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    Liberal Hegemony Under Attack


    This year’s final issue of Diplomaatia focuses on two of Estonia’s historic and great neighbours: Russia and Germany. If Russia wishes to weaken the West through various activities, Western institutions—such as the EU and NATO—need to cooperate more closely than before to counter it. Following Donald Trump’s election victory in the US German Chancellor Angela Merkel may be the last liberal Western leader, but her position may be uncertain.


    James Rogers and Andriy Tyushka, lecturers at the Baltic Defence College, write about the anti-hegemonic information warfare being waged by Russia.


    “By seeking to undermine and dislocate the West’s own narrative and self-representations and replace both with false and fictitious narratives, Russia’s anti-hegemonic offensive has helped to foster a Western policy paralysis that jeopardises Euro-Atlantic hegemony,” write Rogers and Tyushka. “In a triple strategic-narrational move—controlling the politics of time, paralysing the West’s ability to respond, and spreading false and fictitious narratives—the elements of which frequently overlap, Moscow has managed to compensate for its lack of both ideological framework and material capabilities.”


    Raul Rebane, Riina Kaljurand and Dario Andrea Cavegn comment on Rogers and Tyushka’s article.


    Anna-Mariita Mattiisen of the Estonian Atlantic Treaty Association (EATA) continues on essentially the same theme—how the European Union and NATO could fight hybrid threats together.


    “The European Union, as a primarily political civilian organisation, is just the right actor to contribute to security in the context of various hybrid threats,” writes Mattiisen. “The fact that the majority of NATO and EU member states are the same means that resources are limited and constructive complementary cooperation is of the utmost importance. A united and strong NATO and European Union are both important factors in guaranteeing the stability and security of Europe.”


    BBC journalist Damien McGuinness writes about the complex situation in Germany and Chancellor Angela Merkel’s position.


    “The problem for Mrs Merkel … is that the more she is touted as the liberal-minded leader of the cosmopolitan free world, the more the AfD [Alternative for Germany] will be able to portray her as someone who cares more about the elite or refugees than she does about ordinary German voters,” writes McGuinness.


    Historian Milvi Martina Piir writes about the death of Austro-Hungarian Emperor Franz Joseph I 100 years ago and finds parallels with present-day Austria, which has yet again become the centre of attention in Europe.


    Writer Jukka Mallinen observes the Kremlin history project.
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    James Rogers


    James Rogers is Director of the Department of Political and Strategic Studies at the Baltic Defence College.
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    Andriy Tyushka


    Andriy Tyushka is Lecturer in Eastern European and Russian Studies in the same department.


    „Vale kihutab ja tõde luukab järele, nii et kui inimesed vabanevad pettuse köidikuist, on juba hilja: hoop on märki tabanud ja valejutt oma mõju avaldanud.”


    Jonathan Swift (1710)


    


    Falsehood flies, and the Truth comes limping after it; so that when Men come to be undeceiv’d, it is too late; the Jest is over, and the Tale has had its Effect ...

    Jonathan Swift, 1710


    On 4 November 2016, the world “learnt” from Mr Putin that St Volodymyr, the grand prince of mediaeval Kyivan Rus’, was a founding father of the Muscovite/Russian state—no matter that history tells a different story. This year, Volodymyr the Great, who ruled Kyiv and in 988 brought Christianity to the Rus’ian lands, was erected in one of Moscow’s squares, towering 16 metres over those beneath it. This history-hijacking moment, much in the spirit of revisionist “statue wars”, signifies something wider, namely Russia’s ongoing effort to fragment and dismantle the Ukrainian state. Discursive warfare—distorting, corrupting and dislocating history and political meaning—plays as much of a strategic role as non-linear operations on the ground.


    For instance, on 11 August 2016, the Kremlin’s Federal Security Service (FSB) informed watchers of Russia’s undeclared war against Ukraine—frequently framed by the media as the “Ukraine crisis”—that Ukrainian “terrorists” were attempting to “destabilise” Crimea and even managed to “kill” an FSB officer. While absurd, such accusations carry serious dangers, especially when understood as part of a wider strategy by Russia. Whether it is meant to pave the way for further Russian intervention in Ukraine, or to distort Kyiv’s image by smearing it with one of the most feared and repulsive epithets—that of “terrorist”—Russia’s narrative wields both political and temporal effects. These certainly extend beyond Ukraine’s boundaries and beyond Moscow’s attempt to construct Ukrainians as a “co-belligerent” in Crimea—and thus equally culpable for the “crisis”—just as the earlier deployment of a narrative to label Kyiv as a “fascist junta” was utilised to delegitimise the government. And while Ukraine remains the centrepiece of the Kremlin’s operations, Russia’s effort stretches far wider and far deeper, to the dislocation of the Western imaginary. As Moscow knows it cannot match the West’s overwhelming material and ideological capabilities, its efforts are increasingly taking the form of bolshaia spetzoperatsiia, in other words a grand and special operation. Russia has embarked on what might be described as an anti-hegemonic political offensive; and—if left misunderstood—this approach will have profound consequences both for Western political ideology and European countries alike.
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        Figure 2: Anti-hegemonic warfare

      

    


    What is an Anti-hegemonic Offensive?


    In the past, whether it was Catholic Spain versus Protestant England, the Thirteen Colonies against Imperial Britain, revolutionary France versus the European monarchies, Nazi Germany versus Soviet Russia and the Atlantic democracies, the Soviet Union against the Atlantic democracies or Islamism versus Western liberalism, political conflicts have been waged through a primarily counter-hegemonic strategy. As shown in Figure 1, with a counter-hegemonic offensive, one positive world-view meets another and they jostle for power. Politically, the objective is simply to drown out, overwhelm and then replace an opponent’s political ideology, often using material capabilities in support. In the 20th century, the Western liberal imaginary—first established and projected by the United Kingdom and later empowered further by the United States—prevailed against its alternatives. Constitutional government, the continuous and uniform rule of law, multi-party democracy, the market economy, freedom of association, expression and communication, civic nations cooperating through the Euro-Atlantic institutions, and the English language were articulated together, resulting in a hegemonic formation that has proven itself to be of extraordinary traction and durability. Indeed, Western hegemony has become so seductive that it has become coterminous with modernity itself.


    Russia knows it cannot destroy this Western ensemble by adopting a traditional counter-hegemonic approach, for two reasons. First, with an economic yield comparable to that of Spain or Australia, Russia lacks the material capabilities to project any positive ideology around the world, certainly to the extent that it would consume or overwhelm its alternatives—especially Western liberalism. The regime of Mr Putin, though revisionist and unpredictable, is a far cry from the overwhelming totalitarian states of Josef Stalin, Nikita Khrushchev and Leonid Brezhnev. Second, and more importantly, Moscow does not have a coherent ideology of its own with which to counter the Western formation. Granted, Russian nationalists have made hay in recent years with their attempted reformation of the country as a velikaia derzhava—i.e. a great power (in waiting). But this is based on “trans-ideology”, namely a mishmash of concepts—often contradictory—which have been promulgated together: for example, Leninism has been articulated alongside Orthodox Christianity; the inordinate Soviet campaign against Nazism has been cast alongside a supposed fight against imagined “fascism”, particularly in Ukraine; economic nationalism has been projected alongside the free market; political absolutism has been articulated alongside “managed democracy”; nationalism and pan-Slavism have been merged and Russian nationalism has been blended with Eurasianism, etc. The end result, though, while attractive to some in Russia, especially the neo-nationalist fraternity, is not a potentially universal formation with global mass appeal. It will never seduce swathes of people from countries surrounding Russia, let alone from around the world, to Russia’s cause.


    In any case, Putin’s regime is not seeking to promulgate a global ideology; it wants only to sustain its own power and stymie those who have the potential to degrade that power—particularly the West. It is for this reason that a new approach—Russia’s anti-hegemonic “special operation” against the West—has been devised. As a new political technology, an anti-hegemonic offensive is a truly unique innovation in the history of modern political warfare. Far subtler and more insidious than a counter-hegemonic offensive, it seeks to gradually and stealthily dislocate an established hegemonic political formation. As shown in Figure 2, much as—in a science-fiction novel—a swarm of nanites might attack and transform solid matter into grey goo, so Russia is seeking to target systematically and then break apart the connections and nodes of meaning within the Western ideological ensemble, before saturating the resulting vacuum with false and fictitious narratives.


    The Kremlin’s “nanites” include an array of public-relations agencies, state-funded media outlets, internet trolls and—of course—“useful idiots” in the West itself. The objective of these nanites is to crush the West by distorting and subverting its agency and legitimacy, diminish its strategic advantages (shared values, unity, economic and military superiority), and delegitimise and defeat it from within. In other words, Russia is trying to instigate disenchantment, propelling Westerners into a state of perpetual confusion and disorientation. The Kremlin wants Westerners, especially Europeans, to lose trust in their own governments and institutions, their own ideas, and even—especially—the self-confidence of Western civilisation, not least the Atlantic link. Russia will be satisfied once the West is nothing more than a bruised, broken and helpless void. This will provide Mr Putin’s regime with the space to protect itself, and use Russia’s more limited strategic capabilities to reassert some degree of control over surrounding countries and potentially those inside the Euro-Atlantic structures themselves.


