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      What should Europe, including Estonia, do with the throngs of migrants heading to the continent? How should we approach this? Should we allow them in and, if so, how? The debate on the issue has surpassed any reason, divided communities, and turned friend against friend.


      Uku Särekanno, an expert on migration policy, writes about the delicate situation regarding the migrants. He argues that guarding the borders is not the first and top priority for Europe. More crucial is the development of effective expulsion policies.


      “Europe has taken the path of the sugar daddy,” writes Särekanno. “Neighbours are being offered money and visa waivers to guard their borders more closely and to take back their own citizens as well as people from the developing world as fast as possible. For example, the price of the readmission agreement between the EU and Russia was visa waivers for holders of Russian diplomatic passports, which was difficult for the Estonian security forces to swallow.”


      On television, we often see horrific catastrophes whose many casualties have shocked the world. Estonia’s Gert Teder, who has been to several such regions, gives a detailed overview of how the victims are actually assisted and about the work in these areas. 23 August is, as we all know, the anniversary of the Molotov–Ribbentrop Pact. Sergei Mironenko, the long-serving director of the Russian State Archives, speaks very negatively about the pact. He believes it to be tantamount to a criminal act – a rather particular stance, given the widespread hysteria in Russia against different viewpoints about World War II and its prologue.


      Kalev Stoicescu, a Senior Research Fellow at the International Centre for Defence and Security, is certain that the confrontation between the West and Russia will be a long-term one, something Estonia has to take into consideration. “As long as Putin reigns over Russia, there is no reason to hope that the climate will change for the positive or to believe the Kremlin’s promises,” he writes.


      Oliver Ait, an expert in Asian affairs at the Estonian Foreign Policy Institute, expatiates on the possibility that China is reconsidering its relatively peaceful foreign policy, and that the new direction would mean a considerably more aggressive interference in other states’ internal affairs.


      Ago Gaškov and Aimar Ventsel review books on Russian history and Russia’s modern politics.
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        Ultima Thule for the Refugees


        The European Union does not control all the variables for resolving the refugee problem, which makes this crisis unique.
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        Uku Särekanno


        Migration policy expert


        Uku Särekanno is an adviser to the Government of Estonia and coordinates Estonia’s presidency of the European Union at the Estonian Permanent Representation to the EU. He has worked in the Ministry of the Interior as head of the Public Order and Criminal Policy Department. During 2013–4, he was the police cooperation and counterterrorism attaché in the Permanent Representation, and from 2007 to 2013 was a member of the Management of the Ministry of the Interior, a ministry adviser and attaché for migration, visa, asylum and border control issues in the Permanent Representation to the EU.

      


      


      


      


      


      This summer’s refugee debate is like a bucket of ice-cold water for Estonian society. Looking at the local media, one might think that we are the tiny island of Lampedusa, where hundreds and hundreds of immigrants come ashore daily. Propositions are flying around about banning the burka and there is serious discussion about the growing threat from terrorism, problems arising from polygamy and the distribution of large numbers of refugees. Estonia is presented almost as a major colonial power with countless former colonies, whose inhabitants are now trying to get to their motherland by the thousand.


      The numbers, of course, tell a different story. There were 285 illegal crossings over the Estonian border last year and a total of 147 applications for asylum were lodged here. In the same period there were a total of 283,532 illegal border crossings and 626,000 applications for asylum lodged in the European Union as a whole. By the end of this year the Police and Border Guard Board anticipates an all-time record number of applicants—230. This number is supplemented by a promise to take in 170 additional refugees in the two subsequent years to help Italy and Greece. Altogether, this is equal to the number of refugees that landed on the island of Lesvos in a single day a few weeks ago.


      The only country contributing less to resolving the crisis than Estonia is Malta, but the number of people arriving there is many times larger. It is therefore clear that there will be no masses coming to Estonia today or tomorrow. We are not a popular destination, because we do not have a suitable community or linguistic context. For the refugees, Estonia is Ultima Thule, an island at the end of the world. As President Lennart Meri once said, “Estonia is almost an island and most definitely a peninsula, which is why migrations of people have never reached Estonia and have left us alone with our nature, our flat land, our Ice Age boulder fields, our big trees and springs for the last 130 centuries”.
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        An everyday scene on the island of Lampedusa: immigrants set foot on the shore. Estonia is no Lampedusa


        AP/Scanpix

      


      So why this furore and fluster all of a sudden? First, because immigration is a topic easily spun into many stories, attracting many newspaper readers in a short period of time and making it possible to mobilise a large proportion of voters by emphasising nationalist feelings. It is sweet nectar to all those who do not have to take responsibility for any political choices and can say anything that crosses their mind. There is no doubt that the whole topic in Estonia is blown out of proportion precisely for political reasons. And there are plenty of similar role models in Europe today—the Finns Party, UKIP, Jobbik, the Front National and others. Anti-immigration messages provide an easy ride to high politics, but it gets more complicated thenceforth. Take for example the Finns Party, whose members have become significantly more restrained since joining the Finnish Parliament—one could almost say they have buttoned their lips. Reaching a position of leadership usually means becoming aware of the sad truth that the hands of politicians are tied and the only choice is between a poor scenario, a bad one and a really bad one.


      The second important reason for frustration is the unpleasant realisation that we cannot cut ourselves off from the rest of the world, and that its consequences will reach our homes too. And what is more, they arrive here in the form of actual people made of flesh and bone who look different from us and have a different cultural background. Interestingly enough, we were not brought to this realisation by the opening of borders after the Soviet occupation, but instead by the quota proposal made by the European Commission this spring. The fact that the migrants have somehow been distributed across Europe for the last couple of decades did not attract any significant interest at that point. The announced 1,064 refugees gave the Estonian public a proper scare. And although our prime ministers have handled the situation in a way that excludes the imposition of obligations upon us by third parties, the discomforting feeling had already arrived that in a borderless Europe one has to accept responsibility as well as receiving the common benefits.


      The crisis continues


      Even though heated debates have taken place in Brussels, quotas distributed and declarations made, the situation in the Mediterranean is far from satisfactory. The number of migrants is setting new records and there is potential for significantly higher numbers still to come. As a reminder, the slow-burning crisis reached its high point on 19 April this year, when a ship carrying 900 refugees sank near the island of Lampedusa. There were children among the drowned and only 28 people survived, including the traffickers. The International Organization for Migration predicted at the beginning of May that, at this rate, more than 30,000 people will have drowned in the Mediterranean by the end of the year. The crisis thus reached its peak, followed by an extraordinary meeting of European heads of government and proposals from the European Commission for resolving the crisis, including the imposition of quotas.


      Three months later, a large number of rescue boats have been sent to the Mediterranean and one of the biggest joint operations by the border guard in recent history, Triton, has been launched. Warships and volunteers are active at sea, as well. Refugees are also picked up by ordinary cargo ships and fishing vessels. The number of incidents remains high and rescue operations have shifted more and more towards the immediate proximity of Libyan territorial waters. The number of people rescued at sea has risen and the number drowned has decreased significantly, but there are reports of serious incidents every week. On 6 August the Italian Coastguard reported that it had saved 399 people from a sinking ship, but that there had probably been up to 600 people aboard. Just over 67,000 refugees have come to Europe from the central Mediterranean during the first half of this year, significantly less than was feared and almost as many as the previous year.


      Trafficking people across the sea is big business and those who operate it are well informed of events in Europe. Since June, refugees of Eritrean origin have been the most numerous among those arriving in Italy. One can assume that a large proportion of the asylum applicants presenting themselves as Eritreans only do so because it gives them a better chance of receiving protection. The number of women and children has also risen, although most arriving refugees are still young men. Traffickers have also modified their modus operandi in the knowledge that there are vessels at sea that pick up the refugees even before they reach the Libyan search and rescue area. Thus they use less fuel, the ride is shorter and the risks are lower.


      Refugees often wait weeks for transport in dark bunkers built close to the coast, and the vessels are then packed to the brim with people. They are not allowed to move during the journey, which lasts for hours, because it is likely that the vessel will capsize. When a patrol vessel is near, an emergency signal is sent out and the migrants’ boat is often sunk. There have also been cases of people being kept in the hold for better balance, with doors locked or welded shut. The captain is usually one of the refugees who has been given a crash course in navigation. Everything has a monetary value—food, drink, cabins, rescue equipment, and living conditions, including making a lone woman or a little girl spend weeks in a dark bunker with strange men. People are capable of doing awful things to get money—it is a life that one would not even wish on an enemy.


      The centre of gravity is shifting towards the Turkish border again


      According to the EU border management agency FRONTEX, in the first half of this year more than 225,000 illegal entries were registered in Europe, twice as many as during the same period in 2014. More migrants arrive from the eastern Mediterranean than from the Libya-to-Italy route—over 79,000 in total. But this more than fivefold rise is only the tip of the iceberg considering that, according to UNHCR, there are 1.7 million refugees in Turkey. Today, 217,000 of these live in underfunded tented camps. It is more than clear that the number of refugees heading towards Europe will only rise as the conflicts continue.


      And, once again, it seems that Greece is putting the mutual trust and patience of other European countries to the test. In the midst of the last big immigration crisis, the European Court of Human Rights halted the enforced return of asylum applicants to Greece, because the country was unable to ensure a treatment of applicants that would correspond to the standards laid down by the European Convention on Human Rights.1 In other words, the Court found that a European country was not able to ensure the protection of fundamental rights and was thus not a safe place for asylum applicants. This decision crippled the functioning of the whole Common European Asylum System for many years.


      At that time, 90% of all illegal border crossings into the Schengen Area took place on the Greek–Turkish border. And from Greece they kept moving forward towards the rest of Europe. There were thousands of immigrants, just like today. In recent months, more than 67,000 refugees have arrived on Hungary’s border from Greece through the western Balkans. And the corridors of Brussels are once again abuzz with discussions of whether and how a member state should be thrown out of Schengen when it fails to meet the conditions.


