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    In late March, explosions in the airport and metro plunged Brussels, the “capital” of Europe, into chaos, once again forcing us to ask what Europe has actually done to combat the threat of Islamist terror. Where do we go from here and how to share important information were the questions the Western allies were asking themselves. Estonia is also asking questions—is our foreign policy sustainable as resources diminish, and how should the funds that remain be distributed? Security is the big issue—both here and elsewhere in Europe.


    Marko Mihkelson, chairman of the National Defence Committee of the Riigikogu (parliament) writes on the tasks of Estonian foreign policy at a time when public spending in Estonia is in decline. Mihkelson believes it is important to keep the country’s foreign policy clearly targeted and based on a necessary strategy. Foreign minister Marina Kaljurand and experts Jaak Jõerüüt and Andres Kasekamp comment on Mihkelson’s article.


    MEP Indrek Tarand is convinced that Estonia can contribute to the creation of an independent Kurdistan without falling out with Turkey. “The best-known Kurdish proverb is: ‘Kurds have no friends but the mountains’. Ideally, a new proverb could be added in half a century’s time: ‘Kurds have no friends but the mountains and Estonians’,” writes Tarand.


    Lauri Mälksoo, Executive Director of the Estonian Foreign Policy Institute, writes about the sanctions against Russia and the West’s non-recognition policy over the Crimea. “… in terms of international law, the main issue is not whether the sanctions should be continued but, rather, whether other states can fulfil their international legal obligations towards Ukraine and provide real substance in the policy of non-recognition,” notes Mälksoo.


    Jaanus Piirsalu has interviewed Enrique Menendez, a businessman and blogger living in the Donbass, who believes the area can no longer exist as it did before 2014. “Even the Ukrainian law about granting a special status to the Donbass is actually empty, about nothing, if one reads it closely,” says Menendez. “It is intended to mislead Western partners. Throughout 2015, Ukrainian politicians convinced the nation that the agreements would never work instead of trying to figure out how to make them work. There are billboards in Kyiv that invite people to oppose special status for the Donbass.”


    Eoin Micheál McNamara, a PhD student at the Johan Skytte Institute of Political Studies at the University of Tartu, commemorates the 100th anniversary of the Easter Rising and considers its significance for Ireland.
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        Our foreign-policy objectives require more forethought as resources diminish
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        Marko Mihkelson,


        Chairman of the National Defence Committee of the Riigikogu (Estonian Parliament) (in which he represents Pro Patria and Res Publica Union (IRL)), and member of the Councils of the Estonian Foreign Policy Institute and the International Centre for Defence and Security


        Marko Mihkelson was Chairman of the Foreign Affairs Committee of the 12th Estonian Parliament. He has been a member of several plenary assemblies of the Riigikogu and previously worked as the director of the Baltic Centre of Russian Studies; and as the editor-in-chief, Moscow correspondent and foreign news editor of the daily Postimees.

      

    


    The inspired and inventive foreign policy of the 1990s, which laid the foundations for our historic reintegration with the Western world, is one of the most important cornerstones of Estonia’s current success. Today’s challenges remain the same. The demand for a successful and effective foreign policy has once again taken centre stage, as smart and creative diplomacy is very much the battlefront of our security. Meanwhile, the questions of whether the area of policy crucial for ensuring the country’s independence is adequately resourced and whether our foreign policy itself is sufficiently targeted have remained relevant for several years.


    In 2003, the then Secretary General of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Priit Kolbre, concluded the year by stating that “the time of the current so-called project diplomacy, which had come to govern all our resources over the last ten years or so and provided a convenient framework for thought patterns, is past. The objectives set for the project of joining the EU and NATO have been fulfilled.”


    However, looking ahead, Kolbre asked about the new strategy: “Where is it, then, and what does it include, you may ask. Firstly, the strategy has yet not been completed and secondly, it will never be truly finished, because this management model continues to change and evolve. Unfortunately, the general situation of inter-agency and national cooperation is nothing to be proud of. There is too much insularity and isolation.”


    Shortly before Estonia joined the European Union and NATO, the late Kolbre highlighted some questions of great significance that have been asked repeatedly over the last 12 years, and in connection not only with foreign policy but also the general development of the country. The questions are justified because targeted and therefore measurable activity is a simple basis for implementing policies with limited resources.


    About ten years ago, the Ministry of Finance introduced an updated budgetary policy in which the effective use of resources became one of the key components. This change raised many questions in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs at the time: How to measure the success of foreign policy, and is it possible to fit it into some sort of time frame?


    The change has now been adopted but the continuing lack of resources and the government sector’s general austerity programme has forced the ministry’s management to face a very serious challenge. How do you make cuts and lay off staff without the basic direction of Estonia’s foreign policy suffering? In reality, this is not only a lay-off problem for one agency and the question is much broader. Is our current foreign policy sufficiently targeted and should the government not view the execution of foreign policy as a whole to ensure our security?


    When speaking in parliament last October, Estonian Prime Minister Taavi Rõivas did not exclude the possibility of “closing some Estonian embassies because the Ministry of Foreign Affairs has to reduce its staff by 55 people in the next five years”. During the annual foreign policy debate in February, foreign minister Marina Kaljurand admitted that “2016 is going to be a year of change for the Estonian foreign service. We must review our staff and structure to find the best balance in promoting and protecting Estonia’s foreign policy interests in conditions where we have to reduce our staff and close … embassies.”


    The topic is not new. There have been lay-offs in the ministry before. A 2012 analysis by the Riigikogu’s Foreign Affairs Committee indicated that Estonia might not be able to sustain its network of missions abroad with existing resources.1 At the time, we made a series of suggestions to the government, including pointers on how to optimise missions abroad.


    Nevertheless, the current situation is unique. There is no doubt that we have entered a very complicated era in international relations, where Estonia’s ability to ensure no more or less than the viability of its independence while also supporting the growth of our international competitiveness becomes of critical importance.


    Consequently, it is essential to analyse the current state of our foreign missions, the orientation of our foreign policy and its broader role in fulfilling the country’s constitutional duties from every angle before making fundamental decisions.


    The current analysis conducted in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs should make its way to the political decision-making level as well as parliament before its completion. Today’s decisions may have a long-lasting influence on us and should therefore have as much political support as possible. The following must be treated as an additional input to this discussion.


    


    Targeting Foreign Policy


    Let us begin with Estonia being and remaining a small border country of the free world for the foreseeable future. It is obvious that, in the years to come, our economic ability to boost the financing of foreign policy will remain limited—not to mention that, in the short term, we will be pressured into making funding cuts.


    Decisions made in conditions of limited resources must naturally be based on our foreign-policy objectives and principal activities. Over the years, ensuring national security, successful economic diplomacy and the provision of consular services have undoubtedly remained most relevant in the foreign-policy debate.


    Our current task is to target all those activities in a way that ensures the efficiency of missions abroad, increased professionalism and, most importantly, productivity.


    For the first time, the current renewal of the basis of security policy highlights a need to compile a broader development plan or an operational strategy for the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. This will provide a good opportunity to cast a critical eye on our activities up to this point, while also taking into account the rapidly changing international environment, and to concentrate on what is most important.


    Ideally, this operational strategy would focus on both long-term objectives and short-term activities. Like the strategy documents of the Ministry of Defence, the short-term development plan for the Ministry of Foreign Affairs could also cover the following four years.


    Using strategies that have already been laid down is not common in the tradition of shaping foreign policy in Estonia. Connecting strategies to specific goals seems even more unusual. It is true that, in the 1990s, the objectives were already clear—to accede to NATO and the European Union.


    Today, the strategic approach would make it possible to ensure the better targeting of foreign policy and the necessary resources. This would in turn create an opportunity for better adjustment of the focus of the foreign service, the network of missions abroad and the targeting of funds distributed as development assistance.


    Estonian foreign policy has reached the point where our international communication must concentrate primarily on exercising existential national interests, and the existing resources must be applied accordingly. The core of our foreign policy must constitute a consistent security policy protecting our common welfare, and professional economic diplomacy that enhances it. It is significant that the topics should be agency-wide in both cases.


    First, security. The international security environment has been deteriorating constantly over the past few years. The cracks emerging in cooperation between the Western allies are of critical importance to us. The forthcoming referendum on the United Kingdom’s membership of the EU and the threats of the popular US presidential hopeful Donald Trump to dismantle NATO are perhaps the most apt examples of this.2


    Regardless of the nature of the threat to Estonia, we would be the most vulnerable if NATO and the EU were dissolved. Unfortunately, today this scenario cannot be altogether excluded.3 Hence, maintaining and reinforcing the unity of the Western allies should be one of the central axes of our security policy. We must be able to carry and develop the idea of a free and united Europe, which is currently under the greatest pressure in its history.


    Estonia must belong to the notional centre of the Western allies. At the same time, we have to muster improved lobbying skills when solving problems and discussing security questions that are important to us, whether this involves shaping a common policy for the Western allies’ relationship with Russia or influencing the root causes of the migration crisis, ranging from the creation of the EU’s shared border control to using billions of euros of financial aid more purposefully.


    Estonian diplomacy should above all be concerned with influencing decision-makers and public opinion in our Western European partners in a way that excludes the issue of whether the Baltic States are worth defending—a vision that could threaten NATO’s viability in the future.


    Unfortunately, the latter continues to be relevant and there is no use denying that the forces that wish to see NATO crumble could make a fatal misjudgement with that particular weakness in mind.


    As may be recalled, a survey conducted by the Pew Research Center in 2015 revealed that only 38% of respondents in Germany supported the use of military force if Russia attacked a NATO ally. Fifty-eight per cent opposed it. Respondents in other large EU countries were more supportive of a military response, but the proportion still remained below 50%.


    The misguided and dangerous opinion that NATO’s “hasty” expansion to the east is one of the reasons for the deteriorating relationship with Russia is still doing the rounds in the West.