    Anti-hegemonic Warfare in Action


    The Kremlin has so far been quite successful in its anti-hegemonic offensive against the West, by stoking the development of a temporally and factually distorted perception of reality among Westerners. This has been seen in relation to Russia’s invasion of Georgia, annexation of Crimea, aggression in Ukraine’s east and military adventurism in Syria, as well as its imprint on forced migration from the Middle East to Europe, along with its many other revisionist foreign-policy overtures. Russia’s end-state does not seem to be the conquest of Europe (or the West), but rather its reconstruction as a Europe that is “safe” for (any) Russian claims, “values” and political models. While for some this may prematurely seem like the stuff of conspiracy, the truth is far more alarming: Russia’s anti-hegemonic offensive is not part of a conspiracy or accidental chain of events. While it seizes on opportunistic moments, it is part of a well-orchestrated destructive political endeavour, involving three sequential, but frequently overlapping, steps. These are: (1) attempting to take control of time and the sequence of events for political effect; (2) spoiling Western counter-narratives to mute the adversary; and (3) saturating the resulting political and discursive vacuum with false and fictitious narratives.


    First, an anti-hegemonic offensive necessitates—no less than a military offensive—the seizure of the initiative. Time, after all, is politics—just as are narrative, discourse and other forms of non-visible agency in pursuit of state policies. The temporalisation of politics not only allows for the generation of time-specific insights and retrospective understandings, but also enables the pursuit of a future-oriented ideational (re)construction—all sought to generate meanings and legitimise or delegitimise the agency and action in question. As Ingsoc’s slogan proclaims in George Orwell’s 1984: “Who controls the past controls the future. Who controls the present controls the past.” In conjunction with the anti-hegemonic offensive, the instrumentalisation of “political time” underwrites the politics of falsehood, commonly known as strategic deception. The resulting “fake façade” of reality may of course eventually crumble, but the politically relevant effects it produces would demand considerable effort to reverse.


    Thus, constituting a reference point, or “zero hour”, is central to actively shaping or distorting an adversary’s time and event perception. Whether in Georgia in 2008 or Ukraine in 2014, Russia framed its action as the starting and ending “moment” of an “untypical” form of otherwise orderly behaviour in the European neighbourhood. Although tactically a turning point in itself, Russia’s annexation of Crimea and aggression in Ukraine’s eastern provinces are anything but a “zero hour”—they are proof of continuity rather than change in its approach towards neighbouring countries. In its relations with the latter, political blackmail, the use of force, assault, coercion and aggression have long been a part of Moscow’s regional toolkit. Distorting perception, by controlling “zero hour”, enables Moscow to set—with smoke and mirrors—the reference point for establishing those to be blamed for the turmoil in Ukraine, but also to justify the flurry of escalatory moves, not least the Kremlin’s own military build-up and frequent as well as massive snap exercises on the Russian border.


    Equally important, Moscow’s attempt to establish “zero hour” in numerous contexts has wider implications, insofar as it forces the West onto the back foot. As Russia’s hostile “active measures” unfold in the Euro-Atlantic space, the West finds itself fragmented and having to prevent what has already happened—part of the political war. From stirring up and financing some of the political agencies behind the “Brexit”, “Grexit”, “Frexit” and “Czexit” anti-European Union (EU) campaigns to weaponising forced migration flows to European countries, and staging the “Our Liza” disinformation operation in Germany, the Kremlin finds itself in the embrace of the “Russia understanders” across much of reality-denying and “war-shy”1 Europe, the West’s tired strategic cockpit. The reaction of the West—both momentary, as proven by the soon-forgotten war against Georgia, and ad hoc, as with the failure to prevent Brexit or the Russian escalation during the invasion of Ukraine—was precisely the response Moscow hoped for.


    Second, the success of an anti-hegemonic offensive depends on the absence of strong competing narratives that represent an adversary’s advantage. The shortest way to disarm an adversary’s counter-hegemonic arsenal is to deny it the advantage of (accessing) that arsenal, while simultaneously ensuring friendly unimpeded access—quite reminiscent of what contemporary electronic warfare (EW) represents in strategic terms. An adversary’s strategic silence thus epitomises the outcome and the entire rationale of an anti-hegemonic offensive. Unlike a counter-hegemonic offensive, i.e. constructing a new reality, an anti-hegemonic offensive has the reverse aim: to stun, spoil and then shatter an adversary’s world-view. Both direct and proxy spoiler action operates in this context.


    Proxy spoilers take the form of politically marginalised radical right- and left-wing parties but also corrupt and captured business elites and “expert” communities (e.g. Russlandversteher, “Russia understanders”, in Germany, or “anti-Westerners” elsewhere in the Euro-Atlantic area), which help Moscow exploit local discontent and grind down Western resolve from within. Meanwhile, direct spoilers, like “mass trollers”, attempt to drown out considered debate, by swamping Western websites with the politics of populist emotion. The Kremlin’s number one international “information” resource—RT, or Russia Today—serves the same purpose by attempting to sow self-doubt among Westerners. Its motto “Question more” captures its agenda aptly: “nothing is true …” and “everyone lies” could easily be the slogan of Russia’s mass-deception campaign. There is no more illustrative moment in this regard than “Panamagate” in April 2016: a couple of days after the investigative journalists’ report on Mr Putin’s deep-rooted and large-scale corruption was published, another “lucky” favourable moment lent itself to “unsay” the story—the leak of colossal quantities of data on international money-laundering through corporate offshore services, the so-called “Panama Papers”. Surprisingly (or not), the leak of 11.5 million confidential documents revealed “universal corruption”, thus deflecting attention from Mr Putin’s own corruption and facilitating the state of uravnilovka (a sort of moral-political egalitarianism, an effort to devalue the West’s image in order to valorise the Kremlin’s own).


    Finally, just as nature abhors a vacuum, Russia’s anti-hegemonic offensive seeks to fill the vacuum with an array of false and fictitious narratives. The West is itself constructed and positioned in such a way as to be as corrupt as Russia (or anywhere else), in an attempt to render such corruption “the new normal”. This opens up for the Kremlin a moment of strategic silence on the West’s part, thus enabling it to indulge in the fantasy that it is a superpower, rather than a spoiler. Russia’s narratives of “NATO expansionism” and, more recently, “EU expansionism” are then constituted in such a way as to convince the West that it—and it alone—has destabilised the European security order. Meanwhile, Moscow compounds this move by claiming that NATO has one primary objective: to destroy Russia, therefore not only facilitating the falsification of the West’s own narrational representation but also undermining surrounding countries’ sovereignty, prompting the West, in turn, to de facto recognise some form of “privileged interest” or spheres of interest on Russia’s part—in fact, legitimising Moscow’s illegitimate and illegal claims on sovereignty. Emphasising appeals to “historical justice” for Russia merely polishes the falsifying effort.


    Indeed, by sabotaging Sweden’s current national debate on military partnership with NATO, the Kremlin’s production of false and fictitious narratives has reached new depths. Along with building the conspiracy narrative of an allegedly hypocritical NATO attacking Russia from Swedish soil without the latter government’s approval, or secretly stockpiling nuclear weapons on Swedish territory, the Kremlin masterminded (perhaps by analogy with its own Red Army’s earlier wartime and post-war “practices”) the humiliating narrative of NATO soldiers potentially abusing their immunity from prosecution and raping Swedish women without fear of justice. However far from reality these have (and could have) been, such false and fictitious narratives, through their strong emotional appeal as well as practical outreach measures, nonetheless managed to disorient the public in Sweden and distort the debate on one of the country’s most central contemporary themes. In some respects, the Kremlin’s operations in sowing false and fictitious narratives become a multi-level game, with narrational saturation pursuing both “conventional” defamation of an adversary and simultaneous glorification of Russia itself in various contexts. The juxtaposition of Europe’s alleged lack of competence to deal with crises both in the neighbourhood (Syria, Ukraine) and at home (immigration, terrorism) against the backdrop of Russia’s fictitious problem-solving intent and capacity (fighting Islamic State in Syria or facilitating the Minsk process in Ukraine) presents one of the best examples.


    Conclusion


    The Kremlin’s stealthy penetration and saturation of Western countries with false narratives and lies is no less perilous than the multiplication of conflicts in the European neighbourhood, either to the east or the south, the exacerbation of the migration crisis, or the stoking of internal conflicts between Muslim migrants and established European populations. By seeking to undermine and dislocate the West’s own narrative and self-representations and replace both with false and fictitious narratives, Russia’s anti-hegemonic offensive has helped to foster a Western policy paralysis that jeopardises Euro-Atlantic hegemony. In a triple strategic-narrational move—controlling the politics of time, paralysing the West’s ability to respond, and spreading false and fictitious narratives—the elements of which frequently overlap, Moscow has managed to compensate for its lack of both ideological framework and material capabilities. The resulting denial of reality on the part of Westerners—and Europeans in particular—merely compounds Moscow’s anti-hegemonic drive against the West. In turn, this further amplifies Russia’s ability to engage in a revisionist geostrategic crusade in the European neighbourhood, while simultaneously challenging the unity, cohesion and very existence of an integrated Euro-Atlantic region in both discursive and geopolitical terms.


