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    Ränne, Venemaa ja Kaukaasia


    Juunikuu Diplomaatia on pühendatud mitmele teemale, mis meie elu mõjutavad. Rändekriis, arengud Kaukaasias ja Venemaal, sekka ka meedia ja uute raamatute ülevaade.


    Tallinna ülikooli dotsent Mari-Liis Jakobson kirjutab rändekriisist. „Rändeajastul, kus rändearvud aina kiiremini kasvavad, on ühine lahenduste otsimine olulisem kui kunagi varem. Kui 1970. aastal oli maailmas umbes 84,5 miljonit rahvusvahelist rändajat, siis Rahvusvahelise Rändeorganisatsiooni (IOM) andmetel on käesolevaks aastaks nende hulk kasvanud 258 miljonini ning pole mingit põhjust arvata, et ränne väheneb, vaid pigem see kasvab, ja aina kiiremini. Ränne juhtub, tahame seda või mitte,“ nendib ta. Teemat kommenteerivad veel Eero Janson, Hille Hanso ja Karmo Tüür.


    Diplomaatia peatoimetaja Erkki Bahovski kirjutab Saksamaa ja Prantsusmaa teljest Euroopa Liidus.


    Riigikogu liige Andres Herkel kirjutab nn kaaviari­diplomaatiast Aserbaidžaani näitel. „Ühest tagasi­löögist ei lasta end kõigutada. Selles mõttes toimib Aseri äraostmisstruktuur veel robustsemalt kui näiteks Venemaa mõjutustegevus. Eeskätt sai „laundromati“ puhul pihta ikkagi Lääne väärtusilm,“ arvab ta.


    Diplomaatia intervjuu Vadim Muhhanoviga keskendub Vene-Armeenia suhete analüüsile pärast Armeenia revolutsiooni. „Muidugi, sest võimuvahetus Armeenias ja Ukrainas toimus tõsiselt erinevalt. Pealegi erineb Jerevani ja Moskva koostöö oluliselt sellest, milline see oli Kiievi ja Moskva vahel. Täiesti erinevad asjad. Armeenia poliitiline eliit läheb täiesti teist teed mööda kui Ukraina või isegi Gruusia oma,“ ütleb Muhhanov.


    Fenno-Ugria Asutuse nõunik Jaak Prozes annab ülevaate, kuidas hääletasid soome-ugri rahvad Vene presidendivalimistel.


    Aserbaidžaani analüütik Nurlan Alijev kirjutab kavast tugevdada vene keele rolli Venemaa rahvusvähemuste juures. „Keelekriis võib olla nii Venemaa föderalismi lõpu sümptom kui ka uue „suveräänsuste paraadi“ esimene ettekuulutaja. Nii või teisiti võib seda Kremli riskantset sammu võrrelda Krimmi okupeerimisega ning selle tagajärjed võivad olla väga tõsised nii rahvuspiirkondadele kui ka Venemaale tervikuna,“ on ta veendunud.


    Soome publitsist Jukka Mallinen kirjutab, et Venemaa võib olla praegu suurte rahutuste lävel.


    Rootsieestlane Evelin Tamm annab põhjaliku ülevaate, kuidas on Rootsi meedia katnud Eestit alates 1960. aastatest kuni tänapäevani välja.


    Pauli Järvenpää ja Aimar Ventsel lugesid uusi raamatuid rahvusvahelise poliitika kohta.
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    European Migration Policy or Migration Policy in Europe?


    EU member states must find new solutions over migration policy
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        Ave Lauren,


        National Coordinator, EMN Estonia


        Ave Lauren specialises in topics related to highly-skilled migration and international mobility. Prior to joining European Migration Network (EMN), she carried out research on economic migration policies at University of Cambridge and the Library of Congress (USA).
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        Mari-Liis Jakobson,


        Research Fellow, EMN Estonia


        Mari-Liis Jakobson studies the changing of nationality in the context of migration. She has published pieces in international journals and articles in the Estonian press.

      

    


    Ten years ago, there was essentially no pan-EU migration policy. Even though the common migration and asylum policy had been written into the EU Treaties, its implementation remained modest for a long time. By 2008, only a few directives had been adopted, concerning, for example, the right to family reunification, penalties for the facilitation of illegal crossing of borders, and principles of issuing residence permits to victims of human trafficking. In the field of asylum, things were a bit more advanced and the basic Dublin system
 already existed, defining the legal requirement that the member state into which an asylum-seeker crosses the border must deal with that individual, and establishing the minimum standard for reception conditions.


    Things have developed by leaps and bounds over the last ten years: almost all directives have been amended and many new ones have come into force. Essentially, a common capacity for managing the external border and a common asylum policy has been developed, alongside common principles for treating people who reside in a country without legal basis and arranging their return. Moreover, a number of shared principles have been put in place for organising legal migration to the European Union countries.


    During this period, the EU has also launched many new joint actions. The mandate of the European Border and Coast Guard Agency (Frontex) was considerably extended and the European Asylum Support Office (EASO) was created. There are also several new channels for cooperation. One of these is the European Migration Network (EMN), which celebrated its tenth year of operation this year and is the research and communication network in the field of migration and asylum established and coordinated by the European Commission.


    This is therefore a good moment to summarise developments over the last ten years, look into the future and analyse what factors influence the development of EU migration policy—in other words, to consider whether we can talk about a common EU migration policy in the future or, instead, about a collection of increasingly aligned migration policies in Europe?
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    A Rocky Road to Joint Action


    Migration policy is a complicated, yet critical field from the perspective of national sovereignty. After all, each sovereign state is entitled to decide who can enter their territory and under what terms. But this field is influenced by several inherent axes of tension that determine the formation of a common migration policy in the EU.


    As with all types of politics, path dependence also impacts migration policy: people usually do not want to change what is already in place. It is evident at both member state and EU level that a ll parties prefer to develop their existing policies and substantive changes are rare. The main factors counteracting against path dependence are crises, during which the readiness of parties to make critical changes is different. In the field of migration such a factor was, of course, dubbed the European Migration Crisis, which increased pressure mainly on the EU’s southern border and later, in the form of secondary migration, tested the reception capacity of countries almost everywhere.


    The migration policy developments have also been shaped by fluctuations along the nation-state centrism—European integration axis. There have been a number of important moments of Europe-wide solidarity and collaboration over the last decade, yet the narrative that frames European integration as a process that goes against the will of the people and nation-state-centrism remains strong. These tensions are also evident in Brussels, especially if we observe the relations between the European Commission and the European Council, made up of ministers from member states, where the latter often restrains the proposals of the former in the field of migration.


    Thirdly, migration policies are dependent on the ways in which member states and EU institutions answer the question what kind of state and union they want. On the one end of the spectrum we find the possibility is to see oneself more as autarkic and focus mainly on internal problems and “insiders”. Yet at the other, the desire for more global ambitions: to be among globalisation’s winners and compete against the world’s other great powers in economic terms (e.g. in the race for talent, global capital etc.), geopolitically (seeing oneself as a guarantor of world order) and culturally (e.g. representing certain values).


    These three tension axes influence policy developments in migration and other fields. Both internal and external factors move the goalposts during negotiations, enabling a shift towards greater cooperation or even a common policy on one aspect, while in other areas keeping quite strict barriers in place. Policymakers (but also societies at large) can have very different opinions about, for example, the migration of high-earning and highly qualified talents, who are usually welcomed with open arms, and refugees landing illegally by boat, who are seen more as criminals than as people in need of help. Hence, we will start by exploring developments in the field of irregular migration and then move on to legal migration.


    Building a Fortress with a Touch of Humanism


    In the field of irregular migration there have been three priorities on the EU level in the past few years: implementing a common asylum policy, fighting illegal migration, and organising the return to their country of origin of people staying in the EU with no legal basis. The driving force behind these developments has been the migration crisis of recent years. In the last ten years, member states have received over 5.7 million requests for asylum (almost half of them in 2015–17) and just over two million people were granted international protection during that period. However, in the same period some 7.5 million third country nationals were found to be illegally present, nearly half of the cases were reported in the past three years (2015–17).


    Several practical examples also suggest advancements in the implementation of the common policy. Eighty-nine percent of all international protection decisions granted that status on the basis of the EU’s common asylum policy.1 A rapid-response unit made up of more than 1,500 experts from member states has gathered under the aegis of Frontex and is ready to go to a crisis area and help to manage the border at any time (at least 1,300 “rapid responders” are on missions at almost any given moment).2 Under EU leadership, readmission agreements have already been signed with 17 countries,3 with which it is possible to send back those illegal immigrants who do not have a legal basis to be given asylum. There is also a common EU travel document for returnees who do not have identity papers. Member states also contribute to the EU Emergency Trust Fund for Africa to support migration cooperation and so on.


    In some respects, achieving cooperation in the field of irregular migration has been easier than in legal migration, mainly due to the shared sense of crisis. However, we cannot talk of a completely common strategy and aligned values. On the one hand, the principle of “Fortress Europe” rears its head in the EU’s policy on asylum, return and border management: it is important to create a situation in which the external border is maximally effective and as difficult as possible to illegally cross. On the other hand, humanitarian principles are also emphasised in the fight against irregular migration and in view of return policies. It is important to guarantee the right to protection for people who are in danger of persecution or whose lives are threatened and the humane treatment of all people, even those who have come to Europe illegally.


    This solution is, in a sense, a compromise, trying to please both the autarkic, insider-centric mentality and the world-view that sees the EU as a beacon of values. However, this means that often EU’s joint actions are caught in the crossfire for that reason. While some consider the agreement with Turkey that slowed down the flow of migrants on the eastern Mediterranean route too soft, others saw this solution effectively as a violation of human rights, as it decreases the chance of people fleeing from conflict or persecution finding asylum at all.4


    Development cooperation that mitigates migration faces the same problems. While the more radical “Fortress Europe”-minded people consider it a waste of resources to invest in economic migrants from Africa to enable them to subsist and work in their home countries, liberal humanists consider it a caricature of neo-liberalism. If the goal really was to alleviate poverty in Africa, immigration would actually be a solution, since research also shows that it has a considerably stronger positive effect on growth than any development cooperation projects.


    The interaction between the principles of European integration and nation-statehood is felt in the field of irregular migration, which became very apparent in the discussions over the alternatives proposed by the European Commission in the context of the Dublin system and plans for resettlement and relocation. Much has been said about the crisis in European solidarity—statistics also show that Western and Southern Europe still have to carry the burden of the migration crisis despite the relocation programmes and a wave of secondary resettlement.5


    Another set of problems, but in the short term, seems to be related to the aftermath of the crisis—more precisely, mitigating the crisis has also reduced member states’ willingness to implement common policies. The number of effective returns has again begun to decrease and it is also clear that the Turkish border has started to leak again. There is also a continuing battle against illegal immigrants—ships from Libya have started to land in new areas where the border is the least guarded. People are also coming up with creative ways to cross the border in other areas—e.g. the town of Nikel, close to the Russian-Norwegian border, ran out of bicycles after they were all bought by refugees who had heard that it was only possible to cross the border with a vehicle.6


    Porous Borders and a Multi-speed Migration System


    In parallel, in recent years there have been talks about a different crisis concerning workforce—or the lack of it. Many European countries (including Estonia) face a demographic crisis: the population is aging, the proportion of working-age people is declining, and the sustainability of social systems and the economy is in question. In contrast to previous notions that the workforce crisis can be alleviated mainly by raising the birth-rate and retraining, almost all governments in Europe have recently begun to realise that a viable solution inevitably also includes immigration. For that reason, most EU member states have reformed their policies on legal migration in order to incentivise the arrival of much-needed workers.


    It must be pointed out that migration systems are becoming multi-speed across Europe thanks to reforms concerning legal migration, and borders are becoming porous: possibilities for crossing borders and migration depend more and more on who a person is. In the case of workforce migration, the dominant narrative is the need to choose migrants with suitable skills and education and who meet the requirements of the labour market. Even though some businesses are still interested in finding the cheapest workers, countries are beginning to prioritise the migration of skilled workers and top specialists (“talent migration”). The Commission’s Europe 2020 Strategy7 also stresses the need to encourage new economic migration in sectors that lack workforce and skills, and recommends focusing mainly on facilitating the migration of highly skilled third-country nationals.


    However, the reasons for moving towards porous borders and a more selective migration system may vary. Autarkic dynamics can play a role alongside the obvious nation-state-centric factors. Workers are needed in order for the economy to function for everyone, but at the same time countries wish to exercise their sovereignty to decide who can be regarded as part of their population. What makes the situation even more complicated is the fact that the nature of work is changing fast. As a result, countries face difficulties in matching the knowledge and skills of workers with the needs of the local labour market, and in many parts of Europe there is simultaneously a high level of unemployment and a lack of suitable workers.


    The regulation of legal migration on the EU level is driven by the wish to be globally competitive. Just like many other economic resources, human capital—which plays a key role in today’s economy—is a limited resource, which has created global competition to attract the best and most talented. Even though the European Union is one of the biggest and wealthiest economic areas, its multitude of languages, its mature economy—where development is slow and willingness to take risks low—and differences between countries over their stance on migration policy have reduced Europe’s attractiveness compared to North America and countries in Asia and Oceania. According to the OECD, Europe is currently losing the “talent war” to countries such as Canada, Australia and New Zealand, but also to China and Singapore, which means an economic threat to the region as a whole.


    In order to increase global competitiveness, Brussels has been trying to move towards a common migration policy in this field too. The most important step towards fostering the immigration of a highly qualified workforce on a pan-EU level is the Blue Card Directive, first adopted in 2009. The intention of the Blue Card was to create common standards for qualified workers entering the EU in all member states and to make the system for qualified workforce migration easier and more transparent for all parties. However, in some cases the result was the opposite and the directive has not achieved its desired objectives. There are many reasons why the Blue Card has been unattractive thus far: application requirements are quite burdensome and restrictive, and the Blue Card gives few advantages compared to the similar schemes of the member states themselves.


    To correct the failings of the previous directive, the European Commission presented proposals for developing a new Blue Card Directive in 2016. In general the changes are quite moderate but, according to the new directive, member states must do away with their parallel residence permit schemes aimed at highly qualified external workers. This is a controversial proposal, since it essentially means that the management of qualified workforce migration would move from the hands of member states into the competence of the EU. Negotiations on the new directive are ongoing but, if member states are willing to give up their parallel schemes, this would be a very significant step towards a common migration system in Europe.