      It is easy to condemn the Greeks or Hungarians, but let’s try to put ourselves in their shoes for a moment. What would Estonia do if we received tens of thousands of immigrants at once? Would we greet them with open arms, register them, accommodate them, fingerprint them, and with that take on the responsibility of continuing to take care of them? Or would we just let things run their course and hope they leave at the first chance they get?


      Secondary movements are one of the main causes of concern for wealthier western European countries. Both Bulgaria and Romania have been left out of the Schengen Area precisely because the opening up of new immigration channels from Turkey and loss of control over secondary movements are feared. This train of thought helps to shed some light upon today’s situation, where a number of northern European countries demand from Italy and Greece the proper registration and fingerprinting of refugees.


      Another step forward, which also helps us to understand why Germany, the Netherlands, France and many other member states were all of a sudden willing to change their mind and agree to the redistribution of refugees. Solidarity played an important role, but it was also logical to assume that the refugees who arrive will continue moving forward and will do so illegally, uncontrolled and without papers. It is better to take the path of voluntarily admitting a certain number of immigrants, receiving money from EU coffers and, in exchange, demanding that the border countries put things in order. This is how it went; there have been some complaints but there is also hope that things will eventually work out. Estonia decided on a modest and rather symbolic, but also necessary, contribution.


      
        There were 285 illegal crossings over the Estonian border last year.


        There were a total of 147 applications for asylum lodged in Estonia in 2014.


        There were a total of 283,532 illegal border crossings in the European Union last year.


        626,000 applications for asylum were lodged in the European Union in 2014.


        The Estonian Police and Border Guard Board anticipates an all-time record number of applicants by the end of this year—230. This number is supplemented by a promise to take in 170 additional refugees.


        Slightly more than 67,000 refugees have come to Europe from the central Mediterranean during the first half of this year.


        According to FRONTEX, in the first half of this year more than 225,000 illegal entries have been registered in Europe, twice as many as during the same period in 2014.

      


      Are the borders not holding up?


      During every crisis, the first thing ministers of the interior do is promise to strengthen surveillance on external borders. It is a reassuring message to voters, because the initial impression is always that there is a huge gap somewhere that could be blocked. In the last decade, major investments have been made in border security and, as a result, Europe’s borders are now more closely guarded than ever before. According to FRONTEX, the border guard technology of the Mediterranean countries could cover the whole area twice over. Every year, tens of millions of euro are spent on joint operations, and many pan-European rapid reaction units (RABIT), a joint border monitoring system (EUROSUR) and a register of joint instruments (CRATE) have been launched.


      The problem thus does not lie in inadequate surveillance of borders. Where there is a will, there is nowadays a way to capture most of the illegal border-crossers. The problem really lies in the fact that there is nothing to be done with the detainees. No one wants to take these people in and there are not enough detention facilities to accommodate them all. In 2014, a total of 441,780 illegal immigrants were registered in Europe and 252,003 removal orders were issued, but only 161,309 people were expelled. Expulsion is a very complicated and expensive process. It requires a whole army of officials and great expense to find out the origin of the person, to draw up papers, to reach agreement over the expulsion with the receiving state and, finally, to escort the person back by plane, along with accompanying officials.


      Just as with border surveillance, it is effective cooperation (or lack thereof) that influences expulsions the most. If cooperation is good, like that between Spain and Morocco, it is already very difficult for immigrants to reach the EU border, and the figures for illegal border crossings are modest. But if the cooperation is halting, like that between Libya and Italy or Greece and Turkey today, it results in a huge number of immigrants and almost an impossibility of sending anyone back.


      In practice, things are not always so simple that a person who crosses the Turkish border can be sent back to Turkey straightaway. If the Turks do not agree to accept the person, a long and complicated dispute begins involving the provision of evidence and so on. And why should the Turks even be motivated to help, when the person is not a citizen of Turkey and has also passed through their country illegally? They have bigger problems, for example the 1.7 million refugees.


      That is why the most important challenge for Europe is not border surveillance, but rather the development of an effective expulsion policy. Europe has taken the path of sugar daddy. Neighbours are being offered money and visa waivers to guard their borders more closely and to take back their own citizens as well as people from the developing world as quickly as possible. For example, the price of the readmission agreement between the EU and Russia was the waiver of visas for holders of Russian diplomatic passports, which was difficult for the Estonian security forces to swallow.


      To date, readmission agreements have been established with all the countries on the eastern border and also with many countries on the northern shore of the Mediterranean and more remote countries of origin (e.g. Tunisia, Pakistan). Some progress has also been made concerning expulsions, but the whole process remains complicated and expensive. And often it is not enough that something has been written down in a contract somewhere. For example, Article 13 of the Cotonou Agreement creates obligations for the readmission of persons to African countries, but its implementation depends on individual countries and the agreements established with each of them—to be more exact, on money and relations.


      Pay more attention to the reasons for coming here


      Another big challenge is to establish an effective asylum policy and legal immigration policy in Europe. Today’s Europe faces the simultaneous problems of underemployment and a shortage of workers. There is a visible demand for immigrant workers and also a large number of people who would like to come and work in Europe. Although the supply and demand will certainly not completely coincide, all immigration experts agree that demand in Europe has a significant effect on immigration flows heading here. In the depth of the economic crisis in 2009, the number of illegal crossings of European borders decreased by more than 30% and the number of illegal immigrants by more than 20%. There was no point in moving to Europe, as there were no jobs here.


      The problem lies in the fact that legal immigration to Europe is currently complicated, if not impossible. The rules are fragmented and member states (with a few exceptions) have moved towards a policy that ignores the needs of the labour market. As a result, people come here illegally, for example taking advantage of the asylum system. While every asylum application must be processed, it is a convenient way of getting one’s foot in the door via illegal entry. The statistics show that less than half of asylum applicants will end up receiving protection. The number of abuses is thus huge, grows every year and will overshadow all those people who are actually trying to escape the horrors of war.


      The European Commission has promised to try to reduce the number of abuses and make some changes in its procedures, which were recommended for consideration by Estonia a few years ago—for example, using selected secure countries in an urgent procedure that would enable, among other things, the rapid rejection of thousands of groundless applications. For a small country like Estonia, it would also be extremely useful to expand the number of services provided by the European Asylum Support Office (EASO), which would enable expertise from different countries to be used and accelerate procedures and reduce costs through the cross-use of interpreters. Can Europe handle the crisis? Over the last 60 years, Europe has faced one crisis after another, grown stronger as a result of the experience and corrected its mistakes. But the immigration crisis is unique, because a large number of variables are outside the control of the governments of member states. In order to handle the crisis succesfully, a lot of groundwork needs to be done—to reinforce the current expulsion policy, to ensure that the needs of the labour market are taken into consideration more when issuing residence and work permits, and to make the current asylum policy more effective.


      On the other hand, many aspects of handling the crisis depend on an active EU foreign policy and the overall situation in international relations. For example, will bringing Iran out of its isolation help to achieve stability in the Middle East, how will the African Union handle local conflicts, and how will things work out in Ukraine, Afghanistan and elsewhere?


      More than anything, today’s Europe needs greater mutual trust between the governments of member states and, with that, also a sense of standing for common values. Without this, Europe will be weak in its internal and foreign policies and will head towards decline. And therein lies the reason the Estonian government decided to take part voluntarily in efforts to resolve the Mediterranean crisis, which may acquire a completely new and symbolic significance after a couple of decades.


      


      This article expresses the personal views of the author.
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        How International Aid reaches Disaster Victims


        Relief workers need a sophisticated and flawless mechanism to reach disaster areas and work there
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        Gert Teder


        UNDAC contact person at the Estonian Rescue Board

        Project manager, Mondo educational NGO


        


        Gert Teder works full-time as the head of the Lilleküla rescue team at the North Estonian Regional Rescue Centre. He has 22 years of experience. Teder graduated from the Estonian Academy of Security Sciences, then the Estonian National Defence Academy, in 1997. Since then he has been a member of the Estonian Disaster Relief Team. In 2010 he completed the UNDAC foundation course, since when he has been the UNDAC contact person in Estonia. Gert Teder has participated in 14 missions all over the world, two of them under the aegis of UNDAC. He has worked in Moldova, Pakistan, Jordan, Haiti, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Malawi, Georgia, Turkey and Latvia.

      


      


      


      


      


      


      


      


      Again and again we see, hear or read in the media that a disaster has struck somewhere in the world. It may be a natural disaster (earthquake, flood, volcanic eruption) or manmade (industrial, armed conflict). These events usually make the news because they cause tremendous human suffering and material destruction. It may be that, figuratively speaking, a whole country and its structures collapse, as was the case in Haiti following the 2010 earthquake. Another extremely tragic aspect of these catastrophes is the huge number of casualties and people left without shelter. In purely numerical terms, this might not mean a lot to the Estonian people. But if we consider the number of people left homeless after the 2005 Pakistani earthquake (about 2,000,000) on an Estonian scale, we can see that those who needed immediate help in finding or building shelter amounted to nearly two Estonias. In addition, water, food and first aid were needed. Another example is the Jordanian refugee camp for Syrian war refugees at Za’atar. Today, there are more people living in this temporary camp than there are in the city of Narva. The camp structure resembles a town, but instead of houses there are tents or prefabs. In both these examples, it is clear that a country in such a state might not manage without international aid.


      How does the world help in such cases?