    


    The authors write here strictly in a personal capacity.


    


    1 Although both deeply rooted in historical experiences, European and Russian perceptions of war and the use of force in foreign policy differ drastically, with Europe’s taboo approach to the issue and Russia’s explicitly “normal” treatment of war as a continuation of policy, very much in the Clausewitzian sense. In contrast to Russia’s domestic and international discourses that flourish with the theme, European discourses hesitate to use the term “war” even in blatantly obvious circumstances, like Russia’s aggression (political, but also military) in Ukraine.
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        Raul Rebane


        media expert


        The article by James Rogers and Andriy Tyushka is one of many currently trying to analyse the burning issue of “Where has truth disappeared to in the public eye?” It is also one of the few that have found their own, very original point of view.


        Juxtaposing leading Western images and ruling principles of the communist myth presents us with important standpoints. Russia does not have the economic strength to spread its ideology across the world and, even more important, its ideology really isn’t sufficiently alluring to draw a larger number of people to it. Russia cannot be the velikaya derzhava (“great state”) that unites people against Ukrainian “Fascism”. The remaining option is the struggle to secure its power and shatter other ideologies with a huge special operation the authors call the anti-hegemonic offensive. This means hiring and creating great infrastructures of PR companies, television channels, everything from internet trolls to local “useful idiots”.


        Weakening others to strengthen oneself is an age-old strategy and it may prove fruitful should the West be unable to understand the approach and accept PR narratives as realpolitik. “Nothing is true” and “Everybody lies” as sayings used to describe the modern information space might as well be the slogans of Russia’s current information war.


        From Estonia’s point of view, the authors draw attention to an important threat. Using “NATO expansionism” or even “EU expansionism” as Russia’s information strategies may damage the unity of the West and, should an opportune moment arrive, might allow Russia to expect that the West would acknowledge its neighbouring states as Russia’s areas of special interest—essentially its sphere of influence.


        Conclusion: ignoring reality and information optimism towards Russia’s current strategy would lead to defeat in the battle of wits, and that would be especially humiliating. For us, it would also prove fatal.
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        Riina Kaljurand


        Research Fellow at ICDS


        We pay ever closer attention to Russia’s use of all means of mass communication to transmit its messages, rethinking its history and exploiting the weaknesses of the West as a weapon against the West itself to justify its actions. We are becoming more skilled at creating terms and describing dynamics. We know perfectly well what aim Russia’s actions serve but the Western states have nevertheless not been able to react adequately to this activity.


        European institutions and think tanks have created a multitude of working groups tasked with identifying disinformation coming from Russia and sending regular reports to officials and other members of think tanks. All of this is necessary but it is of little use when experts only tell each other that the situation is bad! This does not reach a wider audience. Massive distortion of reality and dissemination of false information skilfully added to all political writings, news, television series or cartoons cannot be fought by simply denying the lies and presenting dry facts. It is also certain that a great lie cannot be fought simply through news channels or serious debates followed by just a fraction of information consumers. In order to spread the message more efficiently, we need to bring in the big guns (to use a military term) and take advantage of the possibilities of media genres that can reach a wider audience.


        The EU should not regard its success with “protestant humility” and as something that is self-evident. The EU is a unique entity in world history, the like of which has not been achieved anywhere else. Its expansion on the basis of joint values and legal framework is also unique. We must loudly declare that we love our way of life and that this is why we live the way we do. If we make mistakes, we take responsibility; when a crime or a breach of rights occurs, we have an independent legal system to judge and punish. Unlike Russia, we are working on our social weaknesses and problems. This needs to be brought up again and again; it must be made into films, fairy tales, television series—not just to oppose Russian propaganda but also for our own people, for whom the EU has remained distant and mysterious.
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        Dario Andrea Cavegn


        Estonian Public BroadcastingEnglish News Editor


        It is easy to see, in the German-language press at least, that the media’s post-war dedication to balance and quality work has led to a denial of reality by some in the case of Russian propaganda.


        A whole community of intellectuals on the political left cannot understand that the media, and the news, are manipulated to such an extent—because it is unheard of in their reality, and has been for more than 70 years.


        Explanations range from the idea that Russian revisionism is an expression of that country’s rediscovering its history after a century of turmoil, to the hysterical insistence that Russia is still a “reasonable” country, run by people with Western-style common sense.


        To a Russlandversteher, there is no kleptocracy, no authoritarian state run by a former KGB man and his cronies, but rather an independent country with its own constitutional order, run by a democratically elected president.


        Giving it this spin, they can tell themselves that anything Russia does that goes against common sense—and international law and agreements—is based in its own nature, in its own understanding of how things should be done. From that, they can then deduce that it is the West’s lack of understanding and empathy that is behind the current political and military issues in Europe.


        Their expert explanations provide the background to and justification for an increasing number of reports rooted in the information put out by news agencies close to the Russian government. This kind of overarching narrative of course justifies treating Russian state sources just as seriously as others.


        Russian propaganda can work with that, and the mix this creates of a gathering illusion—that they see explanations that suit them in the increasing mess of manipulated news—and a massive confirmation bias, together with their standing as experts and the resulting refusal to revisit their opinions, has the potential to damage the intellectual sphere of the three German-speaking countries.


        The aim is achieved. What counts is no longer facts and their consequences, but a fuzzy interpretation in which anything is possible, because they are convinced that everything they see has a spin, and has been manipulated in one way or another.
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    NATO–EU Cooperation in the Context of Hybrid Threats


    Western Europe might not see all aspects of Russia’s propaganda war
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    Anna-Mariita Mattiisen


    Estonian Atlantic Treaty Association


    Anna-Mariita Mattiisen has a Master’s degree in international relations from the University of Tartu and her academic research mainly focused on the foreign policy of Russia and other former Soviet states as well as their relationships with NATO and the EU. She has worked in the law and analysis department of the Riigikogu (Estonian Parliament) Chancellery and been head of the NGO European Movement Estonia. She has been working at the Estonian Atlantic Treaty Organisation since 2013.


    Even a few years ago, there was already debate about whether NATO as a defence alliance was still necessary in the 21st century. Many member states either reduced or suspended their defence spending, Russia was discussed as NATO’s strategic partner, and officials in the headquarters corridors could be heard joking about Russia joining NATO.


    The role of the Alliance quickly became clearer in 2014 when Russia annexed and occupied the Crimea and started a war in eastern Ukraine that continues to this day. The events in Ukraine could be considered a new-generation war, where in parallel with the classical conventional warfare a so-called hybrid war is being waged—political, economic, cyber and other measures are used for achieving one’s goals.


    Russia’s increasingly aggressive behaviour in the east, and the terrorist threat from Daesh and migration problems in the south, have substantially changed the security situation in Europe in recent years. The common denominator, however, is the skill and capability to use hybrid warfare tactics to achieve one’s goals.
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        An activist holds a banner with a picture of the Dutch artist Vincent van Gogh to protest against Russian propaganda. The activist stood in front of the Netherlands Embassy in Kyiv and hoped to warn the Dutch against listening to Russian propaganda against the Ukraine-EU association agreement. The battle against Russian propaganda is being held on several fronts.


        Reuters/Scanpix.

      

    


    Hybrid warfare does not have a single, unchanging definition but, in essence, there is a predominant consensus that this is warfare where, in addition to military means, non-military tools are used to achieve goals and the implementation of the latter primarily takes advantage of internal weaknesses.


    One possible definition of hybrid warfare proposed by NATO is war where the objective is achieved by integrating military, paramilitary and civilian measures, trying to influence policymakers and decision-makers.1


    Although in essence it is not a new concept, the use of hybrid warfare tactics has taken on a new dimension in the internet era and is creating more and more new challenges to the Alliance. The tools of hybrid warfare, mainly propaganda and spreading false information, were actively used by the Soviet Union. The main difference between Soviet hybrid tactics and those used by Russia today is that in the Soviet era the tools were mainly used to weaken the country’s opponents but now there is also a desire to redesign Europe politically in line with Russia’s interests.2


    Based on the changed security architecture and the statements regarding NATO during the campaign of the new US President-elect, Donald Trump, , cooperation between NATO and the European Union, Europe’s defence capabilities and their development are once again topical.


    Strategic Partnership on Paper


    The beginnings of cooperation between NATO and the European Union were already evident during the Cold War in the form of the Western European Union (WEU). The adoption of the Maastricht Treaty in 1992 laid the foundation for a common EU security and defence policy that was also supported by NATO.