    But how likely is a common policy in the field of legal migration? Despite the member states having similar needs, cooperation has clearly been more difficult in this field. A more popular route has proved to be establishing common minimum standards that regulate, for example, family reunification, and the migration of scientists, students, au pairs, volunteers, and seasonal workers and employees posted abroad within a company.


    The member states have very different considerations in this field and it is difficult to create a common system that could take all their needs into account: it would be very complicated to create a migration policy that would, at the same time, deal with the workforce needs and realities of, for example, Germany, Spain and Estonia, let alone a system that could satisfy all 28 (soon 27) member states. At the same time, there is no incentive strong enough (either through a sense of crisis or a global ambition) to inspire joint action.


    EU Migration Cooperation as a Force That Balances Extremes?


    In conclusion, even though we cannot yet talk of a common European migration and asylum policy, important steps have been taken towards cooperation and coordination at the European level over the past ten years, despite hardships and opposition. Migration policies in member states are more aligned than ever before. More could be done, but essentially we have achieved in those ten years what had been pending for decades. That is remarkable compared to, for example, the speed of processes at the UN.


    At the same time, it is impossible to imagine a so-called ideal European common migration policy. As previously mentioned, value conflicts and tensions have been built into the current policy, and this is, to a certain extent, inevitable in the complicated decision-making process and democracy of the EU.


    This is why it should be recognised that the so-called minimum-standards policy of the European Union is actually not so bad, especially in areas closely related to national sovereignty like migration. The minimum standards laid down in directives have created a certain legal framework for all member states and are, as such, a force that balances extremes. At the same time, it is important that there should be softer and more horizontal measures supporting Europeanisation in addition to the minimum standards set up centrally. It is necessary to create a shared experience through international cooperation and exchanges of practice. And for that to happen, it is not essential to have a common migration policy on paper, but rather a platform for exchanging and comparing knowledge and experience.


    In an age of migration, where the number of refugees is ever increasing, searching for common solutions is more important than ever. While there were about 84.5 million international migrants in the world in 1970, by this year their number had grown to 258 million, according to the International Organization for Migration (IMO), and there is no reason to believe it will decrease. Rather, it will increase, and at a growing rate. Migration is happening, whether we like it or not. Like the characters in Giuseppe Tomasi di Lampedusa’s novel The Leopard, who had to change their behaviour radically in order to cope with societal change and maintain the previous order (“Everything needs to change, so everything can stay the same”), EU member states also have to change their attitude to European migration policy in the era of migration and find new solutions together. The journey will definitely not be smooth but, rather, painful and full of obstacles and (forced) compromises—but it is inevitable.


    


    1 E.g. in the Maastricht Treaty (Article K1), Amsterdam Treaty (Article 61) Lisbon Treaty (Article 67(2)).


    2 The Dublin Convention, which entered into force in 1997 (later the Dublin Regulation).


    3 European Council Directive 2003/9/CE.


    4 See also “Understanding Migration in the European Union: Insights from the European Migration Network 2008–2018”, the EMN’s tenth anniversary report on developments in migration and shelter policies and their current situation at: http://emn.ee/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/Anniversary-report.pdf.


    5 Ibid.


    6 Frontex, “Risk Analysis for 2018”.


    7 The countries are listed at: https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/what-we-do/policies/irregular-migration-return-policy/return-readmission_en.


    8 In this agreement, signed on 18 March 2016, the EU promised Turkey help in dealing with the refugee crisis and a programme to relocate people from the refugee camps there in return for more effective guarding of the EU-Turkish border.


    9 Mari-Liis Jakobson, “Rände- ja kodakondsuspoliitika aastaraport 2016”. Euroopa Rändevõrgustiku Eesti kontaktpunkti valdkonnaülevaade Siseministeeriumile (European Migration Network Estonian Contact Point), 2017. Available at: emn.ee/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/EMN-raport.pdf.


    10 Denis Pinchuk, “Bike shortage stems flow of migrants using Arctic route to Europe”, 29 October 2015. Available at: https://www.reuters.com/article/us-europe-migrants-russia-norway/bike-shortage-stems-flow-of-migrants-using-arctic-route-to-europe-idUSKCN0SN2SU20151029.


    11 European Commission, COM(2010) 2020. Available at: http://ec.europa.eu/eu2020/pdf/COMPLET%20EN%20BARROSO%20%20%20007%20-%20Europe%202020%20-%20EN%20version.pdf
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        Karmo Tüür,


        observer


        A Migration Policy Without Answers


        European migration policy is probably one of the most controversial topics, and writing about it ensures an attack from one side of the argument or the other—which is what makes the effort to try and tackle the subject from a neutral, academic point of view even more commendable.


        One of the main problems with academic writing is that the specialist gets caught up in technical jargon, assuming that “everyone knows that”. But even when we leave aside the references to technical terms (e.g. what would a so-called “normal” reader do with endnote 11 (“COM(2010) 2020”)), the statement that “research shows that [immigration] has a considerably stronger positive effect on development than any development cooperation projects” will definitely raise some eyebrows. Let us assume that in a community of experts this is common knowledge that will make people nod their heads in agreement, but for a layman such a generalised statement would certainly require at least a reference, if not an explanation.


        The somewhat free use of terms is also questionable. For example, why does “illegal migration” switch smoothly to “irregular migration”, which has a totally different meaning?


        What is praiseworthy is the use of impactful literary devices. For example, “A fortress with a touch of humanism” and “making the borders porous” convey the essence of the situation very clearly and creatively.


        But the highest praise will be given for not limiting this short article to merely describing the problem, but also offering a solution—“exchanging knowledge and experience and creating a platform for [comparison]” between countries that could replace the formal but ineffective pan-European policy.


        The fact that the question in the title “European migration policy or migration policy in Europe?” is left without a clear answer is sad, but probably inevitable—as inevitable as the recognition at the end of the article that “… there is no reason to believe [migration] will decrease. Rather, it will increase, and at a growing rate. Migration is happening, whether we like it or not.”
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        Eero Janson,


        Director of the Estonian Refugee Council


        European asylum policy is often controversial. Its main tension axes are pointed out in Mari-Liis Jakobson’s and Ave Lauren’s article. What should be emphasised most is the tension between values-based and domestic policy goals, which became especially apparent during the so-called migration crisis of 2015. On the one hand, Europe tries to be—and be seen as—the flagship of global humanitarianism; for example, the EU is the biggest global contributor to alleviating humanitarian crises and it also sees itself as the central guardian of democracy and fundamental rights. On the other hand, this image collides with domestic policy aspirations to limit migration with both physical obstacles and deterrence. In sum, those who are in are in, those who are out are out. This tension has also created the ever-growing wish of the EU to move all asylum processing and the overall management of migration outside its borders (so-called externalisation), which makes it easier to ignore potential violations of fundamental rights: another country, other rules.


        At the same time, there is nothing wrong with such value tensions. They can even be necessary because they are what politics is based on. However, when we continue on this path, we may at some point realise with horror that by ignoring the fundamental rights we have deviated into extremes. This is why the protection of freedoms and fundamental rights must be strong and consistent, in order to balance global tendencies that facilitate establishing new borders rather than tearing them down. And to keep European humanity from becoming just an empty phrase.
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        Hille Hanso,


        freelance journalist


        Mari-Liis Jakobson and Ave Lauren provide a necessary summary, since the political powers supporting path-dependence, nation-statehood and autarky often mix up irregular and lawful migration, either on purpose or by accident, thus inciting general xenophobia. In the April issue of Diplomaatia, Cas Mudde described this as the blackmailing power of far-right populist parties that has skewed the debate to focus only on the perceived negative aspects of migration, e.g. the security risks. Liberal parties have become very careful in their approach to some topics for fear of upsetting the voters. They are afraid of amendments to the law and attracting foreigners through legal migration. But it is inevitable that bold action is taken in the economic competition between countries and taking account of the demographic situation in Europe. In this competition the labour market has to be opened up to newcomers and other services must be made accessible to their families in a transparent and operative way.


        Another aspect is the so-called “boat people”, irregular refugees who are considered first and foremost a security threat and a “problem”, not human capital with all its weaknesses and strengths. National policy must rely on two balanced long-term levels here: local action (we welcome into society and involve a manageable number of people in need) and action outside the country (offering humanitarian and development aid in conflict zones and their neighbouring countries). It would be wise for Estonia to offer official help through our national aid organisations in addition to international ones—this would help to increase the number of people with expert knowledge on different cultures and countries. I can say from my own experience that development aid projects have a real, tangible impact on the lives of the recipients and have created many good Estonian experts on various regions.
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    Rainy Days on the Franco-German Axis


    Domestic policy strife in both countries affects the development of the EU
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    Erkki Bahovski,


    Editor-in-Chief of Diplomaatia


    Erkki Bahovski has been the Editor-in-Chief of Diplomaatia since 2014. He previously held positions at the representation of the European Commission in Estonia, and the daily Postimees. He has written articles for the Estonian and international press.


    The most important recent event that should serve as the context for considering German and French foreign policy—through the prisms of domestic policy and the EU—is undoubtedly the Brexit referendum in 2016. As we all know, this resulted in the British voters’ decision to leave the EU.


    Why is Brexit so important? Even though the EU was created in order to stamp out European Machtpolitik, there is no getting around the fact that the policy of force is still present inside the Union. Ever since the European Coal and Steel Community was established in 1952, France has aspired to a leading position in Europe through Euro-organisations. Germany, on the other hand, has sought to tie itself better to Europe and thereby rehabilitate itself in the eyes of the continent. The Suez Crisis of 1956 made it clear to France that old-fashioned imperialist global policy no longer worked, and the only possibility to make oneself seen and heard in the world was to do so through European integration. The Franco-German axis was formed in the European Economic Community, which in 1993 would become the European Union.


    In 1973, the EEC was joined—and Franco-German dominance interrupted—by the UK, which had no desire to play by Germany’s and France’s rules. Everyone probably remembers how Margaret Thatcher, the UK’s prime minister from 1979 to 1990, clashed with Brussels. The end of the Cold War and German reunification brought about great changes—and old fears resurfaced again. Both Thatcher and the then French president, François Mitterrand, opposed German reunification. Germany had to connect itself to Europe even more closely, while the ties binding the UK to the EU remained loose even after the 1993 Maastricht Treaty (the internal market functioned, of course).


    It could be claimed, with some qualifications, that the reunification of Germany was counterbalanced by the UK and France. In addition, Germany had to offer significant aid to its eastern regions and had historical reason to avoid dominating Europe. The change came with the 2008 global economic and eurozone crisis, when Germany had to step out of the shadows to save the eurozone. On top of this, this decade has been marked by the migration crisis, which also tested the EU’s strength due to Germany’s action (or lack of it). Since the UK was not part of the eurozone and was separated from Continental Europe by the sea, it was not as heavily affected by the economic and migration crisis. Perhaps this is why UK supporters of Brexit primarily stressed the issue of EU migration—mainly involving people from Central and Eastern Europe.


    Perhaps Germany could not do it alone, either. The Franco-German axis, which should have worked, failed—mainly because of France. President François Hollande (2012–17) was simply too weak and focused on internal matters, and was neither capable of leading nor willing to lead the European Union. It was no surprise that Hollande was the first president of modern France not to run for a second term. His support was simply too low.
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        Emmanuel Macron and Angela Merkel at the G7 summit in Canada, where disagreements with the US emerged.


        PA/Scanpix

      

    


    Because of the migration crisis and terrorist attacks on France, there was a risk of extremist parties coming to power (the word “extremists” has lost its initial meaning, but let us stick to the classical political spectrum for now). Marine Le Pen’s Front national was particularly popular. In this light, the rise of Emmanuel Macron and his movement En Marche!, which won him the French presidency, can be considered a minor miracle. En Marche! achieved a majority in parliament (together with its partners having 350 out of 577 seats). It is worth mentioning here that this movement did not even exist during the 2012 elections. Given the rigidity of Western Europe’s political system, this was practically an earthquake, which raises the question of what is considered an extremist party and what is not. Given that Italy currently has an entirely populist coalition, it is still a miracle.


    Macron won, and awaited the results of the German elections. Paradoxically, while in any other EU member state you have to wait for your own national elections to be over before making any changes to the country’s EU policy, on the Franco-German axis you need to wait for the results of multiple elections (French presidential and parliamentary, and German Bundestag) and hope that bilateral democracy and the chemistry between the two heads of state/government works.


    Like France, Germany underwent political changes. The Bundestag elections in the autumn of 2017 saw the AfD (Alternative für Deutschland), representing an end of the political spectrum not seen since the end of the Second World War, gain seats. Angela Merkel was elected Chancellor for the fourth time, but without the expected majority—a coalition had to be formed with the Social Democrats, who initially gave up on negotiations to form a government, which means there will be no great changes in German politics.


    The negotiations lasted months. The eventual coalition agreement stresses the need to strengthen the eurozone and, in the light of Brexit, Germany is willing to contribute more to the EU budget than before. One thing Germany does not want to do, however, is meet NATO’s recommendation to spend 2% of GDP on defence.


    At the same time Germany is not against EU defence cooperation. The Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO) agreement has been signed, yet it is questionable whether this will replace NATO, as PESCO is mostly meant for EU military cooperation outside the EU, not the defence of the Union’s own territory. In addition to Brexit, the shadow of US president Donald Trump hangs over everything, reminding NATO members to raise their defence expenditure to 2% of GDP. Trump has gone even further—at a meeting with NATO Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg in mid-May, he hinted that the recommended level should be actually 4%. How that will fit with the German coalition agreement is probably the million-dollar question.


    The opinion of the US is paramount in forming German and French policies, as Trump is much better disposed towards Macron than he is towards Merkel. While Macron went to the White House with all the possible pomp and circumstance of a state visit, Merkel only went for a working visit. It seems Trump has found Henry Kissinger’s coveted “phone number to call Europe”, and it is Macron’s. After all, it was to Macron that Trump revealed his intention to withdraw the US from the Iran nuclear deal. Whether or not this is the end of the transatlantic connection, as Germany’s former foreign minister Joschka Fischer sadly claimed to Der Spiegel, is a different matter, yet it is clear that the relationship with the US is no longer the same. At the same time, it is worth mentioning that the allies recovered from the rift caused by the war in Iraq, and managed to find common ground on various matters before Trump was elected.


    Sources have also hinted that Trump does not understand the EU’s competence in the area of foreign trade and tries to communicate with France and Germany bilaterally. A trade war with the EU is a very serious prospect. The recently concluded G7 summit only deepened the impression of a trade war.


