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    Donald Trump’s victory in the US presidential election threw everything we know about the values of the US foreign and defence policy into uncertainty. Even though the composition of the new president’s foreign and defence policy teams will have perhaps become slightly clearer before the publication of Diplomaatia, it is still too early to draw any fundamental conclusions. Indeterminacy prevails.


    This issue of Diplomaatia is largely dedicated to Trump’s election victory and possible future prospects. Former Foreign Minister and current member of the European Parliament Urmas Paet is the first to tackle this topic.


    “Despite holding great power, even the US president cannot do whatever he likes. The Congress, Senate, civil service, intelligence, interest groups, other countries and so on will have their influence and set limits to his actions. Consequently, President Trump cannot quite be like candidate Trump with all his shock value and irregularity. Nevertheless, changes will certainly be made in US politics and even the country’s strong internal division is a new situation that affects US activities all over the world,” Paet writes.


    The article also includes opinions on Trump from Marko Mihkelson, Piret Ehin and Kalev Stoicescu.


    An interview with the Director of the Carnegie Moscow Centre Dmitri Trenin concentrates on Trump’s victory from Moscow’s perspective. “Western-Russian relations are not the most crucial issue from the US foreign political perspective. The US has wandered too far in the world. By that I mean that in my opinion, the US foreign policy is gradually moving away from representing the United States’ national interests,” says Trenin.


    Hudson Institute analyst Richard Weitz provides an overview of Trump’s possible policies. “However, the transition process has already made evident that his advisers and possible appointees are divided on critical issues, such as how closely they want to collaborate with Russia,” Weitz remarks.


    Political observer Karl-Gerhard Lille considers the presidential election campaign from the perspective of the media. “The rise of national populism in 2016 revealed the media’s ideological distance from ordinary people. The media unanimously foretold the failure of Brexit and Donald Trump, rubbing in a clear bias. Media bias was felt before but this removed all doubts. The US and European publications took pride in giving up the pretence and spread the bias everywhere: news, opinion polls, forecast models, fact checking etc.”


    Ramon Loik, lecturer at the Estonian Academy of Security Sciences, argues that the European Union could use its resources more efficiently in the fight against terrorism.
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    Urmas Paet,


    Member of the European Parliament,


    Urmas Paet is a Member of the European Parliament. From 2005 to 2014 he served as the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Estonia, and from 2003 to 2005 as the Minister of Culture. He has also worked as the Deputy Mayor ofNõmme(a district of Tallinn) and been active in journalism.


    Donald Trump winning the presidential elections of the United States did not come as a big surprise. The trends of the last months clearly indicated that such a result was very likely. This is why I already recommended, months ago, that Estonia should start building a friendly relationship with Trump’s team as early as possible.


    The new president of the United States has been elected and the country has been divided. What will happen next? We can draw indirect conclusions on the basis of the presidential campaign, but in any case, it is clear that the campaign cannot be transferred to the White House one-to-one. Despite holding great power, even the US president cannot do whatever he likes. The Congress, Senate, civil service, intelligence, interest groups, other countries among others will exert their influence and set limits on his actions. Consequently, President Trump cannot quite be like candidate Trump with all his shock value and irregularity. Nevertheless, changes will certainly be made in US politics and even the country’s strong internal division is a new situation that affects US activities all over the world.
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        The leader of UKIP Nigel Farage arriving at Trump Tower in New York to meet Donald Trump.


        AFP/Scanpix

      

    


    Trump will surely try to achieve much as president also in terms of foreign policy and carry out as many campaign promises as possible. He is the first president, in the contemporary history of the United States, who has no political experience, who lacks a distinct ideology, but instead has a lot of pragmatism.


    Trump will most probably pursue a foreign policy that is more pragmatic and centred around large powers which stems directly from the national interests of the US in the narrower meaning of the word.


    Meanwhile, foreign policy will not be Trump’s main priority—that position would probably be occupied by his domestic policies, such as domestic economy, social themes and internal security. However, here lies a contradiction with the Republican Party politics, which understands that America’s leading role in the world is under increasing pressure and taking a more passive approach will cause the United States to lose its international influence even more. Besides, the majority of international foreign policy and security problems cannot wait any longer.


    The new Trump administration will be a partner that is internationally more self-centred and challenging, that sets touchstones for transatlantic relationships and values, such as multilateralism, international law, human rights and also maintaining current international achievements, for example, the matter of climate change.


    Trump’s current style makes it possible to assume that he prefers working bilaterally with chosen countries and temporary coalitions, depending on the topic, but not with multilateral institutions. Therefore, the decreasing US support for global structures and the initiatives of international organisations should be taken into account.


    Farage, the first guest


    In the EU, Trump’s administration is going to focus on more large EU member states than on the EU as a whole or on its institutions. This will complicate the relationship between the EU and the United States. It is also worth noticing that Nigel Farage, who has been the leader of the UK Independence party, and one the leaders of the Brexit campaign, was the first foreign politician to meet up with Trump after the latter became the president-elect. British Prime Minister Theresa May, however, will probably have to wait her turn until the beginning of next year.


    Proceeding from Trump’s criticism of the current US military missions, it is not likely that Trump’s administration would be interested in using wide-scale military force in some conflict area. At the same time, Trump has promised to strengthen the global fight against terrorism, which means, for example, that air strikes against IS in the Middle-East will surely continue, and possibly increase.


    A general idea of how Trump is planning to engage with the Republicans’ present main line foreign policy will be given through the appointment of the Secretary of State and Secretary of Defence. On the other hand, when it comes to foreign policy, he also has to take into account the strong Republican consensus in Congress that relates to NATO’s security guarantees to, for example, Eastern European countries. European allies will no doubt feel increased pressure to increase defence spending. Nevertheless, it seems like Trump is planning to differentiate between NATO members based on their input to defence spending.


    The current President Barack Obama also recently confirmed that all allies of NATO must contribute an equal amount. Which means this is not only Trump’s train of thought, since the US has for years showed its malcontent with many European allies contributing too little financially.


    Trump’s Russian policy remains vague so far. If one looks at his campaign attitudes then interesting challenges are to be expected, but the topic of Russia is probably one of those where life makes its own larger corrections to Trump’s current views. Even Congress is rather sceptical about changing the Russian policy. At the same time, Vladimir Putin, the president of the Russian Federation, was one of the first foreign leaders to congratulate Trump over the phone. Both Trump and Putin thought that current relations between Russia and the USA must be quickly reviewed and a constructive cooperation started in as many fields as possible.


    Russia’s leadership was also one of the few in the entire world that expressed overflowing joy for Trump’s victory. The Russian State Duma greeted the announcement with applause.


    In the field of international security, the topic of the Pacific Ocean and the Asian region, as well as matters related to Russia will not be taken off the table. North Korea is still considered a security threat and that is why the US-Japan-South Korea partnership will continue. The fight against IS will remain a priority.


    When it comes to nuclear weapons, Trump probably supports modernizing the US nuclear arsenal. It is fair to assume that the US will decrease its contribution to the multilateral activities concerning nuclear control and that the ratification of international armament conventions will also probably stop. What I have in mind is the Arms Trade Treaty.


    Europe must do more


    The security situation in Europe has become more fragile, first and foremost because of the activities of IS and other terrorist groups, Russia’s aggressive behaviour, and the violence and instability in regions neighbouring on Europe. This means that in order for Europe to defend itself and increase security, it must do a lot more than it has until now. The defence cooperation among the European countries has, up to now, been modest and it has mainly counted on NATO, although, not all EU members even belong to NATO. Also, the situation where around three-quarters of all expenses are covered by the United States alone and Europe passes the responsibility for its security mainly to the Americans will not last forever.


    NATO’s role was, is, and will be important but Europe must contribute a lot more and use all possibilities to increase its defence and security and that’s all in the context of the EU as well.


    The Treaty of Lisbon gives significantly larger opportunities for EU defence cooperation than have been in use so far. So far, there is no point talking about an EU army and frightening the sceptics in the process, because that is, at the moment, an unreal goal. Neither is there any reason to talk about how closer EU cooperation would somehow weaken NATO. It is rather the opposite—for years, NATO has wished to see EU as a partner who could complement NATO and support it with its capabilities. One should not forget that not all EU countries are in NATO and their systematic inclusion is necessary.


    Therefore, the circumstances demand EU defence cooperation and partnership with NATO to be more concrete and efficient. The creation of security and defence capabilities set out in EU treaties have not progressed far, although Article 42 of the Lisbon Treaty states a steady development of defence policy, which will lead to the creation of a common EU defence. The same article states the establishment of defence institutions and the definition of common capabilities and arms policy. By the way, EU’s actions must overlap with those of NATO to strengthen it and make territorial, regional and global security and defence capability more efficient.


    Sadly, it is often so in the EU that taking something up decisively happens only after a crash has already occurred. This was the case with the refugee crisis and terrorist attacks. Taking defence cooperation to the next level would be pre-emptive because otherwise it might already be too late.


    Not including the establishment of the European Defence Agency, so far no other concrete common security and defence measures have been planned. However, according to the EU Common Foreign and Security Policy, the EU must systematically develop defence cooperation in order to react to external crises, develop the capabilities of EU partners, assure the safety of Europe and create a strong European defence industry that is vital for securing the independence of Europe’s defence-related activities.


