
  
    
      [image: ]

    

  


  
    
      
        Russian Elections—Where to Go from Here?

      

    


    Russian Elections—Where to Go from Here?


    The Russian presidential elections were organised simply to formalise President Vladimir Putin’s next term of office. But rumours are circulating about his potential successor. As Russia’s neighbour, it is Estonia’s duty to stay abreast of the Kremlin’s complicated policies and varied scenarios.


    In this issue, diplomat Rein Tammsaar writes about the elections. “The closer we get to 2024—when power should be handed over, according to the Russian constitution (officially, the incumbent president cannot run for a third consecutive term)—the more the maintenance of President Putin’s popularity and finding a successor becomes an end in itself,” writes Tammsaar. “Several observers think the variable of a successor is increasingly starting to change the behaviour of Russia’s leadership and leader.”


    Marko Mihkelson, Kristi Raik and Jüri Luik comment on the subject.


    Finnish journalist Tuula Koponen looks at the problems brewing in the Western Balkans. Russia is involved there too. “It is generally thought that Russia aims to keep the region as far away from the EU and NATO as possible through its activity,” writes Koponen. “Montenegro became a NATO member in the summer of 2017 despite Russia’s furious opposition, and this is why Serbia and the Serbian Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina (Republika Srpska) form an especially important buffer zone for Moscow.”


    Diplomaatia interviews Cas Mudde, an expert on populism. “Populism is based on morals, and that creates a whole different interaction, because if you are ‘pure’ and the other person is ‘corrupt’, compromise leads to corruption of the pure. Corrupt people are not legitimate opponents, and that is an important difference,” states Mudde.


    The Estonian Ambassador to Ireland, Kristi Karelsohn, looks at the influence of Brexit on Northern Ireland and the associated concerns. “The stability of the region is still fragile, and maintaining peace is not a given but requires constant, conscious work. Each serious disturbance—which Brexit definitely is—may topple what has been achieved thus far,” says the ambassador.


    Observer Triin Ott writes about how various countries manage their borders. “Several states have organised their border management—the regime of crossing or controlling their borders—very differently. There are neighbouring states who cooperate closely in border management and those who want to eliminate all cross-border traffic,” writes Ott.


    Marian Rikka, chief expert in the General Education Department of the Estonian Ministry of Education and Research, writes about policy on minorities.
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    Putin 5.0: Running Between Stalin and Brezhnev


    Estonia is part of the West under the protective shield of NATO’s Article 5. It is better to be a well-defended front-line state than a defenceless small country in no man’s land. On the other hand, we are still Russia’s neighbour, and some degree of bilateral cooperation is still possible and necessary.
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    Rein Tammsaar,


    Director General of the Policy Planning Department of the Estonian Ministry of Foreign Affairs


    Rein Tammsaar has served in the Estonian foreign service since 1994. He has worked as the foreign policy adviser to the prime minister, and in the EU delegation in Moscow, the Estonian Embassy in Moscow and the policy unit of the first High Representative of the European Union, Javier Solana, in Brussels.


    This article was inspired by Rein Tammsaar’s experience as a member of the OSCE/ODIHR observer mission to the Russian presidential election in Chelyabinsk.


    Re-election of President Putin, 18 March 2018


    This article was inspired by Rein Tammsaar’s experience as a member of the OSCE/ODIHR observer mission to the Russian presidential election in Chelyabinsk.


    Re-election of President Putin, 18 March 2018


    After the problematic 2012 election in Russia, the country’s leaders gained additional legitimacy through Crimea’s annexation and incorporation into the Russian Federation, actions which are not recognised by the rest of the world, including Estonia. Moreover, the so-called Crimean Spring brought even greater benefits for the Kremlin—a monopoly on domestic nationalism and patriotism. As many observers have noted, the annexation of Crimea sparked new interest in politics and Russia’s welfare among the country’s citizens. People feel better, because they believe that the country is doing well—even economically (although the reality begs to differ). On 18 March, most Russians gathered to “rally round the flag” and the much talked-about Crimea-fatigue was not really in evidence, at least not in Chelyabinsk. Thus, the 2018 presidential election can be seen as the legalisation of the annexation of Crimea by a referendum, which it looked awfully like. This was also an attempt to share the government’s responsibility for the annexation of Crimea with the entire population (just as was done in retrospect by the Duma and the Federation Council), regardless of whether the voters realised it or not.