    The positions and attitudes of the players have changed. While in the past Germany had to wait for Hollande’s France, the current situation has turned this on its head: Macron, wishing to move on quickly with the European project, is waiting for Germany to catch up. And the latest developments are pointing to the possibility that Germany’s hard-won coalition may collapse and the European project will have to wait again.


    “Europe has always been able to manage decisions each time at the last minute in the worst of crises,” said Macron in mid-May. “But since the end of the crisis, it shows that it can no longer launch itself again into ambitious projects. That’s what I wish for us to do starting from this summer. That is the meaning of the risk taken by France to make strong proposals … last autumn. This is what I expect from Germany and that’s what I expect from our partners.”


    Macron’s suggestions included creating a post of eurozone minister of finance, and establishing a European Monetary Fund (read: an even more centralised eurozone) and a joint budget for the eurozone. Germany’s finance minister, Olaf Scholz, has said that Germany does not agree with all these suggestions. At the same time, some changes are probably to be expected, since Germany actually also wants a more closely connected eurozone. The main issue seems to be what form this should take.


    A more uniform Europe would also be more effective in its policy towards Russia. However, there are some “buts”. The first is naturally the American withdrawal from the Iran nuclear deal, which may force France and Germany—parties to the deal—to form a closer collaboration with Russia or China to preserve the agreement. We should view Merkel’s meeting with Putin in Sochi, and Macron’s visit to the St Petersburg International Economic Forum, in this light.


    The Nord Stream 2 gas pipeline project is a perfect example of how national and European interests do not coincide. Germany has nearly always likened European interests to its national ones, yet there is a controversy here. Even though Germany calls Nord Stream 2 a simple economic matter, the project violates the principles of the European Energy Union, according to which EU energy policy must serve the interests of all member states. Given Russia’s previous actions in the field of energy policy, it is incomprehensible how Nord Stream 2 can be viewed as a simple economic matter.


    In light of Germany’s geographical and geopolitical position, it is understandable why Berlin focuses on Russia. France, on the other hand, has historical reasons to communicate closely with Africa. Given the potential number of immigrants and Africa’s growing population, the continent naturally won’t be ignored in Berlin either.


    Let us return to Brexit. It is unclear whether the continent will be dominated by the Franco-German axis, or by either one of these countries, creating a possible rivalry. Another question is whether some other member state might be coveting the position of counterbalance to Paris and Berlin previously held by the UK. Italy? Given the difficulties and programme of Italy’s governing coalition, it seems likely Italy will mainly cause headaches in Brussels, and won’t be a counterbalance. Macron seems to be correct in his statement that, if the EU is not sufficiently modernised, its credibility in the eyes of its citizens will fall even lower, opening the way to populists.


    This article was first published in the Estonian magazine Maailma Vaade. It is published here with minor alterations.
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    A Lesson in Caviar Diplomacy for European Politics


    The credibility of Western organisations is suffering due to the actions of Azerbaijanl.
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    The author was a rapporteur of the PACE (Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe) Monitoring Committee for Azerbaijan from 2004 to 2010, its vice-president from 2009 to 2011, and chairman of the Monitoring Committee from 2012 to 2014.


    


    What is “caviar diplomacy” and what does “Azerbaijani laundromat” mean? Both expressions belong in the most important category of vocabulary describing contemporary political corruption. It is important to note that this corruption is international, and the authority of global organisations and their work on democracy suffer the most as a result of it. Even from our perspective, it is a much bigger issue than the money laundering that occurred at the Estonian branch of Danske Bank.


    Imagine that you need a summary of yesterday’s weather conditions in a place you have never been to. The only resources or knowledge you have are 50 observers who were there and who can give their accounts. Then it turns out that 49 of them say the weather was heavenly—the sun was shining and it was warm! Only one observer claims that it was raining the whole time. This person happens to be a professional meteorologist and, to the best of your knowledge, is a trustworthy weather observer. Those speaking about warmth and sunshine, however, are still wearing wet clothes. Who should you believe?


    Gerald Knaus, leader of the think-tank European Stability Initiative (ESI), began one of his many reports with a similar train of thought.1 In the example that Knaus gave, the party that stood against the others was a team of professional election observers from the OSCE’s Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights (ODIHR). The other side was composed of buyable and bribable members of parliament from various countries and other organisations. This group vouching for nice weather is very confident—they know best because only they have the mandate as representatives of the people, unlike the OSCE officials.


    The setting described thus far is the Azerbaijani presidential election of 2013. Admittedly, my activity in relation to Azerbaijan took place prior to the election, when the “more competent meteorologists” still had some supporters among members of the country’s parliament. However, this image of painting bad weather as sunny has characterised the coordinated activity of Azerbaijan’s friends during various monitoring missions.


    The term “caviar diplomacy” first emerged in May 2012, when the ESI, then relatively unknown, published the research report “Caviar Diplomacy: How Azerbaijan silenced the Council of Europe”.2 I contributed to this with a long phone interview. I liked Gerald Knaus’ competence as an interviewer in connection with several reports and monitoring missions carried out for the Council of Europe in which I also took part. Nevertheless, I did not pin much hope on the document at first.


    First, Knaus divided up the Council of Europe politicians who were involved with the Azerbaijan matter into critics and apologists. Each category included five of the most active members of PACE in recent years.


    


    Critics:


    Andreas Gross (Switzerland, Social Democrat, Rapporteur of the Monitoring Committee from 2001 to 2006)


    Andres Herkel (Estonia, Conservative, Rapporteur of the Monitoring Committee from 2004 to 2010)


    Leo Platvoet (Netherlands, Green Left, Head of PACE Election Monitoring Mission in 2005)


    Malcolm Bruce (United Kingdom, Liberal, Rapporteur for Political Prisoners from 2003 to 2005)


    Christoph Strasser (Germany, Social Democrat, Rapporteur for Political Prisoners from 2009 to 2012).


    The five apologists, who gave positive assessments of the situation in Azerbaijan, were:


    Joseph Debono Grech (Malta, Labour, Rapporteur of the Monitoring Committee from 2009 to 2015)


    Pedro Agramunt (Spain, Conservative, Rapporteur of the Monitoring Committee from 2010 to 2015)


    Paul Wille (Belgium, Liberal, Head of PACE Election Monitoring Mission in 2010)


    Mike Hancock (United Kingdom, Liberal, active participant in the monitoring missions)


    Eduard Lintner (Germany, Christian Democrat, Chairman of the Monitoring Committee from 2006 to 2007).


    


    I must say that the latter group in particular have revealed skeletons in their cupboards later in their careers. Agramunt was the president of PACE for nearly two years until he had to resign in October 2017, having been expelled from the group of delegates in the European People’s Party (EPP). The final straw that caused Agramunt’s departure was the meeting with the Syrian dictator Bashar al-Assad organised by Russian politicians.
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        The Azerbaijan presidential election in 2013, at the peak of caviar diplomacy.
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    Hancock, on the other hand, was dogged by sexual harassment scandals and other controversies in the UK. He had a close relationship with Katia Zatuliveter, who was a Russian spy and worked as a parliamentary aide to Hancock for a time.


    Eduard Lintner retired quietly but was pulled back into the spotlight over money forwarded to him from Azerbaijan through the Estonian branch of Danske Bank. Connections to Lintner were revealed as the result of work by the international investigative journalists’ platform Organized Crime and Corruption Reporting Project (OCCRP). Thereafter, Danske Bank Estonia earned a bad reputation and the term “Azerbaijani laundromat” started to be used.3 By the way, we should commend the work of the Estonian Financial Intelligence Unit and the journalists of the daily Äripäev for this.


    Unfortunately, these circumstances were not known when the first caviar diplomacy report was published. The importance of this report was, first and foremost, the fact that the views and activities of various politicians were clearly set out. They were used as a frame of reference to describe the habit of Azerbaijani diplomats and public servants to gift their Western supporters generous amounts of caviar and other luxury items, as well as paying for their trips, etc. Knaus did not have direct proof of political corruption, but he outlined a telling behavioural pattern.


    The better overview of what happened is provided not by comparing various reports, but rather by the increasingly lenient election assessments over the years. In 2005, a mission led by [Dutch Green Left senator] Leo Platvoet identified clear violations during the parliamentary election. Andreas Gross and I proposed the suspension of voting rights for the Azerbaijan delegation, but that was rejected. I led the monitoring mission during the presidential election in 2008. In my book Letters from Azerbaijan, I write more about how challenging it was to deliver a collective stance that would also contain criticism of the OSCE/ODIHR.4 Knaus’ report also quotes this Estonian source. My main opponents within the delegation were the previously mentioned Wille, Hancock, Lintner and, perhaps implicitly, Kristiina Ojuland.


    I understood at the time that the brotherhood of Azerbaijan’s friends would become even stronger on the next monitoring mission. In the spring of 2010, my mandate as a rapporteur ended. The mission to monitor the parliamentary election in the autumn of that year was led by Paul Wille, who got his way this time around. He and Polish socialist Tadeusz Iwinski dictated an assessment that was everything but critical. PACE was not the only parliamentary forum that became more lenient. In 2010, the same stance was expressed by Wolfgang Grossruck, president of the OSCE Parliamentary Assembly and a member of the Austrian People’s Party.


    This pattern was repeated at the 2013 presidential election. This was the peak of caviar diplomacy, which Knaus described with the weather reporting example. With hindsight, it is astonishing because the warning signs must already have been noticeable for caviar diplomats at the time. The first ESI reports had been published, but they were not yet known to the wider public. This time, the European Parliament also called the OSCE/ODIHR system into question. Pino Arlacchi, chairman of the Italian socialist delegation and a known investigator of the mafia in his home country, gave the following assessment: “ODIHR consists of so-called experts with no political responsibilities, who were not elected by anybody. So it is easy to manipulate them.”5


    A record number of so-called new monitoring organisations invited by the authorities in Azerbaijan were mobilised in 2013, in addition to those of international parliamentary assemblies. They were financed by Baku and presented opinions that were approved by the regime. Allegedly, about 1,300 international observers from 50 organisations observed the elections. The majority visited for a few days to commend the election and to say that the long-term mission of the ODIHR was plagued by prejudice.


    The biggest Pyrrhic victory by caviar diplomats occurred during the PACE plenary session in January 2013, when Christoph Strasser’s report on political prisoners was voted down. This event also made the direct connection between caviar diplomacy and the money-laundering case in the Estonian branch of Danske Bank. [Italian UDC politician] Luca Volontè emerged as the first big beneficiary of the “Azerbaijani laundromat”. The scale of Volontè’s cash flow was startling: between 17December 2012 and 31 December 2014, his NGO Novae Terrae Foundation received 2.39 million euro (2.17 million of which through Danske Bank). The Italian’s e-mail correspondence with Azerbaijani lobbyists—two members of the Azerbaijan PACE delegation—was later described in great detail. Volontè’s cash flow has been directly connected to the e-mails, with the ESI report giving a particularly good description.


    The matter is especially noteworthy because Volontè served as chair of the EPP in PACE from 2010 to 2013: it was suspected that the money was intended for Volontè to use to influence other party members to vote against the Strasser report. Later, in response to allegations by a prosecutor in Milan, Volontè claimed that the money was for agricultural consultancy work. However, the EPP’s problems did not end with Volontè; after him, the group was led by Pedro Agramunt—“a friend of Assad and Azerbaijan”. Even Cezar Florian Preda, a Romanian who almost became leader of the EPP for a few months this year, had to resign due to his involvement in the Azerbaijan affair.


    German EPP member Eduard Lintner, whose NGO received 819,500 euro from fictitious Azerbaijani companies between 2012 and 2014, was also caught during the Danske money-laundering scandal. Through Lintner, 22,000 euro made its way to Karin Strenz, a Christian Democratic Union member of the Bundestag. Prior to the election in the autumn of 2017, Strenz took the stage at a campaign event in Wismar along with Angela Merkel, indirectly leaving a stain on the long-term chancellor’s campaign.


    The next one to take a fall due to Lintner was Belgian liberal Alain Destexhe. He first became known as Pedro Agramunt’s travelling companion in Syria, when Russians took the pair to meet Assad.


    Destexhe got the chance to write his own report—very neutrally titled “Azerbaijan’s Chairmanship of the Council of Europe: what follow-up on respect for human rights?”—which was also meant to address the matter of political prisoners. The draft report was weak and it remained so when finally adopted without his participation. Over the course of seven years, Destexhe abused an NGO founded by him and another Belgian liberal, Stef Gorise. The organisation received money through Lintner with the purpose of attending the Azerbaijan election and providing exclusively positive assessments. When the story came to light, Destexhe immediately left the Belgian delegation to PACE.


    PACE had to react somehow to the Azerbaijan matter. In June 2017, an Independent Investigation Body was formed of three former judges from the European Court of Human Rights, tasked with questioning politicians and officials and drawing their own conclusions. These three—Jean-Louis Bruguière from France, Sir Nicolas Bratza from the UK (a former president of the ECHR) and Elisabet Fura from Sweden—completed their corruption report in April this year.6 It turns out that, through its embassy and various lobbyists in Strasbourg, Azerbaijan used a slush fund worth tens of millions of euro to make various donations to European politicians.


    What were the consequences? It was concluded that about ten members of PACE had acted contrary to the assembly’s code of conduct. Most of these have now resigned from their positions. However, PACE is not the only body expected to react and draw conclusions: all member states, political groups and the Council of Europe’s Secretary General and Committee of Ministers should do the same.


    Whether or not Azerbaijan has learned anything from what happened, I really cannot say. Probably not. Officially, it has announced that all the criticism is unfounded. We must consider that buying off people’s words and viewpoints is an age-old method for this power structure. One setback doesn’t worry anyone. In that sense, the corrupt Azerbaijani structure works even better than Russia’s influencing activity. In the case of the “laundromat”, it was Western values that received the biggest blow. That is also the case in various countries, including Azerbaijan, where the opposition hoping for a better future suffered a setback to their belief in Western values.