    A recent BBC dramatised war-game film, which was also shown in Estonia, tackled the question of whether British soldiers should die for the freedom of two million Latvians. In addition, when discussing nuclear security, National Interest (published in Washington, DC) wrote in March 2016 that, “No one seriously believes that NATO would risk a nuclear attack on a Western city in order to defend Daugavpils”. At the end of the same sentence there is a rider in brackets: “If you don’t know where that is, that proves the point”.4


    This points to a question that continues to be relevant—how to raise awareness of Estonia (and the whole region, in cooperation with our Baltic colleagues) in a way that would drain the life-force out of the still-persistent Yalta mentality.


    Estonia’s approaching 100th anniversary is another great opportunity to spread a positive and memorable message among our friends. When devising an investment plan for the celebration year, the Government Office should keep in mind that, among other things, it is crucial to emphasise the message of our historical narrative—Estonia is not a former Soviet republic or a new democracy (as the general impression tends to be), but one of the oldest independent small countries with a long tradition of free democracy.


    Along with a consistent security policy, boosting Estonian economic diplomacy is essential—especially at a time when the security downturn threatens our overall economic attractiveness and our closest export markets are under similar pressure.


    Estonia’s international competitiveness should be one of the most important gauges of our growth policy. Estonia is aiming to be among the top 20 countries in the international competitiveness rankings by 2020. The rise will need to be quite steep, as the World Economic Forum placed us at No. 30 last year.


    Diplomacy is admittedly only one of the many activities that help to boost a country’s competitiveness. At the same time, the work of our missions and honorary consuls abroad, along with improved strategic planning of foreign visits by business delegations accompanied by government leaders, are extremely important supporting activities for attracting foreign investment and creating new export opportunities.


    Despite being discussed for years, the government still does not have a targeted plan for foreign trade. Having assessed different experiences, it would be more reasonable to combine the government departments that deal with foreign trade with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, rather than the Ministry of Economic Affairs and Communications, when state reforms are carried out. Instead of the current Minister of Entrepreneurship, whose duties are not clearly defined, there should be a Minister of Foreign Trade and Development Assistance. There are several examples, but perhaps it would be wise to learn a thing or two from the Netherlands, with its long tradition of trade.


    Launching the Team Estonia plan and creating a Foreign Trade Committee similar to the government’s Security Committee would also contribute to the better coordination of diverse activities. Foreign-trade policy must be one of the priorities of our growth policy and its strategic coordination should be in the prime minister’s competence.


    Resources


    Looking again at resources and the difficult choices facing foreign minister Marina Kaljurand, given the tasks confronting Estonia and the role of the foreign service, the minister should fight for a relative increase in foreign-policy funding rather than making cuts.


    However, this does not mean that the better adjustment of the focus, updates to personnel policy and critical evaluation of the network of missions abroad should be abandoned when considering foreign-policy priorities.


    Let’s look at the numbers for a moment. The total operating costs of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs for 2016 are in same order of magnitude as the increase in this year’s budget for the Ministry of Defence—40 million euros. Finland, meanwhile, has allocated 226 million euros to cover the operating costs of its foreign ministry this year.


    In the past six years, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs’ share of the overall state budget has fallen from 0.65% to 0.43%. In 2003, before Estonia’s membership of the EU and NATO, the ministry’s share was still more comparable with the international scale—approximately 0.9%. The fact that the number of diplomats has not changed significantly in the last 13 years also speaks volumes.


    At first glance, saving money by closing an embassy would be easiest. There is no point denying that the Riigikogu’s Foreign Affairs Committee highlighted this option as long ago as February 2012.


    Estonia currently has 46 missions abroad in total, consisting of 35 embassies, seven representations to international organisations, three consulates-general and one chancellery. Enterprise Estonia has representatives in 13 countries. It is important to add that some 40% of the annual budget of Enterprise Estonia’s foreign activities comes from EU funds.


    Closing five missions would provide the ministry with 1.5 million euros, but only if the staff working there were dismissed. In order to settle real-estate issues, additional annual investment amounting to about one million euros would be needed. The total sum would be comparable to the annual depreciation.


    Closing an embassy is always more difficult than opening one. The worst example from our recent history was our embassy in Hungary. In a mere moment of heightened emotion and without a second thought, we put an end to the mission in the land of our fellow tribesmen simply as a reaction to Budapest’s decision to close its embassy in Tallinn.


    Today, we find ourselves in a situation where Hungary is allegedly reopening its embassy in Tallinn and one of our most glorious embassy buildings remains unsold in Budapest. We could actually retract our decision, reopen our embassy in Budapest and use it to deal with neighbouring countries in the Balkans.


    However, if we are reviewing our network of embassies with a view to closing some, the most fundamental questions remain—why and which ones? Let us start from the reality that the age of one-man embassies is over. New and existing embassies should be productive Estonian representations able to perform their role to the full extent possible in the context of both personnel and support services. The main focus will remain on our allies, but it is very important to maintain and strengthen our embassies in the world’s emerging centres of influence, such as Asia.


    The basic criteria for establishing, maintaining or strengthening missions abroad should be their relationship with our primary foreign-policy objectives—ensuring security and international competitiveness.


    In conclusion, the next two years will be really challenging for our foreign policy. Regardless of the decisions made in today’s atmosphere of cuts and redundancies, one must bear in mind that the number of challenges will not diminish. So it is necessary to understand that the well-motivated and smart work of diplomats is of critical importance on the battlefront of ensuring our security and well-being.


    1 http://www.riigikogu.ee/v/failide_arhiiv/Riigikogu/Valiskomisjon/Microsoft_Word_-_RK_vk_arvamus_-_valisesinduste_vorgustik_-_loplik_16_02_2012.pdf


    2 http://blogs.wsj.com/washwire/2016/04/02/donald-trump-defends-proposals-to-deconstruct-u-s-military-treaty-with-europe/


    3 http://www.lemonde.fr/europe/article/2016/02/08/a-bruxelles-la-fin-des-illusions_4861087_3214.html


    4 http://nationalinterest.org/feature/nato-russia-return-the-nuclear-precipice-15633


    5 Alex Oliver, “The Irrelevant Diplomat”, Foreign Affairs, 14 March 2016 https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/world/2016-03-14/irrelevant-diplomat
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        Marina Kaljurand,


        Minister of Foreign Affairs


        Diplomacy has a very significant role in ensuring Estonia’s security. Security is more than just military defence. Diplomacy is a crucial part of guaranteeing security and deserves constant attention and support.


        2016 is going to be a year of change for the Estonian foreign service. We will review our staffing and structure as well as our foreign-policy activities, which will probably lead to the end of some functions. At the same time, this could mean highlighting and emphasising the role of some current activities. I believe it is essential to strengthen our strategically important missions. I agree that the age of the so-called one-man embassies is over. The main thing is to ensure that our fundamental goals do not suffer.


        When it comes to an operational strategy for the next four or five years, I am not convinced that we can use this as a basis for planning all our activities. It is of foremost importance to maintain flexibility and creativity, because the last two years have shown that the world has become more unpredictable. New issues can emerge almost overnight, such as Russia’s conflict with Georgia or Ukraine and the case of the Estonian ship guards in India. These are a few examples of issues that drain the resources of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, yet cannot be foreseen in the development plan. I believe that devising operational strategies with questionable expediency and validity increases the amount of bureaucracy even further and forces diplomats to abandon their main tasks in favour of substitute activities for long periods of time.


        I agree that Estonia’s foreign policy must first and foremost concentrate on exercising existential national interests such as security and economic welfare. I also agree that unity and solidarity are crucial in today’s difficult times. The first priority of Estonian foreign policy in 2016 is therefore to maintain the unity and solidarity of Western and other similar-minded countries. Among other things, this means transatlantic cooperation and supporting projects that promote unity, such as the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP), maintaining a constructive line in complicated trans-European questions, and avoiding new problems and opposition.


        I cannot agree that there is a widespread belief within NATO countries that the Baltic States are not worth defending, or that our NATO allies would not help us in the event of an attack. The decisions made by NATO in the last two years prove otherwise—we are being supported and we will never be left alone. We have no reason to doubt NATO’s Article 5. The words of US President Barack Obama in Tallinn have more weight than a film produced by the BBC that had little to do with reality.


        However, it is clear that, due to the changes in Europe’s security environment, one must be more active in explaining Estonia’s security situation. The better our allies understand us, our needs and the reasons behind them, the easier it will be for us to reach our goal—the expanded military presence of the allies in our region. Countries further away from us may not automatically understand the situation on NATO’s eastern flank. It is our duty to explain it to them.
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        Andres Kasekamp,


        Member of the Board of the Estonian Foreign Policy Institute


        The budgets of foreign ministries are under attack everywhere in the Western world. It is always easier for governments to make cuts in areas where the voters are not going to feel the impact. Limiting the availability of social services will always result in a public outcry, but reducing diplomatic representation in another country will not have a direct effect on citizens’ wallets and thus they are not going to feel it.


        Even though it is predicted that traditional embassies will die out,5 in reality nothing can replace the presence of diplomats—not even enthusiastic tweeting. The closest possible ties to the world have been the cornerstone of Estonian security since Lennart Meri’s tenure. We have learned from history not to face troubles alone. In short, the better known Estonia is, the better its prospects of survival. It is important to focus on increasing citizens’ interest in and knowledge of world affairs to enhance the value of foreign policy. Think tanks, media and opinion-leaders have an important role to play in this.


        Thankfully, Marko Mihkelson draws attention to significant challenges and makes several constructive proposals, including the creation of a position of Minister of Foreign Trade and Development Assistance and formulating a foreign-policy strategy. Almost all Estonian diplomats I have met have taken Estonia’s interests to their hearts and have to tackle the workload of several analogues of some larger country. They understand their long-term objectives perfectly without needing a strategy document. There are plenty of Estonian government strategy documents that have no practical use and have received nothing more than passing attention. Producing more of these might not be the best idea at the moment. Estonian foreign policy is based on the National Security Concept, a framework document whose compilation was coordinated by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. This is also the case with the US, where the government presents its National Security Strategy and no separate strategy for foreign policy is needed.
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        Jaak Jõerüüt,


        Ambassador


        I have no objections to Marko Mihkelson’s article. It is correct in both its key points and its detail. It is also important in principle. Yes, the majority of Estonian foreign-policy expertise and fine-tuning capacity is in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, but to me it is very important for experts from outside the ministry to contribute regularly to the shaping of foreign-policy developments. An external eye has the potential to notice what remains obscured for insiders by human nature or is cast aside for official reasons.