    The keyword in developing the capabilities of the EU and EU Member States is cooperation with NATO. On 8 July 2016, the Presidents of the European Council and the European Commission and the Secretary General of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization signed a joint declaration that stressed the need to strengthen cooperation in the fields of defence and security and declared that EU and NATO cooperation must encompass strengthening resistance capacity in the East and South, as well as defence investments. The EU and NATO agree that both must improve their compatibility and the interaction of their activities since that would strengthen NATO’s role in the collective defence of security and defence policy.


    And, of course, it should be made an objective for EU members, as with NATO member states, to spend 2% of their GDP on defence. That would be a clear sign of the common stance of the EU and NATO. In order to do that, a contribution from the EU joint budget must be added and the right place to specifically deal with it is the multi-annual EU financial framework for carrying EU defence policy through.


    The first action plan of the Common EU Defence Policy must also encompass NATO projects that deal with the fight against hybrid threats, operational cooperation (including at sea), migration, cyber defence and security, defence capability, strengthening defence research and industrial cooperation, military exercises and the defence and security capabilities of EU’s Eastern and Southern neighbours.


    A hit on free trade


    One of the most important changes will be looking over the free trade agreements and stopping the signing of new ones. According to many analysts, this is a field in which Trump will definitely keep his campaign promises. Trump has repeatedly vowed to withdraw from the free trade agreement talks, in addition, he has promised a 45% import duty on goods from Mexico and China and also to review agreements previously made with China.


    The first victim of the changing trade policy of the US is probably China, towards whom Trump is planning many restrictions. This is why he does not support giving China Market Economy Status. The EU–US trade relations will probably not remain untouched either. This is why the EU–US broad free trade agreement talks are probably dead and the atmosphere concerning those agreements is becoming more complex. The Trans-Pacific Partnership will also probably meet its end because Trump prefers bilateral agreements with only a few countries of the region, such as Japan.


    In Europe, instead of TTIP, Trump will most probably try to start bilateral talks with Great Britain. Trump’s administration is probably going to use one-sided protectionist measures and will not shy away from trade wars with current partners.


    One of Trump’s priorities will be the fight against terrorism in the US and elsewhere. That is why it is a field that has potential for making EU–US relations closer, mainly in all fields that relate to intelligence cooperation. What may become an obstacle are the different attitudes concerning basic rights, privacy and data protection because proceeding from Trump’s campaign, those are not arguments in a war against terror, unlike in Europe.


    The visa facilitation programme might also be under pressure because, as a candidate, Trump called an end to the programme especially after the terrorist attacks in Brussels. Trump has also promised to strengthen US border control. At the same time, the visa facilitation programme falls under the jurisdiction of Congress and reviewing it comes with discussions about US immigration mechanisms. In any case, a complete visa waiver between EU states and the US is further away than ever before.


    Other aspects of immigration policy might also have a foreign political impact. Trump repeatedly said during his campaign that illegal immigrants must be deported, a wall built between USA and Mexico and Muslims banned from entering the States. That has already caused concern for human rights violation. Unlike Obama, Trump has also stood against closing the Guantánamo detention camp and has, in principle, approved of the interrogation methods used there. Trump is also anti same-sex marriages and wishes to overrule the decisions accepted so far in the US.


    Difficult times for climate policy


    The current climate policy may also take a hit. Trump has stood against international agreements tackling climate change and Obama’s climate policy. Therefore, he has promised to stop US payments to the UN climate change programmes that originate from the Paris Agreement. That has already started causing a strain between France and the US, which is why the French presidential candidate, Nicolas Sarkozy, called for punishing USA with higher import taxes if America backs down from the climate agreement. At the same time, the US military leadership has clearly assured that climate change is a threat to its national security, and hopefully, the Pentagon can still exert influence over Trump’s final standpoints.


    Another thing that might decline is US support for EU efforts to strengthen its energy security and broaden its energy sources. Trump’s positive attitude towards Russia might result in the US changing its position relating to energy sanctions, Nord Stream II and the reform of the Ukraine’s gas sector. The changing policy towards Russia may reopen a door for US investments in Russia’s energy sector – the same door that was once opened during the reset of US–Russia relations and closed again after Russia’s aggression in Ukraine.


    The changes in energy policy may also cause partial changes in US–Middle East relations. This is why Trump has been consistently critical of OPEC, especially towards Saudi Arabia, Iran and Iraq. He holds a view that “oil for security”-agreements are out-dated.


    In conclusion, in addition to incoming changes in internal and foreign policy, an important new situation is the US being deeply divided. Half of the voters are not only feeling disappointed but also, according to a study, feel hostile towards the president-elect.


    In these turbulent times, Europe must stand up for itself more than before. This goes for security and defence cooperation, economy, free trade and a lot more.


    Many things that have been taken for granted in recent decades in EU-US relations have changed. Europe must quickly adapt to the new situation by doing more, and not only counting on someone else.


    Brexit and the US presidential elections are concrete examples of how a familiar situation can rapidly change. The French elections, German parliamentary elections are coming up, as well as many others that can add flavour to the mix.
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    Marko Mihkelson,


    Chairman of the Foreign Affairs Committee (Pro Patria and Res Publica Union)


    The presidential elections in the States have always been for good reason at the centre of the world’s attention in recent decades. Of course, it is because the role of the US in world politics has addressed all continents and important hot spots. The 20th century has been called Pax Americana for a reason.


    Today, the world is undergoing rapid change. In addition to the States, China has started to stand out, especially in the last decade and Russia is attempting to regain its position with unconcealed aggression. There are a number of other countries who, for one reason or another, try to change the regional balance of powers.


    Backed by current social media and changed media consumption, Donald Trump’s victory has for the first time created a situation where there are more questions about the future president than there are answers. Including questions about whether the US is still ready to carry the role of the leader of the free world.


    From the standpoint of Estonia, it is of course important that the US continue defending a world order based on international law and principles in close cooperation with European allies. It is especially important that the continued unity of the Western world be preserved despite internal turbulence. An opposing development would damage the long-term interests of all Western countries as a whole.


    The less doubt there is about the readiness of NATO to protect its members, the more secure the transatlantic connection is, and the easier it is for the new president to work on fulfilling his main slogan—Make America Great Again.

  


  
    
      [image: ]

    


    Kalev Stoicescu,


    Researcher at the International Centre for Defence and Security


    Since 9 November, international media has started to publish news clips with startling headlines, such as Estonia Is Panicking (because of Donald Trump winning the US presidential elections) and Estonia Is Turning Towards the East (so far as the Centre Party is replacing the Reform Party in the new government). Of course these “news” items are quite far from the truth. Estonian foreign, security, and defence policy in general will not change and a similar message was expressed by Barack Obama, who is leaving office, about Donald Trump and the intentions of his new administration, trying to calm US allies around the world. Whoever will lead the Department of State and the Pentagon, whether they are the colourful Rudolph Giuliani, the former mayor of New York, and the senator of Alabama, Jeff Sessions, who supports cutting defence expenditure, they all have to implement the politics of Donald Trump and the White House team. Meanwhile, Trump has noticeably changed his behaviour to a more adequate one because the eccentric stage presence and provocative speech that ensured his victory are no longer appropriate or useful. The Kremlin is primarily interested in an agreement with Trump that would lift sanctions and give Russia a free hand in “dissident” countries, such as Ukraine, Georgia and Moldova. A wholly different matter is what Russia is willing to promise and do in return, especially to avoid a conflict with NATO, but also to destroy IS and guarantee stability in the Middle East that would satisfy the Western world. In addition, the issue of Putin’s trustworthiness in the eyes of Trump is unresolved. If such an agreement should even come to life, then Estonia will probably have to accept the inevitable and, in essence, give up supporting Ukraine and Georgia, itself left on the EU and NATO side of the “red line”.

  


  
    


    
      [image: ]

    


    Piret Ehin,


    Senior Research Fellow at the Johan Skytte Institute of Political Studies, University of Tartu


    A week after Donald Trump’s unexpected victory, it still remains unclear how substantial the changes that are in store for the US will be in internal and foreign politics. Many unanswered questions are fundamental in nature. To what extent is a US led by Trump dedicated to liberal-democratic values, and preserving and strengthening of the world order that protects those values? How far will Trump go with rearranging trade agreements, should we expect a protectionist backlash to the globalizing markets? How dedicated is the new US leadership to relations with allies? How is Trump going to put into practice the “great relations” with other great powers and manage serious foreign policy challenges? Are the impulsive populism and “flexible approach to the facts” that characterized his campaign the new norm in Western politics to which the liberal establishment and votes must adapt or will the high office shape Trump into a more conventional and less colourful politician?


    The answers to the above questions will become clear when we know who will belong to the Trump administration. The first nominations speak of an attempt to balance the two wings, including mainstream republicans as well as forces opposing them. The performance of the new administration will largely depend on whether Trump manages to restore domestic peace within the Republican Party, form a competent, broad-based team and establish working relations with the Republican-ruled House of Representatives and the Senate.
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    The outgoing US administration painted itself into a corner with the Ukraine issue, says Dmitri Trenin.