    


    1 ESI, “Disgraced: Azerbaijan and the end of election monitoring as we know it”, 5 November 2013. https://www.esiweb.org/index.php?lang=en&id=67&newsletter_ID=70


    2 ESI, “Caviar Diplomacy: How Azerbaijan silenced the Council of Europe,” Part 1, 24May 2012. https://www.esiweb.org/index.php?lang=en&id=156&document_ID=131


    3 Marge Väikenurm, Paul Radu, OCCRP and Piret Reiljan, “Aserite pesumasin: 2,5 miljardit huugas läbi Eesti”. Äripäev, 4 September 2017. https://www.aripaev.ee/uudised/2017/09/04/aserite-pesumasin-ule-2-miljardi-huugas-labi-eesti


    4 Andres Herkel, Letters from Azerbaijan (Aserbaidžaani kirjad). Tallinn: Varrak, 2010, pp. 140–53.


    5 ESI: “Disgraced”.


    6 Report of the Independent Investigation Body on the allegations of corruption within the Parliamentary Assembly. 15 April 2018, Strasbourg, p. 61 etc. Available at: assembly.coe.int/Communication/IBAC/IBAC-GIAC-Report-EN.pdf.
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    The Kremlin’s Message to Yerevan: Have Your Power Shift, But Remain Our Loyal Vassals


    Armenia has no serious foreign-policy partners besides Russia


    Jaanus Piirsalu


    Postimees, in Moscow


    For the Kremlin, preserving foreign-policy cooperation during the Armenian Spring was of utmost importance, which explains Russia’s reserved official reaction, says Vadim Mukhanov, senior researcher at the Center for Caucasus Studies at the Moscow State Institute of International Relations (MGIMO), an academic institution run by the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, in this interview with Diplomaatia.


    
      [image: ]

    


    
      
        Vadim Muhhanov


        dw.com

      

    


    Diplomaatia: How do you assess Russia’s reaction to events in Armenia, where hundreds of thousands of protesters who took to the streets of Yerevan in April were able to peacefully achieve the removal of the erstwhile president, Serzh Sargsyan, from the position of prime minister?


    Mukhanov: Russia’s official reaction was visibly calm and not at all difficult for it. Its position is that processes currently underway in Armenia are its own internal affair. The reaction couldn’t have been otherwise. [In early June, Armenia’s new foreign minister, MGIMO graduate Zohrab Mnatsakanian, announced during a visit to Moscow that the change of power in Armenia was “a deeply internal political process with no geopolitical aspects whatsoever”.—JP]


    Why couldn’t it have been different? Why was a calm reaction so natural? Isn’t it significant when the head of state changes in a country as friendly with Russia as Armenia, without the approval of Moscow, Armenia’s main political and economic patron?


    Because the ongoing processes in Armenia are primarily directed at internal policy and won’t change the bilateral agenda. How could Moscow react in any other way in a situation where bilateral relations won’t change? Armenia’s new prime minister, Nikol Pashinyan, officially confirmed this. [Before becoming PM, Pashinyan was quite critical of one of Russia’s main initiatives on the territory of the former USSR: the Eurasian Economic Union. However, after taking office and forming a government he announced that Armenia wouldn’t “rock the boat” in the Union.—JP]


    The Kremlin and the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs have repeatedly emphasised after events in neighbouring countries that it is unacceptable that democratically elected power changes hands due to the demands of protesters on the street. This is the Kremlin’s internal- and foreign-policy postulate: power must not be transferred in this way. But it happened in Armenia and the tone of the Kremlin’s reaction was quite different from the case of Ukraine or Georgia.


    Of course the reaction would be different: Armenia is Russia’s strategic partner. The difference also lies in the fact that bilateral relations won’t change. What could dissatisfy Moscow in such a situation? Russia and Armenia have entered into dozens of bilateral agreements, which are being successfully realised. A couple of years ago, the president of Armenia agreed to extend the treaty on the deployment of Russian military bases. Pashinyan has already stated that this agreement won’t be reviewed.
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        Armenia’s new prime minister, Nikol Pashinyan, meeting Russian president Vladimir Putin in June 2018.
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    In other words, the Kremlin wants Armenia to align itself with Russia, but does not care who is in power there?


    In this case, all the formal requirements of the transition of power were also fulfilled. The prime minister was elected by a parliament that had been democratically elected a year ago—not at the first attempt, but still completely legally. You have to agree that the new forces in power in Armenia can’t be called illegitimate in any way.


    Yes, the prime minister is from a party that’s clearly in the minority in parliament, but that doesn’t matter right now, since most of the members of parliament voted for Pashinyan. Russia could only congratulate him for that. All Pashinyan’s statements about bilateral relations were and still are loyal to Russia. Pashinyan’s first official overseas visit was to meet Russian president Vladimir Putin. All of this shows that there won’t be any sudden U-turns in Armenia’s foreign policy.


    This is, of course, in Armenia’s interests, since it is, after all, facing great foreign-policy challenges, mainly over the issue of Nagorno-Karabakh and the delivery of Russian arms to Armenia. [Russia is essentially the only state that supports Armenia in the conflict with Azerbaijan over Nagorno-Karabakh. In addition, Russia is Armenia’s main arms provider and largest economic partner. Russia’s state companies—Russian Railways, Gazprom, Rosneft, Rosatom—are the largest foreign investors in the Armenian economy. Despite this seemingly firm friendship, Russia has consistently refused to write off Armenia’s debt, which stands at several billion dollars, and Armenia has surrendered several strategic companies to Russia to cover the liability. During the change of power in April, Rosneft press secretary Mikhail Leontyev controversially said that “Historically, politically, physically and financially Armenia is a burden for Russia,” owing to which “If they want to jump off” it would be “a relief for Russia”. Leontyev later sent a letter of apology to the new prime minister.—JP]


    Do you think it is wrong to compare the changes of power in Ukraine and Armenia from Russia’s point of view?


    Of course, since the ways in which power shifted in Armenia and in Ukraine are completely different. Besides, cooperation between Yerevan and Moscow is distinct from that between Kyiv and Moscow. They are completely different things. Armenia’s political elite is not taking the same road as Ukraine, or even Georgia. In Georgia, as a rule, changes of power bring a sharp change of direction. Recall the time when Mikheil Saakashvili and Bidzina Ivanishvili came to power: priorities changed. This won’t happen in Armenia because all forces there understand that the country is facing really difficult foreign-policy challenges, which it hasn’t been able to resolve alone thus far. Everyone in Armenia understands that they simply don’t have any strategic partners besides Russia. Look at the map and you’ll see that the borders with their two neighbouring countries are closed. Armenia’s new power did not appear on the scene with anti-Russian rhetoric but through protests over domestic issues.


    When the Armenian protests began, Russian television presented events in quite a negative light. It tried to show them as a marginal matter, and Pashinyan wasn’t described in the most positive light either. After a while the tone changed: the protesters were portrayed in neutral terms and then presented as people who were fighting for the right cause. How do you explain this? Did the Kremlin give orders for the tone of coverage to change?


    I can’t comment on that; you’ll have to ask your colleagues. I rarely watch Russian television. [The well-known research company Levada Center recently published an interesting survey about Russians’ attitude towards the power shift in Armenia. It compared their attitudes towards and awareness of April’s events in Yerevan and the Alexey Navalny-led anti-Putin protest initiative called “He is not our czar” that took place across Russia on 5 May. It was clear that the Russian people were much better informed about events in Armenia than about Navalny’s campaign, which Russian TV news did not cover. Fifty-one per cent of respondents were aware of the change of power in Armenia, while 39% knew about Navalny’s initiative. Of the informed respondents, 29% had a positive attitude towards Navalny’s initiative, while only 24% were supportive of events in Armenia.—JP]


    Why do you think Serzh Sargsyan wasn’t able to hang on to power?


    It was down to the protests. What happened in Armenia is not unprecedented; the same thing occurred in Georgia five years ago. There too, the constitution was significantly amended, and many experts thought that the changes would serve the interests of the term-limited Saakashvili, who would move from the presidency to being prime minister. As we all remember well, Saakashvili’s party lost in the parliamentary elections and in the presidential elections a year later. Similarly, Saakashvili didn’t lose the elections because Georgians really loved Ivanishvili, but thanks to the protest vote. People had simply got tired of him being in power for a decade. Events in Armenia fit well into the same pattern, but the difference is that the power shift didn’t occur in parliamentary elections. The impulse came from Sargsyan’s decision to become prime minister instead of president. The result was the same and it also remained legal.


    Armenia is a country in the Caucasus region, where people are generally hot-blooded. So how did power change not through elections but via a sort of small bloodless revolution?


    Thanks to strong political pressure on Armenia from other countries. A large part of Armenian society understands perfectly well that their neighbour Azerbaijan wouldn’t let them be if there was serious unrest and a power struggle. The bloody spring of 2016 in Karabakh was proof of that. This places Armenian political life in a really serious context. [Armenia has still not acknowledged the independence of the Nagorno-Karabakh Republic, although it is the only state that guarantees its security. Nor has Armenia acknowledged Kosovo, Abkhazia or South Ossetia as independent states.—JP]


    Can we therefore deduce that the Kremlin is really interested in Pashinyan’s success as prime minister and his domestic policy reforms in Armenia?


    Armenia’s stability is what matters most to Russia. This depends, however, on Pashinyan’s popularity. If he is able to use the current popular support correctly, Russia can only benefit, and it creates a basis for even closer cooperation between Armenia and Russia.


    How close is Armenia to being a failed state?


    Problems like a weak economy and a low standard of living are characteristic of most former SSRs. Armenia has also been in sharp conflict with its neighbours during the whole post-Soviet period, but this has clearly thawed in recent years. I think that, generally speaking, the economic situation and the standard of living of ordinary people is not that different in Armenia, Georgia and Azerbaijan. The latter has branded itself an oil state, but most people there are as poor as the residents of Armenia. Yes, many Armenians travel elsewhere in search of a better life—tens of thousands a year—but the same number emigrate from Georgia.
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    Finno-Ugric peoples predominantly voted for Vladimir Putin
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        Jaak Prozes studies the national status and history of the Finno-Ugric peoples in Russia. He graduated from the University of Tartu with a degree in history.

      

    


    Fenno-Ugria is primarily engaged in organising cultural and educational cooperation between the Finno-Ugric peoples living in Estonia and Russia. At the same time, we keep an eye on the status of the Finno-Ugric peoples in Russia, following various developments that concern matters of ethnicity in general.


    On 18 March 2018, the presidential election was held in Russia. Some called it a boring election, since the outcome was known beforehand. Most observers predicted that the incumbent president, Vladimir Putin, would secure 70–80% of the vote, which turned out to be correct. Putin received 76.67%, followed by Pavel Grudinin with 11.79%, Vladimir Zhirinovsky with 5.66%, Ksenia Sobchak with 1.67% and Grigory Yavlinsky with 1.04%.


    However, the biggest question in the election was voter turnout. Any current opposition party hoped that fewer than 50% of voters would go to the polls. Instead, 64% of the electorate voted. The legitimacy of Vladimir Putin, who once again resumes duties as president, is therefore quite significant. Such a large constituency enables Putin to take the most unexpected steps as president, which is something to be wary of.


    I was most interested by the nation-related aspects of the election. Since Putin had intentionally begun to eradicate the national educational system through various provisions, and because his efforts had thus far been met with meetings and protests, I believed that the indigenous peoples living in Russia would demonstrate their dissatisfaction and vote against him. I must admit up front that my expectations were wrong.


    First, I looked at the Finno-Ugric republics. The Mari make up 41.9% of the population of the Mari El Republic; the Moksha and Erzya people make up 40% of the Republic of Mordovia; the Udmurt people account for 28% in the Udmurt Republic; and the Komi 23.7% of the Komi Republic. Putin’s vote was as follows: 85.35% in Mordovia, 76.23% in Udmurtia, 74.0% in the Mari El Republic, 73.04% in the Republic of Karelia [where 7.4% of the population are Karelians—Ed.] and 71.07% in the Komi Republic. It is therefore clear that in percentage terms Putin actually collected the least votes in the republics of Karelia and Komi, where the Finno-Ugric peoples make up the smallest proportion of the population.


    Looking at the results of other candidates, it is very clear that there is not much difference between voting in the Finno-Ugric republics and the nationwide results. Still, it can be said that Pavel Grudinin, the Communist Party candidate, received slightly more votes (14.6%) in the Mari El Republic than the average across Russia. Grigory Yavlinsky, the candidate of the Russian United Democratic Party “Yabloko”, also collected more votes in the Republic of Karelia (1.8%) than the national average. It is also clear that Vladimir Zhirinovsky, the candidate of the LDPR (formerly the Liberal Democratic Party of Russia), had nearly twice as much support in the Komi Republic (10.2%) as the average across Russia.


    However, since the Finno-Ugric peoples are in the minority in all the Russian Federation’s subjects, I suggest that these results might not reflect the actual voting behaviour of the Finno-Ugric peoples. For this reason, I have decided to look at districts where Finno-Ugric peoples make up 80–90% of the population, excluding Karelia, where Karelians make up more than half of the population only in the Olonetsky District. The results are as follows:


    When comparing the results in administrative districts with the general results of the Finno-Ugric republics, it becomes evident that indigenous voters typically voted for Vladimir Putin more than the electorate of the republic as a whole did. This is most likely due to the purely pragmatic desire to vote for the winner because you never know what the future holds. Yet the future is in Putin’s hands! The Communist Party candidate, Grudinin, generally received fewer votes in administrative districts, even farming areas, than in the republic as a whole. Perhaps the latter regions would have been more likely to support the relatively conservative-minded Grudinin, who favours the development of agriculture. The liberal-democrat Zhirinovsky, on the other hand, earned a very good result in the Finno-Ugric republics as well as in other districts populated by Finno-Ugric peoples, topping his general result in Russia as a whole. In several administrative districts in the Komi Republic, he even beat the communist representative Grudinin. This is interesting since Zhirinovsky had reputedly promised to free the Russian peoples from nationalism or, in his words, the national burden. This begs the question whether the desire to rid oneself of one’s language and culture has already grown so strong among the Finno-Ugric peoples, or is it something else? We must recognise the fact that Yavlinsky received less support from the Finno-Ugric peoples than in the Finno-Ugric republics as a whole. In almost all of these, his general result was very different from that achieved in the administrative district. In other words, the Finno-Ugric peoples are still very far from having the democratic world-view as we understand it.
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                within which:

              

              	
                74.0

              

              	
                14.6
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                78.4
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                90.8
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    But how did the Russian presidential election go in other administrative districts, which in the Russian Federation are predominantly organised by republic?


    In many of these republics, indigenous peoples are in the majority. In the last few decades, the proportion of indigenous peoples has grown, while that of Russians has decreased rapidly. For instance, the proportion of these peoples is over 90% in Chechnya and Ingushetia, followed by Tuva and Dagestan with 80%. In addition, indigenous peoples are also in the majority in the republics of Bashkortostan, Kabardino-Balkaria, Kalmykia, Karachay-Cherkessia, North Ossetia-Alania, Sakha (Yakutia), Tatarstan and Chuvashia.