        I wish to stress the most important of Mihkelson’s key points: in the foreseeable future, the core of foreign policy must be dominated by security policy, and economic diplomacy should be secondary. I agree with Mihkelson that the closing of our embassy in Budapest remains a negative example. The eternal issue of opening and closing embassies should be flexibly added to the discussion of their relative importance. To repeat one of my earlier thoughts: the role of parliament’s Foreign Affairs Committee should not be limited to hearings on the process of opening and closing embassies. This would be consistent with the operating principles of a parliamentary state.


        I would like to add a couple more keywords in connection with operational strategies: flexibility and speed. Global developments in recent years show that, in addition to maintaining the designated strategic course, we will also have to face unexpected foreign-policy situations that require us to be flexible and decisive. The parliamentary aspect must be kept in mind, even in this context.
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    Through cooperation in the European Union, Estonia could be the midwife of an independent Kurdistan
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        Indrek Tarand,


        member of the European Parliament


        Indrek Tarand has held positions as secretary general at the Estonian Ministry of Foreign Affairs and as director of the Estonian War Museum. He has been a member of the European Parliament since 2009.

      

    


    “And when the oppressed and marginalized die because they are oppressed and marginalized, the powerful are at fault.”—John Green, US writer, on the migration crisis.1


    


    Demonising the Middle East has become a habit. Torn apart by conflicts, with no end in sight. A tragedy seemingly fated to last forever. The whole region tends to be viewed as a nest of failed states. Treating the Middle East as a glass half empty is justified to some extent, but could the optimistic “glass half full” view be considered as well?


    Yes, it could—because the pessimists are ignoring the role and potential of the Kurds. The peshmerga, which operates in the northern region of Iraq, owes its fighting capacity primarily to the democratically elected Kurdistan Regional Government (KRG). The latter became possible after Saddam Hussein’s regime was overthrown with the support of the US and its allies. Tiny Estonia also had a part to play in this.


    It is easier to define Kurdistan by trying to summarise what it is not. It is not, nor has it ever been, an internationally recognised country. The region has no ethnic, religious or linguistic unity. There is no common political administration. There is no common economy, due to existing state borders as well as geographical and cultural divisions. The territory is undefined, although the core region is very clear. Kurdistan’s importance lies not in its existence as a geopolitical region or zone, but rather in its potential.2


    Marking the ethos and geopolitical area of Kurdistan as a dotted line on the timeline is a prerequisite for understanding this article. My line begins with a statement by Mehrdad Izady, a graduate of Columbia University who teaches at Harvard: “The history of the Kurds began about 50,000 years ago. These people were the locus of the Neolithic revolution!”3 Of course, this statement is an attempt to create a Kurdish identity and not so much a part of history—a scientifically verifiable discipline. Other authors of the Kurdish story and narrative, for example Wadie Jwadieh, devote only 26 pages in their voluminous book to the region’s history prior to Islam. According to him, everything began with the Arabs, who introduced the “true doctrine” to the Kurds when defeating the Sassanian dynasty at the Battle of al-Qādisiyyah in 642. Incidentally, it was the Sunni doctrine, which today is dominated by the most reformed, i.e. the most secular, school—Sufism. The Mongol invasion must be mentioned, because in 1258 Mongol forces completely ravaged Kurdistan to the extent that annual tax revenue paid to the central government dropped by a factor of ten—from two million dinars to 200,000 dinars.


    The first entity bearing the name of Kurdistan was established by Sultan Sanjar in 1157 in the course of his administrative reforms and, despite the province being peripheral, it played its part in trade relations between Europe and Asia. However, Vasco da Gama’s expedition of 1497 decisively moved trade routes to the seas and the mountainous Kurdistan lost a lucrative way of making money.


    The most famous Kurdish person is undoubtedly Saladin, who drove the crusaders out of Jerusalem—and, indeed, out of all of Palestine and Syria—although his self-image was more about being a soldier of Allah and less about developing the Kurdish identity. For many centuries, Kurdistan served as a buffer zone in the rivalry between the Ottoman and Persian empires, where both tried to use the Kurds to their own advantage.


    The Kurdish people are the world’s largest ethnic community whose independence has so far remained unattained due to international relations. According to different censuses, there are 25–30 million Kurdish citizens in Turkey, Syria, Iraq and Iran. In addition, there are millions as refugees in the US, Europe and Arab countries. There is even a small number in Russia and Transcaucasia.


    However, the Kurds could have had their chance at about the same time Estonia, Finland, Poland and Czechoslovakia managed to establish statehood on the ruins of the empires that were crumbling in the turmoil of the First World War. Unfortunately, the planners of Entente and its practitioners lagged behind the declared goals of the policy of values, and even the last fragments of the principles brought up at the Paris Peace Conference were washed into oblivion with the Treaty of Lausanne. Because of this, the Kurds argue (just as Estonians consider the Tartu Peace Treaty sacred) that the 1920 Treaty of Sèvres did foresee their independence. In reality, the treaty only has a footnote referring to their autonomy, written in relation to the independence of Armenia. The final seal on the French–British dispute over dominance in the region was placed by the League of Nations with the resolution of the so-called Mosul Question in 1926. The mission was led by none other than Estonian general Johan Laidoner, and information was presented that the Kurds did not want to be subjects of Turkey or Iraq. Because of this, perhaps Estonians have an even more special responsibility to be the midwife of Kurdish independence.4


    16 May 2016 marks the centenary of the signing of the Sykes–Picot Agreement, and as events in Syria, Iraq and Turkey are currently in everyone’s daily newsfeed, there is reason to analyse the unique possibility of a solution. The Sykes–Picot Agreement is viewed in the Arab world and Turkey as the Molotov–Ribbentrop Pact is viewed in the Baltics. Sir Mark Sykes and François Georges-Picot were tasked by their governments to carve out spheres of influence in the territory of the dissolving Turkish Empire, while keeping in mind their ally, Russia. Foreign minister Sazonov had asked that Russia be given control of the Dardanelles, Istanbul and the Armenian areas of northern Turkey. But the Bolshevik coup removed Russia from the game. Paradoxically, we know about the deal thanks to the Bolsheviks, who selectively published confidential foreign-policy documents under the leadership of Lev Trotsky, solely to create the impression that the Bolsheviks were not ruthless imperialists. On 23 November 1917, the newspapers Pravda and Izvestia published confidential documents that embarrassed the British and French governments and their diplomacy. To this day, France has not wished those aspects of its history to be published in too much detail. This might be because the diplomat Picot was the great-uncle of Valéry Giscard d’Estaing, president from 1974 to 1981. It is even more likely that the French position is due to the part the region played in the Second World War, when the Vichy government operated there as Hitler’s ally. The situation was rather different for the British—just three days after the information from the Bolsheviks, the material was also published by The Manchester Guardian newspaper.


    It is no wonder that such a division of spheres of influence remains a hot topic today. Just two years ago, when armed groups of ISIS broke through the border between Syria and Iraq, they declared, with bulldozers working in the background, that the “Sykes–Picot border” was with a thing of the past.


    There are enough countries, nations, groups and religious sects operating on the landscape—or even theatre of war—to describe it as a true Babel. These include the Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK), founded by Abdullah Öcalan, whose arrival in Tallinn was at one time dreaded because the US and many other countries considered (and still do) the PKK primarily a terrorist group. The People’s Protection Units (YPG) operate in Syria and are successfully fighting the al-Nusra Front, the local branch of al-Qaeda. The peshmerga are the Kurdish armed forces, whose name can be translated as “those who defy death” or “daredevils”. Iranian Kurd Haji Ahmadi leads the Free Life Party of Kurdistan (PJAK) from Cologne and, being a German citizen, he has not been turned over to the Iranian government, which naturally considers him a terrorist. The Kurdish political movement and party-political landscape are fractured. Paradoxically, the most important is the Turkey-based left-liberal People’s Democratic Party, whose co-chairs are Fingen Yüksekdag and Selhattin Dimirtas, the latter a Zaza from eastern Anatolia. This party’s electoral success foiled Turkish president Recep Tayyip Erdoğan’s first attempt to establish a presidential constitution. Iraqi Kurdistan is dominated by the Kurdistan Democratic Party, which is legally the only legitimate Kurdish political organisation.


    Kurdish organisations in Iraq and Syria are naturally trying to take advantage of the anniversary of the Sykes–Picot Agreement to promote Kurdish autonomy in federal Syria as well as in Iraq. Ibrahim Ibrahim, the European spokesperson of the leading Kurdish political organisation in Syria, the Democratic Union Party, stresses that there is undoubtedly readiness to discuss the details of federalisation at the Geneva Peace Conference. But apparently it is impossible to back down from the principle itself. KRG president Barzani said on 3 February this year that the time for a referendum on Kurdish independence had come.


    The US has tentatively supported Kurdish autonomy as an end result of the Syrian civil war—through Secretary of State John Kerry and also former employees of the Obama administration Philip Gordon and James Dobbins, who have not excluded this idea from the federal constitution they are promoting.5 On the other hand, support has been shown by the Kremlin, in President Vladimir Putin’s cryptic messages. There is a slight dilemma here for Estonia and the European Union—are the Moscow cynics planning to follow their diplomatic traditions again and link these matters to the problems of Crimea and eastern Ukraine?


    This was naturally followed by poisonously allergic reactions from Baghdad and, especially, Ankara. Turkey—once the object of the Sykes–Picot Agreement and now a member of NATO and the European Union’s most important partner in regulating the migration crisis—is of key importance in establishing a Kurdish state. But how to make the key open the lock and not try to close it forever?


    As is known, Turkey considers the Kurds living in its territory “mountain Turks”, and their more radical members—the ones who demand independence and have gathered in the military wings of the PKK (the People’s Defence Forces and the all-female YJA-Star)—are considered terrorists. President Erdoğan has repeatedly had his own citizens bombed and military attacks carried out against them, because he instinctively sees Kurdistan as a much bigger threat than ISIS. Characteristic of an autocratic ruler, he ignores Dimirtas’ party as the inevitable partner in the further democratisation of the country. Turkish forces did not even help the Kurdish army in Syria defend the city of Homs.