    As the ODIHR admits in its preliminary conclusion, the legal and technical aspects of the election were administered well, rather than badly, although there were some serious violations (which were nicely caught on polling station cameras). Nevertheless, everything that concerns the pre-election political process—or, more precisely, the lack thereof—is met with harsh criticism. As Russian journalist Maxim Trudolyubov eloquently put it, even though the 2018 election featured seven candidates, President Vladimir Putin only competed with previous versions of himself (2000, 2004 and 2008).


    The Russian media reported that the authorities’ aim was to secure the president at least 50% of all votes (the number of registered voters was about 109 million; president Putin received some 56 million votes). This was ensured by the 70%+70% formula, in which the first figure expresses the voter turnout and the second support for Putin (back in the day, Dmitri Medvedev received 49% of the votes). According to the business daily Vedomosti, the forecasts set the bar too high and the goal could not have been reached without some interference. In addition, it suggests that up to 9% of the votes received by the president were forged. If that was the case—and considering the factor of administrative resources, which accounted for 92% of the votes in Tuva (94% turnout) and 91% in Chechnya (92% turnout)—the actual result might have been 43–48% in favour of Putin, according to the newspaper.
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        During the Russian election, people had the chance to use a mobile ballot box to cast their votes, which are seen here about to be counted in Ryazan.
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    A Russian mathematician, Sergey Shpilkin, calculated that eight million voters were added to the electoral roll in order to make the turnout appear higher than it actually was. According to various sources, between 1.5 million and six million people voted elsewhere than their assigned polling station, but this is difficult to prove. Be that as it may, the number of voters this extensive nationwide mobilisation effort managed to lure to the polls beat the 2012 turnout by only 3%. This was achieved through a carrot-and-stick approach that resulted in the organisation of concerts, lotteries, children’s sports competitions and street surveys on regional development and education in the immediate vicinity of polling stations. Music was played and stalls served food, while the elderly had their blood pressure checked free of charge and people insured their children against tick-borne encephalitis—mandatory for attending a summer camp. The pressure applied by the US and the UK—and skilfully exploited by Moscow—is also said to have played a part in this. Still, the greatest progress was made with the help of television propaganda and the administration’s ruthless determination during canvassing. (Apparently, this is where the First Deputy Chief of Staff of the Presidential Administration, Sergey Kiriyenko, curated the election by using his valuable experience in mobilising people in remote towns, gained during his time as head of Rosatom, the state nuclear energy corporation.)


    To sum up the election: we do not know whether the high turnout and large number of votes for Putin and the non-existent number of protest votes is indicative of how far mass-mobilisation can go in contemporary Russia or the Sovietisation of the voting process, where numbers lose their meaning. If the Russian government interprets the election results as given it carte blanche for six years, the authorities actually received a mandate for stagnation, as several experts on Russia have put it—according to surveys conducted by the Levada Center, Russians got through 2017 hoping that the situation would not get any worse.


    Annual State of the Nation Speech, 1 March 2018


    President Putin did not participate in pre-election debates; instead, the public could get an overview of his political plans for the next six years in his annual State of the Nation speech on 1 March. In the first part of this, he paid great attention to socioeconomic development, including the need for a developmental leap, which could even be considered as a reference to some elements of the theses of former finance minister Alexei Kudrin. This part of the speech was probably aimed at the more intelligent and liberal members of the audience. By contrast, the second part was belligerent. Still, the flurry of missiles and warheads found their target in the part of the Russian audience that longs for Great Russia and thinks about the rebirth of its homeland in Stalinist industrial terms, hoping that heavy industry and the military-industrial complex will manage to change the dynamics of the country’s economic development, just as in the Stalinist era. This part of the presentation was also the “public” favourite. Naturally, it was also aimed at the foreign audience and its main message was roughly as follows: we want to cooperate, but we will not sacrifice our achievements and our way of doing things for Western technology and economic growth. Relieving tension at the expense of Russian interests, as it is known in the Kremlin, should not be expected. In terms of military prowess, Russia is ahead of the rest of the planet and it is not afraid to use its weapons when challenged.