    Putin received slightly fewer votes in the republics of Khakassia and Yakutia, which are located in Eastern Siberia, although he did collect over 90% of the vote in Tuva. Generally, however, he received a bigger share of the vote in the national republics than in Russia as a whole, especially in the republics of the Northern Caucasus where his support exceeded 90%. Grudinin received more support in eastern republics such as Yakutia, where he collected 27.3% of the vote, and Altai (20.3%), although his level of support was mostly lower than in Russia as a whole, with less than 5% in some places. Nevertheless, Grudinin beat Zhirinovsky in every republic in the Russian Federation.


    For instance, with a few exceptions Zhirinovsky collected significantly fewer votes in national republics other than the Finno-Ugric republics. He received fewer votes particularly in Dagestan and Chechnya, where he sometimes even fell behind Yavlinsky. This lack of support for Zhirinovsky certainly indicates a stronger national sentiment among these peoples; they simply do not find Zhirinovsky’s sometimes chauvinistic statements acceptable. It is evident, however, that Yavlinsky received significantly less support in the national republics than the all-Russia average. The biggest exception here was the Republic of Ingushetia, where his vote was twice the proportion of that in Russia as a whole.


    In conclusion, this election did not reveal much about the views and preferences of these peoples compared to the voting preferences of the Russian-speaking population—though in truth, none of the presidential candidates touched upon the issue of national politics. For instance, no candidate said that he or she stood for national language education of the Russian peoples or that Russians living in national republics should learn the local language at school. Russian national republics supported Putin, who approves of the elimination of national language education, perhaps even more than the other Russian regions on average. He received slightly fewer votes in the Far East and Eastern Siberia, as well as in larger cities such as Moscow. However, the Republic of Sakha (Yakutia) is something of an exception. Political observers have noted frustration with its current administration among voters, and people have already demanded that the head of the republic step down. Meanwhile, Grudinin gained the most support in eastern Russia and some support in rural areas, particularly in regions where agriculture is more important. Nevertheless, communist candidates generally received several million fewer votes in Russia than in the previous presidential election in 2012. Zhirinovsky’s results were best in the northern regions of Russia, where in some places his share of the vote rose to nearly 10%, and in the Far East. Yavlinsky’s support was mostly in St Petersburg and Moscow, where he received over 3% of votes. Hence voting for the candidates tends to follow the power lines in the larger regions, with northern and eastern regions contrasting with central and southern parts of Russia. The differences between city and rural populations are also significant. The role of ethnicity was thus quite marginal this time. While the proportion of different nationalities is generally growing, the nationalities in Russia should perhaps express their national attitudes in stronger terms in future—or the existence of national republics in Russia may be called into question.


    The Russian presidential election has taken place, and people have shown a relatively large degree of unity. This is based on the idea, deep-rooted in Russian society, that the country is surrounded by enemies and those who do not vote for Putin are against Russia and in favour of the West. Even Russians living in Estonia were overwhelmingly pro-Putin, with him receiving 94% percent of votes there.


    The subjects of the Russian Federation should, however, be concerned about the future because this strong authority might inspire Putin to reorganise the structure of the Federation. Indeed he has already started working on this—in 2005, Komi-Permyak Autonomous Okrug was abolished and merged with Perm Krai. In recent years, Moscow has implemented an education policy that has decidedly marginalised the use and teaching of the indigenous peoples’ national languages. This is creating a situation in which the indigenous peoples in many regions can no longer speak their mother tongue, or only speak it poorly. This is the case with Karelians and Mordovinians, about 50% of whom cannot speak their mother tongue. This makes us wonder about the need for theatre, plays and the already small amount of journalism and literature available in national languages. What separates these peoples from Russians? Are these artificial national republics even necessary? Moreover, the majority of the national republics require large government subsidies. For instance, 60% of the budget of the republics of Mari El and Mordovia comes from the central government. If they were now to be merged into much larger provinces, the government of these regions would be economically more effective and the population’s income would also grow. All indications suggest that this development strategy is very likely.
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    In line with an instruction from President Vladimir Putin, in December 2017 the Russian Prosecutor General’s Office, in conjunction with Rosobornadzor [Federal Service for Supervision in Education and Science—Ed.], presented a report on the voluntary study of national languages in Russian schools. Since September 2017 an inspection had been conducted on “a verification of compliance in the constituent entities of the Russian Federation with provisions of the law relating to ensuring the rights of citizens to voluntarily study their native language from the languages of the peoples of the Russian Federation and the official languages of the republics that are part of the country”.1 Both the instruction and the new intentions of the federal government to strengthen the Russian language triggered tensions in Russia’s ethnic regions.


    Since the collapse of the USSR, a language problem—the importance of strengthening Russian in the ethnic regions—has been circulating in expert, government and nationalist circles. The problem is complicated because of the country’s multilingualism and multiethnicity. Understanding the complex nature of the problem led Putin to demonstrate more cautious national and language policies. Moreover, the main aims of Putin’s first term as president were to achieve unity among Russia’s nationalities around the narratives of Russia and citizenship to avoid or prevent a schism (“rasskol”) in society and the recentralisation of governance in Russia. In his presidential programme in 1999, Putin referred to citizens using the term “people of Russia” (“rossiyskiy narod” or “rossiyan”) rather than “nation” (“natsiya” or “russkie”). According to him, “the acceptance by our people of supranational, universal human values towers above social, group and ethnic interests”.2


    According to the 2010 Russian census, about 150 languages were registered as mother tongues of nationalities in Russia.3 In the light of this, the Kremlin postponed consideration of this issue until July 2017. President Putin raised the question in a session of the Council on Interethnic Relations on 20 July. He stated that the study of national languages was a right guaranteed by the constitution, but emphasised that the right was voluntary: “Forcing a person to learn a language that is not his native tongue is just as unacceptable as reducing the level of and time spent teaching Russian. I would like to draw this to the special attention of the heads of regions of the Russian Federation”.4 According to some experts on Russia, this issue is important in terms of Russia’s national security and the Kremlin intends to prevent ethnic separatism and centrifugal actions in the face of economic and social difficulties, and these outweigh the possibility of side effects.5 Even Valery Tishkov, director of the Institute of Ethnography and Anthropology at the Russian Academy of Sciences, supported Russian-language teaching in ethnic regions and described the extinction of national minorities’ languages as a “natural process”. According to Tishkov, the transition to Russian would not lead to the extinction of ethnic groups’ national identity. As an example, he pointed to the children of [Aleksandr] Solzhenitsyn, who grew up in the United States and did not know Russian as a language but remained Russian.6 Tishkov’s arguments were criticised by representatives of national regions, according to one of whom they were a “very strange attempt” to connect the realities of migrants who found themselves in another continent with the language problem of peoples who lived in their historical settlement.7 It is worth noting that Tishkov was a Russian minister of nationalities in the 1990s and continually criticised the brutality of Moscow’s treatment of Chechnya, and he was also a major proponent of the idea of inculcating a civic, or “post-nationalist”, idea of being a Russian—a rossiyanin rather than a russkiy citizen. Both Boris Yeltsin and Vladimir Putin used his ideas in their public addresses.8


    It must be emphasised that historically the language question and Russification strategies towards the national regions provided impetus to rising national consciousness and movements in the Russian Empire and the Soviet Union.9 Signs of the side effects of the Kremlin’s recent decision have already been felt.10


    The issue of compulsory bilingualism arose most sharply in Tatarstan, where authorities’ attempts to explore Tatar- and Russian-language studies increased tensions. The local elites opposed the Kremlin’s decision and there were even some public protests.11,12 The Coordination Council of Peoples of the Volga and the Urals Region was established in Kazan, with the main goal of restoring the rights of national education systems. Representatives of Mari and Chuvash national organisations also attended the event. Intellectual representatives and public leaders of several nationalities also denounced the Kremlin’s intentions.13 In October, representatives of the Tatar intelligentsia addressed an open letter to the president of Tatarstan and demanded that the national language be defended, warning that otherwise they would not support their candidates when “interested” people stood for the oil companies Tatneft or TAIF or for official positions: “And this will certainly happen if Tatarstan’s civil society and leadership do not show determination to remain within the legal framework of their positions to the end”.14 Fatuziya Bayramova, a founder of the national independence party Ittifak, declared the need to abolish Vladimir Putin’s instruction on the voluntary study of national languages and also called for people not to vote for him in the [2018] presidential elections.15 Moreover, Rustam Minnikhanov, President of Tatarstan, opposed “terrorising school principals” by the supervisory bodies and said that the situation could have a bad effect “in relation to our president” on the eve of the elections, which “should be organised by the schools”. The president expressed the hope that the republic would find “common points of solution” with Russia’s federal centre.16 Despite this, Tatarstan’s Prosecutor-General, Ildus Nafikov, announced the completion of the inspection of almost 1,500 schools and the transition to a new system of teaching the Tatar language entailing two hours a week of elective, not compulsory, study.17


    In Bashkortostan, the head of the republic, Rustem Khamitov, supported the Kremlin decision, but local society protested against it and demonstrations were held.18 According to the local media, the rally for the defence of the Bashkir language was the largest protest in recent years.19


    It has been officially confirmed that more than half the languages of the ethnic groups of Dagestan are on the verge of extinction.20 The reduction in the hours of native-language teaching in schools has alarmed public opinion in the republic, and there are calls in the media against the Kremlin’s language policy in Dagestan.21,22


    Despite the strong disagreement in the national regions, it seems the Kremlin is holding firm. The presidential press secretary, Dmitry Peskov, confirmed that the federal centre does not intend to change its position on the voluntary study of national languages and there would be no exceptions for “anyone”.23 Moreover, a parallel problem has recently arisen in the regions: the redistribution of income from regional budgets in favour of the centre. This has also caused minor riots in the regions. The governors and heads of republics are explicitly demanding the centre grants political and economic rights. They no longer seek financial support, as in their heyday, but demand independence and refer to the opinion of the local people; the regions have remembered that Russia is a federal state.24


    Despite growing support for nationalist ideas in society in recent years, Putin has—at least publicly—maintained a relatively pluralistic attitude. But the escalating confrontation with the West and increasing economic hardships and social dissatisfaction might lead Putin’s next presidency to enhance control with the aim of preventing potential separatism in ethnic regions. In this case, language will be the main target. Signs of this attitude have already been seen. Recently, even the Patriarch of the Russian Orthodox Church, Kirill—who is also the head of the Russian Literature and Language Society—has called for the quality of Russian-language teaching in the North Caucasus to be improved.25


    The Kremlin probably intends to prevent any strengthening of national movements and decentralisation processes in the regions using “sticks”, because it does not currently have enough “carrots” to satisfy the regions. And the realisation of the common language strategy together with plans for personnel changes (creating “new varyags”) will probably be the main pillars of Moscow’s policy towards national regions in the years to come. One way or another, the language crisis might be only a symptom of the end of Russian federalism, or the start of a new movement towards a new show of sovereignty in Russia. Either way, this risky ploy by Moscow would be compared with the occupation of Crimea and the results might be serious both for the national regions and for Russia as a whole.
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    Russia’s Crude and Fragile Power


    Lighting a match in a gas-filled room may be enough
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    Although Vladimir Putin strengthens his grip through spectacles and the demonstration of power, the system he heads is gradually becoming more fragile.


    The need for reform is more urgent than ever. According to the latest poll, the number of people calling for this has increased from 44% to 56%. Stability as the legitimising force of power is clearly weakening.


    There isn’t an economics expert in Russia who would consider Putin’s new goals for growth, presented in the spring, realistic. The voluntaristic and populist ukase of a president who was raised in the conditions of a command economy are simply not convincing.


    Vladimir Sokratin, a sociologist and leader of the think-tank Reshenie, warns in the St Petersburg quality weekly Gorod 812 that civil unrest is about to unfold. But in fact, according to the Levada Center NGO, 90% of the population would probably not participate in local protests. Sokratin notes that, as long as the current realities persist, no other outcome is possible given household survey interviews. But events Volokolamsk and Kemerovo showed that street activity can go from zero to 100% in just 24 hours.
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        Residents of Volokolamsk protesting in March 2018 against the dangerous landfill.
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    The small town of Volokolamsk provides an example of the current regime meeting protest with violent force. Residents had long complained about an unsanitary landfill. When children started to fall ill due to it, around 5,000 of the 21,000 residents took to the streets. Sokratin says that the governor should have offered a deal about the children’s treatment and improving the condition of the landfill. Instead, he called in the National Guard, and social media across Russia showed how they dispersed the crowd. Once the fire was lit, Governor Vorobyov didn’t think he needed to reconcile and put it out. Sokratin adds: “He’s under the impression that he must rule with an iron fist—that’s why he got the position. One cannot negotiate, submit to compromise or kneel before the people.”


    When comparing this to the ethnic violence in Kondopoga in 2006, the differences are huge. Sokratin took part in the resolution of that incident, advising the city government of Petroskoi. There was no brutal force and the protesters were not beaten with clubs; instead, the unrest was calmed with negotiations, propaganda and reconciliation.


    Sokratin speaks of a social tension that is threatening Russia and could erupt into a riot at any moment. This tension is born of a sense of injustice—nobody seems to be protecting the people. Accidents such as the Kemerevo shopping centre fire that claimed many lives, cases of serious corruption, or arbitrary behaviour by the administration such as closing down Telegram [a popular messaging app—Ed.] can bring people onto the streets. A sudden accident, such as occur often in Russia, will contribute to an explosion if people believe that the state is behaving unjustly.


    A year ago, many schoolchildren took part in protests led by Alexei Navalny. They didn’t care about Navalny or even his fight against corruption. The protests didn’t raise Navalny’s popularity ratings, either. Teenagers were simply protesting against injustice in society.


    When Putin was re-elected, teenagers were on the receiving end of beatings and arrests. Horrendous pictures spread on social media, depicting even elementary-school children being imprisoned. When parents came to collect their young rebels, they were threatened with joint legal responsibility for failing to bring up their offspring properly. An associated new law is currently in the works.


    Protesters are threatened with arrest. Even passers-by are given prison sentences to scare them, like after the Bolotnaya protests in May 2012. According to Sokratin, intimidation only works against intellectuals and good-natured protesters, but some of the demonstrators want to fight. The violence of the National Guard inevitably creates counterviolence.


    Last autumn an acquaintance of mine was invited to lunch with the deputy mayor of St Petersburg, when the latter talked about how the Syrian Civil War had started: boys who had painted anti-government graffiti were taken to a police station and got their knuckles rapped.