    Ankara’s allergy to any Kurds is probably the reason the Kremlin has slowly begun to encourage the Syrian Kurds and get at least some payback for the downing of a Russian fighter. Putin is certainly not a sincere supporter of the Kurdish cause, but since he believes that it is currently in Russia’s interest, sincerity does not matter from the Kurdish point of view. What matters most is that the major nuclear powers come to a mutual understanding.


    What could a future Kurdish state look like? Presumably, it would first be necessary to break up the political entity called Iraq. The areas north and east of Mosul should be internationally recognised as an independent Kurdistan. The Kurds in the north-eastern part of Syria need a clear signal that they will have a chance in the future to decide democratically whether they want to remain a federal territory of Syria or leave and join an independent Kurdistan. At the same time, Turkey needs to be convinced that the new state would be beneficial for it as well, not a threat with a domino effect and a source of endless irredentism. If the independent Kurdistan is an economic and democratic success, we might expect not the division of Turkey but an effect like the German Democratic Republic. Just as occupied eastern Germans took to their heels and escaped to the West, PKK fighters would lay down their guns and perhaps prefer a peaceful life in a country with their mother tongue. (The Kurdish language issue is rather complicated, because a large part of the population is still illiterate, and of those who have acquired literacy, some use the Arabic alphabet, some Latin and others Cyrillic.) The Russian and Iranian governments should allow permanent residencefor the Kurds living in their territories, although it can be assumed that this option will not be used widely at first. But with a centuries-long time horizon, the western border of Persia (i.e. Iran) is not necessarily unalterable and enabling a referendum should not be a cherished dream for the local Kurds but instead an international norm.


    The annual gross national product of Iraqi Kurdistan is US$23 billion, even with low oil prices. It is estimated that the economy of the entire area inhabited by Kurds could be as much as $133 billion, equal to the GDP of Hungary. Stable political order and citizen-centricity is clearly more progressive than the process of chaos in Syria and decay in Iraq.


    Kurdish attitudes towards religion are not influenced by Wahhabi or Shiite fever, but are like a Reformed Islam. Among other things, other religions are tolerated, including Christianity and Yazidism (a very old and unique religious group which is sometimes mistakenly linked to Zoroastrianism). Since 2014, members of this group have been escaping the atrocities of ISIS/Daesh to the Kurds, and there is also a large community of Yazidis living in Germany—nearly 50,000 in Bremen, for example.


    This article is, of course, simplified and schematic and does not consider the myriad of cultural, religious, linguistic and geopolitical nuances on the landscape, such as the feelings of Armenians. But it could be the basis of a meaningful action plan. Indeed, such an action plan could be created if the Estonian government tasked the Ministry of Foreign Affairs to work on the plan in the background. The aim would be to call an international forum at which the main participants agree on the details in a spirit of goodwill. Sometimes a small country like Estonia has the moral credit to undertake such a diplomatic initiative. (In the framework of the European Union’s common foreign policy, Estonia has already taken the first correct steps, which have gone relatively unnoticed by the general public: together with Germany, Denmark, the UK and Croatia, Estonia is among EU countries that have supported the peshmerga fighters with weaponry.6)


    This could be compared with Norway’s efforts through the Oslo Accords on the Israel–Palestine conflict, or even Finland’s role in the Helsinki Accords of 1975. Comunità di Sant’Edigio, an NGO founded by Italian Andrea Riccardi, would be a potential partner. If a start were made today, Estonia would have a great opportunity to develop something with its partners in the course of preparations for taking the rotating EU presidency in 2018. The much-acclaimed and longed-for common foreign and security policy must not remain mere cosseting in the Estonian post-Soviet space; Estonia has the capacity to initiate a much more interesting game with higher stakes. If used correctly, being the midwife of Kurdish independence is the kind of initiative which could avoid criticism of Estonia not having any ideas for the EU presidency agenda. Sven Mikser’s and Marko Mihkelson’s talents could be put to use and their time at the centre of power on Toompea (Estonian parliament and government) would be given new meaning. “Owning” this kind of process would make Estonia a very credible candidate for membership of the UN Security Council.


    Establishing an entirely new state on the territories of Mesopotamia and Syria would have a stabilising effect with potential reaching beyond the modernisation and pacification of the Arab lands. Core Kurdistan, even if not Greater Kurdistan, might no longer remain a cultural abstraction. It has the potential to take up the position that Kurds use to describe themselves: “the heart of the Middle East”. This would indirectly support European policy to reduce migration flows. Moreover, it would indirectly help resolve the “mother conflict” in Israel—regardless of Sykes and Picot’s unrealised ideas on this front.


    The best-known Kurdish proverb is “Kurds have no friends but the mountains”. Ideally, a new proverb could be added in half a century’s time: “Kurds have no friends but the mountains and Estonians”.


    1 John Green addresses the migration crisis in a video for UNICEF.


    2 Maria T. O’Shea, Trapped Between the Map and Reality: Geography and Perceptions of Kurdistan, 2012


    3 Mehrdad R. Izady, The Kurds: A Concise History and Fact Book, 1993


    4 See also: I. Tarand, Missioonist. Mitte vaid missioonidest—Eesti Ekspress, 25 October 2007 (in Estonian)


    5 International New York Times, 17 March 2016


    6 Eerik-Niiles Kross, Reetmine nr 8—Postimees, 31 July 2015
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    Sanctions—the Current Political Situation


    The EU sanctions in place against the Russian Federation will end in July 2016, and the member states must decide by June 2016 at the latest whether to continue them. At the same time, more and more political actors in the EU have been voicing their doubts over whether continuing the sanctions serves any purpose. The French minister of economy and the prime minister of Slovakia have supported lifting the sanctions.1,2 The Italian foreign minister stressed during his visit to Moscow that the sanctions should not be continued “automatically”.3 Horst Seehofer, the head of CSU, the Bavarian conservative party, recently visited Moscow and called for the sanctions to be eased.4


    It is worth noting, for the sake of clarity, that lifting anti-Russia sanctions has not yet become part of the official foreign policy of any EU member state. Nobody wants to commit themselves to such a change in direction before the time is right, but the issue can be used as an object for further bargaining within the EU—for example in arguments over whether a country should “support” Russia-sceptic states with sanctions (in itself a somewhat peculiar perspective) while Eastern European member states offer little or no support to Italy, Germany and others in distributing refugees across the EU.
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        People in eastern Ukraine carrying bags of humanitarian aid received from the EU.


        AP/Scanpix.

      

    


    The leading partner in the German governing coalition, the CDU, is under fire from several directions when it comes to sanctions. On the left, its coalition partner is the SPD, which has traditionally been more understanding towards Russia’s idiosyncrasies.5 Outside the coalition, Chancellor Angela Merkel’s principled Russian policy has been criticised by the right-wing party Alternative für Deutschland (AfD), which has steadily gained popularity, and whose ideologists’ (Alexander Gauland and others) position is (quoting Bismarck) that a conflict with Russia is not in Germany’s strategic interests. AfD believes that Germany should strive for a golden mean between the US and Russia, trying to get on with both and avoiding the individual influence of the US.


    Another aspect of the EU sanctions is connected with the situation in eastern Ukraine and the stealthy differentiation of the Crimean issue in the rhetoric of EU member states. Some politicians in the West are willing not only to lift the sanctions against Russia but also to recognise the Crimea as part of Russia. For example, the mayor of Nice made a statement during his visit to Yalta (twinned with Nice) in which he essentially recognised the Crimea as a legitimate part of the Russian Federation, referring to the people’s right of self-determination, which he said had been expressed in the 2014 referendum in the Crimea.6 Even Russia-sceptic politicians have admitted that the prospect of Russia returning the Crimea to Ukraine is not very likely. For example, Alexander Stubb, the Finnish finance minister, has recently stated that the issue of the Crimea is now “a lost cause”.7


    Such fluctuations in the consensus among EU member states on the issue of sanctions should be to the liking of Moscow. The Russian prime minister, Dmitri Medvedev, recently said that Russia would not come begging for the sanctions to be lifted, but the West should realise its mistake and “come to us”.8 These are clearly not the words of a loser but of someone who believes they have won in some way. At the same time, rhetoric might not express true feelings and it is a fact that the sanctions have already managed to constrain Russia.


    The Donetsk and Lugansk “People’s Republics”—the Transnistria Model


    When the topic of continuing the sanctions comes up for discussion in June 2016, one of the key issues will be compliance with the Minsk Agreements signed in February 2015. So far, these have achieved the bare minimum only. The military conflict in eastern Ukraine is simmering under the ashes rather than burning with open flames but, at the same time, we cannot speak of a sustainable solution. The media regularly report about dead and wounded Ukrainian soldiers, and Ukraine has not been allowed to resume control over the territories of the “People’s Republics” of Donetsk and Lugansk, where de facto regimes have been formally established, while Ukraine claims that these territories essentially remain occupied by Russia. In its official statements, Moscow now argues that it (no longer) has any direct influence over the Donetsk and Lugansk “People’s Republics”, and that a peaceful solution to the conflict is first and foremost up to Kyiv and the separatists in eastern Ukraine.


    Moscow and the eastern Ukraine separatists are thus portraying the Ukrainian government as the main culprit in the failure of the Minsk Agreements, as they claim that the government is unable to offer the separatists satisfactory constitutional guarantees for their autonomy, which is why “the separatists” (as if they were the deciders) do not want to let Ukraine resume control over its borders. In reality, the leader of the Donetsk “People’s Republic” has repeatedly confirmed that there is no point in talking about it joining the territory controlled by Kyiv;9 so the Russia-supported separatists will not take the Minsk Agreements seriously and constitutional guarantees alone will not return the area to Ukrainian control.