    Jaanus Piirsalu,


    daily newspaper Postimees, Moscow


    Above all, Russia’s cynical President Vladimir Putin expects to conclude agreements with the new US President Donald Trump regarding the Ukrainian question: to pressure Kyiv into implementing the Minsk agreements in Donbass and to promise not to accept Ukraine into NATO, explained the Director of the Moscow centre of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace—one of the most influential think tanks in the world—Dmitri Trenin, in his interview with Diplomaatia. Trenin gave the interview in Moscow two days after Trump’s unexpected victory.
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        Dmitri Trenin speaking on a panel at the Lennart Meri Conference in 2011.
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    Who in Moscow regarded Trump’s victory as good news and who felt the opposite?


    To me it seemed to be good news for the US. Trump’s victory may change the course of both domestic and foreign policy, which can only benefit the US. The US elite have alienated themselves from the majority of Americans. This is a very serious issue. In this respect, Trump’s victory sends the elite a very serious message—do not forget the citizens who live in a world that is materially and mentally very different from that of those who call themselves the leaders of the American nation. The US has always fascinated me with its ability to transform itself without a revolution and, for the last 150 years, without any civil wars. The forthcoming period in US history will be undeniably bitter but beneficial.


    Will Trump’s victory improve the alarmingly poor relationship between the West and Russia or make it even worse?


    Western-Russian relations are not the most crucial issue from the perspective of US foreign policy. The US has wandered off too far in the world. By that I mean that in my opinion, US foreign policy is gradually moving away from representing America’s national interests. For instance, in her campaign, Hillary Clinton advocated a no-fly zone over Aleppo almost until the very last weeks. If this included Russians, everything would be clear. Yet the question was not put in that way. If the no-fly zone was imposed without Russian involvement…


    That would mean war?


    …then the US would have to admit that it is pure bluff, because Russian aircraft will be flying in and out of that zone as they please, causing the entire (US) foreign policy to collapse, or the planes would have to be shot down. In the latter case, one must naturally bear in mind that Russian anti-aircraft systems will respond by targeting American planes. This may not yet be considered a war but it is a kinetic conflict. Will it serve the US interests? I do not believe so. This also shows how far the (US) elite have drifted from the national interests. The elite live in a different world where globalisation has provided them with an illusion of power, yet at the same time, it stops the US flourishing as a country and curbs its economic development. The US has buried itself in different global matters and this does not always serve its interests. And then along comes someone offering completely new approaches. For instance, when it comes to NATO. If NATO members are so terrified of a Russian attack—if they are indeed afraid and not just saying they are—then why are they not arming themselves? Are they too poor? No. Do they lack technological, demographic, economic means? No, they have all that in abundance. Then why won’t they (spend money themselves)? Why should the US invest more money in the defence of NATO members than the latter find it possible to spend on defending themselves? All this challenges the stereotypes that have taken root in the US. This is good because if it were not for that, the US would suffer the fate of the Soviet Union. If elite circles and those who work for them reach an impassable consensus in a wide variety of questions, while all who fight against it stand out like a sore thumb and are thus excluded from the circle—then this constitutes the Soviet Union. Trump embodies hope and an opportunity for Americans to abandon old stereotypes in their domestic and foreign policy.


    It is interesting how invested Moscow was in the US presidential election, especially on television. When it comes to Russian elections, there is no one to root for (which was also demonstrated by the State Duma elections in autumn), yet the US was a scene for a proper passionate struggle. It seemed to me that Russia longed for their own Trump, even though nobody said it out loud. As many experts in Moscow (such as one of the key authorities on Russian foreign policy Sergey Karaganov), you also pointed out that Trump won because the current US elite has alienated itself from the people to an almost dangerous degree. This was also the underlying reason for the outcome of the Brexit referendum. What do you think, will the Kremlin see it as a vital lesson on the importance of considering popular opinion, like some years ago when the Kremlin drew serious conclusions from the reasons and methods behind the Arab Spring? What kind of conclusions should the Kremlin draw?


    The Kremlin monitors social moods very closely as it is. It is most interested in the opinion of the popular majority—public employees, workers, the service sector. Putin refers to these groups very often (in his addresses). The Kremlin has its finger constantly on the pulse when it comes to popular opinion. The Kremlin cares little about the views of liberal circles because they are oppositional, as expected.


    It seems that Russia as a whole is happy with Trump’s election. General opinion is that Russia benefits from this outcome more than it would have if Hillary Clinton had won. There are already jokes about Putin issuing Trump a Russian passport for defending Russia’s interests etc. To what extent do you share this optimism and joy?


    No, I do not feel optimistic or joyful. Though I understand that some new opportunities are about to appear. The turn of a new page brings new hope in itself. For instance, we all make new plans at the beginning of a new year and leave the old ones behind. Wanting something new is normal and human. Our relationship with the US is poor and we are on the brink of a clash, which cannot be good for the rest of the world. If Trump’s promises lead to Russia reaching new agreements on various questions, then this is positive. But do I feel confident about this? No. Is there any hope? Yes. If Clinton had won, there would have been no hope whatsoever. It would have been best if the status quo had remained unchanged. A lot depends on who will form Trump’s administration where the policies are made. And most importantly—will Trump continue to fight the establishment once he is President? Or will he blend with the establishment and become its leader.


    You interact very often with the shapers of Russian foreign policy. Based on your observations, what is the Kremlin’s actual attitude towards Trump?


    The views of the (Russian) foreign ministry or Kremlin officials about Trump are irrelevant, what matters is Putin’s opinion. Our foreign policy as well as all other policies are decided by one person.


    All right, what is Putin’s actual view of Trump?


    Putin was actually very open about his opinion of Trump throughout the election campaign. I do not believe he expected Trump to win. I do not think that the foreign ministry expected Trump to win. This was a surprise (to Putin). However, Putin’s reaction was good. If you remember, he immediately reacted to 9/11. He was also very quick to react to Trump’s election. He was one of the first to send Trump a congratulatory telegram and then proceeded to comment on it in depth at a meeting with foreign ambassadors. (On 9 November, Putin accepted letters of credence from a large group of ambassadors at the Kremlin, which was followed by an announcement of his readiness to re-establish normal relations with the US in full, should Donald Trump implement the kind of policy he talked about during his campaign. –– JP)


    Putin’s telegram to Trump reads “accept my sincere congratulations”. How sincere were Putin’s congratulations?


    I do believe they were sincere. To Putin, Trump is a person who has not exactly had anything good to say about Russia, but has at least refrained from attacking or blaming Russia, which has become the norm in America today. These days you cannot say anything positive about Putin in the US because you will immediately be labelled “Putin’s agent”. When talking about Russia, you have to begin with “Russia as an aggressor”, just like in the Soviet Union where you could not say anything without complimenting the spectacular role of the Central Committee of the Communist Party or the General Secretary. Therefore, I do believe that Putin congratulated him in earnest. Especially when compared to the good wishes from some other presidents like (Petro) Poroshenko. I do not believe that (the Ukrainian President) Poroshenko’s congratulations to Donald Trump were sincere, as the latter had said certain things about the Crimea and Ukraine. I believe that most EU leaders were insincere in their congratulations to Trump because they had just recently said all sorts of things about him. Putin was sincere because he sees Trump as a person who has not been afraid to say what he thinks. What he thinks is irrelevant, what matters is that he dared to speak up. This is rare in today’s politics.


    Putin and Trump have somewhat similar masculine personalities. Do you think this will contribute to their relationship?


    I disagree because they are completely different people. They come from entirely different cultures and environments. However, I am not a psychologist … There might be something similar about their qualities as a leader. Trump has a certain quality of a primal leader. You may call him an alpha male, if you like. Clinton, for instance, was a leader produced by the system. Putin is also the type of leader who has not been created by the system. The system wanted to shape him into a completely different leader. In that sense they are indeed similar. But they do not have much else in common.


    When Putin and Trump meet for the first time, what will it take for them to get along?


    A lot depends on whether they manage to agree once they sit down—Putin would say, like “two real men” (dva muzhika)—and begin actual negotiations. Putin’s main problem with Western leaders is that the latter are hypocritical, two-faced as a rule. This is the style of today’s Western leaders—they have to be hypocrites simply because democracy involves many different groups who should not be offended; they have to smile and say something to all of them. They have to navigate around everyone.


    Are you saying that Putin does not get along with Western leaders because dealing with such hypocrisy is oh so uncomfortable for him?


    Yes, he is uncomfortable because this makes it difficult to begin serious discussions.


    Putin himself is not hypocritical, I take it?


    There is a difference—while the West is overwhelmingly hypocritical, Russia is predominantly cynical. Russia is a cynical country. And when this Russian cynicism meets Western hypocrisy, things just won’t work.


    So Putin is a cynic rather than hypocrite?


    Of course he is a cynic. He does not need to be a hypocrite because his system does not force him to be. Naturally, he is sometimes hypocritical as well, but he can allow himself to be straightforward and cynical because we are not a democratic country. He is a tsar who controls the whole situation in the country, and therefore, he can allow himself to be blunt. I am exaggerating of course, but only a little.


    Putin had a negative experience with President George W. Bush who, after meeting Putin for the first time, talked about how he gazed into his soul and saw a terrific person. However, the relationship had deteriorated severely after a few years. To what extent will this experience influence Putin’s relationship with Trump? Will it make him cautious?