    I’ve read the same story myself—it is, in fact, true that boys were disappearing into thin air in Syria. My acquaintance thinks that the story reflects the leadership’s discussions about the expected protests: if siloviki start to beat all protesters with clubs, then maybe the “civilised” side will warn others about the consequences of violence.


    Putin is widely known to make hasty decisions. The entire administration would follow him to quick successes without question and with no regard for the consequences, which are often unexpectedly negative. Officials don’t even have time for strategic reforms when they need to focus on repelling plots conducted by competing groups. The country’s structure has been fragmented and groups are fighting each other. The power struggle between interest groups and Kremlin clans is obstructing the long-term perspective.


    Many measures, presented as considered decisions, are actually covert fights in the Byzantine secret corridors of power. The poisoning of Skripal and Litvinenko, the murders of Nemtsov and Politkovskaya, and the closure of Telegram are not necessarily beneficial to Putin himself—but he doesn’t have the resources to affect such acts.


    Officials don’t care about the public reaction; they are only concerned with their own positions in the struggle for power. The absence of elections, a free press and civilian pressure groups appears to give them carte blanche. Even in the gubernatorial elections in Kaliningrad, Vladivostok and recently in Novosibirsk, the Kremlin brutally brushed aside local influencers. Defenders of this administration maintain that the Russian people have never had it so good. Economic growth—in other words, the price of oil—has risen back to 2008 levels. This creates a nightmare for all authoritarian leaders: if people’s conditions have improved from struggling to survive to a higher income level, they will eventually start demanding a better quality of life and justice. Younger and more educated people will not settle for stability without freedom and an increasingly empty refrigerator. My own experiences in St Petersburg and Nizhny Novgorod this spring confirmed that people, at least the intelligentsia, are thoroughly fed up with Putin’s administration.


    The Arab Spring has been called “Putin’s birth trauma”. It is said that he fears Gaddafi’s fate. He considers himself to be the only person that can stop the country from slipping into chaos, relying solely on ruthless discipline and order.


    The president may have a weak connection with the country’s reality; Putin and people who have grown up in today’s world are separated by utter bewilderment. He is self-absorbed and suspicious, does not follow mass media channels or social media, and reads only the secret service’s top-secret reports. According to Sokratin, the siloviki who watch everyone and meddle with everything are not the answer. Even the Soviet-era Communist Party or the KGB couldn’t maintain order in 1991. Putin’s power relies on the army, police and secret services.


    However, Sokratin hints that the military might not want to fire on unarmed civilians. They didn’t follow the order to open fire on the protesters in August 1991, because they had been turned into a scapegoat and blamed for casualties in Tbilisi in 1989 and Vilnius in 1991 (when there were also casualties in Riga). The military wasn’t very mobile in 1993.


    Mass protests are a risk for the military—even bystanders have been hurt in riots. Sokratin asks: “What happens when somebody falls under a tank or is injured during the dispersal of protests? If an officer’s wife gets hurt and the officer brings his unit onto the streets?”


    Even the police aren’t necessarily interested in scattering old women and men beating their pots and pans. This was seen in St Petersburg in 2007, when pensioners closed down the Nevsky Prospect. The Kremlin’s assessment of the situation is perhaps less idyllic than the rest of the world’s. Its expectations are reflected in the recently established National Guard, which is under the direct command of the president. The mission of Putin’s personal army is to maintain order in the country; it is led by Viktor Zotov, a former commander of Putin’s bodyguard unit and a ruthless and blindly loyal man.


    Former units of the Ministry of Internal Affairs and riot police OMON were combined into this new gendarmerie. The National Guard has units specialised in “managing” crowds with authority to fire on unarmed citizens, and they have rapid-reaction capabilities. It is larger than the army, and its numbers are being increased to 400,000.


    “Crowd management” is necessary when the country is facing reforms that hit the poorer communities hardest. Russian women reach retirement age at 55 and men at 60, and raising the threshold is as inevitable in terms of the national economy as it is politically impossible. The prospect of increasing the retirement age to 65 has been discussed for a long time. Average male life expectancy in 2017 was just 66.5 years and 43% of men don’t live until the age of 65. Men therefore can’t enjoy their retirement. Living on a small pension is painful. Unemployment will increase if the elderly can’t get work and take up jobs in the place of younger people. This is when older people may start to rebel.


    Argumenty i Fakty (AiF), the newspaper with the largest circulation in Russia, supports Putin but campaigns against injustice. The paper promotes discontent, vividly reporting the unbridled consumption and partying of the golden youth and oligarchs.


    AiF incited bitterness by publishing a comparison in which Russia is revealed as the most unequal country in the world: 74.5% of wealth belongs to 1% of the population. In the United States, which is not famous in terms of social justice, 1% owns 42.1% of wealth, while in China it has 43.2% and in Saudi Arabia the figure is 41.9%.


    Even the government acknowledges that the number of citizens labelled as poor is increasing rapidly. Social vulnerability is creating wider discontent. The Director General of the Institute for Regional Problems, Dmitry Zhuravlev, spoke to AiF about how oligarchs move money abroad, get rich through fixed procurements and leave salaries unpaid. “It is not only the injustice, but also the source that is annoying.”


    Vasily Simchera, former director of Rosstat (Federal Service for State Statistics), maintains that in the West Forbes lists Bill Gates as someone who got rich through innovation; in Russia, it’s the so-called “raw material class” that has gained its wealth by grabbing finished products. Professor Simon Kordonsky of the Higher School of Economics says: “The law passes judgement on rich people differently than on the poor”. Academics compare the situation in contemporary Russia with class-based society and serfdom. The new class has already reached the stage where the sons of siloviki rise to government positions by turning the money taps.


    According to AiF, there is thus plenty of social explosive. Everything appears normal, then somebody lights a match and—bang! Six years at the base of a volcano is a long time.
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    The Invisible Neighbour: 50 Years of Estonia in the Swedish Media


    Sweden continues to treat Estonia as a stranger
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    What kind of geocultural mental image did the Swedish media create of Estonia in the past and what is the situation today? Does the Baltic Sea unite us or is it still a boundary that separates East from West? Is Estonia still seen as “poor, violent and uncivilised” or has the media coverage changed in recent years? How does the tense relationship with Russia influence Estonia’s reputation in Sweden? This article will endeavour to answer these questions.


    Occupied Estonia in Self-censored and Pro-Soviet Swedish Media


    Once World War II was over and people had got used to the influx of wartime refugees, there was a noticeable drop in media coverage of Estonia and Estonians. The borders between East and West were securely closed, and in order to enter the Soviet Union Swedish journalists had to run the gauntlet of the USSR’s foreign ministry and security organisations. Journalists were allowed to visit Estonia only if they were guaranteed to provide a positive account, otherwise the borders remained closed to them for good, and the meetings they attended and places they saw were selected accordingly.


    Long-time journalists Erik Goland and Göran Byttner were among the first to make a professional trip to the Baltic states in 1966. This resulted in a radio series called Baltics 1966, which was completely devoid of criticism. The programme described conditions in occupied Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania with outrageous naïveté. The refugee community was shocked by the reporters’ comments on how people in the occupied Baltic states did not even seem to miss the freedom of speech they had been denied, not to mention the quote used as the title of the programme on Estonia (“Life in Estonia has never been better …”) and a number of other statements that violated the rules of ethical journalism.1


    Per Olov Enquist’s popular award-winning 1968 documentary novel The Legionnaires, a journalistic depiction of the controversial extradition of Baltic refugees in January 1946 and their later life in the Soviet Union, was written in the same vein. The novel was very well received and translated into many languages, even though it triggered a wave of articles and even books by historians and those involved with the aim of correcting Enquist’s pro-Soviet and at times entirely incorrect interpretation of history.2


    Andres Küng’s Criticism of the Baltic States and Subsequent Travel Ban


    “The indifference Swedish people show towards the fate of the Baltic states is most noteworthy, considering the fact that the people in question are their neighbours with whom they have a long-standing, intimate relationship,” remarks the Swedish journalist and media figure Andres Küng, who was born to Estonian refugee parents, in his book Saatusi ja Saavutusi (Fates and Accomplishments).3 The year was 1973 and the border between Estonia and Sweden had already been relaxed. As a journalist, Küng managed to visit occupied Estonia in 1970 and publish his account as a book entitled Estland: en studie i imperialism (Estonia: A Study of Imperialism). The book’s sharp tone towards and criticism of the activities of the occupying power meant that Küng was banned from entering the Soviet Union for years.


    Even though the USSR’s border remained closed to Küng, he continued writing about the Baltic states. He covered many topics—from history and education to religion. His articles (some of which were later published in collections in both Swedish and Estonian) and books were constantly enlightening works to introduce the conditions in Estonia and in the Baltic states in general. In 1989, he once again analysed the coverage of Estonian news in the Swedish media.4 Why did the journalism community still predominantly remain silent? According to Küng, the reason lay in Sweden’s guilty conscience over the extradition of Baltic refugees and acknowledging the occupation of Estonia, but also in journalists’ lack of knowledge about the Baltic states.


    Only a few months later, the famous Monday meetings became press conferences where Swedish journalists met Baltic politicians. Küng’s 1989 ideas about open media cooperation between the countries, including, for instance, joint television programmes with Estonia, were not well received. However, a number of journalists who had contacts in Estonia became interested in reporting news from there.5
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        Estonia in the summer of 1994. One of the biggest news stories involving Estonia was undoubtedly the sinking of the cruise ferry Estonia that year.
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    Depiction of the First Two Decades of Re-independent Estonia: Banal Orientalism


    The situation changed considerably when journalists were once again allowed into Estonia after the fall of the Iron Curtain and locals no longer had to choose their words with care. What kind of image did Western journalists paint?


    More than a decade ago, Kristel Vaino, a Master’s student of Media and Communication at the University of Tartu, studied the portrayal of Estonia in Swedish newspapers, focusing her research on the years 1995–7 and 2002–3.6 Building on the research of her supervisor Peeter Vihalemm, she explained Sweden’s continuing indifference towards Estonia by “social distance”. According to Ülo Ignats, this social distance began to reduce at the height of the Baltic states’ struggle for freedom and the Monday Movement that spread all over Sweden in 1990–1 but increased again once the borders opened up.7


    “Every now and then we welcome journalists who do not know much about Estonia but have certain ideas about more or less everything. It is clear that they come to Estonia in order to find imagery to support the stories in their head, not to investigate what is happening here,” says Vaino in her research. She goes on to point out that experienced Swedish journalists are not the only ones to travel to Estonia with closed minds: young journalism students highlight the same established stereotypical treatments characteristic of the Swedish media—discrimination of the Russian minority and social difficulties in the context of orphanages and criminal activity.


    According to Vaino, “Swedish news outlets seem to have an established model for describing former Soviet countries. In describing them, journalists focus on nostalgia for the bygone era, bad service, high cultural intelligence and low prices, making an occasional reference to the historical background.”8


    Jan Ekecrantz (1940–2007), a long-time professor of media and communication studies at Stockholm University, dubbed the Swedish media’s treatment of Estonia “banal orientalism”. Distinct recurring themes could already be detected in articles from the 1920s and the application of colonialist patterns of thought with regard to Estonia can be detected up to the very end of the 20th century.9 As a researcher, Ekecrantz was interested in global power relationships and their constant (re-)enforcement through the media and communication. It is, therefore, not surprising that the people of Estonia are unable to recognise their country or themselves in most articles written by Swedish journalists, which they find strange and even artificial.


    1995–2003: Estonia’s Number One Fan: Dagens Nyheter


    In her 2004 research, which studied several thousand articles, Vaino highlights Dagens Nyheter as the newspaper that has published the most articles on Estonia. In 1995–7 and 2002–3, this liberal daily published an average of 40–55 articles about Estonia each year. The conservative and slightly more right-wing Svenska Dagbladet follows, with 30–40 articles a year.


    “Dagens Nyheter seems to have the most favourable attitude towards Estonia,” states Vaino. “This newspaper published the highest number of longer articles on Estonia and covered the most topics. Additionally, Dagens Nyheter employs journalists who regularly publish stories on Estonia and, thanks to its correspondents, it is likely to paint the most balanced picture of Estonia for its readers.”10


    Among others, Vaino mentions Tiina Meri, Tiia Derblom, Mert Kubu, Elisabeth Crona, Reet Waikla, Peeter Luksepp and Staffan Skott as journalists who have written the most about Estonia. However, this does not mean that these journalists—who mostly have common Estonian names—have always shown the country in a positive light. For instance, Estonia’s reputation suffered considerable damage due to Mert Kubu’s predominantly negative and controversial writing.


    The image that was created of Estonia in the 1990s has proved difficult to change and, compared to other Scandinavian countries, the Swedish media have been the most negative towards Estonia. How did neighbouring Sweden view Estonia, which had only recently been released from occupation?


    In 1995–7, newspapers often wrote about daily life, political events, cooperation and helping Estonia. Some room was reserved for introducing Estonian nature and environment; there was a lot of talk about environmental problems and the damage left behind by the Soviet military, but also the catastrophic effects of industry on the environment. At the same time, the newspapers also published articles on Estonia’s beautiful nature and its numerous forests and marshes. Significant attention was given to the situation of the Russian-speaking population, especially their language and citizenship problems.


    Cooperation and assistance remained important topics in 2002–3. Politics received considerably less attention than before, and the media did not even bother to mention President Arnold Rüütel’s visit to Sweden. Particular attention was given to crime and the media often published pieces on offences committed by Estonian criminals in Sweden, but also prostitution and problems connected to prisoners, murders, the mafia and similar issues. The proportion of reports concerning economic relations grew considerably and Estonians’ achievements—including Olympic medals and Estonia hosting the Eurovision Song Contest—were also addressed.


    Estonia was often portrayed as a typical Eastern European country while Sweden took the role of a good Samaritan, experienced and wise, that already knew what Estonia should do to rid itself of its problems. Many articles did not give Estonians themselves the chance to get a word in—coverage of the Andrus Veerpalu and Kristina Šmigun doping scandals serve as good examples of this. Polarisations such as “us and them” and “East against West” were almost unnoticeable in articles from 1995–7, but by 2002–3, 12% of articles contained such distinctions. The image of so-called “dangerous” Estonia occurred in only 8% of articles published in the first study period, but this figure had increased to 26% by the second. The prevalence of the image of Estonia as a successful country suffered a significant decline: this was included in 36% of articles in the 1990s and only 14% of the later ones.