      There are several options. First, bilateral agreements between countries should be noted, as these amount to “help thy neighbour”. In situations where this is not sufficient, the country in crisis may ask for international help. One of the biggest and most likely channels in this case is the United Nations, whose rapid response options include sending an UNDAC (United Nations Disaster Assessment and Coordination) team to the location. This is a reserve of experts, financed by UN member states, who have been trained on a common basis to respond to disasters. As of 2013, the UNDAC reserve had a pool of slightly more than 200 active members from 81 countries; 38 of them (including the Estonian member) were self-financed, and the rest were financed by the member states. In order to simplify procedures and optimise expenses, the countries that have joined the UNDAC movement have been divided into regions: Americas/Caribbean, Europe/Africa/Middle East, and Asia/Oceania. Regional division does not mean that the members from a certain region are deployed only within their region. It is true that, in financial terms, it is more rational to send experts to catastrophes in their own regions but this does not exclude wider action. The UNDAC team’s primary task is always to reach the disaster area as quickly as possible and conduct “surveillance” in order to understand what has happened and what kind of help the affected country really needs. Another crucial role is to support the coordination of international relief in the country because it is very complicated for the receiving country when there are suddenly dozens of countries and hundreds of organisations all wanting to help in some way. In this case, UNDAC teams support the local structures and sometimes even the government.


      The UNDAC reserve is managed by the UN organ OCHA (Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs). To become part of this “family”, a member state must open a mission account, into which the costs of a possible mission, e.g. airfares and daily allowances, are transferred. Another important step is to appoint an UNDAC contact person in the member state, who serves as the communications channel between OCHA and UNDAC members. The UNDAC contact person can propose not to deploy their country’s UNDAC member if, for example, that country finds it politically unacceptable to support a particular mission. The contact person’s third important task is to recommend new applicants to the OCHA and, if they are approved, send them to participate in a course. In order to use the mission account and deploy a person, OCHA requires a binding contract, usually for two years. According to this contract, the two-year salary of an UNDAC member is a nominal US$2. All of UNDAC’s activity in the disaster area is free for the affected country.


      A compulsory programme of courses and training ensures the conformity of the experts’ work and approaches. First, they must complete the foundation course, which lasts 12 days and teaches the basics of international aid. The backgrounds and profiles of the experts might vary greatly, ranging from rescue workers to environmental specialists. Medical workers are a particularly highly valued group in this field. After completing the foundation course, the future reservist is offered the chance to sign a two-year contract. This does not remove the obligation to participate in training, courses and drills. The experts still need to complete various operation-based training, the most important of which is on the methodology of gathering and processing data, the coordination of international humanitarian aid, work with environmental disasters, and the increasingly important matter of civilian–military cooperation. In addition to courses, UNDAC members are required to participate in a system of practical training, one of the best known of which is the cooperation training called TRIPLEX, which takes place every two years. In past years, Estonia has contributed experts to organise this training. In order to stay up to date with events in OCHA, UNDAC members must undergo a refresher course in their region every two years. There are currently three active members in the UNDAC group in Estonia, which is financed by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and altogether there are five trained aid workers.


      When a disaster occurs somewhere in the world and the UNDAC team is deployed, an entire mechanism starts up, and this needs to work very quickly and flawlessly. As noted above, the affected country must first ask the UN for assistance. The information is then passed to OCHA, which simultaneously notifies members of the UNDAC reserve and national contact persons. The alert is given via text message and email. The first communication about the possible mission has the code M1. UNDAC members must respond, whether they are ready to go or not; there is no obligation to participate. Once it is clear who is ready to go, a team is selected. A message titled M2 is then sent out with the names of the team members. M3a is a notification that the mission is being initiated, and M3b that it is being cancelled. (It is possible that the UNDAC team will be withdrawn for some reason in the course of planning, for example if the situation in the disaster area is less serious than was at first estimated and the country does not require assistance.)


      The UNDAC team deployed will usually have up to ten members. The number might be larger or smaller, depending on the scale of the disaster. The UNDAC members’ departure time is six hours after receiving the alert, which should mean they arrive in the very early stages of a disaster. This is the time when the real scope of a disaster’s impact becomes clear. Equipment and activities are tailored to each individual. After signing the contract, each new member receives a mission package, which includes personal equipment, among which are clothes, a sleeping bag, dishes and water treatment systems. The most important item is a jacket with UN markings, which enables UNDAC members to be identified. All the equipment needs to be pre-packed, as departure may be very urgent. Office support is also necessary in order to start work immediately. As team members work in circumstances where daily necessities, including electricity, may be absent, they take along the essentials for setting up an office, from computers and printers to paper and pencils. Nowadays, the Internet is also a key asset, and if there is no Internet access in the disaster area the UNDAC team will use its own devices, which are also part of the mission equipment and provide Internet access even in the middle of nowhere and amidst chaos. When the situation calls for a larger coordination centre, help may be requested from another international body, the International Humanitarian Partnership (IHP). This is an association of countries (Finland, Sweden, Norway, Denmark, Estonia, Germany/Luxembourg, United Kingdom) who assist the UN by providing office facilities as well as staff accommodation camps in the disaster area.


      Once the UNDAC team arrives in the disaster area, their first task is to contact the local UN representation and announce their arrival. Next, they inform the receiving government and governmental institutions of their presence in the country and mandate. At the same time, they analyse the existing data and map the topics where data is insufficient. The primary focus is on the implementation and scope of rescue work, the need for medical aid for the victims, the need for drinking water, food and temporary housing, and the general hygiene situation. The information gathered is used to draft a preliminary report on the situation and priority needs. The report is sent all over the world through OCHA channels and is the first guidance in starting humanitarian aid operations. The second essential activity is to receive the already arriving aid workers and direct them to the correct locations in the disaster area. The team selects certain airports, harbours and checkpoints to be used for entering the affected country, of which aid workers from all over the world are notified. This ensures the workers are officially admitted and sent to locations which need the most help in an organised manner. At the same time, depending on developments, situation reports are sent out to help aid and relief organisations compile specific and targeted supplies.


      The UNDAC team’s active work lasts about three weeks, during which time major organisations such as the World Food Programme, World Health Organization and UNICEF set up their own operations, and they are responsible for further rebuilding. When the UNDAC mission ends, its duties are passed either to the local government institutions or the local OCHA office.


      Since the UNDAC system was established at the beginning of the 1990s, there have been about 250 UNDAC missions, and Estonians have participated in 13 of these. The list of countries is very wide-ranging, and includes Iran, Sudan, Indonesia, Pakistan, Suriname, Laos, Namibia, Russia, Turkmenistan, Kyrgyzstan, Georgia, Uganda, Tajikistan, Turkey, Malawi and Sierra Leone.
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        Oliver Ait,


        Expert in Asian affairs at the Estonian Foreign Policy Institute


        Oliver has lived in China for four years, and in Japan. He speaks Chinese and specialises in the economy and politics. He has also worked in the Estonian Ministry of Economic Affairs and Communications as an advisor on Asian Affairs.

      


      


      


      


      


      Since the 1950s, China has followed five principles in its foreign policy: mutual respect for sovereignty and territorial integrity, mutual non-aggression, non-interference in each other’s internal affairs, equality and mutual benefit, and peaceful coexistence. In contrast to the US, China’s foreign policy has been dominated by a non-alliance principle and focusing on domestic development. Taking into account the modesty of the country’s soft and hard power before the turn of the millennium, this approach is understandable and China would probably not have been capable of more (the goals of its foreign policy have until today mostly been determined by the needs of the domestic economic situation). For this reason, China’s official position has been to emphasise the need for peaceful negotiation in various disputes and crises, showing support for avoiding the use of military force and abstaining from UN votes—whether in the case of the war in Iran and Iraq or the recent crisis in Ukraine. But China’s economic, military and soft power has reached a level that has made the country’s political leaders and analysts change their mind and demand a modernisation of its foreign policy. There are already signs of China backing out of the non-interference policy and perhaps this is the right time to ask if China’s policy of non-interference in other countries’ internal affairs is coming to an end, especially in the light of the reappearance of the Silk Road project. Ever more vocal analysts, opinion leaders and academics have begun to appear in China, calling for a change in the obsolete principles of the current foreign policy. This is mainly because China has become a great power and, with that, the country’s needs and obligations have changed. A good example is Yan Xuetong, a foreign policy expert at Tsinghua University, who has suggested that China should give up its non-alliance policy and come to terms with the fact that the growth of power also means interfering in other countries’ internal affairs (which China has already been doing for thousands of years in the natural course of events). He claims that the world is no longer centred around the US and, as a result of polarisation, a new great power has arisen that has the ability to draw other countries to it. That power is China. He does not agree that China has no friends, and mentions the Shanghai Cooperation Organisation (whose members are China, Russia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan) and countries like Cambodia, Laos, Myanmar and Sri Lanka. China’s neighbours have been through plenty of changes since 2012, when Yan actively discussed these topics and China’s new president came to power (it is possible that contemporary events in Sri Lanka and Myanmar, which did not have a positive effect on China, supported the idea of creating alliances), but the idea that China is a great power and must act accordingly has been “bought” by government leaders.


      China’s growing investments all over the world have already caused it to interfere in other countries’ internal affairs. Mediating in negotiations between the Taliban and the government of Afghanistan, peacekeeping operations in Sudan (which China requested from the UN), evacuation from Yemen and the fight against SARS are all signs of China making the protection of its people and investments in foreign countries a higher priority, and this is no longer a choice but an obligation to the people and (state-owned) companies. Chinese analysts have begun to use expressions like “constructive interference” and “creative interference” to describe the new reality and are talking of an approach which is a combination of non-interference and conditional interference. The concept of non-interference is becoming outdated and it is possible that president Xi Jiping will, in the light of the country’s growing military power, leave it behind in the 20th century. The priority of China’s army is to protect the recently defined interests of China and its citizens in foreign countries. In addition, China’s navy must raise its ability to extend its power, and not only focus on the protection of coastal areas as in the past. There are also talks about establishing a military base in Africa (which would be smaller than those of many other countries, but would have symbolic significance). The “Going Out” policy raised during the leadership of Jiang Zemin, which demanded and supported the increase of Chinese commercial investment in foreign countries in order to acquire resources, has also been fruitful. China’s outward investments have started to exceed inward and, according to a recent study, China could become the world’s largest foreign investor by the end of this decade, due to a likely tripling of China’s foreign assets.