    He is indeed more cautious because he is almost 15 years older now and very experienced. Putin has dealt with a great number of world leaders and gained a lot of experience from interacting with them. Putin was perhaps a bit naive 15 years ago when he hoped to achieve a mutual understanding with the West from a purely human aspect. He no longer has such illusions.


    Does the negative experience with Bush influence his attitude towards Trump?


    The experience does have a meaning. Back then Putin wanted to appear likable, he wanted to be part of the Western world, and more specifically, the Western leadership. He has no need for this at the moment. He has no use for the G7 or G8.


    What does he want from Trump then? To share spheres and organise Yalta Conference 2? Or is his main goal to abolish the sanctions?


    A new Yalta, come on! Nor do I believe that his main goal is to lift the sanctions. Of all the sanctions, Russia does not care about the American ones, but those posed by the European Union. However, if Trump were to say that these sanctions are rubbish and they do not influence Russian politics at all and only increase the tensions, which in turn is not in US interests, then of course (it would be positive). The situation in Ukraine, how to solve the Donbass problem (is what matters). The message is clear: agreements have been made, please fulfil them.


    Putin wants Trump to coax Ukraine into executing the Minsk agreements?


    Yes, of course. He wants him to set the Ukrainians straight: you signed the agreements, act accordingly.


    Do you believe Trump will promise to give Putin free rein in the territories of the former Soviet Union?


    No, no! If you fear that Putin will now send forces into Estonia, Putin does not need this, never has. All your fears arise from the past, from Stalin, yet they are completely unjustified in today’s world.


    Actually, this was not what I meant. I also do not believe that Putin needs the Baltic States simply to acquire more land. My question was whether the Kremlin hopes to extract Trump’s promise that the non-NATO former Soviet Union territories will remain strictly under Russia’s influence and the Americans will interfere in their affairs less than they do now?


    As a matter of fact, Trump talked about this himself, asking why they should deal with all those countries they cannot even find on a map. “America first!”


    Trump’s opinion on the Crimea was quite straightforward: he thinks that the Crimean people wanted to join Russia themselves.


    He generally spoke the truth, did he not?


    Is this a sign that Trump’s administration might change the official US stance on the Crimean problem?


    It is difficult to say. They might say that the US advocates a legal solution to the Crimean problem. That we will start solving the Crimean problem – the issue of an unrecognised border with Ukraine. Naturally, I do not believe that this issue will be solved in any way. But if the US manages to push Kyiv towards solving the Donbass problem, if Kyiv feels that they do not have the full support (of Washington) anymore, the understanding of the situation might become more adequate.


    In addition to Ukraine, Putin would probably also like to discuss Syria with Trump.


    It is clear that the Syrian problem must be tackled in some way but this cannot be done from a position in which one party is seen as angels and the other as demons. This is the approach of the outgoing (US) administration. Davaite, no angels and demons. We are both great countries with our own interests, so let us see to it that these interests are taken into account on both sides. This does not mean another Yalta because there is more to the world than just the US and Russia. There are greater and more important countries than Russia. The relationship between the US and China is quite complicated, after all.


    What else is on the table?


    Definitely the question of whether Ukraine’s membership in NATO serves the US interests or not. Or Georgia in NATO? Would NATO accept countries that are in territorial conflict with Russia? This means that NATO forces would have to be ready to fight for Abkhazia. Does that serve US interests?


    So you know that Russia is set on coming to an agreement with the new leader in the White House with regard to the expansion of NATO? Or non-expansion, to be more precise.


    Certainly. Reaching an agreement regarding Ukraine is paramount. The US probably does not even want to allow Ukraine into NATO but the current administration has painted itself in a corner, which forbids them from stating this clearly. They have given so many advances that it would be seen as a defeat. I do not want to make it sound like there are no problems with Russia’s foreign policy. There are a million! But Putin was quick to discard the idea of Novorossiya, for instance. And rather easily, by the looks of it. He gave up on the idea of Ukraine joining the Eurasian Economic Union. Putin’s current task is to keep Ukraine as a buffer state between Russia and NATO. If Cuba wanted to form a military alliance with China, do you think the US would leniently announce that they support the Cuban people’s sovereign right to do so?
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    The Trump Transition: The US Foreign Policy Transformation


    Küsimus on, kas valimiskampaania ajal välja hõigatud lubadused ka ellu viiakse.


    
      [image: ]

    


    Richard Weitz


    


    Richard Weitz is a Senior Fellow at the Hudson Institute and Director of its Centre for Political-Military Analysis. He is also an Expert at Wikistrat and non-resident Adjunct Senior Fellow at the Centre for a New American Security (CNAS). Weitz received a PhD in political science from Harvard University.


    It is difficult to predict what policies Donald Trump will pursue when he becomes the US president in January based on his campaign statements. If one goes by his speeches, Trump will focus on restructuring US alliances, abandoning trade deals, and rebalancing the US strategic orientation toward Russia and away from China. If he implements these policies, there is a real possibility that the next few years could see the most substantial change in US foreign policy in decades.


    Like other politicians, Trump may have disguised or camouflaged his genuine beliefs to enhance his appeal to voters and interest groups. Despite having Republican majorities in both houses of Congress, we can expect opposition to some presidential policies from the US Congress, though the US president has more freedom regarding foreign policy than domestic issues and can circumvent some congressional barriers through executive action, as Obama did with the Iran nuclear deal. Similarly, the US Constitution authorizes the US Supreme Court to block presidential actions seen as unconstitutional, which might impede Trump’s plans to tighten US immigration requirements for select groups or to permit the harsher interrogation of terrorist suspects. Foreign governments and US businesses might also pressure Trump to revise some of his plans. International conditions often force US presidents to deviate from their plans. One example is George W. Bush’s administration becoming the most interventionist administration in US history after the September 11 terrorist attacks despite campaigning against Bill Clinton’s international activism.
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    Compounding these uncertainties is Trump’s lack of traditional foreign-policy experience as a former political or military leader; his engagement has been primarily that of an entrepreneur and foreign investor. Another issue is Trump’s narrow range of well-known advisors, at least before his election. During his campaign, Trump castigated the alleged incompetence of the Washington-based US national security establishment for decades of out-dated thinking and poor execution and surrounded himself with experts who shared that view. In turn, many people who held senior positions in previous US administrations signed letters denouncing Trump and pledging never to serve in any future Trump administration—statements that are now being enforced by Trump’s executive recruiters.


    Furthermore, Trump cultivates unpredictability to enhance his negotiating position and US diplomatic flexibility—which can help deter some opponents but makes reassuring partners harder. Trump’s pledge to “Make America Great Again” is sufficiently opaque to encompass any specific policy decision. Finally, Trump is comfortable making decisions based on his intuition, personal judgement, business record, and confidence in his negotiating skills—variables that further complicate forecasting his future policies.


    That said, Trump has left a strong paper trail of his likes and dislikes. His public statements have prioritized short-term calculations of net benefits while discounting the potential return from long-term investments in shared values and principles, such as collective security and free-trade agreements. He enjoys “winning,” upholding national sovereignty, making “beautiful things” through wise policies, and cultivating personal relations with foreign leaders based on mutual respect and trust.


    In contrast, Trump hates perceived “bad deals” like the Iran nuclear agreement, sanctions and other restraints on US businesses, transnational terrorists, and most multinational free-trade agreements, specifically the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and the proposed Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP). Unlike other recent US presidents, Trump is publicly indifferent to international institutions, such as NATO and other US defence alliances, as well as global initiatives to counter climate change and other worldwide threats, assessing their value only insofar as they bring concrete economic and security benefits to the United States.


    During the campaign, Trump called for radically restructuring NATO and the mutual defence treaties with South Korea and Japan so that allies would pay their “fair share” and rely less on the United States and more on themselves for their self-defence. In Trump’s view, the allies are exploiting the United States to minimize their national military spending while they enhance their economic competitiveness. To force a change in this situation, Trump hinted during the campaign that he might withdraw US, military forces stationed on their territory and condition US pledges to defend them on these states paying more for their own defence.


    Some label Trump a “neo-isolationist,” which may generally be true in the economic realm, but runs against the president-elect’s pledge to aggressively kill terrorists throughout the world. Trump approaches multilateral institutions and foreign policy principally from a state-centric and economic perspective, describing the United States as suffering security and economic losses due to poorly negotiated trade deals, ungrateful allies, and a globalization project that has led to the destruction of manufacturing jobs for middle-class Americans.


    In the security domain, Trump has advocated increasing the number of active duty armed forces, purchasing new equipment, and making new investments in military technology. He has criticized the Obama administration for reacting too passively to international challenges and has boasted his decisiveness would restore US respect and influence, but has also criticized any US military commitments as excessively expensive and in some cases unnecessary. In principle, Trump can reconcile ending the US role as a world policeman with his plans to boost the US military by arguing that US strength will deter threats better without requiring the use of US military force. Even so, his plans for massive tax and spending cuts will challenge defence spending and Trump’s desire to reduce the national debt unless they unleash substantially more growth that increases aggregate revenue even with lower tax rates.


    Finally, Trump has already begun stepping back some of his more controversial rhetoric, such as proposing nuclear proliferation as a substitute for traditional US alliances. Further changes in declared policies are likely as the administration balances competing priorities.