    An official joint summit of NATO and the European Union did not take place until 2000. The first important example of cooperation could be said to be the common position adopted on the crisis in the western Balkans in May 2001, when NATO and the EU both had an interest in resolving the crisis.


    The next step was the NATO-EU Declaration on a European Security and Defence Policy, signed at the end of 2002, that defined the parties as strategic partners. The main emphasis was on cooperation in crisis management, but also on making decisions based on mutual interests. The following year, the organisations signed the so-called Berlin Plus agreement that included the possibility of the European Union using NATO forces if necessary. This agreement mainly provided opportunities for the EU to cooperate more closely with NATO. In the following years there were regular formal meetings between foreign ministers and ambassadors of both groups. However, extensive cooperation did not take place in practice.


    The strengthening and development of the strategic partnership between NATO and the EU became more important in NATO’s Strategic Concept, adopted in 2010, which obliged the Alliance to work more closely with international organisations, including the EU, on crisis prevention and to ensure peace and stability in post-conflict regions. Cooperation in cyber defence was added during NATO’s Wales Summit in 2014, but technical agreements were not reached until early 2016.


    Thus, cooperation between NATO and the EU has existed for a long time, at least on paper, and has occasionally received injections of new impetus. In practice, however, cooperation between the organisations—which have 22 member states in common—has not been very smooth. One of the main problems is the question of Turkey and Cyprus, but another is the lack of political will to cooperate on a larger scale.


    The need for closer cooperation between NATO and the EU has been discussed more actively again following the 2016 NATO summit in Warsaw, which outlined hybrid threats, cyber defence, joint military exercises, development of defence capabilities and naval defence as additional possibilities for cooperation between NATO and the EU.


    The NATO-EU declaration adopted at the Warsaw Summit defines new common challenges that require closer cooperation than before to guarantee European security. Joint analyses and preventive work, information-sharing and cooperation in strategic communications is deemed important to tackle hybrid threats as effectively as possible.


    The importance of NATO-EU cooperation is also outlined in the EU’s Global Strategy, published this year, which states that NATO is an important partner in ensuring transatlantic security. The focus is also on hybrid and cyber warfare.


    European security is also being discussed more actively among members of the European Parliament. At the end of November the parliament adopted a report prepared by Estonian MEP Urmas Paet about tightening European defence cooperation; this also emphasises the need for cooperation with NATO, especially in the context of fighting hybrid and cyber threats, but also for cooperation in scientific research on defence, and states that the EU’s support is needed to create the infrastructure for military forces. It is also considered important that, if necessary, NATO can use EU resources.


    All these steps are most welcome, but words on paper are not enough. Cooperation between the organisations has been discussed before, but serious and substantial cooperation has not been achieved. Given the increasingly varied threats, this is becoming inevitable—a hybrid approach is needed to tackle hybrid threats successfully.


    Hybrid Threat Challenges for NATO and the European Union


    NATO and the EU are both part of the Western values system, share the same principles and stand for stability and security in Europe. NATO, as the primary guarantor of European and transatlantic stability and security, is a military organisation, which means that it generally lacks the measures and possibilities to defend itself from hybrid threats. The Warsaw Summit also recognised cyberspace as the potential fourth dimension of warfare, in addition to ground, sea and air; but cyber threats are only one part of hybrid threats. 


    Events in Ukraine threw up a number of new challenges with which a classical military alliance like NATO cannot cope. Russia’s hybrid warfare methods have revealed several “gaps” in NATO’s current doctrines and measures. For example, conscious directing of migration flows or spreading false information in a NATO member state with the aim of dividing society cannot be defined as attacks in the classical sense. It is even more difficult to define them as attacks in the context of Article 5 of the Washington Treaty. In addition, the response to an aggressor that attacks with hybrid tactics needs to be much more rapid than current NATO decision-making processes would allow. The prescribed defence expenditure, amounting to 2% of GDP, does not cover the cost of countering hybrid threats (e.g. investment in internal security, including the police and border forces, educating the public about propaganda and disinformation, etc.). In the context of hybrid warfare, non-military tools are as important as military ones, also from the perspective of deterrence.3 NATO’s Strategic Communications Centre of Excellence and the EU’s institution in the same field have made a significant contribution to determining and mapping hybrid threats. NATO’s centre of excellence for countering hybrid threats, to be established in Finland next year, is also a welcome development, given that Finland is not even a member of NATO.


    However, it is important that the two organisations really cooperate and do not just perform the same tasks separately. The basis of efficient and successful cooperation is certainly political will but, first and foremost, the organisations need to reach a mutual understanding that hybrid warfare is part of real warfare and hybrid threats are just as serious as military ones. Hybrid warfare is not only cyber warfare—it involves a much broader spectrum, making NATO-EU cooperation crucial here. Today, the problem lies in the fact that many senior officials in NATO and the EU have not understood exactly what hybrid threats are, which is especially dangerous given that the opponent is Russia, which is familiar with hybrid tactics and uses them skilfully.4


    Although the risk of conventional war in NATO member states is not high, attacks in the cyber-sphere, aggressive information campaigns, interventions in elections or other attempts to destabilise society from within are much more likely. The inability to counter these threats could lead to a situation in which the adversary achieves its objectives without taking military measures. This especially affects Western European countries that do not have the historical experience of the workings of Russian propaganda to the extent that Eastern Europe does.


    Cooperation between NATO and the EU is therefore more important than ever. The European Union, as a primarily political civilian organisation, is just the right actor to contribute to security in the context of various hybrid threats. The fact that the majority of NATO and EU member states are the same means that resources are limited and constructive complementary cooperation is of the utmost importance. A united and strong NATO and European Union are both important factors in guaranteeing the stability and security of Europe.


    


    1 North Atlantic Treaty Organization, Wales Summit, September 2014.


    2 Hybrid Warfare: NATO’s New Strategic Challenge? 7 April 2015, NATO Parliamentary Assembly, Defence and Security Committee, General Report.


    3 Understanding and Countering Hybrid Warfare: Next Steps for the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, Katie Abbott, University of Ottawa, 23 March 2016.


    4 NATO-EU: Cybrid Jawfare?, Julian Lindley-Frenc, 18 November 2016:


    http://lindleyfrench.blogspot.com.ee/2016/11/nato-eu-cybrid-jawfare.html
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    Damien McGuinness


    BBC Berlin correspondent


    Damien McGuinness töötab BBC Saksamaa-korrespondendina Berliinis alates 2013. aastast. Varem oli ta BBC Balti korrespondent Riias, käsitledes Eesti, Läti ja Leedu teemasid. Samuti on ta elanud Tbilisis, kajastades BBCle Gruusiat, Aserbaidžaani ja Armeeniat. Ta õppis Bathi ja Konstanzi ülikoolides tänapäeva keeli ja Euroopa uuringuid. Sündinud Sambias, üles kasvanud Suurbritannias, kuid enamiku oma täiskasvanu-elust veetnud Saksamaal.


    “Angela Merkel is the new leader of the free world,” trumpeted the international press following Donald Trump’s US election win. It was the reaction to a simple statement she gave the morning after the election results.


    Stepping in front of the cameras, she opened up a plain black folder and calmly read out a short statement: “… democracy, freedom, as well as respect for the rule of law and the dignity of the individual, regardless of their origin, skin colour, creed, gender, sexual orientation, or political views. On the basis of these values, I offer close cooperation to the future president of the United States of America, Donald Trump.” And then she walked off.


    The six words “on the basis of these values” were an astonishing caveat for a leader of Germany—the country which the US helped back on its feet after the war and taught how to be a liberal respecter of human rights and democracy. Now that pupil was rapping the teacher over the knuckles with a brisk reminder of Western standards. President Obama’s visit to Germany a week later, originally supposed to be an innocuous diplomatic jolly, was suddenly seen as handing over the mantle of upholder of liberal Western values. It’s all quite a change from the incessant ill-informed Merkel-is-about-to-fall rhetoric which for years has been a staple of the British and American press.
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    “Leader of the free world” is not an image that Germans are comfortable with. And it’s certainly not one Merkel wants. “Grotesque” was her comment about the new title when she announced that she would run for another term as chancellor. That’s because, although standing up to Trump might have short-term electoral value—catering to the latent anti-Americanism always present in Germany—it won’t help with her party base. Since the refugee crisis, conservatives already suspect that she’s focusing too much on leftish human rights rather than traditional right-wing issues. So she needs to win back her reputation for pragmatism.


    Germany is a notoriously reluctant leader of nations. Berlin is aware that 20th-century German history still looms, meaning that hackles are easily raised in the rest of Europe. There may be calls for Germany to be more assertive on the global stage, but as soon as it is—such as during the eurozone crisis—the Nazi clichés and banners depicting Mrs Merkel as Hitler get wheeled out.