      The Communist Party set out the Silk Road project as its focus for 2015 and probably another 10–30 years, which would make China’s influence in and dependence on its surrounding countries even stronger. The Silk Road idea has been brought up in various forms before and there has been talk about its economic benefits, but the plan is being considered more seriously today than ever before, because of China’s outdated economic model, the growth of the country’s economic, military and soft power, and the changed security environment. Although details of the plan are probably not yet clear even to the people involved, the “One Belt, One Road” strategy, brought up again in 2013, should account for more than 40% of the world’s GDP, over 70% of known energy reserves and 65% of the world’s population. The goal is to develop economic cooperation with the countries included in the plan, lower trade barriers, increase China’s foreign investments, ensure energy cooperation and energy supply to China, direct domestic production capacity outside the country, and increase efficiency. As part of the initiative, which is sometimes called China’s Marshall Plan, investments will be made in infrastructure projects, the energy sector, banking services and the IT sector, and new developments will be made in free trade zones, ports and commercial centres.


      The project should involve countries from Central Asia, ASEAN, Africa and Europe and regions that need investment for development. This fits perfectly with China’s cooling economy and deficient domestic demand, currency reserves that are in need of placement and the export of huge domestic production surpluses. A good example of this is Pakistan, where there are plans to invest over US$46 billion in the energy sector, transport, ports and fibre optics. Memorandums have also been signed with Kazakhstan, Russia and Hungary to combine their investments with China’s Silk Road project, and a large number of China’s state-owned companies have already included the plan in their future activities. It is expected that in the years to come China will make investments amounting to more than US$300 billion, not including private investments or “policy banks”. There are people who believe that the Silk Road project will mean huge changes in China’s international role and a final shift away from Deng Xiaoping’s policy of “hide your strength, bide your time”. Through this, the country would take a more active role in shaping the world’s economic landscape, take on more responsibilities in offering public goods, and increase the role of developing countries in international organisations. A concrete example of this is the establishment of the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank, which many European countries joined and could be considered one of China’s recent PR victories. It also helps to dispel people’s fears about Chinese investment.


      Within the framework of the Silk Road project, China will send its capital, expertise and workers into regions where countries such as Russia, Japan and the US currently have significantly greater military presence and influence, and for that reason could be considered to be regions of geopolitical power struggle. Taking into account that China has to face huge risks—different standards of living, unstable and different political systems, alternating regimes, pending investment protection agreements, cultural differences and religious preferences—which could threaten the making, protection and completion of investments, many Chinese analysts question its economic wisdom. China has already had negative experiences carrying out its long-term investment plans, since, for example, its investments in Sri Lanka and Myanmar have been negatively affected as a result of the changed political situation in those countries. Greece has also become an interesting situation, having been, in the form of the Port of Piraeus, almost a strategic model and a gateway to Europe, but the threat of a “Grexit” from the eurozone has ignited a discussion about the potential need for China’s interference.


      In the context of the Silk Road project it is clear that, taking into account the threats to the success and usefulness of the investments, they defy logic at the micro level. China puts its somewhat limited resources into risky projects, while there are sectors at home in need of finance and reform, and the dependence of China’s infrastructure on investment is already too high and the rate of return low. Zhang Ming, director of the Finance and Trade Economics Institute of the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences, says that directing domestic overproduction (cement, metal products) into Silk Road countries also contradicts China’s plans for restructuring the economy, allowing it to rely on the same old economic model, and is rather similar to the investment package launched after the financial crisis, which only postponed the problem. On a macro level, the investments make more economic sense, connecting China to surrounding countries, making them more dependent on China (and vice versa) over the long term and turning China into a regional economic centre. Although it is possible that China’s soft power will increase, many authors think that the biggest risk is a growing negative view towards China, which has occurred in many countries before. It is easy for China to remain passive because of the risks, and it is necessary to use both the soft power and the political power of the country in order not to let this happen. China’s political leadership is trying to manage these risks, but it is difficult to view the whole project as merely seeking investment income at the micro level, and the political and security dimension must have an important role in the Silk Road plan. That is why many Chinese analysts have recognised that diplomacy, the fight against terrorism, and ensuring open transport routes must go hand in hand with the project, and that it is a strategy (and no longer an economic initiative) to increase China’s influence on its periphery. It must be added that China is simultaneously preparing an anti-terrorism law, which is intended to enhance security mostly in those territories of China that border Central Asia and justify the fight against terrorism also outside Chinese borders.


      In the light of projecting soft power, there will probably be talk in the future about the project being an economic initiative, and messages about China’s peaceful rise, harmonious society and win-win partnerships will be emphasised. Representatives of the Chinese government have announced that the current plan should bring about shared development in regions with different ethnic, cultural and religious backgrounds by striving towards shared goals and benefits. Taking into account that more and more problems are occurring in parts of China bordered by Central Asia exactly for the aforementioned reasons, security should play a key role in the Silk Road plan just as much as the goal to smooth out all the differences. The US military’s refocus on Asia, combined with the Trans-Pacific Partnership trade agreement, which does not involve China, and the formation of close relations with countries surrounding China, could make the Silk Road project look like China’s response to US actions—increasing its military power while also building economic and cultural coherence with its neighbours. This is why it is not surprising that China has become closer to Russia (the latter playing along is very important in the execution of the Silk Road project, despite conflicting goals) or that more and more Central Asian security issues have arisen in the framework of the Shanghai Cooperation Organisation.


      Whether the Silk Road project is economic or political (or both), China’s involvement in the affairs of its surrounding countries is growing. Although it is not likely that China will give up the wording of its non-interference and non-alliance policy any time soon, its contents are increasingly being questioned. China has accepted that it must act like a great power and it is likely that “voices” calling for interference in other countries’ internal affairs will receive a greater hearing. The country is being forced to find answers to the questions of how to protect its investments, people and interests in regions where they are, or might end up being, in danger. With greater dependence, there will be fewer choices, and China’s non-interference foreign policy may no longer conform to reality.


      

    

  


  
    
      


      
        Jaanus Piirsalu – Russian State Archives Director: “I Am Not Sure the Russian People Want to Know Their History”

      


      Russian State Archives Director: “I Am Not Sure the Russian People Want to Know Their History”


      Sergei Mironenko talks about the first months of the Soviet–German War, the Molotov– Ribbentrop Pact and access to the Russian State Archives


      


      Jaanus Piirsalu


      (Postimees), Moscow


      This year, the 70th anniversary of the defeat of Germany, many people in Russia have been upset by statements by Sergei Mironenko, the long-time Director of the State Archives of the Russian Federation, about the criminal nature of the Molotov–Ribbentrop Pact and the fiction of the heroic actions of Panfilov’s 28 guardsmen. Mironenko, 64, who has been managing the State Archive since 1992, spoke to Diplomaatia about his views on history and interesting discoveries during the process of making public a huge number of wartime documents.


      


      A massive quantity of historical documents have been published in recent years in Russia. A lot of material previously regarded as confidential has been made public and handed over to historians. What are the most interesting and important findings in your view?


      There are many important things. For example, the three-volume tome General Vlasov: The Story of Betrayal was published recently. General Vlasov and his Russian Liberation Army constitute one of the most complex episodes in the Second World War. [Andrey Vlasov was one of the most successful Soviet military leaders at the beginning of the war, and was captured by the Germans in 1942.—JP] All the material concerning Vlasov’s criminal investigation that was kept in the FSB Archives [Russian Federal Security Service, successor to the Soviet NKVD and KGB.—JP] has now been made public. I thought this was very significant, because there has been a lot of talk about why he and his companions did not have a public trial; it was feared that the documents would say something anti-Soviet.
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        Sergei Mironenko considers the Molotov–Ribbentrop Pact criminal.


        Jaanus Piirsalu

      


      Why? What was most interesting about the documents on Vlasov?


      The Germans had taken two lieutenant generals prisoner: Andrey Vlasov, and Mikhail Lukin, who was seriously wounded during capture and had to have a leg amputated. The Germans interrogated both of them. Lukin’s German-language interrogation records, in which he, like Vlasov, denounces collective farms and repressions, have been preserved. In a word, he was not a supporter of Soviet rule. Two generals, and two fates, because Lukin, unlike Vlasov, did not end up cooperating with the Germans. In the end, Vlasov even met [Heinrich] Himmler [the head of Nazi police and security forces], who supported the idea of forming Russian armed units. By the way, Hitler completely opposed that. And Vlasov went to Lukin to talk about cooperation. Vlasov demanded that Hitler guarantee the integrity of Russia within the borders of the former Russian Empire. Lukin answered: “Andrei Andreyevich,you are naive if you think that Hitler will allow you to create an independent Russian government. Believe me, this will not happen. But if it does not, it is completely pointless to cooperate with the Germans.” Lukin was right in the end. [Unlike Vlasov, who was hanged after the 1946 NKVD investigation, Lukin did not go on trial in the Soviet Union.—JP] In a word, working with this collection persuaded me that Vlasov was a traitor after all. He was, of course, a controversial figure, but the documents show how he gradually started cooperating with the Germans. Collaboration is an interesting topic, because it affected not only Russia, but also many European countries.


      It is also very important that recently, this June, for the first time access was granted to the digitally published documents of the State Defence Committee [this coordinated the defence of the Soviet Union and later the attack on Germany—JP]. The “confidential” stamp has not yet been removed from all of these documents, but it is still a massive quantity of material. For example, all of the regulations of the Defence Committee were made public. The Central Archive of the Russian Ministry of Defence has made publicly available a huge number of documents and reports from the time of the Second World War. Historians have a very serious job in going through all of this material.


      Has anything new and interesting been discovered about the beginning of the Soviet–German War [the “Great Patriotic War” in Russia] and Stalin’s behaviour at the time?