    Russia and NATO


    In his speeches, Trump has said that he wanted to deescalate tensions with Moscow, restore mutual trust, and cooperate more against common threats. In particular, Trump described Russia as a potential partner in several areas of great importance to US foreign policy—most urgently, the fight against international terrorism, and over the long term, the management of China’s growing power. Trump expressed considerable optimism about resolving Russian-US differences due to his superior negotiating skills and his belief that Russian leader Vladimir Putin, who Trump has praised for his leadership skills and ability to achieve better results than recent US leaders, will respect him more than the Kremlin has previous US presidents, whom Trump believes Russians saw as hostile or weak.


    In many respects, Trump’s worldview, as expressed during his election campaign, resembles that of the current Russian government. Trump has blamed previous US administrations for ruining relations with Moscow by failing to show or earn Russian respect (such as by dismissing Russia as a failing and resentful former superpower) and for excessively interfering in issues of vital concern to Russians, such as their domestic political development and Moscow’s relations with some of the other former Soviet republics. Like Putin (and Chinese leader Xi Jinping), who describe their national missions as reclaiming their countries lost greatness, Trump wants to restore American pride and reverse years of perceived humiliation and exploitation by foreign rivals.


    Trump has stated that he can improve mutual respect and trust between the countries through avoiding gratuitously anti-Russian rhetoric and through his strong leadership style. Trump has endorsed the Russian military campaign in Syria for fighting mutual terrorist enemies and has said that he would reconsider, if not necessarily change, US policies regarding the non-recognition of Moscow’s March 2014 annexation of the Crimean Peninsula and the subsequent sanctions on Russia adopted by the United States (and its allies). Trump has depicted the Ukraine conflict as a primarily European concern, implying that Washington should let Europe incur the costs of any confrontation and providing justification for a possible relaxation of tensions or at least opposition to congressional pressure to supply more weapons to Ukraine and other former Soviet republics fearing Russian military threats.


    During his recent visit to Europe, President Obama tried to reassure NATO allies and partners that Trump’s victory would not fundamentally challenge US security guarantees to Europe. European leaders have expressed alarm at some of Trump’s statements during the campaign describing NATO as an obsolete structure that needs to be restructured to force Europeans to pay more for their own defence and to contribute more to US anti-terrorism goals. For example, Trump stated in media interviews that he would not unconditionally fulfil NATO’s mutual defence guarantees and would consider the allies’ past defence spending and other contributions to US security. While Trump may have made such statements to bolster US negotiating leverage, Europeans have worried that these attitudes will encourage Moscow to press them harder due to reduced fear about Washington’s reaction. Since Trump’s election, NATO Secretary-General Jens Stoltenberg, while pledging continued increases in European defence spending, has strived to highlight the already substantial contributions from Europe to fighting international terrorism in Afghanistan, the Middle East, and at home.


    However, it is possible that Trump’s unpredictability and Russian interest in not foregoing a possible partnership with a friendly US government that might repeal costly sanctions on Russia and achieve long-term Russian goals regarding Europe, will lead to Moscow to strive to avoid antagonizing Trump, at least for a while. A more serious concern is that Trump will follow the patterns of previous presidents—what Trump referred as a “cycle of hostility”––who strived to improve relations with Moscow but then became disillusioned by setbacks; this could prove especially true if Trump holds Putin personally responsible for the failure.


    Trump’s advisers have deemphasized the traditional issues that divide Washington and Moscow—such as arms control and regional security—and instead seem more interested in promoting collaboration on non-security issues such as energy and economics. If successful, this would help the bilateral relationship move beyond the Cold War questions that have long divided Washington and Moscow and provide a foundation for building more balanced and deeper ties. But the barriers to such cooperation are considerable—such as the unattractive investment climate in Russia, which the US government can do little to improve on its own.


    Putin and other members of the Russian government generally preferred Trump over Clinton, whom Russian leaders saw as more hostile toward their interests. Before the election, Putin said that Moscow welcomes Trump’s “words, thoughts and intentions about the normalization of relations between the United States and Russia.” Trump fits the mould of the strong and independent-minded Western leader that Putin has preferred to deal with over the years. There has been substantial speculation that pro-Kremlin activists sought to facilitate Trump’s victory through the targeted use of “Kompromat”—the acquisition and release of compromising material on Clinton and her key Democratic supporters to Kremlin-friendly media outlets. Still, some Russian leaders have commented that they are uncertain how Trump’s unorthodox approach will affect concrete US initiatives, whether Trump can achieve enduring changes in traditional US policies in the face of what they see as a hostile US national security establishment, and about the second-order effects of some of Trump’s policies, which are inherently unpredictable since they depend on the response of key foreign actors.


    US relations with Europe will be challenged beyond differences over Russia. Most Europeans are concerned about Trump’s lack of political experience; Clinton was seen in line with the European tradition of choosing long-serving politicians as their national leaders. Clinton’s views were also closer to the traditional European mainstream, whereas Trump received backing mostly from right-wing opposition parties (which could now receive a boost in their popularity following Trump’s election). While Trump has not explicitly denounced the proposed trans- Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP), he broke with Obama in offering to negotiate a separate trade deal with Britain if, as transpired, the British voted to leave the EU. German leader Angela Merkel responded to Trump’s election with a statement that reaffirmed the traditional European view that any partnership had to be grounded on traditional liberal democratic values.


    Changing Pacific Priorities


    In contrast to his positive tone regarding Russia, Trump used some of his harshest language when referring to China. During the campaign, he insisted that, “We can’t continue to allow China to rape our country” through “the greatest theft in the history of the world” which encompasses stolen jobs, ending currency manipulation, violation of intellectual property laws, and China’s “illegal” export subsidies. The heightened US pressure comes at a bad time for Beijing given China’s slowing economic growth, and its record trade surpluses with Washington. American businesses are also concerned about the growing foreign investment challenges in China and the Chinese cyber theft of US intellectual property. Trump in particular has personally fought hard to secure access and trade market protection in China.


    Unlike Clinton, Trump has not tempered his criticism of China’s economic policies with statements calling for cooperation on other issues, such as regional security and global climate change. For example, Trump has suggested that he would more vigorously challenge China’s island-building and territorial claims in East Asia. Some of his advisers have endorsed a large-scale naval rebuilding programme and other defence initiatives aimed against China and want to organize a more explicit containment strategy against Beijing, involving traditional US allies like Japan and Australia and new Pacific partners like India and Russia.


    Nonetheless, some Chinese have seen potential long-term benefits in a Trump presidency. For example, they hope that he will weaken the US defence alliance with Japan, pursue a protectionist trade policy that will harm the US economy and allow China to enhance support for its preferred Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership (RCEP), and cancel the planned deployment of the Terminal High Altitude Area Defence (THAAD) anti-ballistic missile system to South Korea on economic grounds––Seoul has insisted that the United States must partly pay for deploying, operating, and maintaining the system.


    During the campaign, Trump used the same kind of negative language regarding Japan that he employed about China, depicting Japan as an economic competitor of the United States and a security free loader. He insisted that the United States must not “go around subsidizing Japan.” Such remarks were common in the 1980s and 1990s, but have faded from US political discourse due to the stagnating Japanese economy. Reflecting Japanese unease, Prime Minister Shinzo Abe decided to fly to New York to become the first foreign leader to meet with Trump following his election.


    Trump has employed mixed language regarding North Korea. He said that he would be willing to meet that country’s leader, Kim Jong-Un, to resolve differences, but also that he was prepared to aggressively pressure China to exploit PRC-DPRK ties to coerce North Korean concessions and, if necessary, consider direct US military action against Pyongyang. At the same time, Trump has called on South Korea to enhance its defence efforts and at times has backed the view, which is also popular with some South Koreans, that the Republic of Korea’s acquisition of nuclear weapons would strengthen its deterrence of the North.


    The Middle East and Beyond


    Trump has called for strong measures to counter Islamist terrorist threats to the United States––including sending more troops to the region, cutting off terrorist financing, relaxing restrictions on interrogating terrorists, expanding intelligence sharing with regional partners including Russia, and applying cyber techniques and other strategic messaging to disrupt the terrorist propaganda and recruiting. Trump has indicated that he wants to create “safe zones” for Syrian refugees to reduce immigration to Western countries. He has denounced the Iran nuclear deal but has at various times said he would insist on renegotiating its terms or simply to enforce its terms more effectively, implying that he will not throw it out entirely. Some of his advisers hope that, by demanding the latter, they can induce Tehran to incur the onus of formally withdrawing from it and allow the administration to approach the issue of a nuclear Iran anew, through a new diplomatic approach, crippling the Iranian economy through sanctions, and if necessary kinetic operations.


    However, Trump will find it hard to overcome the contradictions that pervade the Middle East. For example, while he supports the Russian military intervention in Syria for helping relieve the US burden of fighting terrorism and seems open to accepting Assad’s rule in Damascus as superior to the likely alternatives, he can hardly welcome the growing Iranian and Hezbollah influence in the country and would need to manage continuing opposition to Assad in the Gulf Cooperation Council. There is also tension between Trump’s desire to enhance regional partnerships against terrorism with Sunni Arab governments and his support for further Israeli settlements in occupied territories and moving the US Embassy to Jerusalem, which could alienate some partner governments. US strategic messaging needs to address how terrorists have been portraying Trump’s statements on Islam, immigration and terrorism as anti-Muslim. Reducing US efforts to promote democracy and human rights in the Middle East would presumably be welcome in Egypt, Bahrain, and other authoritarian Arab governments but perhaps make these regimes more susceptible to extremist movements, regime change, and emigration.