    It appears that Moscow has succeeded in creating a Transnistria-type arrangement with the Donetsk and Lugansk “People’s Republics”—i.e. formally “independent” de facto regimes separated from a neighbouring state using military force, which Moscow does not officially recognise as states but which lead a pseudo-state existence. These bodies exist solely thanks to Moscow’s goodwill and Russia guarantees their military security. Transnistria—the corresponding “model solution” of Russia’s geopolitics—has existed on this basis since the early 1990s. Realistically, therefore, people should be prepared for the Donetsk and Lugansk “People’s Republics” to last for decades. Moscow’s official statements deny responsibility for events in Transnistria, despite the fact that the European Court of Human Rights considers Moscow the ultimate responsible party for human rights violations there.10


    It appears that the expected ritual discussion in June on the performance of the Minsk Agreements is, first and foremost, a chance to look past the fact that the victim of the aggression in this case is Ukraine. In reality, it is not possible to conceal what has happened since 2014: Ukraine, a member of the UN, has had parts of its territory de facto amputated in two areas—east and south.


    In the case of the Crimea, a high-level delegation from the Council of Europe has already visited the peninsula and come to the conclusion that the European Convention on Human Rights is still in effect in the territory, which some have (incorrectly) interpreted as sneaking recognition by the EU of the Crimea as a part of the Russian Federation.11


    How International Law Regulates these Issues


    If EU member states decide in June 2016 to continue the sanctions, they first need to decide on the ideology for them. Is the aim of the sanctions to punish Moscow for violating international law? If Moscow does not consider what happened in 2014 a violation and is willing for the situation to continue for 25, 50 or 100 years, should the West’s sanctions last this long? Is the aim of the EU sanctions (as a minimum) the prevention of further bloodshed in Ukraine, or (as the maximum) the restoration of the previous situation, meaning that the sanctions could not be lifted until the Crimea and the “People’s Republics” are returned under Kyiv’s control? The pragmatic political voices within the EU mentioned earlier show that the return of the Crimea to Ukraine is already seen as an unrealistic scenario in many parts of Europe, which raises the question—is it worth it for the West to bang its head against a brick wall with these sanctions?


    Here we should make a small digression into the principles and history of international law. The first time the international community tried to use collective sanctions was in the days of the League of Nations, when Mussolini occupied and annexed Abyssinia (Ethiopia). However, Italian control over Abyssinia soon seemed so “finite” and British and French economic interests were harmed to such a degree that the League of Nations abandoned sanctions against Italy on the eve of World War II. This decision caused a number of Western European politicians to look down in shame as the war came to an end and the independence of Abyssinia was restored.


    At the end of World War II, the position of main building block of international security was assumed by the UN, and sanctions began to be imposed by the UN Security Council on states that disrupted international peace and security. True, the US and the USSR did not see eye to eye on such matters, and as a result sanctions placed by the Security Council in the name of the international community were more an exception than the rule in world politics. The UN legal framework is still with us in the sense that, for example, Sergey Lavrov, Russia’s foreign minister, has repeatedly stated that the West’s sanctions against Russia violate international law by their nature—they have not been decided on by the UN Security Council, which, according to Moscow’s idiosyncratic interpretation, is the only institution that can impose international sanctions in the first place.12 Russia itself is, however, a permanent member of the Security Council and nobody would be so naïve as to assume that Moscow would agree to impose sanctions on itself. Moscow’s legal-political position is thus that Russia cannot by definition commit aggression or deserve sanctions for it. Other states have found it difficult to agree with this selective and quite self-centred legal approach.


    At the same time, it is worth mentioning that, in terms of international law, the EU member states do not have a legal obligation to impose sanctions on Russia—a state that committed aggression against Ukraine—or to maintain them. In this sense, EU member states would not be directly breaking international law with respect to Ukraine by lifting or easing sanctions against Russia. However, in these matters the political dimension—including how things look—is just as important as the legal. Russia punished Ukraine in 2014 mostly because of its desire for Western integration, thereby violating not only the 2003 border treaty between Russia and Ukraine but also the Budapest Memorandum of 1994, in which the Western states guaranteed Ukraine’s territorial integrity while pressuring the state into giving up its Soviet nuclear weapons. If EU member states are now unable to respond to this behaviour adequately and in a unified manner, then how attractive would this make the EU as a global power?


    In terms of international law, EU member states, like other members of the international community, have the duty not to recognise the violent territorial changes in Ukraine.13 In 2001, the UN General Assembly adopted the Draft Articles on the Responsibility of States for Internationally Wrongful Acts, prepared by the UN International Law Commission. This document is not an international treaty in the strict sense but, in experts’ opinion, the Articles reflect the state of international customary law from the aspect of state responsibility, i.e. the principles are binding on states. Chapter III of this document deals with breaches of obligations under peremptory norms (jus cogens) in general international law. One of the first norms of jus cogens is the prohibition on using military force against another state (prohibition on aggression). Article 41 (2) of the Articles on the Responsibility of States says that no state shall recognise as lawful a situation created by a serious breach of a jus cogens norm, nor render aid or assistance in maintaining that situation.14 In terms of international law, this is the main obligation that members of the international community today owe to Ukraine as a peer towards whom a neighbouring state committed an act of violence.


    It is thus important to differentiate between sanctions and a policy of non-recognition; even if the EU one day lifts sanctions as a political measure, the international legal obligation of not recognising the situation created by a breach of peremptory norms of international law will remain.


    Views on Policy of Non-recognition towards the Crimea


    Estonia could play a leading role in the EU in drawing up the precise outlines of the non-recognition policy of its member states. Alongside Latvia and Lithuania, Estonia has the necessary legitimacy, since the Baltic states retained their legal continuity even during the Soviet occupation and annexation of 1940–1941 and 1944-1991 owing to the policy of non-recognition by the US and other Western states. The core of the policy is to not recognise as legitimate acts the territorial changes carried out in Ukraine, including the annexation of the Crimea to Russia and the formation of the “People’s Republics” in eastern Ukraine. The Crimea was unlawfully occupied and annexed, and Donetsk and Lugansk were unlawfully occupied along the lines of Manchukuo (a puppet state created by the Japanese occupying powers in China in 1932). At the same time, we cannot expect the non-recognition policy to produce quick results in the context of territories seized from Ukraine. Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania can say that, in the case of the annexation of the Baltic states, the policy of non-recognition finally bore results after 50 years—a consolation of sorts.


    Critics of the non-recognition policy are bound to say that, even if Moscow’s threat/use of military force was similar in the 1940s Baltics and Ukraine in 2014, the situation is different from the point of view of the right of peoples to self-determination. Simply put, the Crimea is mostly populated by Russian-speaking people, while most of the population of the Baltics was composed of peoples that already had a national identity separate from the annexing power. The people of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania obviously did not want to be a part of the Soviet Union and also clearly expressed this, which is what led to the widespread guerrilla resistance (“Forest Brethren”) and, later, the spread of dissidence. In the Crimea, signs of discontent are so far present mainly among the Crimean Tatar community; according to various sources, the peninsula’s Russian-speaking majority was positive about joining Russia.15 Nevertheless, international law and order cannot work in a situation where a foreign state first carries out a military intervention in places where part of the population may be positively disposed to the idea of separatism, and then presents the international community with a fait accompli. In addition, the use of military force, fear and other hindering factors makes it hard later to determine the people’s actual democratic opinion. Thus, even if the people of the Crimea prefer Russia to Ukraine, the way in which Russia carried out the annexation in 2014 is not an acceptable method of altering state borders in the eyes of the international community. International law first and foremost protects the rights of the Ukrainian state to maintain its territorial integrity in such a situation.


    EU states should also ensure that the policy of non-recognition of the annexation of the Crimea does not simply become empty words or a work of fiction. They should consider in detail, and mutually agree, what the policy entails. For example, the UK was an observer at Soviet military exercises within the annexed territory of Lithuania in 1979, which led to a question being asked in the British Parliament over whether this meant moving away from the policy of non-recognition and indirectly acknowledged Moscow’s control over Lithuania.16 Democratic states always have differing opinions, and interpretation of the non-recognition policy also becomes a domestic issue, as was the case in Australia in the 1970s, in relation to the Baltic States.17


    It is important to consider whether, if international law imposes an obligation upon states not to recognise a situation caused by a breach of a jus cogens norm, that obligation also extends to all authorities of that state (for example, the mayor of an important city or members of parliament). It will be a political challenge to constrain those Western politicians who differ from the official position of their government over the non-recognition policy. For example, Ukraine started criminal proceedings against Ya’akov Margi, a member of Israel’s Knesset, for visiting the Crimea and meeting with local authorities without Kyiv’s consent.18 Following the Nice mayor’s official visit to Yalta, Ukraine sent a note of protest to France.19


    On 27 March 2014, the UN General Assembly Resolution 68/262 (100 votes for, 11 against, 58 abstentions and 24 absent) declared that Russia’s actions in the annexation of the Crimea were against international law. Therefore, in terms of international law, the main issue is not whether the sanctions should be continued but, rather, whether other states can fulfil their international legal obligations towards Ukraine and provide real substance in the policy of non-recognition.
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        Ukraine is struggling to explain its policies to eastern Ukrainians
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    The sooner politicians and society understand that it is not possible to restore the pre-war situation in the Donbass—and that extensive autonomy would be a relatively good option for the region—the better for Ukraine. The subject was discussed in Diplomaatia’s interview with Enrique Menendez, businessman and popular blogger covering social subjects.


    Menendez, who managed an internet marketing company before the conflict, co-founded Responsible Citizens, an organisation that distributed international humanitarian aid in Donetsk after the war started. This winter, however, the authorities of the separatist “Donetsk People’s Republic” (DNR) forced him to leave his hometown and he moved to Kyiv. Menendez’s grandfather was Spanish, fought for the Republican faction in the Spanish Civil War and ended up living in the Donbass after World War II.
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        Enrique Menendez thinks that Kyiv has not succeeded in properly explaining its policies to the people of the Donbass.


        Jaanus Piirsalu

      

    


    Q: Why were you forced to leave Donetsk, even though you had lived and worked there throughout the “hot phase” of the war without having problems, although you were quite critical of the separatists?