    Information War with Russia and Changes in the Swedish Media Landscape


    In the last few years, there have been significant shifts in the media landscape. The advance of social and digital media has forced traditional outlets to seek new opportunities.11 An increasingly aggressive Russia is interested in Estonia as well as in Sweden—both are targets for Russia’s information warfare. This, in turn, means great changes in the media world and the work of journalists.


    The number of people who subscribe to daily print newspapers has fallen by 50% since 2000, while readership of their online versions has increased, but the role of traditional media is changing.12 Statistics indicate a clear generation gap. Compared to print media, digital media—which is usually consumed via smartphones—is nowadays more popular among people under 44 years of age, but a change in attitude can even be detected among older age groups. The use of both television and radio as primary sources of news remains stable. In 2017, 81% of residents of Sweden aged 9 to 79 watched television every day, 62% listened to the radio, 56% read newspapers, 65% followed social media and 51% followed traditional online media.


    In 2018, the so-called Swedish trust barometer13 indicated that people have a high level of confidence in Swedish Radio and national television (SVT). Sixty-five percent of respondents reported rather high or high confidence in Swedish Radio, and 58% thought the same about SVT. Dagens Nyheter was seen as the most trustworthy newspaper (45%; in 2008, it was a whopping 58%), followed by local papers, which were trusted by 43% of respondents, Svenska Dagbladet (40%), the tabloid Aftonbladet (14%) and, finally, Expressen (10%).


    The confidence Swedes have in Wikipedia and Google is relatively high and comparable to the major dailies. At the same time, the level of confidence has diminished in the last few years (41% in 2018 against 54% in 2012). Facebook is of entirely different stock, but trust in it has fallen, too, and now barely reaches 10% (16% in 2011).


    Changes in the media and the field of journalism, especially the spread of fake news and Russian propaganda, have been much analysed in relation to Russia’s information war on Europe. In 2017, Martin Kragh, a Swedish expert on Russia, published a thorough overview of Russia’s influence operations in Sweden.14 In his article, he drew attention to Aftonbladet’s cultural section, which was being used as a direct instrument of Russian propaganda. Kragh’s article triggered vicious personal attacks in both social and traditional media. At the same time, he was not the first to call attention to Aftonbladet’s activities. The authors of “Fog of Falsehood: Russian Strategy of Deception and the Conflict in Ukraine”, an investigation of Russian influence operations published by the Finnish Institute of International Affairs, levelled similar criticism.15 Aside from Aftonbladet, the study also names both Dagens Nyheter and Svenska Dagbladet as uncritical disseminators of Russian propaganda.


    In the context of recent foreign-policy and domestic social changes, the work of Swedish journalists has become more difficult due to the increasing number of direct attacks and threats against journalists. For instance, internet trolls and print media have repeatedly targeted the renowned journalist Patrik Oksanen, who writes about defence policy and is openly critical of Putin’s Russia.16 It is worth mentioning that Oksanen has occasionally written constructive articles on matters related to Estonia.


    Estonia’s reputation in Sweden may be unexpectedly and negatively influenced by individuals connected to the Kremlin, such as the right-wing radical and former asylum-seeker Egor Putilov, who writes opinion pieces under several aliases. Last year, the story of his shadowy background caused a major public scandal in Sweden17 and spurred several agencies into action. It should be pointed out that, despite several journalists’ investigative articles on Putilov’s activities, he continues to write for the so-called Swedish alternative media, attacking those very same journalists, among other things.


    The Invisible, but Frightening, Neighbour in 2017


    On 20 March 2018, the Stockholm Estonian House hosted a media seminar under the aegis of the Association of Estonians in Sweden, for which I analysed the image of Estonia in Swedish newspapers in 2017 and the general coverage of the centenary of the Republic of Estonia. I studied the headlines, topics, photos and messages in articles published by Dagens Nyheter (DN) and Svenska Dagbladet (SvD) that included the keyword “Estonia”. The centenary was significant news that could be reported in a positive light. I was interested in whether and how the Swedish media used this opportunity to acknowledge its neighbouring country. The following is a summary of my presentation.


    Estonia in 2017 According to Dagens Nyheter


    Headlines mentioned Estonia on seven occasions in relation to the Russian threat and most of the articles focused on the topics of security, war and threats. The articles discussed the security crisis in the Baltic Sea region, NATO’s activities, Russia’s reactions or steps taken in relation to Estonia, its arming against attack and cooperation with the US.


    An article about Ilon Wikland was an exception, and DN did not file this under Estonia, even though the story focused on a children’s opera based on the story of Wikland’s escape. Among other topics, this fascinating article mentions Estonia’s historical tragedy that caused Ilon Wikland to flee to Sweden as a child.


    The cultural section mentioned Estonia on only one occasion. This short article by Henning Eklund drew DN readers’ attention to a Facebook comment by the spokesperson of the Russian foreign ministry, Maria Zakharova, in which she criticised a film based on the history of the Forest Brothers resistance group in the Baltic states. The article did not include any comments from the film’s authors or historians—the only cited source was Zakharova’s social media account, in which she claimed that the Baltic Forest Brothers were Nazis. This is a textbook example of Russian propaganda.


    Economic affairs were brought up twice. The first story was about a new wave of false invoices threatening Swedish entrepreneurs, and the other focused on Estonians’ multi-million-euro claim against Swedbank. The headlines suggested that these activities were targeted against Swedish businesses, even though Estonia was the injured party in the second story.


    The sports section covered freestyle skier Kelly Sildaru’s success. Once again, the headline included the military expression “tar med storm”, which is synonymous with “fullständigt besegra”, meaning “to defeat completely”. One possible translation of the headline is “15-year-old Took Estonia by Storm”. News of the harassment scandal involving former prime minister Taavi Rõivas made it to Sweden, too, where it fit into the general journalistic context along with numerous articles about the #MeToo movement.


    The interview with Estonian president Kersti Kaljulaid published on 25 January merits special attention—especially its headlines and photographic material. In order to produce this sizable article, DN journalists Ingmar Nevéus (photos) and Magnus Hallgren (text) visited the president’s office in Kadriorg. The front page featured a large photo of the Estonian president with the headline “Men Who Make President’s Life Difficult” (Männen som gör livet surt för presidenten), with smaller photos of Donald Trump and Vladimir Putin underneath. This was followed by a quote from the president—“Russia is the aggressive party”—and Michael Winiarski’s expert commentary: “Small Eastern European countries risk becoming spare change in Trump’s deal”.


    The story continues on page eight with a large-print headline “Estonian President: Trump Assured NATO Remains Important Partner”. The next page features a photo of a somewhat resigned-looking Kaljulaid being served coffee and a headline from the newspaper’s foreign commentator Winiarski: “Tallinn Cannot Rely on US Support”. Kaljulaid’s comment, given underneath in small print, says that Russia must change itself in order to facilitate a more meaningful dialogue and stresses again that Russia is the aggressive party.


    DN treats Estonia as a peaceful but slightly annoying small military neighbour that is threatened by Russia, a weak woman bullied by grown men who can easily be defeated by a 15-year-old girl. DN has put in real effort and used its own journalists rather than running stories by others only in the case of five articles, of which the interview with the Estonian president and Mikael Holmström’s interview with the Commander of the Estonian Defence Forces, Riho Terras, are the most noteworthy. Defence policy and the security of the Baltic Sea region, in which Estonia plays a key role, can be regarded as the only topics that are well covered. The only positive story from the field of culture is an interview with Ilon Wikland. Throughout the year, several Estonians were given the chance to have their say, but most of the articles published were based on interviews conducted by other media outlets.


    The fact that Sweden’s largest daily newspaper does not have correspondents in Estonia or journalists to regularly report from Estonia is a significant shortcoming. There has been at least one case where a DN journalist gave readers false information originating from Russia, damaging the credibility of DN and the image of Estonia and failing to provide a truthful account of the history of the Baltic states.


    Svenska Dagbladet’s View of Estonia in 2017


    Svenska Dagbladet is the fourth-largest newspaper in Sweden. Estonia was mentioned in 24 articles in 2017, which was less than in the 1990s. The main keywords attached to articles on Estonia were: Russia (11 times), threat, war, security, armament, NATO and hackers. At the same time, the tone of the headlines is neutral, and Estonia is shown as strong and successful despite the difficulties arising from the security and political situation.


    Estonia received positive attention during its presidency of the Council of the European Union—headlines described Estonia as the most successful cyber nation in Europe that “puts Europe in order”, and Tallinn was said to “take charge of Europe”. The grand old man of the Swedish Defence Forces, Karlis Neretnieks, wrote an article on the security of the Baltic Sea region entitled “Baltic States are also Sweden’s Concern”.


    In an in-depth interview published on 26 January, Estonian foreign minister Sven Mikser “warns against new attacks from Russian hackers”. Mikser is also quoted in an editorial of 4 February as saying, “every war will have a cyber dimension in the future”. Estonia had another neutral mention in relation to the security of Finland. The newspaper also published a report that featured interviews with the commander of the Swedish Defence Forces and his Estonian colleague, Riho Terras. An interview with Finnish president Sauli Niinistö on 3 June was given the title “Attack on Estonia Unlikely”.


    The business news section reported the multi-million-euro claim against Swedbank mentioned earlier. In December, the newspaper published an article about a company that was going to leave Estonia. Occasionally, the newspaper carried sports news with neutral headlines. Estonia was also mentioned, along with other countries, in an article on the European Health Interview Survey and a discussion about refugees. The literary section published an interview with Lena Männik Styren, whose family had fled to Sweden when she was a child.


    Articles in SvD are characterised by their persistently calm tone. Estonia is depicted as being the equal of other countries. Estonians are interviewed individually or as a group and their opinion is valued. They are also depicted as successful in certain fields. The majority of articles focus on military and security matters and Estonia is often mentioned along with Russia, as well as with Finland. Accompanying photos also indicate a calculated and relatively neutral attitude towards Estonia.


    Estonia’s Centenary in the Swedish Media


    While the Finnish daily Helsingin Sanomat published a special issue, “Helsingi Sõnumid”, in celebration of Estonia’s 100th anniversary, the Swedish media’s reaction to this great event was lukewarm, with the exception of some local papers and Swedish Radio, especially the classical music station P2.


    A week before the event, P2 broadcast a concert dedicated to Estonia’s centenary. Swedish Radio commissioned Maria Kõrvits to write a special piece for this occasion called Through, which was first performed during the show. The hosts alternated in speaking Estonian and Swedish, and the programme was broadcast live in 56 countries. Estonian music also remained the focus of the classical radio station over the following days.


    On 20 February, Västerbottens-Kuriren’s journalist Mats Olofsson wrote an in-depth article about Estonia’s centenary, which included a positive comment on the Swedish Estonians’ festival “Estival” in Stockholm City Hall. The article was illustrated with a picture of the Estonian tricolour and the title “A new addition to the Nordic family?” underneath. On the same day, the regional tabloid Borås Tidning carried an article by Enel Melberg, “Estonia Sings Own Songs to Celebrate Its Centenary”, in which the renowned Swedish-Estonian writer and translator provided an in-depth summary of Estonia’s history, latest films and literature. A couple of days later, three more local papers published interviews with Swedish-Estonian Mihkel Nõmm.


    The print version of DN did not mention Estonia’s anniversary in its 24February issue. Its online portal carried a brief story from the Finnish media with a photo of the celebrations in Estonia. SvD ran a short editorial by Per Gudmunson titled “Long Road to Freedom”. This was illustrated by a clipping of a 100-year-old SvD story reporting that an Estonian delegation had arrived in Sweden and that everything was ready for the birth of a new republic.


    The morning show on Swedish Radio station P1 broadcast a more substantial report on Estonia—their Baltics correspondent Erika Gabrielson spent seven minutes introducing Estonia and interviewing people, and later also presented a two-and-a-half-minute story for P1’s news bulletin. Both showed Estonia as a rapidly developing country and an equal partner. As an illustration, Swedish Radio’s website featured a photo depicting random tourists in the Old Town of Tallinn with a Russian flag in the foreground and a small Swedish flag in the background. A 15-second clip of Estonia’s centenary celebrations was shown on the evening television news.


    Conclusion


    This article covers the period from the 1960s to the present day, but it is far from exhaustive. Contemporary Swedish journalists’ depiction of Estonia is based on their personal knowledge and prejudices, formed over decades. Those now in their 30s and 40s went to school at a time when Estonian history was slowly making its way back onto the curriculum, but their parents’ textbooks made no mention of it. One can occasionally still find physical maps with a white spot where Estonia should be.


    The depiction of Estonia in 20th-century Swedish media has been described as “banal orientalism”, which is, above all, based on the traditional colonialist treatment of countries that are smaller and slightly vulnerable due to their geopolitical location. During the occupation, the media engaged in self-censorship and could turn a blind eye to the best practices of journalism, producing reports that shocked people familiar with the country’s history and circumstances. The 1990s were characterised by a strong focus on the problems of the Russian community and environmental issues. However, the media showed solidarity with and considerable interest in Estonia’s development and a generation of Swedish journalists who write about Estonia emerged. The introduction of visa-free travel shifted the focus to poverty and crime, and a lot of attention was devoted to Estonian criminals and prostitutes who moved to Sweden and thus became major influencers of public opinion on Estonia.


    2017 was characterised by a focus on the security of the Baltic Sea region and military matters, in which Estonia has an important role; however, it was often mentioned in the same sentence as Russia and related threats. At the same time, even the most trusted media outlets would uncritically publish Russian propaganda and false information, thus damaging Estonia’s image.


    Even though Sweden ranks high in the press freedom index and Swedish journalism is considered professional, the media are generally unaware of what goes on in their neighbouring country and even the largest media outlets have no correspondents in Estonia. Stories that are about or linked to Estonia do not generally spark interest in journalists or make the headlines. This results in very few Swedes being able to name the capital of their invisible and remote neighbour, even though it is the closest to Stockholm.


    


    1 Andres Küng, Estland vakna! Göteborg, 1989, p. 283. Küng also points to Ingmar Lindmaker of Svenska Dagbladet, Staffan Teste from Dagens Nyheter, Jan Behre of Göteborgs-Posten and many other journalists as positive examples.


    2 I was most surprised by the embellished description of a Siberian camp, which sympathises with the guards rather than the deportees; not to mention the naïveté with which he interviewed silenced and terrified Soviet citizens.


    3 Andres Küng, Saatusi ja saavutusi: Baltikum tänapäeval. Lund: Eesti Kirjanike Kooperatiiv, 1973. A Swedish translation Vad händer i Baltikum? was published the same year.