    Trump has thus far limited most of his discourse regarding South America to neighbouring Mexico, whom he has accused of exploiting US laws to export criminals and poor people to the United States. During his election campaign, he called for building a “wall” along the US border with Mexico and making Mexico pay for its construction or face economic sanctions. He also advocated deporting all undocumented immigrants from the United States, imposing a temporary ban on Mexican immigration, and for legal immigration to be made considerably more difficult and expensive. Trump’s views regarding Africa are even less clear, beyond support for regional counterterrorism efforts.


    Looking Ahead


    Once Trump appoints more senior national security officials, administration policies towards some issues should become clearer. However, the transition process has already made it evident that his advisers and possible appointees are divided on critical issues, such as how closely they want to collaborate with Russia. Some have served in previous Republican administrations, worked at Republican-leaning think tanks, or are otherwise long-time members of the US national security establishment. They typically favour an assertive US foreign policy regarding Russia and China, strong support for NATO and other traditional alliances, and a robust US military posture and expenditure. But other prominent campaign aides and Trump associates are Washington outsiders that have expressed support for collaborating with Russia, reducing US military spending, and focusing on restoring US international economic competitiveness even at the cost of antagonizing traditional allies.


    For now, the latter appears to have Trump’s ear. General Michael Flynn, the former director of the Defence Intelligence Agency, has been proposed as Trump’s national security advisor. General Flynn has become known for advocating stronger measures against “radical Islamic terrorism” and partnering with Russia on this and other issues. Meanwhile, Senator Jeff Sessions has been selected as the new attorney general and Republican Mike Pompeo as the director of the Central Intelligence Agency. Sessions has been one of Trump’s staunchest supporters, was the first senator to endorse Trump during the campaign, and has taken a hard-line stance on immigration. Pompeo has strong views on the Iran nuclear deal, having been against the idea from the beginning. Yet, the White House still needs to fill thousands of political appointee positions open for each new administration. In the case of senior posts, they will need to find other candidates the Senate will likely confirm.


    Policy divisions are common in US presidential administrations. The Carter administration was torn between hawks and doves, George W. Bush’s administration between republicans seeking to limit government spending and neoconservatives eager to promote global democracy, and the departing Obama administration between progressives who joined the Obama primary campaign and centrist Democrats who entered along with Hillary Clinton. The traditional pattern is for people appointed due to their campaign work to give way over time to people with more government experience. In Trump’s case, the Republican majority in Congress and foreign governments will also push Trump towards more traditional foreign-policy appointments and positions. But Trump stands out among recent US presidents for his willingness to consider unorthodox policies and approaches—so this process could take much longer than usual.
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    The Swansong of the Old Media


    The mainstream media failed to recognize the disposition of the American people.
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    Karl-Gerhard Lille,


    an observer of American politics


    Karl-Gerhard Lille is an observer of American politics. His main interests are the development and confrontation of the parties’ ideological narratives.


    The year 2016 will forever stain the mainstream media. It might also go down as the year in which the mainstream media was finally dethroned by the new media. It is social media, first and foremost, which has prompted the structural changes that have made the already-unviable old media even less tenable. Social media is also the reason why Donald Trump was elected the President of the United States. The ideological bias of the media has only exacerbated its dissolution.


    The national populism, which erupted in 2016, revealed the media’s ideological distance from ordinary citizens. In unison, the media derided both Brexit and Donald Trump, rubbing their clear favouritism in people’s faces. Media bias used to be only somewhat palpable but now all doubt has been removed. Outlets in the US and in Europe alike rejected all pretence with pride1, dispatching partisanship everywhere: into the news, polls, forecast models, fact-checking etc.
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    The mainstream media in the US was exposed as, essentially, the PR department of the Democratic Party—this was confirmed, for example, by the leaked emails of John Podesta, Hillary Clinton’s campaign manager.2 Ninety-six per cent of journalists donated money specifically to Mrs. Clinton’s campaign3, which is one reason why 91% of Mr. Trump’s media coverage was negative.4 In addition, Mrs. Clinton received the overwhelming support of the major newspapers.5 Mr. Trump was pummelled nonstop by the media, but also by pop culture and the politicians6, who expressed their unabashed support for the other candidate. It seemed as if the entire media-culture-government apparatus was one giant entity bent on serving the interests of just one group. This sort of bias affirmed something which was obvious anyway: namely that a large swath of the country were not even being spoken to. Those people imagined Mr. Trump as their mouthpiece.


    The elites have increasingly retreated into an ideological and geographic bubble.7 The people see the elites and their interests as somewhere far away, which is why they revolted against globalism. For example, there is a general perception that both Democrats and Republicans favour mass immigration at the expense of the people’s well-being, with the aim of importing votes for the former and labour for the latter8—so no wonder that Mr. Trump’s odes to protectionism resonated so strongly. He promised to put Americans first and to make the US great again9, to revitalize industries and to bring back jobs. Mr. Trump addressed a sore spot, which the Democrats had discarded, and which the elites did not care about, and the potential of which neither realized.


    Columnist Will Rahn, pondering why Mr. Trump stupefied the press, accused journalists and pollsters of “unbearable smugness”.10 Indeed, the result was surprising to those who had effectively shut half the population11 out of the political debate. Mr. Trump’s triumph is the work of Middle America, which issued almost a wholesale repudiation to the elitism, moralizing, and policies of the coasts. This election revealed the chasm between these two Americas and the extent to which they have drifted apart.


    Amidst all else, one might overlook the key factor that explains the election results and the clash of cultures: during President Barack Obama’s time in office, the Democrats lost over a thousand seats at all levels of government and the party is the weakest its been for a hundred years.12 Obama is among the self-proclaimed progressives whose faction has flourished in the Democratic Party and to whom a considerable portion of Americans are opposed. After World War II, liberal institutions—academia, the media, and the entertainment industry—have transformed into “bastions of progressivism”.13


    The spread of progressivism has induced a state of monolithic groupthink, which rendered both Mr. Trump’s victory and Brexit a surprise to the elites. Both events were not so much unforeseen as they were improbable. It was unexpected to those living in a “hermetic” bubble—which recalls what Pauline Kael, a film critic for the New Yorker, wrote when, to her astonishment, Richard Nixon won the 1972 presidential elections, “I live in a rather special world. I only know one person who voted for Nixon. Where they are? I don’t know. They’re outside my ken. But sometimes when I’m in a theater I can feel them.”14 Nixon won 49 states and received 60% of the popular vote—while this election was not as ridiculously one-sided, it does illustrate that cultural estrangement has existed for a while now.


    The clash of cultures in America is about the contention between prescriptive collectivism and liberal individualism. The former is represented by progressivism, which holds that everyone should be equal, and the latter by conservatism, which holds that everyone should have equal opportunity. Both worldviews are animated by an ideal of a better society, and therefore neither is specifically good or bad. But since progressivism also draws on the identity politics of cultural Marxism15, then this branch of thinking presumes that capitalist societies are built on the abuse of the poor and the minorities: in such a zero-sum system, wealth is acquired by stealing from others. Marxist deconstructions of power structures lead straight to moral and cultural relativism.


    The revolutionary impulse innate to Marxism has become a part of the progressives’ political agenda. How often did Bernie Sanders and Hillary Clinton declare that the rich must pay their “fair” share, even though the upper fifth of the population pays for over four-fifths of all taxes and half the population pays nothing whatsoever?16 Or that women earn less money, even though the pay gap in the US is not 21% but around 8%—unjustifiable still but not as large.17 Or that the disproportionately high rate of black incarceration is due to systemic racism, even though blacks also commit a disproportionately high amount of crimes.18 These are just a few examples of attempts to dismantle power structures. Cultural relativism does not account for values, which promote a culture’s success, independently of structures (e.g. in the case of Western civilization, personal liberties, property rights, the separation of church and state etc.).


    Let us keep in mind, that the US was founded upon the ideals of the Enlightenment, which stress individual freedoms and a curtailed government. The conflict between progressives and conservatives is so sharp because progressive ideas and values, due to their collectivist element, contradict the libertarian ideals of conservatism. Hence, liberal institutions look like America but do not think like America.19 Multiculturalism and diversity have, in effect, devolved into substituting values for external characteristics. Academia, the media, and entertainment industry are filled with all kinds of people whose thinking tends to be of only one kind. Mr. Trump’s controversial behaviour helped highlight this: in addition to the media, he was heartily harangued by professors and celebrities alike. Americans have become fed up with a philosophy that does not value America’s values.