    Menendez: I was not exactly forced to leave. I was deported. It all began when Marina Cherenkova [former deputy governor of Donetsk—JP], one of the founders of our group (Responsible Citizens), was detained on 29 January. She managed to post a note about it on Facebook. Four days later she called us (from prison) and asked us to come to the MGB [DNR national security ministry—JP] and make a statement. Four of us went and we were questioned for seven hours about our organisation’s activities. After that, we were handed pieces of paper and ordered to write, from dictation, that we were aware of Georgi Sepashvili’s [acting head of MGB—JP] order to expel us from DNR without the right to return, and we consented. Signature, date, and goodbye! We were led to separate cars, then they took us home and gave us 15 minutes to collect things, after which we were taken to checkpoint zero [no-man’s-land between the checkpoints of the separatists and the Ukrainian army—JP] in an empty field. Night had already fallen and we were afraid that they would shoot us in the back. But fortunately they did not, and they even left us one of our organisation’s cars, which we used to drive carefully towards the nearest Ukrainian post. Naturally, it was closed for the night and we were greeted with a volley of automatic and machine-gun fire, but luckily they aimed in the air. We called our acquaintances in Kyiv and they alerted the necessary people. The mine barrage was removed from the area in front of the checkpoint and we were allowed to pass through. [Marina Cherenkova was also released, but only on 22 February, and also expelled from DNR.—JP]


    Your aid organisation was closed, of course?


    Eighteen of our colleagues are still in Donetsk but the authorities promised not to touch them. They have kept their promise thus far. However, all our cars, storage and humanitarian aid have been seized. They prohibited our organisation’s activity. No official reason has been given for this; it was only said in a press release that Marina collected intelligence for “Western, including American, non-governmental organisations”. I think the real reasons are that we did not cooperate with the local authorities and were not controlled by them, and, secondly, some of the residents started to view us as alternative candidates for the local elections. [Local elections were supposed to take place in DNR in late April but were postponed to 2017.—JP]


    Were you planning to participate?


    Of course we had no such a plan, but that did not stop them from viewing us as competition. We could not have participated even if we wanted to, since there is a moratorium on registering parties and public organisations in DNR.


    What did you mean by the authorities in DNR wanting to control you?


    Power is being centralised very actively right now in DNR. It is easy to explain the absence of any democracy by referring to the war. There is no freedom of opinion. All publications, news sites, television and radio channels answer directly to the ministry of information. Last year DNR refused to accredit many foreign journalists who had been there several times before and who had published very balanced material. [The authorities in Donetsk have refused to accredit me twice, most recently last autumn. Even many familiar Russian journalists did not receive accreditation, as they did not write “as they were supposed to”.—JP] Then there were attempts to try to control the delivery and distribution of humanitarian aid. All organisations involved in this, even the international ones, were forced to undergo accreditation. Many of those already operating did not receive accreditation. It is obvious that the authorities want to control absolutely everything. As we did not register the organisation in DNR and still visited Kyiv at will, we were an incomprehensible exception for them. Moreover, we agreed from the start that we would not get involved with either of the warring parties or pick sides. Our purpose was to help people. We cooperated with international aid organisations. They needed an official partner that would operate within the legal framework, of which there could be only one in this case, that of Ukraine. We were registered in Kramatorsk [the current “capital” of the part of Donetsk oblast controlled by Ukraine—JP] due to the need to get humanitarian aid for distribution from international organisations. They brought the aid to Donetsk and we helped to distribute it. Altogether, we helped 2,500 people every month for two years. Our cooperation partners were UNCHR, UNDP and People in Need [a Czech aid organisation—JP].


    How would you describe the atmosphere in DNR over the last couple of months?


    It is difficult for me to say whether there have been crackdowns. If life were normal, then, yes, these would be crackdowns but if we take into account the fact that the area is a military conflict zone, then I am hesitant about it ... You and I probably have very different scales for evaluating things. But, naturally, rigorous control was exercised over various fields of life.


    Why is that?


    The first big reason is that the authorities want to control everything, all aspects. Everything that seems dangerous to the authorities needs to be destroyed, i.e. expelled, or controlled. Secondly, there was a purge before the elections. [Aleksandr Zakharchenko, the leader of DNR, initially wanted to organise local elections in April, but then postponed them for a year.—JP) Sometime in mid-February, FSB’s (Russian Federal Security Service) new administrator and his new team entered the area. Siloviki still play an important role in DNR and LNR (the separatist “Luhansk People’s Republic”) and they are used for settling scores. We must understand that the armed conflict has been frozen for the moment—there are only occasional engagements and no other military activity—which is why the force that kept them all occupied has gone, and internal conflicts are starting to emerge. This not only involves the wave of repressions, as they are called, but also many internal scandals. Internal conflicts are increasing.


    Why are relations growing tenser? Have the divisible resources diminished or are there other reasons?


    The main reason is that (active) warfare has ceased. Everyone is involved in warfare when there is combat activity, but right now there is more time and more opportunities. Naturally, the battles to gain access to resources are also very important. Some people get rich; some are involved in redistributing assets. Journalists have not covered this extensively but many assets have changed hands lately. It seems logical in a way. Activities have their own logic in military conflict zones.


    And the longer this non-war lasts, the more they will be at each other’s throats?


    I think so, yes. As time goes by, Moscow and the local authorities are going to have many more disputes. The same process is, by the way, happening in Ukraine: after the victory of Euromaidan, people agreed with the US and Europe in everything, but disagreements started to emerge after some time had passed.


    How can the separatists have material disagreements with Russia if Moscow controls them almost completely?


    What do you mean by controlling? How can one control a region with a population of four million? One cannot post a guard on every street corner. All officials are local; the leaders of all pseudo-ministries are local. Naturally, there are administrator somewhere at the top, but not everyone is being followed.


    Does Moscow have complete control of the DNR army, at least?


    The high command (of the army) may be Russian but nearly 80% of the soldiers are local. Locals, however, have their own interests. Keep in mind that their interests and those of Moscow sometimes overlap, but sometimes they do not. People say, for example, that the political stage in DNR is being cleared for Zakharchenko. I do not think so because people support him strongly anyway. I think many observers are ignoring the fact that he is actually supported by very many common people. I had many acquaintances in Donetsk, as many as a thousand people I guess, and I draw conclusions about what common people think on the basis of that. I am absolutely convinced that Zakharchenko is popular among the supporters of DNR. It must be also taken into account, however, that not all people on the territory of DNR support the DNR authorities. The authorities in DNR are trying their best to show the world that DNR is the choice of the majority, but it is not. Yes, there are many people who support DNR idealistically, but the proportion of supporters is not even near 80%. In this context, I am not talking about the people who left the region and who have the right to return there someday—they definitely have a very different view on the matter. Society has fragmented quite badly there.


    What do you mean by that?


    There is no common view about what is happening. There are people who truly support separating the Donbass from Ukraine, i.e. they represent separatism. They might support both acceding to Russia and independence. There are those who support staying with Ukraine. Nevertheless, this group has members who think that Ukraine should look towards Europe and those who think it should have a pro-Russian stance, as well as those who consider that it should implement a balanced policy. The third large group do not think about these matters at all and just want to lead peaceful lives. They are the majority. What bothers me the most is that there is no serious dialogue about the future, either here (in Kyiv) or there (Donetsk). Everyone thinks that there are only two possible options: LNR-DNR will either form a separate notional entity or stay within Ukraine according to the terms set by Ukraine. Clearly, this is not so.


    What other options are there?


    Forming a state within a state, like with Hong Kong and China. A federation or confederation. There are a lot of options.


    All right, but who do you think should negotiate about these future options? With whom should Kyiv hold negotiations about Ukrainian territory?


    It seems to me that the dialogue should be initiated by experts and pundits.


    You mean that civil society should try to create a dialogue?


    Yes.


    Which option do you prefer as a third-generation resident of the Donbass?


    I think the best option would be to grant extensive autonomy for the Donbass within the territory of Ukraine. It is a good option, but unfortunately some people in Ukraine immediately react aggressively to the word “autonomy”. Everyone says that the Donbass is not capable of coping as an independent state in economic terms. It isn’t, but for the simple reason that no one would recognise it as an independent state. But why doesn’t anyone see that the Donbass would probably be self-sufficient as an autonomous state? In 2015, Donetsk oblast had the second-largest volume of exports of the 25 regions of Ukraine. All the larger companies on the territory of DNR are still registered in Ukraine because they could not export anything if they weren’t. Those companies still pay taxes to the Ukrainian state. [Donetsk’s current] governor has said that 52% of the budget of Donetsk oblast was contributed by the occupied territories.


    How many of the large factories on DNR territory are still working?


    Most of the large companies are still operating. They have simply had to change their logistics chains to continue production. About 80% of the factories have been re-registered to comply with Ukrainian laws. Some of the mines are still very successful and earn big profits for their owners. Some are not, because the facilities were shot to pieces or flooded. The state’s mines have been nationalised. The situation in private mines varies—some are owned by the same people if an agreement was reached, while some have been taken from previous owners and belong to new people.


    How about the assets of Rinat Akhmetov? [Akhmetov is the richest person in Ukraine and supported Yanukovych’s presidential campaign in 2010. Yanukovych was ousted in the winter of 2014 as a result of the Maidan revolution. The bulk of Akhmetov’s assets was located in Donetsk oblast.—JP]


    Everything is fine with him.


    Describe the economic situation in DNR briefly.


    Although no one is preparing statistics, I estimate that the economy of DNR has shrunk by 70%. The banking system functions only within DNR. Broadly speaking, only public authorities receive good salaries. The average salary of a state official is about 12,000 Russian roubles [about 160 euros, which is slightly more than the average salary in Ukraine—JP]. The average salary in the region is approximately 5,000 roubles (70 euros), almost a pittance. The tax board functions but no statistics are published about tax collection. Income tax, for example, is 5%, the uniform social tax is 31%. There is no value-added tax. So the tax system is advantageous there [laughs]. But still, 80% of the DNR budget is composed of support from Russia. Large factories, especially those that export, still pay all their taxes to Ukraine.


    Earlier, you said that Ukrainian society first needed to understand that, even if the war came to an end thanks to some miracle, the oblasts of Lugansk and Donetsk could no longer exist as before, as if nothing had happened.