    Germany is also still wary of military engagement. The country’s modern political culture is founded on atoning for past wars, rather than glorifying them as is the case elsewhere. Half a century of lectures from the rest of the world about the evils of German 20th-century barbarism has worked, producing a country of pacifists. And although the West has changed its mind, and would now rather like Germany to start fighting again, many Germans themselves are unconvinced. Botched Western interventions in Libya and Iraq confirm rather than persuade people here of the folly of foreign military involvement. So any proposals to increase defence spending go down badly with voters.


    Many German voters are also wary of NATO. Germany often sees itself as halfway between Washington and Moscow. And when foreign minister Frank-Walter Steinmeier said that NATO deployments in Eastern Europe could provoke Russia and be seen as sabre-rattling, he was reflecting a common view in Germany. Washington may believe that it was tough talk and a bellicose stance that won the Cold War, but the German view is that the fall of the Berlin Wall was thanks to years of tireless negotiation and conciliatory Ostpolitik.


    But as soon as Mr Trump brought the Alliance’s mutual defence clause into question, suddenly many Germans started wondering whether maybe NATO isn’t rather useful after all. Mr Trump’s erratic musings that Washington’s adherence to the Alliance’s Article 5 will depend on spending has rattled Germany—particularly because, if NATO is undermined, then Europe, and particularly Germany, will be forced to do and spend more to defend itself.


    With parliamentary elections due next autumn, the political landscape in Germany is now in flux—particularly on the left. The centre-left SPD is desperate to escape its suffocating position as junior coalition partner with the centre-right CDU. The SPD is losing both credibility and its identity, as is always the case with a weaker partner. And for many voters a continuation of the grand coalition would be stultifying.


    So a more radical and more assertive SPD is emerging, as it tries to convince voters that a left-wing governing coalition with the Green Party and the far-left Linke party is feasible. Arithmetically the numbers could add up. But there are policy differences that could be unsurmountable. And many left-wing moderates are distinctly uncomfortable about getting into bed with the Linke party because of its links to the communist regime of the former East Germany.


    In preparation for the elections, European Parliament president Martin Schulz is heading back to Germany to take up a major domestic role, either as foreign minister or as left-wing candidate for chancellor against Merkel. The most likely candidate, however, is the present SPD leader Sigmar Gabriel. He may have catastrophic ratings, but he has support from his party and is seen as suitably ferocious on the stump to take on Merkel.


    On the right, meanwhile, it’s the new anti-migrant Alternative for Germany (AfD) which is shaking things up. Set to win seats in the national parliament for the first time next year, the party has already entered ten of Germany’s 16 regional parliaments. Centrist voters and politicians are rattled. Since Trump’s election win, Berlin is taking the threat of far-right populism at home even more seriously. After all, this is a country that knows where mob rule can lead. “Been there, done that” was the pithy comment from young anti-Trump Germans on social media after the US elections.


    Riven by factions and notoriously unruly, the AfD’s political prospects are nonetheless limited. Their anti-Islam and anti-foreigner policies make them toxic in the eyes of many voters. So no other party will form a governing coalition with them, either regionally or nationally. This means, given Germany’s coalition system, that they can never enter government. And with polls hovering around 13% their impact is similar to that of previous insurgent parties which have since vanished from Germany’s political landscape.


    But since Brexit and Trump, polls are of course seen as increasingly unreliable. And given how wrong recent electoral predictions have been, the only thing that seems certain is that nothing is certain.


    Although the German economy is doing well, there is dissatisfaction in some sections of society. Often the roots are economic, particularly in rural parts of formerly communist eastern Germany, where unemployment is high. But more often it’s about a shift in values that has left many conservative voters behind. From shutting down nuclear power to paying for childcare and giving gay couples more rights, Mrs Merkel has dragged her CDU party to the centre. It’s an electorally strong place to be, and reflects the majority view of mainstream Germany. But it’s also left some voters who don’t share those progressive values homeless, with the AfD their only option.


    The worry for Mrs Merkel’s CDU is that the more the AfD chips away at her voter base by attracting disaffected conservative voters, the more difficult it will be for her to form a stable governing coalition.


    It’s the refugee crisis which accounts for the AfD’s success. The influx of migrants has polarised the country, between those who are proud of a tolerant, open and multicultural Germany and those who believe the country can’t cope. In fact, Germany has coped remarkably well with the one million new arrivals over the past year and a half. And on a logistical level, there is no actual crisis. But many people, particularly in racially homogeneous eastern German areas with few migrants, are unsettled. The AfD is capitalising on these fears.


    In Britain, faced with the challenge of UKIP, successive conservative-led governments tried to court the populist mood and “out-ukip” UKIP with anti-migrant and anti-EU rhetoric. At the same time, much of the British press whipped up populist anti-migrant sentiment to boost flagging sales. The result was a referendum that the government lost. And now the UK is about to hurl itself out of the European Union, without knowing where it’s going to land.


    In Germany, the political and media establishment is doing the exact opposite. Mrs Merkel is not following public opinion on migration but trying to lead it by appealing to the country’s humanitarian spirit, while much of the media, including the mass-circulation tabloid Bild and many of the publicly funded broadcasters, are overtly pro-refugee.


    The danger of course is that this is essentially an elitist approach, which in today’s Trumpian world of Brexit-style referendums is deeply unfashionable. This could further marginalise voters who don’t like the things seen as moral goods in Germany’s political mainstream—from feminism and gay rights to the EU and taking in refugees. They feel disenfranchised and say they don’t have a voice in the mainstream media—hence the revival of the Nazi term Lügenpresse, or lying press.


    But without anyone really talking about it, Berlin is in fact already shifting its position on migration. On the surface, Germany is still open to refugees and EU migrants. In reality, more rejected asylum seekers are set to be deported. And new laws mean welfare can only be paid to EU migrants after a certain period working in Germany. If David Cameron had listened less to the UK press and more to the noises coming out of Berlin, he could have negotiated something similar for Britain last year in his attempts to get a special deal out of the EU to sell to voters before the referendum.


    The German government is also trying to tackle the root causes of disaffection among certain voters. The first move is an agreement to raise pensions in eastern Germany in an overt effort to win over older voters who may be tempted by the AfD.


    The problem for Mrs Merkel, though, is that the more she is touted as the liberal-minded leader of the cosmopolitan free world, the more the AfD will be able to portray her as someone who cares more about the elite or refugees than she does about ordinary German voters. So although at first glance Merkel’s position looks unassailable, the situation in Germany is much more volatile than international observers assume. After years of centrist politics, with everyone crowding in the middle, the debate in Germany is becoming more radical. Similarly, populist voices on the far left and far right mean the traditional left–right political divide is disintegrating. And six parties potentially ending up in parliament next year will make it difficult for anyone to form a stable government.


    “Leader of the free world” might be a push. And it’s certainly not a title Merkel wants. But if she can remain at least the leader of Germany, then the free world stands a chance.
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    The ethos that originates from the era of the emperor and partly reflects his personality is still around today
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    Milvi Martina Piir is a historian and a doctoral student of educational science at Tallinn University. She has written history textbooks, workbooks and other learning materials for general education schools. Her main research topics are psychological time perception and the connections between values and historical studies. She splits her time between Estonia and Austria, and also studies Austrian political history.


    The fragments we need to understand a person emanate from the underlying system of his or her era. Franz Joseph I—the penultimate emperor of the Austro-Hungarian empire, who died a century ago on 21 November—is no exception. For nearly 70 years, the history of this erstwhile great state cannot be separated from the character of its emperor. The subject of numerous pieces of research, Franz Joseph I as a personality tends to remain only half-explained, as he gets lost amid “great” historical events. Several biographers who have studied the emperor from the various dimensions of his life have stated that there is a kind of opacity to him—it seems that the surface and depth of his personality are one and the same. This despite the abundance of illustrative material, detailed documentation on the emperor’s everyday life, speculation on the tragedies that struck his family, and hundreds of academic and popular research works on his person and empire.


    It is perhaps because the material has proven unyielding that many have considered Franz Joseph dull, robust and unemotional. Lifting the veil of privacy reveals cases that seem to confirm this first impression. This is why I consider it more fruitful to view the life of the emperor in its entirety, from childhood to old age, not relationship-by-relationship or scene-by-scene. True, if one is to apply this approach, political events and private life become a mere framework for the biography of the ruling individual. However, one can imagine that, towards the end of Franz Joseph’s long life and rule, he began to esteem quite different things on which to look back and meditate than in his younger days—his childhood and education, personal traits—and, as he grew older, the heritage of his family. From this point of view, it seems that Franz Joseph was one the most complex personalities among the Habsburgs next to Maximilian I. More distant mental connections, such as the authority of a monarch who endures across eras and forms of public order, and the invisible survival of federacy in the Austrian state, are also intriguing.
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    ***


    The birth of Franz Joseph in 1830 ensured the continuation of the Habsburgs’ male line. The mental and physical deficiencies of Ferdinand, the firstborn son of the then emperor Franz I, ruled out his siring of successors, but the emperor’s second son Franz Karl and his wife Sophie of the House of Wittelsbach amply fulfilled his dynastic expectations, raising four healthy sons.