    The media, obviously, contributes to the discord of the two cultural bubbles by constructing political reality through narratives. For example, the Black Lives Matter movement has tried to prove institutional racism by utilizing lies20 that the mainstream media has proliferated with reckless abandon. The result is that race relations have deteriorated considerably in recent years. And for want of an example of what half of America vehemently protested against, then let us examine the post-election situation. Supposedly, it was Mr. Trump who constituted a threat to democracy when he refused to categorically accept the election results.21 But after Election Day, the country has witnessed numerous vulgar and even violent protests against Mr. Trump.22 Although there is reason to suspect that the protests were launched from behind the scenes23, the young people that took to the streets must have thought that, with enough complaining, the result could be overturned. Since the media is opposed to Mr. Trump, then they are not interested in alleviating the tensions.


    The demonstrations are explained by the situation in the universities, which look more and more like kindergarten.24 Young people are denied the faculty of critical thinking because the worldview presented to them is considered absolute—and if this wholly subjective perspective is bolstered by unsubstantiated political correctness and cultural relativism, then young people lose the capacity to stomach competition in the world outside academia. If factual truths are subjugated to feelings and if words are transformed into “micro-aggressions”25, then the result will be the culture of offense-taking, safe spaces, fascist suppression of speech, and violent demonstrations. These are the very same people that will go on to populate the media. There is no doubt that many cast their ballots for Mr. Trump to oppose such currents in particular—he himself reiterated that there is no time to be politically correct (although he crossed the line between correctness and nastiness multiple times). Maladjustment, like responding to election results with violence, is the property of addled minds, a product wrought by a sealed ideological environment.


    The ideology of political correctness in academia is exemplified by the philosophy of Herbert Marcuse, a prominent member of the Marxist Frankfurt School: since Western civilization is unjust, “enlightened” leftist elites must repress right-leaning ideologies in the name of tolerance and freedom.26 Political correctness is the most destructive aspect of progressivism27 because it has, under the guise of politeness, become a totalitarian suppression of speech and thought. Dissenting views are rendered as thought crimes, which precludes contestation but encourages character assassination through labelling. In addition, treating differing viewpoints as micro-aggressions is a license to respond to words with violence.


    The lust for power is inherent to human nature but because a left-leaning political orientation has unequivocally become the cultural dominant, then the currents described above are expressly associated with leftists. Recently-deceased conservative commentator Andrew Breitbart used to say that “politics is downstream from culture”—and the culture of political correctness is wholly a leftist culture.28 No wonder, then, that the pillorying coming from the coastal elites was unconvincing to Middle America, and instead the derision and insults levied in place of arguments29 only propelled people to vote for Mr. Trump.


    Ideological groupthink has infected the entire media-culture-government apparatus. This is why the elites did not foresee Mr. Trump’s victory, even though they were so frightened of it. While journalists like Will Rahn were critical of their own mistakes and biases, the New York Times gave a hypocrisy-laden promise to “rededicate”30 itself to honesty for Mr. Trump’s time in office, signalling the mainstream media’s intent on staying the course, stained reputation or not. The Times is a good example of how an echo chamber and political ideology can turn good journalists into propagandists. The only standard the media has left is the double standard: criticism is directed only at the opposition, not at oneself.31 But what would the media do if the people rioting on the streets were anti-Clinton Trump supporters?


    It would be presumptuous to claim that traditional media will become extinct entirely. The old media is now being contested by the new media, which has found sustenance on social media. The rise of the new media probably began in 1998, when Matt Drudge revealed on his news aggregator website, in defiance of the mainstream media, the affair between President Bill Clinton and intern Monica Lewinsky.32 Thereafter, the internet has essentially transformed the traditional power structure, turning the competition within the mainstream media into a competition with the new media, which functions like a drill sergeant in disciplining the mainstream. Therefore, the media’s distortion of events33 and even facts34 are put on full display, which has caused the media’s trustworthiness ratings to plummet to record lows.35


    In any case, the dissolution of the old media has begun. Journalism is not profitable anymore: people do not purchase newspapers and advertising revenues have tumbled. It is much more profitable to garner a following on social media, which provides access to a much wider audience. While outlets like the New York Times and the Washington Post are bankrolled by their billionaire owners, the new media depends on the donations of its readers, which mirrors the principle of competition in a market economy. Based on current evidence, it is safe to say that the media landscape will be quite different by the time the next presidential election rolls around. There are obstacles on the way, however, as Facebook36, Twitter37, Google, and YouTube38 have all been eager to impose censorship of their own accord, although this craving is curbed by the incentive to offer users content relevant to their specific interests. Social media is not immune to cultural bubbles.


    Donald Trump became the first social media president, just like John F. Kennedy became the first television president. Debate, narrative-creation, and the freedom of speech are no longer the domain of the old media. If Mr. Trump proves a serious let-down to his supporters, then the new media might elect a candidate even more radical. It is high time that the old media burst out of its echo chamber as their swansong is almost at hand.
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    European Union Responds to Wave of Terrorism


    Cooperation opportunities between European Union countries have been increased and are waiting to be used.
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    The years 2015 and 2016 are likely to go down in recent European history as one of the most turbulent and tragic periods of the decade. Suffice to remember the following series of terrorist acts—Paris November 2015, Brussels March 2016, Nice 14July 2016, Munich 22 July 2016. The threat that this grim list may be added to remains high and necessitates the development of domestic security cooperation to a new level. The erosion of European public security is reflected in the Eurostat data1 on recent years, giving reason to assume that ensuring security and law enforcement is regarded as one of the most important tasks of the European Union, currently in the throes of a migration crisis and economic stagnation.


    In April 2015, the European Commission adopted an additional European Agenda on Security until 2020, which specifies challenges that focus on the prevention and early detection of radicalisation and more productive efforts to fight terrorism and transnational organised crime.2 In addition, it offers measures for a more extensive improvement of border management, which has so far been breaching under pressure from the migration crisis, so that the gateways of illegal movements would be as tight as possible. On 1 January 2016, the European Police Office (Europol) took a significant organisational step by launching the European Counter Terrorism Centre, which employs 25, has an annual budget of approximately two million euros and is designed to provide additional support for Member States to combat spreading radicalism, ensuring better coordination and a smoother cooperation between responsible institutions. The current situation and the steps taken demonstrate that the desired trans boundary efficiency has been thwarted by the clashing priorities and incompatible legal environments of Member States, as well as the maze of interdepartmental communication, which should also be the focus of efforts to find new solutions. The coming years will show whether the EU manages to make a substantial contribution to guarantee internal security and raise the sense of general safety.
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        A memorial to the victims of the Paris and Brussels terrorist attacks is opened in Brussels Molenbeek district at the beginning of November. The European Union has increased counter-terrorism cooperation and plans on developing it even further.
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    Convergence of criminal legislations


    Regardless of Brexit, most European Union Member States seem to believe that the current internal security slump should be taken as a vital lesson on the real need to improve cooperation.3 The legal basis for this trend was laid down with the amendments made to the Treaty of Lisbon, which entered into force in December 2009 and, among other things, involved an agreement on the mutual recognition of judicial decisions made in criminal matters and the convergence (harmonisation) of legislations pertaining to criminal law, as necessary. Additionally, it stipulated that the European Union can adopt directives to establish minimum rules for defining criminal offences and sanctions in cases of particularly serious cross-border crime, depending on their nature, impact or a specific need to combat them on mutual grounds.


    The EU can establish mutual definitions (elements of criminal offense) and minimum standards on sanctions for a number of types of transnational organised crime such as terrorism, human trafficking, sexual exploitation of women and children, illicit drug trafficking, illicit arms trafficking, money laundering, corruption, counterfeiting of means of payment, computer crime and organised crime.4 This list is not complete because on the basis of developments in crime, the same agreement allows the EU Council—with the European Parliament’s permission—to make a unanimous decision identifying other areas of crime that meet the criteria for serious organised crime with a cross-border dimension. Therefore, the primary legal basis has been created, establishing the procedure for synchronising the criminal legislation of Member States at the EU level, which should be developed further and with haste.


    The advancement of the explained basis of the treaty involves processing a directive that lays down the EU’s common definitions for terrorist acts. This task is made more difficult by the need to find common definitions for terrorist activities, such as becoming what is known as a foreign fighter, training and travelling abroad for terrorism and encouraging or supporting radicalisation, while harmonising the criminal legislation of Member States. One can argue that there are also no common definitions for terms like “fundamentalism”, “anti-colonialism” among others, yet that does not stop us from using these markers in a way that is more or less understood by all. However, the latter must be strictly distinguished from the legal definition of terrorism, which would allow a transnational (criminal) investigation in joint work groups and the efficient administration of justice. Under normal conditions, such legal convergence would probably take decades, but the terrorist violence on the streets of Paris, Brussels and other European cities will hopefully act as a catalyst to a number of political debates and expedite the process of solving legal disputes in a shared framework of internal security and law enforcement.


    Tightening external border checks


    The migration crisis has made it clearer than ever that a territory without internal borders is only as safe as its external border. By the end of June 2016, an agreement was reached regarding the establishment of the European Border and Coast Guard. The objective of the reinforced agency and Frontex is to react quickly to large-scale emergencies on the border and direct standby reserves and technical equipment to critical sections of the border. The Entry/Exit System that is currently being implemented is also designed to tighten border control and should improve the mobility control of third-country nationals on the external borders of the EU as well as detect possible connections to terrorist networks or membership in other criminal organisations.5 This measure will hopefully alleviate the infiltration problem that, among other things, involves the use of asylum applications for illicit purposes.