      It has, of course, long been known that Stalin was not expecting Germany to attack the Soviet Union. It happened because suspicious people often believe what they want to believe. Stalin wanted to believe that the Molotov–Ribbentrop Pact (MRP) would prevent Germany from attacking the Soviet Union. It has been confirmed that what happened on 22 June 1941 [when Germany attacked the Soviet Union] made Stalin deeply depressed. He was not seen in the Kremlin for two days. You can imagine what this meant in a situation in which Minsk fell as early as 28 June and the Germans were moving 60–80km a day, sometimes even 100km a day, straight towards Moscow. [Minsk is a little over 700 km from Moscow.—JP] Leading the whole country was entirely in his hands. Then his closest comrades – Voroshilov, Malenkov and Bulganin – decided to drive to Stalin’s Blizhnyaya dacha [Stalin’s favourite summer residence, situated in Kuntsevo relatively close to the Kremlin; its name means “nearby”. Today, it is inside the Moscow city boundary.—JP]. Going there on one’s own initiative was strictly forbidden, even for Molotov or Malenkov [the most important leaders of the Soviet Union after Stalin]. Stalin would invite people there himself when he wished to speak to them. But they went there anyway, and discovered a completely exhausted Stalin. That was the moment when Stalin uttered the famous words: “Lenin left us a great inheritance and we wasted it all” (“Ленин оставил нам великую державу, а мы ее просрали”). Only the words of Voroshilov – “But Koba [Stalin’s nickname from the beginning of his career as a revolutionary], you must lead us, unite us, for we are counting on you” – inspired Stalin so that the decision to create the Defence Committee was made right there. Stalin did not forget this and, in the spring of 1945, at the Victory Day reception where he was making his famous speech, he uttered a sentence to which few have paid attention: “Some other nation might have said that you did not justify our choices, we will put another government in office; but the Russians did not choose this path”. He remembered perfectly well in what kind of situation he found himself in 1941!


      Do you conclude from these words that Stalin was afraid in June 1941?


      Of course! Stalin thought that these people had come to arrest him. He realised that this catastrophe was the result of his short-sighted policies. Patriots now talk about the great Stalin and so on, but Stalin himself was much smarter than them because he realised that things must be answered for.


      This meeting at Stalin’s dacha was briefly mentioned in the memoirs of Anastas Mikoyan [Stalin’s close comrade] who, however, wasn’t there at all. Where else has this occasion been confirmed to have taken place?


      The most detailed account is given in the memoir of [Yakov] Chadaev, executive officer of the Council of People’s Commissars and later the executive officer of the State Defence Committee. He was a complete Stalinist. All of his memoirs are composed of glorifying the great and wise Stalin. But he was aware of this episode and wrote about it. It would be silly to think that such an incident did not happen.


      Can this be considered one of the key moments at the beginning of the Russian Great Patriotic War?


      It was a moment of personal weakness for Stalin. He also made wrong decisions later on. For example, it resulted in several hundred thousand Soviet soldiers being encircled in the Kiev Cauldron; there were many losses in Ukraine.


      The 70th anniversary of the defeat of Germany was celebrated in Russia with a spectacular parade this year. Why did Stalin stop organising Victory Day parades in 1947, only two years after the end of the war?


      Not only did he put an end to the parades, but he also abolished 9 May as a public holiday—Brezhnev reintroduced it in 1965—and stopped paying remuneration for decorations received in the war. Daniil Granin [at 96, one of the best Russian writers on the war still alive.—JP] told me how all of the people who had taken part in the war regarded both decisions as slaps in the face. It seems to me that it is very easy to understand Stalin’s decision. The Patriotic War of 1812 and the subsequent Russian campaign to Europe in 1813–15 brought the rise of the Decembrist Movement. The soldiers saw that people were living much better lives there [in Europe]. They were building the best society in the world in Russia, but found that living standards in Europe were still much higher. Stalin’s decision was like a lesson to the war veterans so they would not think they could somehow determine the fate of the Soviet Union. Stalin needed to reduce the winners’ pride.


      In short, you believe that Stalin’s message was: yes, we won the war, but now we need to carry on with building communism and everyone has to be equal in that?


      Exactly – everyone had to know their place!


      I was recently looking for Russian archive information about the fate of my grandfather, who fell in the war while serving in the Red Army. How many Red Army soldiers are there whose fate is still unknown, 70 years after the war?


      About two million.


      So many! Around ten million perished in the Red Army. The fate of roughly every fifth soldier is therefore still unknown.


      Many groups of researchers are dealing with this. I honour them but their work is a drop in the ocean. There needs to be a national programme. The war is not over until the very last soldier has been buried.


      These research groups are generally the result of civil initiatives. What is the Russian Federation doing to search for the missing persons?


      Unfortunately, there is no national programme.


      How strange, especially when we compare this to the Americans, who have probably found all of their missing persons.


      They have not; four to six are still to be found. [A little over 400,000 American soldiers were killed.—JP]


      Why is the fate of so many Red Army soldiers unknown? Were the soldiers badly documented at the beginning of the war or did the Red Army flee so fast that there was simply no overview of who was killed where?


      First, there were those terrible cauldrons at the beginning of the war, where hundreds of thousands of Red Army soldiers lost their lives. The Germans didn’t even stop, but went around these army groups and moved forward quickly. Second, do you remember the words of Marshal Voroshilov [one of the leaders of the Soviet Army during the war, and a member of the USSR Committee for State Security] when Vlasov’s army got lost in the marshes near Myasnoy Bor and only had a narrow corridor through which they could get out? The question arose of what to rescue: the technology or the soldiers. Voroshilov uttered his famous words: “Broads will give birth again, but I’m not so sure when we’ll be receiving new technology”. So, first and foremost, technology!


      Enough of Stalin and the war. Has anything interesting been revealed from the published documents apart from about war events? For example, about the MRP?


      But what could remain to be revealed?


      For example, any interesting assessments about that time, or considerations or justifications?


      Nothing. Some people still think that it was Stalin’s most outstanding diplomatic achievement. I, on the other hand, think that it was a tragic mistake. Perhaps even a crime.


      Why is that?


      For one simple reason—the German army was hugely important in Hitler’s plans to conquer the whole world or at least half of it. Hitler united five million people under arms. Germany did not have the means to feed these five million people. Germany required grain, meat, milk. The MRP allowed Germany to conquer Europe while feeding its army with food from the Soviet Union. In addition, Germany was in great need of oil for its tanks, planes and cars, and Russia supplied this. Hitler’s army was fed and fuelled by the Soviet Union, and Hitler’s tanks were covered with armour made of rare metals from the Soviet Union. All of this was supplied until 22 June 1941. The last deliveries crossed the German border when German planes were already bombing Soviet cities!


      Until the MRP, the Soviet Union did not share a border with Germany. I respect the pre-war Estonian, Latvian, Lithuanian and Polish armies, which would have survived at least a couple of weeks in the event of war, which would have meant that Germany could not have carried out a surprise attack on the Soviet Union. If there had been no common border, there would have been no “treacherous attack”, as Soviet propaganda called it.


      Stalinists claim that the Baltic States would have let the German army come through freely anyway—I seriously doubt that. Seriously! They would certainly have been drawn into a conflict with Hitler’s Germany. However weak their governments were, to lose their freedom, their independence, this is … You know what I mean. I am certain that if Hitler had invaded the Baltics, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, following the lead of Poland, would not simply have let the German forces through.


      Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania allowed themselves to be annexed by the Soviet army without a shot being fired. Why do you think we would have started shooting at the Germans?


      This is a very difficult question. The difference is that they [the Baltic States] did not lose their national independence completely. The occupying regime creates its own power structures, but the whole delicate distinction of the Baltic question lies in the fact that, after the Soviet Union reached these countries, Estonia was still governed by Estonians, Latvia by Latvians and Lithuania by Lithuanians.


      But you must understand that it was only a symbolic leadership!


      Symbolic or not, they had their own local governing bodies. There was no occupying regime. Or if there was, it was different, non-traditional.


      Let’s move on. It is clear that, in today’s Russia, declaring the MRP a criminal act requires some courage, especially when you are head of a state office. You first stated this publicly in the spring, prior to the 70th anniversary of the end of the war. Were you criticised and/or even threatened?


      No! [shaking his head vigorously]


      Something positive, at least. But …


      Stop! This is an excellent question because, when Vladimir Putin and the Duma officially admitted that the Polish officers at Katyn were not executed by the Germans but were shot by us, there was a lot of resentment! And part of society does not believe it to this day. And this is precisely the question that should make us all worry: do the people of Russia even want to know their own history?


      Who does, then?


      I’m not sure. This resentment about clearly unpleasant but obvious matters is … What is the purpose of historians? To search for the truth. This is why history is not trusted that much, because it has been falsified so often for temporary political gain. I am deeply convinced that history is a science and the purpose of science is truth. And saying this truth out loud should not be feared. This requires political will, of course.


      Truth is a difficult thing! When you go to bookstores in Moscow, you can see a whole army of clearly pseudohistorical books. In my opinion, books like that outnumber decent history books. How big a problem do you think there is with uncontrolled pseudohistory?


      Haven’t you looked at the shelves in bookshops in France, England or the US? Such literature absolutely dominates there as well. I will give you an example. The well-known Marc Ferro [a very popular historian in France, thanks to his TV shows.—JP] published a book a couple of years ago in which he claimed that Czar Nicholas II and his family were not killed in Yekaterinburg in 1918. This is simply ridiculous, but such a book was published by an esteemed French historian – simply to make sales.


      Imagine that an average person goes to a bookstore in Moscow or New York and wants to know the truth. Truth is extremely difficult to find among such a vast number of books that are all called history books.


      Actually, the best criteria for truth are source documents.


      Well, yes, but where would the average citizen search for or find such source documents?


      By all means, let them come to our website [State Archive of the Russian Federation—http://www.statearchive.ru/]. If you are truly interested in history, read the source documents! Do not believe the numerous fabrications.