    Franz Joseph was a particular favourite of the emperor, and grandfather influenced the boy greatly until he died when the child was six. The mentally deficient Ferdinand acceded to the throne, and little Franzi, as he was called at home, became second in the line of succession after his father. The upbringing that the energetic and ambitious Sophie organised for her son was based on the same principles that Franz I had prescribed for his sons. The child was never left alone and idle—he was under the constant supervision and monitoring of teachers and mentors. The programme accentuated physical and professional rather than intellectual preparation. It was noted that Franz Joseph had many of the traits of an exemplary regimental commander: limited views, personal courage and unconditional loyalty. However, his education corresponded to the reality that awaited the future ruler—good riding skills, military preparation and proficiency in languages were more important than the ability to enjoy poetry or the beauty of history.


    Notwithstanding that a tempestuous 50 years had passed, there were no differences worthy of note between the upbringing of grandfather and grandson; only the minority languages of the empire had gained a greater presence in the curriculum. Despite the seemingly broad reach of the training, it was designed to cultivate a distaste of liberalism and prepare the youth for authoritarian rule in the spirit of the good old days, since at the time no one imagined the crumbling of that world order. All of this left an indelible mark on the personality of Franz Joseph; even in his dotage he preferred to dress in uniform—a simplified version of the one he had worn 65 years earlier on the battlefield at Santa Lucia.


    The words that the teenage Franz Joseph heard most often from his secular and clerical mentors were probably legitimacy, duty and faith. The heir to the throne was taught the unchanging credo of the House of Habsburg: the family had been chosen by God to realise His will and they had to dedicate their lives to serving Him; they had been called to rule by following tradition, and for the benefit of their subjects they would sacrifice their lives and personal preferences to achieve the contentment and happiness of their subjects. Almost the same arguments can be found in the Austrian press today, especially when a politician’s abuse of his or her office or other slip-up becomes public knowledge. The heritage of the Habsburgs is thus still very much alive.


    However, let us return to Franz Joseph’s time. Alas, these inherently noble ideals did not allow subjects to have free will or the ability to decide what would make them happy. As revolutions erupted in 1848, there were few governments in Europe that could respond to events adequately. The real threat for the Habsburgs arose not in rebellious Vienna but in Hungary, while the future of the dynasty was in the hands of a youth wearing the epaulettes of a colonel, who was in fact still too young to be even a lieutenant. Still, it was mainly due to his youth and the hopes for the future represented by it that Franz Joseph was met with moving affection and loyalty to the dynasty in all country regions, so different from the surly and discontent Vienna, on his way to the headquarters of commander-in-chief Radetzky. The fighting that followed was successful for the Habsburgs, although it came at the price of Vienna being besieged (the first siege since 1683), urban warfare, and many deaths and prisoners.


    By that time the Habsburg family council had reached the unanimous decision that the mentally feeble Ferdinand could be an emperor with the support of his councillors in peacetime, but not in the new circumstances. The throne was to be passed on to the next generation. They ran into legal difficulties with the family’s statutes, which did not recognise the options of the emperor abdicating or an heir to the throne rescinding his rights or handing power over to the next-but-one in the succession. In fact, the pressure for change came from a small group—General Windischgrätz, Empress Maria Anna, Archduke Johann and Archduchess Sophie—and was an anti-traditionalist, even revolutionary act based on the collective consciousness of the Habsburgs rather than the family’s written laws. Since a coronation in the strict sense of the word was not possible, the change in power was simply called an accession to the throne, although there was no throne or imperial regalia at the actual event.


    It was, in essence, a coup, and the Hungarians were especially keen to dispute the legitimacy of the young emperor. Appeasing the Hungarian rebellion became the primary task of Franz Joseph as a ruler. After a strenuous effort, peace was restored in the Habsburg realm but various stakeholders attributed a different value and meaning to it. As Austria-Hungary was a large state, stability and order were considered the ultimate merits and it was the main task of the empire to guarantee them. From the point of view of nationalists, the bitterness that emerged from the crushing of their aspirations for freedom killed the hope of a lasting peace between the various parts of the empire. During the following 20 years until the creation of the dual monarchy, Hungarian dissidents retreated but continued to support Ferdinand as their lawful monarch.


    ***


    The image of the new monarch was consciously cultivated from the start. Franz Joseph gradually and systematically established himself in the people’s imagination as the “first servant” of the nation, modelling himself on Joseph II and Leopold I—even the names he chose for himself upon accession paid homage to his great-great uncle Joseph II and his grandfather Franz I. The family primarily counted on the emperor’s youth and energy. Thanks to photography, Franz Joseph was a familiar face to his future subjects almost from birth and his first communion was turned into a national event with the help of widely circulated print photographs. With some 3,300 preserved images taken throughout his lifetime, Franz Joseph was more visible to the public than any Habsburg before him.


    After marrying the Bavarian princess Elisabeth, his role as an affectionate lover and dedicated pater familias was emphasised. This picture did not quite correspond to reality. The emperor’s feelings towards his wife that had emerged on first sight never waned throughout his life. The empress’s feelings, on the other hand, probably never budded at all. In many ways, Franz Joseph’s marriage was a conflict of fictional quality between strong emotions and never-ending duties. Unfortunately for the parties in the relationship but fortunately for the state, the sense of duty always won. When the political compromise (Ausgleich) of 1867 restored Hungary’s historical position as a kingdom, Franz Joseph and Elisabeth were crowned Hungarian monarchs in Budapest as a show of reconciliation. This was the only time that the empress, reluctant to perform official duties, had a significant political role. Her enthusiasm towards all that was Hungarian (she learnt to speak the language fluently and preferred to engage Hungarian aristocrats to serve her) was an act of rebellion against the society life in Vienna that she detested; in addition, this made her hugely popular in Hungary. This benefited the Ausgleich a great deal, just like the overall image of the imperial family: the emperor, not yet 40, with his gorgeous empress and three lovely little children whom he clearly adored. The wounds that had been inflicted during the violent repression of the Budapest rebellion seemed to have been healed in light of this idyllic sight. It is true that the state’s bureaucracy became even more complicated: a Hungarian entity (königlich) was added to the Austrian element (kaiserlich). Despite everything, the fulfilment of hopes and optimism about the future was in the air. Indeed, the Hungarian compromise of 1867 marked the beginning of one of the most stable periods of Franz Joseph’s reign.


    To counter the active development of national and class-based movements, the state had to find new ways of strengthening loyalty to the ruling dynasty. The monarchy’s grasp, which reached from the past to the future, was most consistently expressed in architecture. The first manifestation of this was the Votivkirche in Vienna, which had been erected to commemorate the emperor’s safe deliverance from an attempted assassination in 1853. After that, numerous cities showed their patriotism by naming hospitals, schools and orphanages after the emperor and empress. Often a member of the imperial family would participate in the opening ceremony, which was another way of bringing the monarchy closer to the people. Thus, the ruler transformed into a person of flesh and blood, whom many subjects had seen with their own eyes. The persons of the emperor and empress, and their wedding anniversaries, were also a focal point for expressing loyalty: the imperial couple’s silver anniversary in 1879, the wedding of crown prince Rudolf and princess Stephanie of Belgium in 1881, the celebration of 1,000 years of Hungarian monarchy in 1896, the emperor’s jubilees in 1898 and 1908, etc.


    When the emperor reached a more mature age, it was said that several generations of Austro-Hungarian children knew what God looked like—he was a bearded man with a determined gaze who looked down from the walls of every classroom. The dark background in the portrait was, however, significant. The emperor’s intimate circle had become very quiet. Franz Joseph’s parents, his little daughter, two brothers, the crown prince and the empress had died years before. Of those closest to him, only his younger brother Viktor Ludwig was still with the emperor, but his lifestyle simply embarrassed Franz Joseph. He seemed to remain the same. Towards the end of his life, when he was nearly 80, Franz Joseph seemed to become an icon, as if he was already among those who dwelled in the imperial crypt. Anxieties about the new century were in the air, but for Vienna and the empire the bearded old man who carried himself well—the elderly gentleman from Hofburg—signified a past that could not be returned to.


    But it is not just the past. A few years ago, I inadvertently witnessed an intimate scene at the Burggarten in Vienna that seems so significant and symbolic today that I must describe it here. It was dusk and a middle-aged (judging by his walk) man stepped over a low wrought-iron fence, walked to the monument of Franz Joseph that stood nearby and placed his hand on the statue’s shoe. He stood quietly for some minutes, meditating or reminiscing, then left as discreetly as he had come. We can only imagine the context of this gesture. Was there a personal connection that stretched across generations, old family lore? Was the commemorator a descendant of a friend or servant of the emperor? Maybe he was even of the Habsburg blood? Or was it just an ordinary citizen who had tired of hectic modern times and honoured the better periods of the past?