    Of course. But society will not come to such a conclusion by itself—the experts and pundits need to do it. It won’t happen yet. I recently participated in an ICTV programme [the third most-viewed television channel in Ukraine—JP] where the future of the Donbass was discussed. About 50 experts had to answer the question: “How do you see the Donbass in five years’ time?” and they were given three options: as LNR-DNR; as oblasts of Donetsk and Lugansk, just as before; or as an autonomous state. All the experts from Kyiv picked the second option: oblasts of Donetsk and Lugansk, just as before. They do not understand that one cannot simply return to the situation as it was in 2013. In all the assessments I have read by international experts dealing with conflict, there is not a single case of a conflict claiming more than 1,000 lives in which the pre-conflict situation has been restored. This would be something new. However, Ukraine only wants that option. The most important thing for Kyiv to understand is that they need to sit down to negotiate and communicate with the other party.


    Let us imagine that Kyiv somehow agreed to this, due to pressure from the West—but would the other party even want to talk?


    I am certain that it does. It seems to me that the other party is even more willing to compromise. This raises the question of what we mean by the “other party”. As I said, society there is very fragmented.


    I meant the current de facto leaders of DNR and LNR.


    I am certain that they would want to talk. Let us recall who was the first to use the expression “extensive autonomy”—Denis Pushilin [DNR’s main negotiator during the Minsk Agreements process, and chairman of the so-called DNR parliament—JP] in May 2015. He said that the Donbass would agree to extensive autonomy within Ukraine. It was a step towards meeting Kyiv in the middle. I understood that it was an order from Moscow. Kyiv’s reaction to this was very aggressive—this subject was non-negotiable; no autonomy would be allowed. But they could have tried to discuss what was meant by “extensive autonomy”. These kinds of negotiations could be conducted very discreetly. In conflict regulation, all negotiations have a public side and a confidential side, where all kinds of options can be discussed.


    Why has the Minsk-II agreement, signed a year ago, been a failure? It specifies a “special status” for the Donbass.


    The Minsk Agreements are too indefinite. True, the ways in which the conflict could move on from the military stage to political action are not badly described in the documents. The war is essentially over, but no political developments have followed. Even the Ukrainian law about granting a special status to the Donbass is actually empty, about nothing, if one reads it closely. It is intended to mislead Western partners. Throughout 2015, Ukrainian politicians convinced the nation that the agreements would never work instead of trying to figure out how to make them work. There are billboards in Kyiv that invite people to oppose special status for the Donbass. How can they encourage such a thing if it is in breach of the obligations that Ukraine undertook through international mediation, and which were endorsed by the leaders of Germany and France? When the West started to pressure Kyiv into implementing the agreements, it turned out that no one knew how to do it.


    But is the other party not doing anything to implement the agreements either?


    What other party? What can we demand from them? They are not legitimate; we cannot demand the same things from them that we expect from the Ukrainian state. Yes, they act similarly. Bandits and legitimate power act almost the same. I understand why bandits are not acting constructively but I do not understand why the state isn’t.


    How could any state hold constructive negotiations with bandits?


    They could. The British government was constructive with the IRA—admittedly, after a conflict that lasted 30 years. There was a similar situation with the Indonesian government and Aceh province. There are really many examples.


    Well, yes, but these examples are about long-term conflicts in which governments saw no other choice than to negotiate with the “bandits” as equals.


    That is true. I would not want to live in a state where such a conflict lasted for 14 years. Besides, Ukraine could not handle 14 years of war.


    At the same time, it is hard to believe that the war in the Donbass will end after a few years.


    Unfortunately, this is true; the conflict will probably drag on for many years. What we need here is very smart politics. Alas, Ukrainian politicians do not know what compromises in politics mean. They cannot compromise. Another thing is that many people in Ukraine want to monopolise patriotism—“I know what a real Ukrainian patriot looks like, but you don’t and therefore you’re not a real patriot!” This is a serious issue. The main point is not whether one is for or against Ukraine but what Ukraine should be like. Try saying that you’re for Ukraine but want it to maintain friendly relations with Russia. You are instantly a traitor and spy!


    What do you as a resident of Donetsk think—what is Russia betting on?


    I think that Russia is trying to change the internal politics of Ukraine. They are hoping for extraordinary elections that change the relationships between the political powers in Ukraine.


    In February I spent nearly two weeks driving along the front line. I asked people in the part of the Donbass controlled by Ukraine what they thought of the Ukrainian authorities and what Kyiv was trying to do to capture the hearts and minds of the locals. Naturally, no one said to my face that they were against Kyiv and for the separatists. What do you think about the information politics implemented in the Donbass by the Ukrainian state?


    I think no particular loyalty is felt in the region. The information politics implemented by the Ukrainian state, both in areas controlled by Kyiv and not controlled by it, are a complete failure. It is practically non-existent. I recently came across a brochure distributed in Kyiv at a centre for migrants from the Donbass. It was an example of hideous propaganda. People who read it will not begin to love Ukraine more, but they will think the writer was an idiot. Even the US ambassador to Ukraine recently said that there was no point in competing with Russia over who can tell the most lies.


    What was in the brochure?


    For example, it said that the Donbass had never belonged to Russia and had always been a region of Ukraine since ancient times. There were also some claims about the region’s economy that would make people who have lived in the Donbass laugh out loud.


    What is state propaganda like in DNR?


    It is naïve, like in the Soviet Union. One gets the impression that the new editors of most television channels and publications are people who arrived from the 1970s. The entire media talk and sing the same—just like the Soviet Union in this sense!


    Are the media patriotic and do they support the idea of Novorossiya?


    Very patriotic, although Novorossiya is no longer really mentioned that much. But the young republic is mentioned, with a touch of hysteria. Psychologists should research the case because this is the behaviour of people who understand in their heart of hearts that they are not right but try to prove they are with all this pathos and loud noise. All schools have compulsory lessons of patriotic education every week. [These are officially called lessons in civil education.—JP]


    Has ideologically correct inspiration also taken hold of writers, composers and artists?


    Of course, a lot of passionate, ideologically correct poetry has been published. Many books have already been written about the war in the Donbass, including fiction. There are many creative people who adopted the “correct approach”. But this exaltation is not prevalent only in certain strata of society—it extends everywhere.
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    Easter 2016 was marked by centenary commemorations for Ireland’s 1916 rising, an unexpected nationalist rebellion that began a revolutionary campaign to establish a sovereign Irish republic independent from the British Empire. As Europe approached major war in 1914, an uprising against British rule in Ireland appeared an implausible prospect. At that time, Ireland was politically divided between constitutional nationalists and unionists.1 Fronted by the Irish Parliamentary Party (IPP), constitutional nationalists aimed to deliver Home Rule for Ireland. This envisaged devolved government catering for Ireland’s domestic affairs within the British Empire. The unionists, on the other hand, wished to retain Westminster’s direct rule over Ireland, while vehemently opposing Home Rule. Most unionists were concentrated in the north-east of Ireland’s northern province of Ulster. By 1914, both the Ulster unionists and the nationalists supporting Home Rule had established their own opposing paramilitary organisations to protect their interests: the Ulster Volunteer Force (UVF) and the Irish Volunteer Force (IVF) respectively.


    The outbreak of World War I diverted political attention away from the sharp tensions that had accumulated between Irish nationalists and unionists. As many Irishmen departed for the trenches of the Western Front, a small network of revolutionaries seeking to break Ireland’s link with Britain by force remained in the shadows. The Irish Republican Brotherhood (IRB) was the main underground organisation that attempted to promote the revolutionary nationalist cause. The IRB’s long-standing motto emphasised that “Britain’s difficulty was Ireland’s opportunity”. 1916 was to mark the first notable Irish insurrection for more than a century. Following the failed 1798 rebellion, the influence of revolutionary nationalism had steadily declined and was a peripheral force in Irish politics by the late 1800s.


    Linking Political and Cultural Nationalism


    The struggle for devolved government within the British Empire dominated the Irish political debate. The nationalist sentiment that began to re-emerge as Ireland’s Home Rule struggle had progressed encouraged many from younger generations to become actively involved in organisations established to protect Ireland’s Home Rule interests, most notably the paramilitary IVF. Some initially became involved in order to support progress towards Home Rule, but had later arrived at the belief that even Home Rule within the British Empire would not be enough for Ireland to reach its social potential. This thinking led a number of initial Home Rule supporters to switch to other outright Irish independence movements.


    The revolutionary nationalist cause benefitted considerably from the Irish cultural revival beyond the mid-1800s.2 Among other organisations, the cultural revival brought the establishment of the Gaelic League and the Gaelic Athletic Association (GAA). The Gaelic League was a largely intellectual association seeking to both reinvigorate and promote the Irish language, literature and the arts as vital parts of a vibrant Irish society. Founded in 1884, the GAA sought to administrate and promote the playing of traditional Gaelic sports. While transmitting a strong distinct sense of Irishness, the GAA organisation soon became massively popular throughout the country. Both the Gaelic League and the GAA encouraged a tangible popular awareness of a strong Irish identity. Many of the new recruits for different political and paramilitary nationalist organisations, such as the IRB and the IVF, were also members of either the Gaelic League or the GAA, or both.


    The 1916 rising emphasised the strong link between Ireland’s political and cultural nationalisms. The rebellion is notable for the high number of poets and writers among its core leadership. In particular, Pádraig Pearse was a leading figure in the planning of the rising. A member of the IRB’s military and supreme councils, Pearse was also a prolific and passionate literary writer in the Irish language. As well as being one of its select seven signatories, Pearse was chosen to read the Proclamation of the Irish Republic as the main ceremonial act to begin the insurrection on 24 April 1916.


    For the small cell that plotted the rising, the belief that Irish society had been mismanaged by Britain’s imperial policies had lodged as a fundamental political assumption. The establishment of an independent egalitarian republic was perceived as the solution that would allow Ireland to flourish culturally, politically and economically. Among the signatories of the 1916 Proclamation, this sentiment was embodied most strongly by James Connolly. A leading figure in Ireland’s labour movement, Connolly blamed Ireland’s British-enforced colonial status as a fundamental reason for Irish society’s serious problems of inequality and poverty. Connolly pragmatically believed that, to establish a fairer socialist republic, his ideological movement had to initially join forces with the militant nationalists. As well as revolutionary Irish nationalism, both socialist and anti-imperial ideologies can be observed as being at the root of the 1916 insurrection.