      There is a very vivid and recent example on this topic—Panfilov’s guardsmen. You presented the facts and said that this event did not occur in the way we know from history textbooks. There was no political commissar who said: “Russia is vast, but there’s nowhere to retreat—Moscow’s behind us!” but [Vladimir] Medinsky, Minister of Culture of the Russian Federation, claims that this is not true and you are babbling. [One of the best-known legends of the Great Patriotic War is about Panfilov’s 28 poorly-armed guardsmen, who allegedly halted 50 German tanks near Moscow. It was recently announced that the Military Prosecutor’s Officeof theUSSR knew as early as 1948 that the story had been made up by the war correspondents of the newspaperKrasnaya Zvezda.—JP]


      Medinsky is a Minister of a great country, and should be more careful in his assessments. He’s bringing shame not only upon himself, but also upon Russia.


      What can be done in such a situation, when the historian argues based on facts, but along comes “the big man” and tells him not to talk tittle-tattle?


      You have to think for yourself. You either believe some newcomer or science.


      So it turns out that the heroic action of Panfilov’s guardsmen was not quite what we were taught at school. How many of these old stories about heroic deeds are true? I can instantly recall Gastello, Kosmodemyanskaya and Matrossov.


      I worked on the subject of Panfilov’s guardsmen. And only an idiot would draw the conclusion that, even if Panfilov’s 28 heroes did not exist, his division as a whole did not perform any heroic deeds at all. Panfilov’s division fell almost to the last man protecting Moscow. Nobody can deny this heroic action by the whole division; that would be madness. But there were no 28 heroes, so what can you do! Instead, there were other heroes. The trouble is that the Soviet authorities did not see a difference between fantasy and reality. Thus, they insulted the true heroes, who nobody cared about. Why was it even necessary to come up with fictitious heroic deeds if there were real ones? This is something I cannot comprehend.


      What are the biggest “uncharted areas” in the history of World War II in the Soviet Union?


      The first months of the [Soviet–German] War. I don’t know for sure, of course, but I think that there are documents in the archives of the Ministry of Defence that could shed light on the different scenarios that the Soviet General Staff was developing before the war. I am convinced that Mr Suvorov is a false historian. His Icebreaker, which sold ten million copies in Russia, was clearly speculative, a fantasy. [A former KGB officer, Viktor Suvorov claims in his books – which have been translated into Estonian – that Stalin was actually planning on attacking Germany in July 1941, but Hitler beat him to the punch.—JP] He bets on the fact that you have been lied to for 70 years, but he would now appear to tell you the whole truth.


      How open are the Russian archives to foreign historians?


      To say that they are closed would be wrong. The Russian legislature does not distinguish between access for foreign and Russian historians. The open archives – material that has had the “confidential” stamp removed – are completely accessible. In this sense, at least we [the Russian State Archive] have preserved the same terms of access to foreigners as in the 1990s. Their number has always stayed around ten percent. Look at our reading halls; there are many foreign researchers there. There are seven million files in our archive, with a hundred documents in each file on average. Can you imagine what an ocean of material that is!


      


      


      

    

  


  
    
      


      Unpredictable Future Sets Scene for Inevitable Opposition


      Estonia’s defence capability still remains largely in our own hands


      
        Kalev Stoicescu – Unpredictable Future Sets Scene for Inevitable Opposition
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      Kalev Stoicescu


      Senior research fellow at the International Centre for Defence and Security


      Kalev Stoicescu worked in the Estonian Ministry of Foreign Affairs from 1991 to 2000, including as Ambassador to the OSCE, the US and Canada. He was a member of the Estonian delegation in border negotiations with Russia and Latvia.

      In 2002–14 Stoicescu worked in the Estonian Ministry of Defence, initially as head of the civilian-military cooperation department and from 2007 as counsellor on defence policy at the Estonian Embassy in Paris. He has been working as a research fellow at the International Centre for Defence and Security since August 2014.


      


      The defence of Estonia and other NATO allies bordering the Baltic Sea depends largely on the state of the Western world’s relationship with Russia, which has now clearly become confrontational for what is likely to be a long period. Twenty-five years have passed since the fall of the Berlin Wall and the “empire of evil”, during which time the people of Estonia have still been able to feel—perhaps more strongly than anyone else—the fire of animosity still burning beneath the ashes of the Cold War. Under the leadership of Vladimir Putin, Russia has ceased to be a “problematic strategic partner” and once again turned against the West, if not becoming its enemy. Russian propaganda has proved sufficiently effective even in other parts of the world, which is why many opinion leaders argue that the confrontation could have and should have been avoided, or even blame Western allies for excessively provoking Russia. In this article, I shall discuss (using chronological analysis) why confrontation is unavoidable and—even though this is difficult to predict—what could be the most likely future outcome for the security of Estonia and its allied neighbours.


      The Morning After the Yeltsin Era


      In August 1999, oligarchs and “bodies” appointed the relatively unknown ex-spy Vladimir Putin to succeed the feeble president, Boris Yeltsin. Only four weeks later, the Russian air force started bombing Grozny and residential buildings were blown up—probably by the Federal Security Service, FSB—in the outskirts of Moscow and other parts of Russia, to serve as a pretext for starting the Second Chechen War. Most Western politicians and observers did not see this as a threat, as Yeltsin had also “tackled” the Chechnya question during his term. The number of cooperation projects involving Russia began to increase (for instance, the foundation of the NATO–Russia Council in 1997 and Russia joining the G7 in 1998), and soon nobody wished even to criticise Russia, let alone oppose it.


      The Russia Putin inherited from Yeltsin was in political, economic and moral ruins and the Kremlin’s later political technologists have (hardly coincidentally) drawn parallels with the Weimar Republic. The Russian treasury was billions of dollars in debt, oligarchs had “privatised” the few remaining profitable industries and raw material export channels, the “establishment” was completely corrupt and ineffective, well-off regions drifted away from the centre of power and rallied for more freedom, and so on. The blow dealt by the Northern Fleet’s first large-scale mobilisation exercise since the Cold War in August 2000, which saw the demise of the nuclear submarine Kursk, was no easier for Putin to bear, as it clearly demonstrated Russia’s disorderly state and military weakness.At the very dawn of the new millennium, when the Yeltsin era became the target of accusations of being “a failed liberal democratic experiment”, Putin set himself a number of extremely ambitious goals, which are still shaping Russian politics:
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        Exceedingly aggressive trends in Russian politics are associated with president Vladimir Putin. Ukrainian artist Daria Marchenko sheds light on her portrait of Vladimir Putin. The young artist captured the world’s attention with the portrait, which is created from 5,000 bullet shells collected from the separatist eastern Ukraine. Marchenko’s “The Face of War” stands more than two metres high.
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      Strengthen and centralise state authority—the so-called “power vertical”—and keep it to himself for an unlimited period of time by any means necessary


      Select loyal oligarchs—forming the inner circle of Putin’s elite—and assert the state’s power over the economy


      Quickly fill the Kremlin’s treasury with revenue from oil and natural gas exports and use the gas taps as a political tool if necessary


      Bring all power structures fully under the Kremlin’s rule, modernise weaponry and breathe new life into the activities of the FSB and other “bodies”


      Marginalise or even eliminate internal political opposition and control mainstream media


      Shape the Russian patriotic identity and morals on a state level based on the “historical truth” approved by the Kremlin, Stalin’s victory (in the so-called Great Patriotic War) and “traditional values”


      Establish political and economic dominance over those countries that emerged from the ashes of the Soviet Union, which, according to the Kremlin, would not be joining the EU and/or NATO


      Transform Russia into a regional powerhouse with global significance, the “vital interests” of which must be taken into account by the Western world in the framework of a new multipolar world order pursued by the Kremlin.


      In October 2000, Putin decided to restore the Soviet anthem, which duly replaced “The Patriotic Song” by Mikhail Glinka used in the Yeltsin era. The West did not understand the meaning and significance of the symbols in the Russian context. Putin’s regime began to promote itself with the accomplishments of both the Russian Empire and the Soviet Union, which turned out to be successful enough when it came to internal politics.


      At the same time, it appeared that the Kremlin gradually began shaping Putin’s image after the fascist Italian dictator Benito Mussolini, who was the first to realise and exploit the power of propaganda over the general public and defined—in the context of 20th-century totalitarian regimes—international relations as the balance of power between (great) nations, which is strictly based on their political and military strength. Moreover, Mussolini, who was also the object of Hitler’s sincere admiration, dreamt of restoring the once great Roman Empire and had himself photographed exposing his athletic chest or petting lion cubs. The list of political and depictive similarities between Putin and Mussolini is very long and the unfaltering friendship between the Russian president and the convicted criminal Silvio Berlusconi, who also bears a slight resemblance to Il Duce, has a certain symbolic meaning, which goes deeper than selling natural gas and undermining Western unity.


      2013: A Clear Turn to the Opposition Begins


      After gaining the presidency, Putin found himself in political and economic conditions essentially unchanged since Yeltsin’s ascent to the office ten years earlier. At the beginning of the 1990s, Yeltsin played the role of a convinced democrat supported by the West, which is why he could not refuse to acknowledge the sovereignty of the Baltic States, despite the formal existence of the Soviet Union. Yeltsin’s attitude towards the Baltic States became increasingly negative, however, when they strongly demanded the withdrawal of Russian troops from their territory and openly steered towards the West. The Kremlin was forced to reluctantly accept everything but, on the other hand, it began to accuse the Baltic States of violating human rights and so on. In the early days, Putin also presented himself as a democrat who did not even feel the need to censor the media (incidentally, this was also the case with Mussolini), offering the United States a hand in the fight against terrorism after 9/11 and somehow swallowing the bitter pill of the imminent accession to the EU and NATO of the Baltic countries and other former Russian satellite states. At the time, Putin simply did not have the kind of plenipotentiary power he has now and the Kremlin was not able to accumulate funds sufficient to allow Russia to taunt the West or display military aggression towards its neighbours.