    4 Andres Küng, “Baltikum i svensk nyhetsförmedling”, in the collection Estland vakna!


    5 Estonian-born Swedish journalists deserve their own detailed chapter, thanks to the work they have done since the 1940s to enlighten the Swedish public of Estonia’s situation. This article only mentions a few.


    6 Kristel Vaino, “Eesti pilt Rootsi ajalehtedes 1995–1997 ja 2002–2003”. Master’s thesis, University of Tartu Faculty of Social Sciences and Education, 2004.


    7 It is worth mentioning that the media were provided with a considerable number of press releases from Estonia and Estonian refugees in those years. See, for example, the Estonian Freedom Fighters’ Help Centre, which mainly translated and forwarded press releases. The brutal murder of two leading Swedish trade unionists in Tallinn in January 1991 and the sinking of the cruise ferry Estonia in the early hours of 28 September 1994, which resulted in the loss of 852 lives, had a considerable negative effect. The coverage of these two tragic events and the effect on Estonia’s image in Sweden require further and more detailed analysis.


    8 Vaino, op. cit., p. 36.


    9 Vaino, op. cit.


    10 Vaino, op. cit., p. 60.


    11 In addition to annual reports on the Swedish media, Nordicom’s publications on Nordic media trends provide a good overview of changes in the Nordic media landscape. http://nordicom.gu.se.


    12 The digital platform of Dagens Nyheter, which has traditionally been one of the most popular newspapers, ranks as low as third in popularity. Aftonbladet, whose weekly readership exceeds 50% of the population, comes first, followed by Expressen; Dagens Nyheter’s readership is only half that of Aftonbladet. However, the DN management board have made considerable efforts in recent years to benefit from this trend.


    13 Förtroendebarometer measures trust in institutions, political parties, the mass media and companies. Surveys have been conducted since 1997.


    14 More information can be found at https://www.martinkragh.com (the author’s website, from which the full text of the article can be downloaded as a PDF).


    15 The full text of the study can be found on the institute’s website, https://www.fiia.fi/sv/publikation/fog-of-falsehood.


    16 E.g. Folk och Försvar’s seminar on trolls and alternative facts, the participants in which included Patrik Oksanen. See https://www.svt.se/nyheter/svtforum/motesplats-samhallssakerhet-troll-och-alternativa-fakta.


    17 See the article on Egor Putilov�s identities by Josefine Sköld and Mattias Carlssoni in Dagens Nyheter, 18 February 2018, at https://www.dn.se/nyheter/har-ar-egor-putilovs-nya-identitet/, and Putilov’s response at https://samnytt.se/ett-nytt-lagvattenmarke-i-dns-agendajournalistik/.
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    Mark Galeotti is a well-known analyst specialising in Russia and a researcher at an international relations institute in Prague. He has worked at reputable British and US universities and been a visiting professor at MGIMO. However, few know that Galeotti has studied Russian organised crime for the past 25 years and has written a book based on this work.


    The Vory is based on detailed research and its main thesis is that Russian organised crime can be viewed as a subculture with its own norms, rituals and practices. In addition to interviews and the works of Russian- and English-language authors on the subject, Galeotti makes use of texts by historians, literary scientists and anthropologists.


    Thieves—vory in Russian—have traditionally been an organised, closed and criminal caste of the Russian underworld, whose activities will be somewhat familiar to those who have read Estonian fiction such as Ahto Levi’s Halli hundi päevik (The Diary of Grey Wolf) or Raimond Kaugver’s Nelikümmend küünalt (Forty Candles).


    At the beginning of the book, the author takes the reader to pre-revolutionary times and shows that Czarist Russia was a state that “policed on the cheap” (p. 12)—in the late 19th century, there were fewer than 48,000 policemen for 120 million residents in Russia. Most of them served in cities, and hence there were slightly over 8,000 officers for the 90 million people who lived in the countryside (p. 16). It is no wonder that forms of rough justice were prevalent among country residents, with horse thieves receiving the strictest punishments. Chronic corruption in the Russian Empire, which Galeotti even calls “something of a Russian tradition” (p. 13), must be also taken into account in this.


    Galeotti identifies the slums (jamy) of historical cities like St Petersburg, Odessa and Moscow as the birthplace of modern Russian organised crime. People from the villages flocked to the cities in search of good fortune due to urbanisation and industrial development. Most of them ended up in the slums, where official structures were only nominally represented. As a result, criminal groups emerged, which Galeotti considers to be the beginning of the world of thieves, or vorovskoi mir. The groups dealt in extortion, pickpocketing and robbery and specialised in a certain type of activity from quite early on (p. 31). Galeotti claims that criminal groups borrowed their structure from the first artels—they had a specific hierarchy, joint budget and the obligation to help one another (p. 30).


    According to Galeotti, the ties between power and the criminal world emerged owing to Stalin, who wasn’t the only revolutionary to fill the Bolshevist party’s coffers with the proceeds of robbery. There was a shift after the Bolshevik coup. The chaos in Russia during and after the revolution forced the Bolsheviks to take increasingly brutal steps to remain in power. One of these was to establish a system of prison camps and send people there in great numbers. The Gulag camps brought the homogenisation of the vorovskoi mir—prisoners were moved from camp to camp and they created a unified subculture. In the world of the camps, a nationwide hierarchy was established: the top was reserved for thieves in law (vory v zakone), who were “not necessarily gang leaders” but rather “judges, teachers, role models and high priests of the vorovskoi mir” (p. 46). During that time, one of the norms of the world of thieves—the prohibition to cooperate with the state—was cemented. Those who broke the rule were called “bitches” (suka). The historical overview of what happened in the camps during the war is long, but one breakthrough moment is worth mentioning: the bitches’ war. More than a million Gulag prisoners, many criminals among them, joined the Red Army during World War II (p. 54). Galeotti believes the reason for this was pure opportunism, the desire to achieve better living conditions, but Anne Applebaum says that the camps were also affected by the general surge of patriotism, so that even criminals went to war for idealistic reasons.1 The last chapter of the first part is a treat for scholars of culture, as it explores the development of thieves’ slang, tattoo culture and norms. There is also a short summary of the role of women in the world of thieves.


    Galeotti claims that the vorovksoi mir was nearly done for after Stalin’s death and the closure of the Gulag camps, since it was meant to exist in the camp system (p. 87), but the economies of shortage2 and the endemic corruption in the Soviet Union connected to it gave a new lease of life to thieves. Alena Ledeneva has described this system (blat) as a structure of informal networks that helped people gain access to goods and services in short supply.3 This was an opportunity for thieves, who formed illegal companies and mediated these goods in cooperation with Communist Party structures, “the biggest gang in town” (p. 86).


    The book is especially interesting in its coverage of the 1990s, as this section is based on the author’s own fieldwork in Russia. As expected, one of the most important sources of income for the world of thieves during perestroika was the manufacture and sale of bootleg alcohol (p. 99). There is an excellent book on this period, which shows the extent of the chaos in the Soviet economy when one of the most important sources of income for the state disappeared.4 Galeotti claims that the situation that emerged led the criminal world to participate in business—the author explains in fascinating terms how people started to ask criminals for goods besides alcohol (p. 100). The book dedicates too little space to protection rackets and the development of ethnic groups during that time; for the author these are, rather, an episode that serves to show how the basis for the structure of later organised crime was created after the Soviet Union collapsed.


    Changes in organised crime in the Russian Federation take up more than half the book. It shows how former gang crime was gradually replaced with the so-called structure of authorities, where it is hard to differentiate between a businessman and a crime boss. This structure emerged due to the situation that has also been called “Russian neofeudalism”,5 caused by the state-supported “kleptocracy” where being close to power grants access to resources.6 The analysis of the rivalry between ethnic gangs, especially the section on Chechens, is a highlight here. I also recommend the chapter on the idealisation of the world of thieves in modern Russian cinema and music.


    Galeotti claims that the emergence of the Russian underworld was most influenced by Stalin (by creating a criminal willing to work with the state), Brezhnev (by allowing the black market to flourish due to an economy of shortages) and Gorbachev (by providing new economic opportunities to the thieves). The book concludes with an analysis of how Russian organised crime has infiltrated the Crimea and the Donbas. It proves that crime is a dynamic phenomenon capable of development that is in constant flux.


    


    1 A. Applebaum, Gulag: A History. New York, Toronto, Sydney and Auckland: Doubleday, 2003.


    2 K. Verdery, “Ethnic relations, economies of shortage, and the transition in Eastern Europe”, in C.M. Hann (ed.) Socialism: Ideals, Ideologies, and Local Practice. London and New York: Routledge, 1993, pp. 172–87.


    3 A.V. Ledeneva, Russia’s Economy of Favours. Blat, Networking and Informal Exchange. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998.


    4 M.L. Schrad, Vodka Politics: Alcohol, Autocracy, and the Secret History of the Russian State. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014.


    5 V. Shlapentokh, Contemporary Russia as a Feudal Society. A New Perspective on the Post-Soviet Era. New York and Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007.


    6 K. Dawisha, Putin’s Kleptocracy. Who owns Russia? New York, London, Toronto, Sydney and New Delhi: Simon and Schuster, 2014.
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    Were Robert M. Gates today an official in the Trump Administration, he would certainly be considered an “adult”. He, if anyone, is a complete national-security professional, who has always served his country when called upon to do so. For him, it has been a “duty” to serve.


    Gates was appointed the 22nd US Secretary of Defense in 2006 by President George W. Bush and is the only defence secretary in US history to be asked to remain in office by a newly elected president. Barack Obama was the eighth president, Republican or Democrat, Mr Gates served.


    Mr Gates started his illustrious government career at the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) as a Russian-affairs analyst just two days before Soviet and other Warsaw Pact tanks rolled into Prague, in then Czechoslovakia, in August 1968. After that, he contributed to various intelligence agencies and to the National Security Council (NSC) before ending up as Director of the CIA in 1991.


    His book, Duty: Memoirs of a Secretary at War, focuses on the years 2006–11, when he served first Bush and then Obama. He had left government in 2002 to settle himself into a comfortable job as president of Texas A&M University, when the call came from president Bush to serve, and without hesitation he considered it his duty to serve.


    In the best of times, the Pentagon is not an easy place to manage, let alone to lead. It has a direct effect on about three million people and its annual budget is well over 600 billion US dollars. On top of that, while Mr Gates served as Secretary the United States was waging two wars far from its shores, one in Iraq and the other in Afghanistan.


    Gates’s book is a veritable treasure-trove for those interested in contemporary history. He dutifully took copious notes of his years at the Pentagon, and he produces a detailed and credible narrative of decision-making at the top of the only military superpower in the world. His nickname in the Pentagon was “Yoda”; just like the celebrated character in Star Wars, Gates is short in stature but—also like the Jedi Grand Master in the movie—he masters the Force, too.


    The shaping of US strategy in Iraq and Afghanistan, as well as the last moments of Osama bin Laden, are recorded in the book with photograph-like precision. Over and over again, Mr Gates returns to his duty to support the men and women who did their duty on the battlefield. About 4,000 US soldiers lost their lives while Gates served as defence secretary. The way he returns to this theme is sincere, and the fact that he could not do more to help the soldiers to do their duty clearly bothers him.


    Secretary Gates does not shy away from calling a spade a spade. Special treatment is reserved for members of Congress, particularly those on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. He calls them “those shenanigans on the Hill who distract me from moving forward with my plans … they are insolent, mean and stupid”. Vice President Joe Biden doesn’t escape Mr Gates’s ire, either. For him, Biden “has been wrong in almost all major foreign policy decisions in the past four decades”.


    According to Secretary Gates, President Barack Obama was a “weak politician who readily changes his opinions … agreements with the House are valid just as long as they are politically useful”. Quite surprisingly, it is only Hillary Clinton, a Democrat, who Gates likes and respects, although Gates’s politics are Republican.


    How much attention does he pay to such small countries like Sweden, Finland and Estonia? There is not a word in the book on Sweden or Finland. Estonia is mentioned twice; both times to give a special mention to those countries which in Afghanistan experienced the hardest fighting and faced the greatest sacrifices.


    I suppose, in Secretary Gates’s terms, these were the countries that were there to fulfil their duty.
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    Summary


    The June issue of Diplomaatia is dedicated to several subjects that influence our lives. The migration crisis, developments in the Caucasus and Russia, and overviews of the media and new books are all featured.


    Mari-Liis Jakobson, an associate professor at Tallinn University, writes about the migration crisis. “In an age of migration, where the number of refugees is ever increasing, searching for joint solutions is more important than ever,“ she states.


    “While there were about 84.5 million international migrants in the world in 1970, by this year their number had grown to 258 million, according to the International Organization for Migration (IMO), and there is no reason to believe it will decrease. Rather, it will increase, and at a growing rate. Migration is happening, whether we like it or not.“


    Eero Janson, Hille Hanso and Karmo Tüür comment on the subject.


    Erkki Bahovski, Editor-in Chief of Diplomaatia writes about the Franco-German axis in the European Union and how the domestic policy of both countries influences the EU future.


    Andres Herkel, a member of the Estonian Parliament (Riigikogu), writes about so-called caviar diplomacy, using the example of Azerbaijan. “One setback doesn’t worry anyone. In that sense, the corrupt Azerbaijani structure works even better than Russia’s influencing activity. In the case of the ‘laundromat’, it was Western values that received the biggest blow,“ he says.


    Diplomaatia’s interview with Vadim Mukhanov focuses on analysing relations between Russia and Armenia after the Armenian revolution. “… [P]ower shifted in a completely different manner in Armenia and in Ukraine,“ says Mukhanov. “Besides, cooperation between Yerevan and Moscow is distinct from that between Kyiv and Moscow. They are completely different things. Armenia’s political elite is not taking the same road as Ukraine, or even Georgia.“


    Jaak Prozes, counsellor at the NGO Fenno-Ugria, looks at how the Finno-Ugric peoples voted at the Russian presidential election.


    Nurlan Aliyev, an analyst from Azerbaijan, writes about plans to strengthen the role of the Russian language among the minority nations in Russia. “The language crisis may be both the symptom signalling the end of Russian federalism and the first portent of a new ‘parade of sovereignties’“, he says. “One way or another, this risky step by the Kremlin can be compared to occupying the Crimea, and the consequences could be dire for both ethnic areas as well as Russia as a whole.“


    Finnish publicist Jukka Mallinen writes that Russia may be on the brink of large-scale unrest.


    Swedish-Estonian Evelin Tamm offers a thorough survey of Swedish media coverage of Estonia since the 1960s.


    Pauli Järvenpää and Aimar Ventsel review new books on international policy.
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