    ***


    Strictly speaking, we cannot say that Franz Joseph was an autocratic ruler, since the emperor never had absolute power. He certainly never hesitated to take personal responsibility for the numerous problems and failures in war and peace that occurred during his reign. The personal notes he wrote in old age portray him as a pedantic and mannerist individual. At times, he seems a kind old monarch with such modest personal needs that he slept in a narrow iron bed (this was his deathbed, which is displayed in the Schönbrunn Palace), while in other instances he became an autocratic general who would fly into a rage over a junior officer’s sleeve button that did not conform to regulations. As an old man, the emperor preferred an orderly life free from interruptions and confusion. His working methods, which had developed decades before, never changed.


    The empire Franz Joseph ruled over and which was widely ridiculed was, indeed, special in the constitutional sense but it was also unique in its ambivalence, just like the House of Habsburg itself. It has been stated that, upon close observation, one can detect something artistic in the appearance, actions and attitudes of many members of the dynasty —something that Franz Joseph seems not to possess at first glance. However, we need to recall the unmoving calm, almost lunatic inerrable ethos that characterised the young man in his 20s when he was planning a modern bureaucratic autocracy, which he considered the only possible countermeasure to the revolutions that were ravaging his entire state. This can be seen as the determined attitude of an artist towards his uncooperative material, out of which he wants to sculpt his world.


    In some comprehensible but not fully explicable way, the Habsburgs blot out the line between past and present, as they cross it with their own continuum. At the 1900 Exposition Universelle in Paris, the Austrian army won a grand prix for the most elegant uniform; at the same time, modernism was bubbling to the surface in all forms of art in the Austrian capital. In this pluralist and fermenting cultural space, described by the term “Vienna 1900”, the Habsburgs’ penchant for effect and cultivating one’s image turned out to be the perfect hothouse for the motley lushness of fin de siècle.


    Franz Joseph was naturally aware of new currents in culture and society, and although he did not personally like them, he was not discouraged by change as such. He had to cope with a world in which power was slipping from his hands, where it had naturally belonged owing to an ancient birthright. The nature and manifestations of his success may be debated, but we can hardly say that he failed in his aspirations.


    ***


    The ethos of Franz Joseph’s age, which partly also reflects his personality, has spread to present-day Austria—it can be seen upon close inspection both in everyday life and in the country’s politics. As deep-rooted currents of mentality are inert, and have their own historical background, their logic of emergence, development and persistence, the temporal distance should be no surprise in this instance.


    Specifically, the Austrian mindset shows the intertwining of two opposing world-views. On the one hand, there is the federative world-view and a large state dating back to imperial times that can be said to be represented by the Habsburgs; while on the other, there are much more limiting elements that place importance on nationhood, being a nation-state and embracing “all that is our own” in the Austrian identity. I can easily get the mental picture of the meeting of two currents headed in opposite directions—a situation that can create breakers, vortices and gulfs. In everyday public administration, this manifests itself in the two-tier Austrian system that consists of the federal states and federal government—it is not at all easy to justify the practicability of such a system in a small country like Austria. Austrians naturally understand it themselves. The subject of abolishing the federal states as administrative units has been raised from time to time but discussion has been fruitless. Thinking outside the twin frames of “duchy” and “empire” seems to disturb some sort of basic instinct in the soul of an Austrian—the two levels have simply always been there. Austrians like to administer and be administered, and the argument of saving money has so far always lost out to tradition.


    These two primary world-views are clearly manifested in the internal policy of Austria as well. In recent decades, the federative notional “large state” element has been represented by two main political forces, social democracy and Christian democracy. The nationalist movement was dealt a serious blow because of National Socialism and has not played a significant part since World War II. It received a new lease of life with the rise in popularity of the right-wing Freedom Party that saw the movement enter government for the first time in the 1980s. Looking at recent events, the same kind of mental tension was built into the 2016 Austrian presidential election, the final results of which were recently released. The debate, which lasted for months, put two almost polar opposites up against one another: 72-year-old professor of economics Alexander Van der Bellen, an expert on fiscal policy and public management, a convinced Europhile (more specifically, supporter of a federal Europe), seasoned politician and the descendant of immigrants; and Norbert Hofer, a 45-year-old weapons enthusiast with an engineering degree who made a career in the Freedom Party—a populist who flirted with the promise of a referendum on “Öxit” and who is allegedly even more radical than he lets on, as he masks his views with oratory and charm.


    Bystanders shouldn’t, of course, judge whether Austrians’ choices are good or bad, but the number of discontented voters would have remained more or less the same if the results had been reversed. What we can say is that, in oscillating between the mental poles described above, the elections provided a new mandate for federacy and membership within Europe, thereby also indirectly celebrating the heritage of the Habsburgs and the Austrian empire. Franz Joseph would most probably be pleased.
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    Using history is mere tactics for the Kremlin
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    Jukka Mallinen is a Finnish writer, translator and former chair of The Pen, World Association of Writers.


    The West often regards Russian President Vladimir Putin as a history-conscious leader. The reasoning for this is weak. Indeed, it is strange. Not even Mussolini is considered much of a history expert, although he appealed to Julius Caesar and even to Scipio Africanus over the invasion of Abyssinia.


    Putin’s approach to history has some rather peculiar features. For example, Vladimir Luzgin was recently sentenced to a 200,000-rouble fine for fabricating history or “knowingly spreading false information” on the basis of a new law that criminalises the “rehabilitation of Nazism”. The Facebook post that Luzgin shared stated that the Soviet Union attacked Poland on 17 September 1939 and “communists and Nazis invaded Poland together, initiating World War II, which is proof of their close cooperation”. Luzgin got away with only a scare—the maximum punishment for something like this is five years’ jail.


    Renowned and esteemed professor Andrey Zubov was fired for using a historical analogy—comparing the annexation of the Crimea to the Anschluss.
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        An example of the discrepancy in interpreting history: Russian nationalists attack the memorial plaque to Marshal Mannerheim in St Petersburg with an axe.
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    When Putin talked to the press in Kultaranta, the summer residence of the Finnish president, the facts he used were random but he is accustomed to talking to an audience that is not aware of the facts or is afraid of presenting counterarguments.


    It is the same with history—I would not call him history-conscious but, rather, prone to manipulate.


    After being re-elected as president in the spring of 2012, Putin initiated a history project, among other things, to cement his power. Unexpectedly widespread demonstrations had shaken the authoritarian regime, so the Kremlin turned to the absolute “people’s democracy of ideas”. As a response to the wave of protest, it started writing history that would bring people together.


    And so Putin used nationalism to start building a unifying identity that had been lost, and mobilising the people with the help of mass communications and ambiguity.He demanded a “uniform historical-cultural standard”, a “canonical version of our history” and “respect for all the pages of our history” for the country. According to him, the new history textbook was meant to raise the young in a patriotic spirit “in the interests of the country and society”.


    The director of the Centre for Geopolitical Expertise, Valery Korovin, explained this use of history with postmodernism. “There is no ‘objectiveʼ history; it is written only when there is a strategic concept regarding which ideological models are acceptable and which are not.” Quasi-historian and Minister of Culture Vladimir Medisnky admitted that history is always a made-up story, referring to postmodernist theorists.


    Putin’s history project outlines the difference between the good postmodernism of the first generation and the bad postmodernism of the second. The first deconstructed myths, propaganda, historical clichés, spasms and dogmas. But the second erases the difference between truth and lie, and legalises falsehoods, nihilism and manipulation. “Facts” are forged as need be. Nothing is true and everything is possible in the obscure historicism of the security services.


    Putin is not considered a reader. For him, history is a game in which he is fed propagandist quotes by orthodox siloviki in his inner circle, members of the Izborsk Club and Eurasianists. The European-minded academician Dmitry Likhachov and fundamentalist monarchist Ivan Ilyin play their cards according to need, as happens with Erhardt in Germany or Napoleon in France.


    I would not consider Putin an expert in utopian socialism, either—it has been claimed that he referenced both the Comte de Saint-Simon and Campanella’s utopian City of the Sun at an electoral meeting in Kuban. These were compulsory literature to be read for the state exam on scientific communism that was obligatory in Soviet universities. This compulsory ideological package was the subject of jokes even during Putin’s own studies.


    The young Putin’s service at the KGB was a formative period for him. Yuri Andropov had covertly already made the ideological shift from Marxism-Leninism to Russian imperialism. Primitive “historicism” was apparent in “patriotic dissidents” who were supported by the KGB, such as Ilya Glazunov and the Pamyat movement.


    Putin’s core experience was the collapse of the German Democratic Republic (GDR). After the fall of the Berlin Wall he faced a threatening crowd in front of the KGB office in Dresden. The fate of Muammar al-Gaddafi was a personal shock for him, and the fixation it caused is evident in his statements. In the newspaper Novoye Vremya, Stanislav Belkovsky called the Arab Spring Putin’s birth trauma, which made him believe that when he leaves the country will fall apart like the Arab countries. The Arab Spring is what has largely determined Russia’s political situation during Putin’s third term in office. Earlier major protests came as a surprise and revealed the fragility of the system and the unpredictable nature of the people. Putin has said that two men from the 20th century—Nicholas II and Mikhail Gorbachev—were to be blamed simply because they did not hold on to power and this caused countries to collapse. Gorbachev did not agree to Erich Honecker putting down protests with guns—and this led to the dissolution of the GDR.