      Russia did not see any reason to liken itself to the Western world politically, culturally or economically, and instead it admired the reformed communist regime in China. This is also the reason that the West did not see any opportunities to closely integrate its great eastern neighbour while looking for the perfect modus vivendi. The situation took a clear turn in 2003–4, when critical circumstances added fuel to the embers smouldering beneath the ashes. First, despite considerations such as the Charter of the United Nations and founding documents of the OSCE, Putin’s Russia seemed to believe that the 2004 enlargement of the EU and NATO defined the final borders of the Western world in Central and Eastern Europe, whereas Ukraine, Belarus, Moldova and the Caucasus remained exclusively and naturally under the Kremlin’s influence, forming the so-called “near abroad”. The Rose Revolution in Georgia and Orange Revolution in Ukraine, as well as the EU’s and NATO’s policy of continuous open access and Eastern Partnership—which are based on the right of each country to decide its political orientation and allies independently—proved that democratic countries cannot agree with the red line dictated by the Kremlin.


      Second, the Kremlin received some serious criticism when the results of elections for the State Duma in December 2003 were obviously falsified and Yabloko, as well as other opposition parties, were completely marginalised. Some weeks later, Putin replaced the liberal prime minister, Mikhail Kasyanov, with the openly reactionary Mikhail Fradkov. Moreover, even though Putin seemed to support the involvement of the US and NATO in overthrowing the Taliban regime in Afghanistan and the fight against Al-Qaeda, the invasion of Iraq in 2003 by a US-led coalition proved to be very unpleasant for Moscow—especially because the Kremlin’s opinion was not taken into account and Saddam Hussein’s extensive Russian-trained and equipped forces were annihilated in just a few weeks.


      The Confrontation Deepens


      As time passed, it became clear that the interests and values of Russia and the Western world were largely incompatible, even irreconcilable. The US saw Iran as a profound nuclear threat to itself and, importantly, its European allies, which Russia ignored by being resolutely against the establishment of a US missile defence system in Poland and the Czech Republic. It must be noted that this was not established after all, and the US now concentrates mainly on its integrated naval weapons system, Aegis.


      Moscow’s rhetoric became increasingly hostile and aggressive towards the West, as perfectly illustrated by Putin’s annual state-of-the-nation speech in 2006 and his address at the Munich Security Conference in 2007, in which he threatened an arms race, with special emphasis on nuclear weapons, and heavily criticised the leadership of the US and Western governments. The situation grew more heated when the question of Kosovo’s independence arose at the beginning of 2008, as Russia had not forgotten how NATO bombed and “humiliated” its ally Serbia in 1999. Incidentally, Russia is also very apt at using the “humiliation” argument in relation to itself, by “reminding” the West of all the “promises” it has made since Mikhail Gorbachev’s time (for instance, that the Alliance would not expand following Germany’s reunification). The reason naturally lies in mud-slinging against the West and making it feel undeservedly guilty.


      Even though it was clear that Ukraine’s and Georgia’s path to NATO was going to be very long, full of obstacles and probably futile (because, at the 2008 Bucharest summit, Germany and France strongly disagreed even with a road map that made no promises), Putin decided to settle the score with Georgian president Mikheil Saakashvili, whom he disliked. By that time, Russian armed forces had been through a certain transformation (insufficient, however, as the six-day war against Georgia showed) and the Kremlin’s treasury was bulging with unprecedented riches. Russian aggression towards Georgia and the military occupation of Abkhazia and South Ossetia briefly woke the Western world from its slumber, but French president Nicolas Sarkozy and many other leaders decided to turn a blind eye and hit the snooze button, as if the situation was a bad dream rather than a new and unpleasant reality. Russia had to remain the West’s strategic—albeit problematic—partner, whereas countries like Estonia that rang the alarm bell were simply seen as Russophobic and paranoid by some, especially Moscow.


      The Arab Spring erupted in 2010 and led to the ousting of the long-standing Libyan dictator Muammar al-Gaddafi (to which Moscow accidentally agreed, and later regretted), and even threatened Russia’s most loyal ally in the Middle East, Bashar al-Assad’s regime in Syria. The uprising only strengthened the Kremlin’s conviction that the Western countries had entered into a large-scale conspiracy in order to destabilise Russia ideologically and overthrow Putin’s regime. Putin’s paranoia grew and he saw an existential threat in everything, even the protests that followed another State Duma election fraud and the “re-election” of the president, even though the number of police officers at the protests exceeded that of the protesters.


      Opposition Explodes


      Ukraine’s ethnic composition and language, history, religion and traditions place it between East and West. However, this is only how the West sees it, because Russia has never considered Ukraine a fully-fledged country or Ukrainians an independent nation of people. Pro-Russian president Viktor Yanukovych was right to believe that the key to Ukraine’s political and economic stability lies in good relations with both Russia and the European Union. Brussels offered Kiev an association agreement that made no promise of EU membership, and Russia did not have many problems with Kiev’s dual and balanced approach until the autumn of 2013. Unfortunately, Kiev’s EU-oriented policy became unacceptable, if not “dangerous”, for Moscow when Putin’s closest political technologists declared that the so-called Eurasian Union, which was set to be founded on 1 January 2015, was not feasible without the “full integration” of Ukraine. Putin forced Yanukovych (and later also the Armenian president, Serzh Sargsyan) to turn down the association agreement offered by the EU, which triggered a chain of events starting with the protests in Maidan. In the margins of the G20 summit in Brisbane, the German chancellor, Angela Merkel, is said to have asked Putin repeatedly to explain why Russia did this, but did not receive a clear and adequate answer. Russia’s occupation and annexation of Crimea—a brutal violation of international law and the political rules governing European security—could not go without political and economic retaliation from the West.


      Open-ended Confrontation Continues


      By now, even the Kremlin analysts and authorities have probably realised that the pattern in which the confrontation escalates—for instance, in the form of another Russian military venture in the “near abroad”—is no longer linear and its outcome is unpredictable; instead, it has become geometric, and could even trigger a military conflict, with the West. Estonia and its neighbouring allies are still learning to live with this harsh reality, where Putin swings the nuclear sword and shows no sign of changing the Kremlin’s current conflict-oriented political course. After turning away from the West in anger, Russia has decided to cosy up to China, in which Putin’s regime sees its economic and foreign political saviour. Discovering the real danger in this situation will probably be quite painful for the Russians in the future.


      As long as Putin reigns over Russia, there is no reason to hope that the climate will change for the positive or to believe the Kremlin’s promises. China may support Putin’s regime—on its own terms, of course, and while trying to maintain its relationship with the West—but this will only prolong the agony for the Russian economy. Thus, the future of Putin’s regime will depend heavily on Beijing’s benevolence, and the question of whether China finds a strong Russia compatible with its own interests will become significant. The Western world’s experience has shown that a totalitarian Russia that possesses political and military strength and a bursting treasury will become unavoidably arrogant and aggressive towards its neighbours and in general.


      In a few years, during which time Estonia and its allied neighbours are bound to maximise their security in every sense, we may face a new and considerably murkier situation—a Russian economy on the verge of collapse, a Kremlin that has still not gained control over Kiev while trying to destabilise Ukraine, and Putin’s inner circle demanding a change of course in the form of improving relations with the West. The results of Moscow succumbing to political chaos or a cataclysm may not be completely, or even mostly, negative. Let us think back to the collapse of the Soviet Union, naturally avoiding the Putin perspective.


      Estonia and its allied neighbours, if not all European countries, must minimise the negative economic consequences of Russian policy and military threat. Estonian independence and security depend first and foremost on us ourselves, not NATO and the EU. Efficient collective defence and Estonian military readiness are necessary in any case, but they are not enough to avoid hidden provocations on the part of Russia. The construction of a state-funded concert hall and sports arena in Narva, and more visits from members of the government, would show that the region is rightfully a part of Estonia and help the country to maintain its safety and stability.

    

  


  
    
      


      
        Ago Gaškov – Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania as the battleground of the Soviet Union

      


      
        Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania as the battleground of the Soviet Union


        

      


      


      


      [image: gaskov1_1.jpg]


      
        Baltic Bridgehead (1939–1940): The Return of the Soviet Union to the Baltic Sea (“Прибалтийский плацдарм (1939–1940): Возвращение советского Союза на берега Балтийского моря”). Mihail Meltyuhov. Algoritm, 2014. 720 pp.
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      Mihail Meltyuhov’s latest book is a thorough piece of research that aims to demonstrate how the Baltic States are merely territories that a world power needs to ensure its security. This angle is hidden in the title: not countries, but a battlefield, a stretch of land where constant fighting should take place in the name of a powerful country. When you read the book more thoroughly, at times this first impression is confirmed, then it becomes doubtful again, and sometimes it even disappears. Meltyuhov is a serious historian. But history is often written by the victors and, for Russia, the end of World War II in Europe is the greatest, not to say the only, victory in its history.


      This long book was published last year in Moscow by the publishing house Algoritm. It is no exaggeration to say that anyone who speaks Russian and wants to understand the actions of our neighbouring country should get this book—even if only for the purpose of confirming or confuting the words in the previous paragraph. Written not by a historian but by a journalist and someone interested in eastern policy, this review of this serious historic research cannot be an in-depth scientific analysis. I therefore focus on the more fascinating parts of the book.