    In April, the European Parliament and the Justice and Home Affairs Council approved the passenger name record (EU PNR) directive that had been on the table for a while. The purpose of the hard-fought idea of exchanging booking information is to avoid logistic “data gaps” and overcome obstructions to communication when dealing with the early detection of the routes taken by terrorists, suspects in terrorism or persons supporting terrorism. It is known that the organisers of both the Paris and Brussels attacks had used air transport repeatedly before the incidents and should have caught the attention of security authorities had the communication been swift and watertight. A similar rapid information exchange should also be introduced in cooperation with logistics companies with regard to ship and train passengers, especially since these means of transport are often used for trafficking illegal explosives.


    At the same time, the efficiency of the Schengen Border Code will also be reviewed along with developing the Schengen Information System (SIS), adding biometric functions such as automatic fingerprint identification among others. Besides identifying a person and their status, the improvements should also facilitate the detection of falsified documents. In 2015, the Schengen Information System received approximately three billion queries (50% increase compared to the same period in the previous year), which highlights the importance of its rapid development. In collaboration with Interpol, the European External Action Service (EEAS) and other EU agencies, the European Commission has also established common risk indicators for the detection and logistic evaluation of the routes of terrorist foreign fighters. Behind the new measures for tightening border control lies the urgent operational need for police and border guard officials to receive additional training and practice new cooperation skills, yet the latter is still hampered by language barriers.


    Terrorist financing and arms control


    Terrorist activities require funds, weapons and explosives. This February saw the adoption of an action plan6 that included urgent measures to further obstruct terrorist financing, which also extends sanctions related to illicit proceeds and possibilities for freezing assets in both the European Union as well as third countries. In addition to this, the European Commission devised a plan in early July of this year to establish stricter rules to combat money laundering with what is now the fourth Anti-Money Laundering Directive (AMLD). The latter stipulates that commercial banks are obliged to perform additional financial flow checks, especially in the 11 countries that are now on the list of countries of origin that require special attention. A common platform (FIU.NET) is being developed for the Member States’ financial intelligence and analysis units as a much-needed additional measure to speed up information exchange related to suspicious transactions, possible money laundering and terrorist financing.


    One of the main objectives of the current review of the handling of firearms and explosives is to limit the availability of more powerful semi-automatic weapons on the civilian market and improve communication related to weapons registers between Member States. It is possible that we will witness stricter explosives checks in travel terminals, public events and other crowded places in the coming years. There is also a general need to improve the efficiency of customs inspections and extend the powers of customs services in anti-terrorist activities.


    Early detection of radicalisation


    The prevention and early detection of radicalisation is one of the trickier facets of counter-terrorism. Different government institutions are keeping tabs on around 15,000 individuals estimated to be under the influence of radical Islam in France alone. Discussions have led to some courses of action where cooperation at the EU level could provide Member States with supportive options in this question.7 Besides long-term approaches via educational administrations and other culturally inclusive measures, the necessity to flag and counter online hate speech and terrorist propaganda is also stressed. This essentially means daily cross-sectoral cooperation to discover and remove websites that incite violence. Today, Europol is supported by the EU Internet Referral Unit that was launched as a special measure in July 2015 and has since then assessed over 11,000 pieces of material online and made over 9,000 special referrals, including over 90 per cent of cases in which the flagged material was removed from the internet voluntarily.


    The EU level also finds it necessary to implement de-radicalisation programmes in prisons, which received approximately eight million euros for this purpose in both 2015 and 2016. The Centre of Excellence within the Radicalisation Awareness Network (RAN) serves as an even more specialised measure and will utilise about 25 million euros in the next four years, focusing mainly on the Middle East, North Africa, the western Balkans and Turkey. Approximately 400 million euros of the funds for the education programme Erasmus+ should also serve the purpose of increasing inclusion and tolerance, and the additional 13 million euros allocated in March 2016, of spreading the word about this year’s most successful experiences. In relation to this, one must acknowledge the importance of including grass-roots level local governments and civil society organisations in the timely detection of radicalisation and proactive intervention. These have received little to no attention so far.


    The external dimension and inter-agency cooperation


    The migration crisis brought the close relationship between internal and external security back into focus, which is why experts in counter-terrorism are now being deployed in EU external delegations in Algeria, Morocco, Tunisia, Nigeria, Iraq, Jordan, Pakistan, Lebanon, Turkey as well as Chad and the western Balkans. Ensuring constant communication and cooperation between EU internal security agencies and the foreign service is essential for detecting radicalisation in the countries of origin and any possible extremist influx to Europe. This is a significant development in securing the external dimension of the internal security of the European Union. Including counter-terrorism cooperation in EU external cooperation measures and the improved monitoring of the use of foreign aid funds should also become an accepted logic of action.


    The expansion of the existing Prüm framework (Schengen III agreement) provides a significant opportunity to compare data on DNA profiles, fingerprints and registration information of means of transport, serving as an additional measure for boosting cross-border information exchange. In addition to improving cooperation capacity between EU Member States, more effective use of global Interpol resources is also of vital importance. With this in mind, the European Commission has announced the establishment of the High Level Expert Group on Information Systems and Interoperability with EU Agencies that will assess legal, technological and operational factors for overcoming the current fragmentation of the cooperation and the better harmonisation of information systems currently in use.


    Back to information exchange


    The importance of trustworthy communication runs through all cooperation measures designed to improve internal security like a sensitive nervous system. Reinforcement of the aforementioned European Counter Terrorism Centre would require an increase in vital analytic capacities as well as the development of operative planning capacity, especially the planning of joint operations and the coordination of respective intelligence through the Intelligence and Situation Centre (IntCen). All this also adds the need for EU level analysis centres to access digital evidence collected by Member States for areas of cooperation. In addition to a number of new legal and technological challenges, the latter also triggers another wave of discussions on data protection. As a result, European success in ensuring internal security and good legal protection depends on the confidence that can either be increased or, sadly, decreased by implementing specific cooperation projects.


    And on a final note, the private sector, security practitioners and academic community can hopefully rejoice in the opportunities offered by the Horizon 2020 Secure Societies study and innovation programme that distributed approximately 200 million euros between different projects last year, and which should help to fill the gaps in European internal security with fresh ideas and study-based knowledge. The potential here is evident.


    


    1 See Eurostat http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/database data by typing the keyword “security” in an analytic search. The data presented in this article mainly comes from materials published by EU institutions in public sources, including the overview Implementation of the European Agenda on Security (2016) Brussels: European Commission.


    2 Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions – The European Agenda on Security. COM/2015/185 final.


    3 Also on this topic: R. Loik, Kuidas peatada terrorismi? [How to Stop Terrorism?] – Postimees, 31.03.2016.


    4 Consolidated versions of the Treaty on the European Union and of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (2010/C 83/01) Article 83 (1).


    5 The respective proposals are scheduled to be adopted by the end of this year, so the system is estimated to become operational by the beginning of 2020.


    6 Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council on an Action Plan for Strengthening the Fight Against Terrorist Financing. COM/2016/050 final.


    7 See Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions – Supporting the Prevention of Radicalisation Leading to Violent Extremism. COM/2016/379 final.
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    Summary


    Donald Trump’s victory in the US presidential election threw everything we know about the values of the US foreign and defence policy into uncertainty. Even though the composition of the new president’s foreign and defence policy teams will have perhaps become slightly clearer before the publication of Diplomaatia, it is still too early to draw any fundamental conclusions. Indeterminacy prevails.


    This issue of Diplomaatia is largely dedicated to Trump’s election victory and possible future prospects. Former Foreign Minister and current member of the European Parliament Urmas Paet is the first to tackle this topic.


    “Despite holding great power, even the US president cannot do whatever he likes. The Congress, Senate, civil service, intelligence, interest groups, other countries and so on will have their influence and set limits to his actions. Consequently, President Trump cannot quite be like candidate Trump with all his shock value and irregularity. Nevertheless, changes will certainly be made in US politics and even the country’s strong internal division is a new situation that affects US activities all over the world,” Paet writes.


    The article also includes opinions on Trump from Marko Mihkelson, Piret Ehin and Kalev Stoicescu.


    An interview with the Director of the Carnegie Moscow Centre Dmitri Trenin concentrates on Trump’s victory from Moscow’s perspective. “Western-Russian relations are not the most crucial issue from the US foreign political perspective. The US has wandered too far in the world. By that I mean that in my opinion, the US foreign policy is gradually moving away from representing the United States’ national interests,” says Trenin.


    Hudson Institute analyst Richard Weitz provides an overview of Trump’s possible policies. “However, the transition process has already made evident that his advisers and possible appointees are divided on critical issues, such as how closely they want to collaborate with Russia,” Weitz remarks.


    Political observer Karl-Gerhard Lille considers the presidential election campaign from the perspective of the media. “The rise of national populism in 2016 revealed the media’s ideological distance from ordinary people. The media unanimously foretold the failure of Brexit and Donald Trump, rubbing in a clear bias. Media bias was felt before but this removed all doubts. The US and European publications took pride in giving up the pretence and spread the bias everywhere: news, opinion polls, forecast models, fact checking etc.”


    Ramon Loik, lecturer at the Estonian Academy of Security Sciences, argues that the European Union could use its resources more efficiently in the fight against terrorism.
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