    Putin concluded from the cases of Nicholas II and Gorbachev that power must be retained at any cost. It would not occur to him that Nicholas and Gorbachev let go of their respective empires because they did not agree to renewing and enforcing the crumbling autocracies with democracy, civil society, the rule of law and a market economy.


    Being a Tver Karelian or Vepsian by origin, Putin’s use of history is mainly tactical. After the occupation of the Crimea, the term “Novorossiya” was dug out from dusty archives—a name which Catherine II used in her time to identify an area on the coast of the Black Sea conquered from Turkey, reaching from the Crimea to Transnistria. On the initiative of the president, the media began to hype this relict when the Ukraine campaign neared Mariupol and a special operation was launched in Odessa.


    The policy changed suddenly in May 2015 and Novorossiya was discarded in an instant. It is now once again forgotten in the dustbin of history—or is it in mothballs, waiting for better times?


    At the beginning of the Winter War, the “people’s government of Finland” of Otto Wille Kuusis, which was appointed by the Soviet government, declared that it would fulfil the centuries-old dream of the peoples of Finland and Karelia by joining the Republic of Karelia with Finland. This attempt to restore so-called historical justice came to an end due to the frosts of the Karelian Isthmus.


    In March 2013 when mentioning the Winter War Putin admitted that the Finnish border was a threatening 17–20 (in fact 50) kilometres away from St Petersburg and the war was an attempt to fix mistakes made by the Bolsheviks in 1917.


    Was this an indication of recognising Finnish independence in 1917 or the border (approved by the Treaty of Tartu in 1920)? The statement should also be considered in the context of contemporary public opinion, although it is trivial and the facts are biased. Putin does not say a word about the blood-curdling supplementary protocol of the Molotov–Ribbentrop Pact, and for him this was probably standard “geopolitics”.


    It is therefore meaningless to expend much energy on digging around in Putin’s historical slogans. The real or formal historical right of secession of the regions that belonged to Russia is a matter of tactics, not history. If you give the thief an opportunity, there may be “Russian heritage” and the baptismal robe of Ryurik even on the island of Nauru.


    More extensive “strategies”, such as Russia’s uniqueness, the West’s conspiracy against it, and reputable conquests and raids, are what Michael Billig defines as “banal nationalism” and can be explained with imperialist instincts. These are not based on a world of rationally selected values or the identity of a civilised people, but instead on the atavistic tribal feeling of the masses and the “us-and-them” mythologem of a street kid.


    The fixed ideas that were created by national narcissistic losses and which are spreading around Russia at the moment remind one of the 1930s. Putin’s duty as a responsible leader would be to calm the country and direct it towards the enlightenment of Europe, but he is irresponsibly adding fuel to the fire of anger and disappointment.


    Unrest caused by the opening of the memorial to “Russian General” Mannerheim in StPetersburg, attended by top leaders, is an illustration of Russian leaders’ groping in the problematic past.


    Culture minister Medinsky said that the aim of the bas-relief was to settle a historical division, to reconcile the red and white. The governor’s spokesman, Kibitov, nuanced this statement: “Russia remembers and honours all its heroes. Our country does not distinguish between its heroes on the basis of national ethnicity.” Mannerheim’s service was considered to be his participation in the Brusilov Offensive, which was Russia’s only successful attack in World War I. The newspaper Novaya Gazeta considered Mannerheim’s merit that he led the Finnish resistance against the Red Army in 1918. Historicity becomes a hodgepodge in this instance, and Finland’s perspective or information is not taken into account.


    The Kremlin’s objectives in the operation of the memorial plaque have remained obscure. In a clear blow to the leadership’s authority, they were forced to remove it.


    It will soon be the centenary of the 1917 Revolution, and then one hundred years from the end of the civil war and the establishment of the Soviet Union. The dividing conflict continues because the “new consensus on history” has turned out to be very narrow—limited to Pushkin, Borodino and Victory Day. Lenin has basically been forgotten, and is not mentioned much.


    At communist demonstrations, babushkas can be seen holding one picture of Lenin for every ten pictures of Stalin and five icons of St George. The Georgian Stalin won a vote for the “greatest Russian”, but the results had to be manipulated.


    Liberal intelligence implacably opposes the cult of Stalin, while the Russian Orthodox Church nods in approval.


    The Kremlin has, in fact, reached a dead end: the elite discuss complex history in a simplified and commanding manner, while the united people become upset with the complexity of things and the Soviet citizen protests.


    British historian Timothy Garton Ash classifies the various approaches to history in former communist European countries under three categories. Recollections have moral reasons—“never again the Gulag”. Psychological reasoning, however, provides the people with a remedy for grief and trauma. Political reasoning is based on the hope of learning from history—“history teaches”. Victims and their kin have the right to remember the deceased.


    Garton Ash reminds us that suffocating control over the past comes at a political price—if war criminals remain in power, this reduces the credibility of the new system.


    In his policy of the past, Putin operates on the ruins of the Soviet Union, but shaping the past in the ways noted by Garton Ash is not acceptable for him.


    He has nullified Boris Yeltsin’s achievements in this field. Reckoning with history has been left to writer Lyudmila Ulitskaya and other new dissidents. Lustration and digging in the past is a direct threat to former KGB members. The Moscow apartment bombings of 1999, the poisoning of Aleksandr Litvinenko with polonium in London, the shooting-down of flight MH 17 and the war crimes in eastern Ukraine are also skeletons in their closets.


    Putin’s history project recalls the observations of Dubravka Stojanović about Yugoslavian textbooks, in which fabricated history was used to justify aggression in the wars surrounding the break-up of Yugoslavia.


    The Kremlin’s history project is led by Sergey Naryshkin, Chairman of the State Duma and an alumnus of the KGB school in Minsk, who has now been transferred to a position fitting his education—Director of the Foreign Intelligence Service. When Naryshkin visited Finland, our [Finnish—Ed.] “deconstructionists of history”, led by Professor Matti Klinge, were gathered together to pay obeisance and the speaker said that the recognition of Finnish independence by an illegal putschist required additional investigation.


    Following this, Historians Without Borders, led by Erkki Tuomioja, organised a conference in Moscow, attended by Russian foreign minister Sergey Lavrov among others. The group is now tackling Ukraine, Donald Trump, the Baltic States and Finnish “nationalism”, but they do not seem to be interested in the Putinist abuse of history.

  


  
    

  


  
    
      
        Summary

      

    


    Summary


    This year’s final issue of Diplomaatia focuses on two of Estonia’s historic and great neighbours: Russia and Germany. If Russia wishes to weaken the West through various activities, Western institutions—such as the EU and NATO—need to cooperate more closely than before to counter it. Following Donald Trump’s election victory in the US German Chancellor Angela Merkel may be the last liberal Western leader, but her position may be uncertain.


    James Rogers and Andriy Tyushka, lecturers at the Baltic Defence College, write about the anti-hegemonic information warfare being waged by Russia.


    “By seeking to undermine and dislocate the West’s own narrative and self-representations and replace both with false and fictitious narratives, Russia’s anti-hegemonic offensive has helped to foster a Western policy paralysis that jeopardises Euro-Atlantic hegemony,” write Rogers and Tyushka. “In a triple strategic-narrational move—controlling the politics of time, paralysing the West’s ability to respond, and spreading false and fictitious narratives—the elements of which frequently overlap, Moscow has managed to compensate for its lack of both ideological framework and material capabilities.”


    Raul Rebane, Riina Kaljurand and Dario Andrea Cavegn comment on Rogers and Tyushka’s article.


    Anna-Mariita Mattiisen of the Estonian Atlantic Treaty Association (EATA) continues on essentially the same theme—how the European Union and NATO could fight hybrid threats together.


    “The European Union, as a primarily political civilian organisation, is just the right actor to contribute to security in the context of various hybrid threats,” writes Mattiisen. “The fact that the majority of NATO and EU member states are the same means that resources are limited and constructive complementary cooperation is of the utmost importance. A united and strong NATO and European Union are both important factors in guaranteeing the stability and security of Europe.”


    BBC journalist Damien McGuinness writes about the complex situation in Germany and Chancellor Angela Merkel’s position.


    “The problem for Mrs Merkel … is that the more she is touted as the liberal-minded leader of the cosmopolitan free world, the more the AfD [Alternative for Germany] will be able to portray her as someone who cares more about the elite or refugees than she does about ordinary German voters,” writes McGuinness.


    Historian Milvi Martina Piir writes about the death of Austro-Hungarian Emperor Franz Joseph I 100 years ago and finds parallels with present-day Austria, which has yet again become the centre of attention in Europe.


    Writer Jukka Mallinen observes the Kremlin history project.
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