet, we have to keep in mind that only a consensual decision of the NAC can invoke Article 5.


    As a simple reader, I would like to believe that the preparatory work outlined in Taavet will be actually undertaken and we will achieve the necessary level of deterrence that would prevent anyone from launching aggression with any kinds of manoeuvres. I do not want to comment on the rather professional technical analysis of the necessary steps both authors discuss in their books; it suffices to say that according to them we need a significant U-turn in planning NATO’s actions, deployments and level of equipment. Concerning this matter, the General only writes that “As any politician will tell you, there’s no votes these days in spending money on defence.” (p. 432)


    Colonel Kunnas also emphasises that “differently from the second scenario in this book, Koljat is based on the decisions made by Russia, Estonia, other Baltic states, NATO as a whole and plans THAT ARE VALID NOW (Autumn 2016, my emphasis), therefore it can be considered realistic, whereas the scenario in Taavet is the stuff of fiction at least for now. DECISIONS that could lead to realising Taavet HAVE NOT BEEN MADE AS OF YET (my emphasis) in Estonia, the Baltic States or NATO as a whole.” (p. 227)


    The main message of both books is that there are no winners in a war, but one must fight nonetheless, be the scenario what it may. We should never forget the saying: Si vis pacem, para bellum5!


    


    1 Sõda Venemaaga (War with Russia) Kriitiline eelhoiatus kõrgemalt sõjaväeliselt juhtkonnalt. General Sir Richard Shirreff, retired Deputy Supreme Allied Commander Europe (DSACEUR) Tänapäev, 2017


    2 Sõda 2023. Koljat: kõigile, kes võitlevad oma koletistega; Sõda 2023. Taavet: kõigile, kes ekslevad oma labürintides: [dokumentaalromaan veel sündimata sündmustest]. (War 2023 Goliath: to all who fight their monsters; War 2023 David: to all those who are wandering in their labyrinths : [a documentary novel about events that have not happened yet] Leo Kunnas OÜ Küppar & Ko, 2017.


    3 DSACEUR – Deputy Supreme Allied Commander Europe


    4 North Atlantic Council


    5 If you want peace, prepare for war. (Latin)
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    In this issue, Diplomaatia again explores events in the Middle East and Russia, since these places can greatly influence the Baltic States’Estonia’s fate.


    How can tensions in the Middle East be defused? Peeter Raudsik, an expert on the region, thinks that the formation of a common front against ISIS in Iraq and Kurdistan should give us hope. “The spirit of cooperation was also evident in the military operations against ISIS in which Kurds and Arabs basically fought side by side,” writes Raudsik.


    Hille Hanso and Vladimir Sazonov comment on Raudsik’s article.


    Māris Andžāns, a researcher at the Latvian Institute of International Affairs, looks at the Latvian Presidency of the Council of the EU and its potential lessons for Estonia. “Preparing and conducting the presidency can be considered a strategic foreign policy objective, just like acceding to the EU, NATO and OECD and adopting the euro,” he writes.


    Diplomaatia’s interview this month focuses on what Estonia could do if Russia launched a military attack. A. Wess Mitchell, a security policy analyst and President of the Center for European Policy Analysis (CEPA), says that Vladimir Putin would get a bloody nose from Estonia. “... on a national level, all Baltic States have learnt their lessons from the war in Ukraine … we see that defence expenditure has doubled since the beginning of the war, we see that the membership of voluntary defence organisations has increased dramatically, and conscription has been established in Lithuania. The situation isn’t as it should be to strengthen deterrence in the region. However, an invasion would not be a piece of cake, either,” says Mitchell.


    Military historian Kaarel Piirimäe continues his series on the Baltic States during the Cold War, and in the latest instalment reaches the present day. “Russia is not interested in conquering and subduing the Baltic territories and population as it did during World War II—at least not now—but it may test the Ukrainian model here as well, if the international situation should prove favourable,” he writes.


    Self-professed concerned reader Raivo Vare reviews two recently published books on war: Leo Kunnas’s Taavet (“David”) and General Sir Richard Shirreff’s War with Russia.
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