      It seems to me that the intelligence services of the independent Baltic States, especially that of Estonia, have always caused headaches for our eastern neighbour. Meltyuhov’s book also discusses this topic. But what is a battlefield without intelligence intrigues? The chapter “Прибалтика в международных отношениях осени 1939–весны 1940г” (“The Baltic States in International Relations between Autumn 1939–Spring 1940”) mainly describes the international situation right after the beginning of World War II, including the economic difficulties in the Baltic States caused by the devaluation of the pound sterling (to which the national currency in the Baltics was tied) and their actions in the League of Nations. But a few pages are dedicated to the Estonian intelligence agencies and their ties to the Abwehr (German military intelligence) and the Reich Main Security Office (RSHA). It also mentions how western European intelligence agencies lost interest in Estonian intelligence after Soviet military bases were established in Estonia. On 10 January 1940, the RSHA noted that “there are serious concerns that Estonian intelligence might be working only for the Soviet Union”. Nevertheless, the cooperation between the intelligence agencies continued. After the war, the leaders of the Abwehr admitted that Estonian intelligence had contributed valuable information about Red Army garrisons. The Abwehr was also interested in Latvian and Lithuanian intelligence agencies, but “their cooperation was not as fruitful”.


      Meltyuhov also notes how the Estonian and Latvian intelligence agencies aided the Finns during the Winter War. It was radio intelligence from Estonia and Latvia that enabled the Finns to destroy several Red Army divisions.


      The Finnish boys and Polish soldiers are also discussed in terms of the cooperation between the battlefield countries. Naturally, the Soviet Union was greatly concerned by Estonian men joining the war in Finland. Meltyuhov claims that the official number of Estonians fighting on the Finnish side was 58 and that these were Estonians already living in Finland before the Winter War started. However, the BBC announced in January 1940 that there were 2,000 Estonian volunteers fighting for Finland. On 10 January 1940, the Chairman of the Council of People’s Commissars, Vyacheslav Molotov, sent an inquiry on this issue to the Estonian ambassador, August Rei. Rei replied on 4 March that there were no Estonian volunteers in Finland, and apparently Molotov was content with this answer.


      Regarding the Finnish boys, one episode described by Meltyuhov stands out. This is the story of how Estonian left-wing labourers changed their attitude towards the Red Army soldiers. Meltyuhov discusses how Estonian communists hoped for the Red Army’s help in overthrowing the government but were quickly disappointed. “Upon seeing the negative attitude of the military, even the most dedicated communists spat on the Soviet soldiers and changed their mind, and former friends became enemies overnight.” Soviet intelligence was forced to announce on 29 January 1940 that “the recruitment of volunteers to Finland continues; also, anti-Soviet activities in Estonia and Latvia have resumed”.


      This is only a small example of how thoroughly Meltyuhov describes the onset of the events of June 1940, one of the many interesting pieces entwined with dry numbers and long lists. But the main topic—the return of the Baltic States to “the friendly family of Soviet peoples”—is just as thorough. The chapter that describes this is titled “Поющие революции” (“Singing Revolutions”). Meltyuhov describes Lithuania’s mentality as divided. The communists admitted openly that, sooner or later, the Soviet Union needed to occupy Lithuania to strengthen its position against Germany. Other Lithuanians, however, were depressed, according to the author. The attitude of the Latvians is also described as controversial. However, Meltyuhov begins his description of the situation in Estonia with how the Red Army was received in Izborsk and Pechory. At 2 pm on 17 June 1940, military commanders were sent a message that “the people of Izborsk and Pechory welcomed us with flowers, hoorays and slogans saying ‘Спасибо Сталину!’ (“Thank you, Stalin!”)”. Meltyuhov ends this chapter with an episode from Narva: “Despite a ban, Zavyalov, the battalion commissar of the political government of the Workers’ and Peasants’ Red Army, made an appearance at a Narva gathering and stressed that the Red Army had not come to occupy Estonia but to ensure peace and security in the country”.


      A research piece of this scope is not an end in itself. It has a life (and an impact) of its own. Meltyuhov’s book provided another opportunity for the portal Rubaltic.ru to claim that the Soviet Union did not occupy the Baltic States in 1940. Meltyuhov’s interview of 11 March 2014 has been quoted numerous times. He is one of the best-known historians in modern-day Russia whose narrow field of research focuses on the Stalin era. But again, history is the story of the victors, or at least of those who consider themselves such. It impossible to overlook the fact that the cover of Meltyuhov’s book, designed by B. Protopopov, has Tallinn’s Bronze Soldier as the cover boy.


      Last year Algoritm published another book concerning Estonia’s history, “Западное приграничье. Политбюро ЦК ВКП(б) и отношения СССР с западными соседними государствами 1928–1934” (“West Border Region. Politburo of the All-Union Communist Party of Bolsheviks and the Relations between the USSR and its Western Neighbouring States during 1928–1934”) by Oleg Ken and Alexandr Rupassov. This is a collection of documents from the Politburo of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union from the years in which the superpower policies of the Soviet Union took on their final form, and they are accompanied by a short commentary. This, along with Meltyuhov’s monograph, forms a set that help the understanding of what took place in Russia 70–80 years ago and what is happening there now.
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      We are not mute. The anthropology of protests in Russia in 2011–2012. (Мы не немы: Антропология протеста в России 2011–2012 годов.) Compiled by Aleksandra Arhipova and Mihhail Aleksejevski. Estonian Literary Museum research publishing house (Научное издательство ЭЛM), 2014. 336 pp.


      


      


      Aimar Ventsel,


      ethnologist


      I was involved in one of the events in the history of this collection. The book was published in Tartu because the compilers could not find a willing publisher in Russia in 2014. The Estonian Literary Museum came to the rescue; and we were sitting at a bar in Tartu one November night, waiting for a phone call. In fact, the compilers drove to Tartu, hid a number of copies of the book between children’s things in their car and then smuggled them into Russia. Once they had crossed the border, they called us. I began to draw parallels between this and the stories I had read as a child about heroic Bolsheviks who similarly smuggled forbidden literature into Russia.


      At any other time, this collection would have been nothing more than an interesting analytical document about the spontaneous protests that emerged in various Russian towns in 2011 under the slogan “fight for fair elections!”, and continued well into the following year in the light of events. As mentioned in the foreword, the purpose of the book is “to demonstrate which social, folkloric and linguistic phenomena caused these events … [and] which cultural mechanisms [were] topical during the meetings”. The authors—more precisely the 25 of them—primarily focus on the wording of the banners, the demographics of the protests, and their social dynamics.


      During these protests, a phenomenon now called “monstration” fully developed in Russia—it is a carnival-like performance art event with absurd slogans and costumes. As the protests evolved, banners with real political messages—such as demands for reform or the resignation of the president or prime minister—were increasingly replaced with absurd slogans. Now, people came along with fun slogans such as “I’m looking for a wife”, “We dress a lot warmer now” or “Merry Go Round”.


      The early chapters of the book analyse the demography of the demonstrations. It is said that, as time passed, the anti-government protests involved an ever-wider demographic. While male students made up most of the participants in the first major demonstrations, within a week, many women had joined them. The average age of the demonstrators also changed, as more elderly and young people began to take part.


      People interested in Russia’s modern protest culture should be even more fascinated by the (hidden) political content of the demonstrations. Maria Ahmetova dedicates an entire chapter to the word banderologi, which in English (“banderlog”) was originally coined by Rudyard Kipling for the tribe of apes in Mowgli, but is now used to denote any chattering group. Putin used the word to describe the protesters on a TV show. The protesters seized the opportunity, and brought cartoon-themed posters and costumes to subsequent demonstrations. The fun images also feature a snake as part of the protests’ attributes. Mihhail Matlin, meanwhile, writes about the use of the word prezik (a slang term for a preservative, as well as the president). Penguins, hamsters and other animals are also mentioned. One entire chapter talks about the official state media’s response to the politically absurd.


      This collection is not intended only for a small clique. A “monstration” was dispersed using water cannon in Novosibirsk this spring. This book is certainly helpful for gaining some insight into the playful dynamics of the anti-government movement and for understanding the origins of the inspiration for the visualisation of resistance. It is available at the Estonian Literary Museum.
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      As Estonia faces two fundamental questions—migrants and Russia—Diplomaatia’s August edition tries to shed some light on these sensitive topics. Uku Särekanno, an immigration expert, writes about how fundamental the immigration issue has become for the European Union.


      „Europe has swum from one crisis to another over the last 60 years, developing throughout and correcting the mistakes,“ says Särekanno. „But the migration crisis is essentially unique, since numerous variables are not controlled by the governments of the member states.“


      Gert Teder, an Estonian rescue expert, gives an overview of how the rescue mechanism works and what it takes to send aid to affected areas.


      Oliver Ait, an Asian expert at the Estonian Foreign Policy Institute, writes about the changes in China’s foreign policy. According to Ait, China is no more satisfied with its non-intervention policy, but as an emerging great power China is interested in protecting its interests abroad. This means a more aggressive foreign policy.


      In an interview with Diplomaatia, Sergey Mironenko, director of the Russian state archives, is convinced that Russians are afraid of their own history. Unlike many of his countrymen, Mironenko believes that the Nazi–Soviet Pact of 1939 was criminal.


      Mironenko reminds us that the Molotov–Ribbentrop Pact enabled Hitler to conquer Europe by feeding his own country with food originating from the Soviet Union. Moreover, Germany had an acute shortage of oil for her tanks, planes and cars, and the Soviet Union supplied this to Germany. „Hitler’s army was fed and supplied by the Soviet Union, and Hitler’s tanks were covered with armour made from rare metals obtained from the Soviet Union,“ Mironenko explains.


      Kalev Stoicescu, Research Fellow at the International Centre for Defence and Security, writes about the future of Russia. He says that one cannot expect rapid change in Russia and that the confrontation between the West and Russia will continue.


      „Estonia and its allied neighbours, in fact all the European countries, must minimise the negative consequences and military threat deriving from Russia’s policy,“ Stoicescu writes. „The guarantees for Estonia’s independence and security are not only NATO and the EU, but foremost ourselves.“


      And Ago Gaškov and Aimar Ventsel review several books on Russia.


      „Mihail Meltyuhov’s latest book is a thorough piece of research that aims to demonstrate how the Baltic States are merely territories that a world power needs to ensure its security,“ writes Gaškov.
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