    


    Military Failure


    The rising was a military failure. In 1916, those who were to implement the insurrection did not have the legitimacy of broad-based popular support. While Home Rule was an objective frozen by World War I, taking up arms to fight for an independent republic would have been unconscionable for those within Ireland’s dominant constitutionalist establishment. As opposed to the revolutionary separatism of the 1916 rebels, the moderate nationalist establishment strove to ensure devolved government for Ireland within the British Empire. This logic was likewise mirrored in mainstream public opinion on the eve of the 1916 rising.


    The immediate prelude to the rising is notable for a number of serious planning failures and disputes. As World War I raged on the continent, the Irish revolutionaries solicited the assistance of Britain’s chief enemy, Germany. Under the guise of a Norwegian ship named Aud, a German vessel set sail from Lübeck carrying arms for the rebellion to arrive at Ireland’s remote south-east coast on 20 April 1916. However, IVF representatives altered their plan. Irish personnel seeking to bring the arms ashore would arrive days later than expected. With no radio on board, the Aud’s crew received no notification of this change. Arriving with nobody to meet it, the Aud remained exposed, close to the Irish coast. It was soon intercepted by Britain’s Royal Navy and escorted to Cork Harbour. Its captain then took the decision to scuttle the ship.


    While distinctly separate organisations, the IRB had infiltrated the IVF to a large extent. However, the IVF’s president, Eoin MacNeill, was not a member of the IRB. This was a serious problem for those secretly plotting within the IRB. They could not directly sanction the mobilisation of the IVF required for the rebellion. As Michael Laffan has argued, those plotting the insurrection within the IRB were largely content with ideas such as “heroic defeat” or “blood sacrifice”. Knowing defeat was inevitable, these notions foresaw rebel efforts during Easter 1916 as a spark that would create a later surge in popular support behind a revolution that would eventually overthrow British rule.


    MacNeill, on the other hand, believed that the IVF should only take military action against the British state if Irish interests clearly stood to be suppressed. He also understood that the operation designed to do so should have a reasonable chance of military success.3 Manipulating MacNeill’s judgement, a seemingly official document alleged to have been stolen from Dublin Castle, the seat of British rule in Ireland, surfaced stating that a large number of individuals within the Irish nationalist community faced imminent arrest by the British. Under these circumstances, MacNeill initially supported the IVF’s involvement in the planned rising. However, after becoming aware that this “Castle document” was likely faked, MacNeill plunged the plans for the rising into deep crisis as he publicly countermanded his order for the IVF to mobilise.


    Shorn of the necessary secrecy, and the men and weapons required for the rebellion, the IRB revolutionaries persisted with their plan to begin the rising. Some IVF personnel would turn out to fight, although the number that participated was significantly lower than originally anticipated. To re-establish an element of surprise, the rising would take place on Easter Monday, 24 April 1916, rather than the original plan stressing the symbolic date of Easter Sunday. The insurrection would be largely limited to Dublin. As Dublin’s General Post Office (GPO) was seized by the rebels, Pádraig Pearse read out the Proclamation of the Irish Republic. Among other lines, the Proclamation praised the Republic’s “gallant allies overseas”, a thinly veiled reference to Britain’s wartime enemies.


    Although amateurish in some of their tactics, the rebels fought valiantly. The insurrection lasted six days; it was eventually crushed by British forces. Following their unconditional surrender, the rebels were escorted from the streets by British authorities. On their way, they were jeered and verbally abused by many ordinary Dubliners angered by the severe disruption that the rising had caused for the city.


    Conclusion: “All Changed, Changed Utterly”


    However, with the Easter rebels awaiting their fate in prison, a passage from the Nobel Laureate W.B. Yeats’ seminal poem “Easter, 1916” artistically portrays the volatile and drastically transformed political situation that almost immediately followed the rising—“All changed, changed utterly: a terrible beauty is born”.4 With Dublin under martial law administered by British general John Maxwell, most of the rising’s leaders, including all seven signatories of the Proclamation, were sentenced within days to death by firing squad for high treason. However, the extremely heavy-handed manner in which the British dealt with the rising’s leaders created sentiment that ultimately changed the mood of Irish public opinion. Popular support for more extreme nationalist ideas increased dramatically. Led by Eamon De Valera and Michael Collins, out of the shadow of the rising’s executed leaders came a new generation of prominent revolutionary nationalists. While not a signatory of the Proclamation, De Valera was the only major leader from the Easter Rising to survive the British executions.


    Much did change. The relatively sudden increase in popular support for separatism meant a thumping defeat for the constitutionalist IPP as the main voice of Irish nationalism. The IPP was replaced in this role by the separatist and revolutionary party Sinn Féin at the 1918 British General Election. However, the long road to an Irish republic still entailed a large share of violence, tragedy and political turbulence. As a country-wide campaign of guerrilla warfare stirred to start the Irish War of Independence (1919–21), in 1921 British prime minister David Lloyd George attempted to resolve the crisis by partitioning Ireland into two Home Rule jurisdictions, six counties under unionist-centred rule in the north and 26 counties in the south. This failed to pacify the nationalist insurgency.


    As both sides felt the strain of an increasingly violent crisis, a truce was called. Signed in London in December 1921, the subsequent negotiations produced the Anglo–Irish Treaty. Ireland was offered “dominion” status within the British Commonwealth. In terms of self-government rights, this was far in excess of Home Rule, but it fell short of a full republic. In an almost ceremonial role, the British king would legally remain head of state. For some, this was a betrayal of the republic fought and died for by the 1916 revolutionaries. For others, it was “freedom to achieve freedom”, a “stepping stone” that could facilitate a future independent Irish republic.


    As views on this matter hardened, Ireland soon experienced a bitter civil war (1922–3). As well as dividing the revolutionaries themselves, the Irish Civil War eternally split many families and close friends. Irishmen who had fought united against British forces during the War of Independence now turned their guns towards each other. The Civil War subsided in May 1923. Against this violent backdrop, the leaders that emerged from the Civil War to govern the Irish Free State for more than a decade beyond 1923 remarkably ensured stable parliamentary democracy and the peaceful changeover of power between rival political parties.5 This ranks as an important national accomplishment as it allowed Ireland to consolidate the statehood that its people had sacrificed so much to achieve.


    1 Irish nationalism has two long-standing traditions: moderate or constitutional nationalism, which strives to pursue Irish nationalist objectives peacefully and often gradually through the appropriate legal and parliamentary frameworks; and extreme or revolutionary nationalism (in Ireland, “Republicanism”), which promotes the severing of rule from Britain and establishing Irish independence through violent means if necessary.


    2 The cultural revival is also known as the Gaelic revival.


    3 Michael Laffan, The Resurrection of Ireland: The Sinn Féin Party, 1916–1923, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), pp. 38–40.


    4 William Butler Yeats, “Easter, 1916”, Raidió Teilifís Éireann. https://apoemforireland.rte.ie/shortlist/easter-1916/.


    5 The Irish Free State was the official name for Ireland’s 26 counties ruled from Dublin that held “dominion” status within the British Commonwealth and where the British king legally remained head of state. The Statute of Westminster (1931) and The Irish Constitution (1937) both loosened the rigours placed on Irish sovereignty by the Anglo–Irish Treaty. The Republic of Ireland Act (1948) became law in 1949 and removed any remaining statutory privileges for the British monarchy in Ireland.
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    The April edition of Diplomaatia focuses on issues related to Estonia’s foreign policy and has some insights into developments in Ukraine.


    Marko Mihkelson, the Chairman of Parliament’s Defence Committee, writes about the challenges faced by Estonia’s foreign policy and foreign service. According to Mihkelson, a good and well-equipped foreign service is one of the biggest contributors to Estonia’s security. However, at the same time the public sector, including the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, is going through a period of cuts.


    “How do you make cuts and lay off staff without the basic direction of Estonia’s foreign policy suffering?” Mihkelson asks. Foreign minister Marina Kaljurand and experts Jaak Jõerüüt and Andres Kasekamp comment on his article.


    Indrek Tarand, one of Estonia’s six members of the European Parliament, writes about the possible birth of Kurdistan. His main thesis is that Estonia could contribute positively to the creation of an independent Kurdish State without endangering relations with Turkey.


    Lauri Mälksoo, Chairman of the Board of the Estonian Foreign Policy Institute, writes about the policy of non-recognition related to Crimea and sanctions against Russia.


    Diplomaatia has interviewed Enrique Menendez, a popular blogger and businessman in the Donbass region. He says there is no going back to the situation before 2014 when the war in eastern Ukraine started.


    “They do not understand that one cannot simply return to the situation as it was in 2013. In all the assessments I have read by international experts dealing with conflict, there is not a single case of a conflict claiming more than 1,000 lives in which the pre-conflict situation has been restored. That would be something new. The most important thing would be for Kiev to understand that they should sit with the other party across the negotiating table and talk,” says Menendez.


    Eoin Micheál McNamara from the Johan Skytte Institute of Political Studies at Tartu University writes about the centenary of the Easter Rising which accelerated the birth of the current Irish Republic. “The 1916 rising emphasised the strong link between Ireland’s political and cultural nationalisms,” McNamara writes. “The rebellion is notable for the high number of poets and writers among its core leadership. In particular, Pádraig Pearse was a leading figure in the planning of the rising.”
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Indrek Tarand leiab, et Eesti voib
kaasaaidata kurdide iseseisvumisele

710 MITTETUNNUSTAMISPOLIITIKA
KUSIMUSED
Lauri Malksoo Krimmi
mittetunnustamise keerukustest

1013 PILK DONBASSIST
Intervjuu Enrique Menendeziga

1315 HIRI LIHAVOTTEULESTOUS 100
Eoin Michedl McNamara
Tirimaa vigivaldsest drkamisest
100 aastat tagasi