    As Russian journalist Alexander Baunov wrote, from a certain perspective, there is no fundamental contradiction or tension between the first part of the presentation and the second, because it makes Russia appear a nesting doll—inside it is digital, sporting hipster glasses and a short jacket, but on the outside, it is wearing combat camouflage. It seems that, during its next term of office, the Russian government under president Putin is not really interested in cooperation with the West, but rather the opportunity to create a successful technological and economically efficient development model similar to that of the West, while remaining true to the classic sovereignty à la Russe in terms of military and foreign policy. How this kind of combination of apples and oranges is going to kickstart the economy remains unclear without the help of the Russian mystery device “nooscope”. As an observer, it seems to me that the postulated and essentially new arms race and the theses of Russia’s techno-economic leap are mutually exclusive. At the very least, the first greatly limits the second.


    Russia’s economic welfare is not as fundamentally significant to the Kremlin as Western Europe and the US like to think, while the fact that technological underdevelopment may prove fatal to Russia is becoming clearer these days even to the Russian government, the president included. Nevertheless, in addition to the usual strife between liberals and siloviki, there is also a fierce fight going on between industrialists and post-industrialists/monetarists on the economic and financial front. Industrialists think that the Russian economy can only be dragged out of the slump by the Military-Industrial Commission and state monopolies that require stable funding. The other school of thought believes that the solution to everything lies in financial and tax policy measures, which in turn require a certain openness towards the West. The Minister of Economic Development, Maxim Oreshkin, an apologist for maintaining the current economic policy, is of a different opinion altogether and is probably convinced that the government must forcefully continue to implement import-substitution measures. This third option, maintaining stability instead of introducing reforms, is believed to be president Putin’s favourite, too, which does not rule out combining individual elements of the proposals made by Kudrin, Sergey Glazyev or Boris Titov to be used at the state level.


    Nevertheless, most observers still believe that Russia will face long-term stagnation due to slow economic growth that will continue until the introduction of structural reforms. Economic growth is also constrained by low oil prices and the current sanctions. Tax reform—an extra burden on Russians that would only transfer the little money the country has from one pocket to another—alone cannot combat the structural problems in the Russian economy. It is hard to believe that significant long-term economic growth (5% for six years) is even feasible in the closed atmosphere of inefficient state capitalism and unchanging oil prices, not to mention a post-industrial high-tech leap. However, as the Russian government knows, openness can destroy the system, just as in 1991 when Mikhail Gorbachev unleashed the power of perestroika, glasnost and other reforms. A vicious circle …


    However, this ultimately means that Putin’s desired Stakhanovite growth will forever remain a pipe dream. As a compensatory mechanism, the hostile rhetoric is likely to continue along with the strong values-based antagonism towards the West, which is taking increasingly more blame for Russia’s problems in the—perhaps even sincere—eyes of the Russian government under the pressure of omnipresent propaganda. President Putin’s 80% approval rating during his previous term was largely due to an aggressive foreign policy, not economic success and focus on domestic policy development, and unfortunately the situation is not likely to change now.


    Rejuvenation of the Power Vertical, or Cadres Decide Everything


    Some Russia experts believe that the concentration of power known as the “power vertical” has run its course and has clogged the system. There are also those who are convinced that the opposition political activist Alexei Navalny has pressured the previously impermeable Kremlin-controlled system into letting in a breath of fresh air. The Decembrists “awakened” Herzen and, analogously, Navalny “awakened” presidential candidates Pavel Grudinin and Ksenia Sobchak, who would not have had the slightest chance of participating in the presidential campaign had it not been for Navalny’s constant pressure on the regime.


    Others (such as Ivan Krastev and Gleb Pavlovsky) claim that the whole system has been overrun by alternative politics that can no longer be managed from the Kremlin or that Russia has already reached the post-Putin development phase. At first, the latter may seem an exaggeration, but it is true that representatives of civil society and the opposition, inspired by local elections in Moscow, are quite hopeful about the 2018 elections for Moscow’s mayor, for instance. It is also thought that the re-election of president Putin cannot obstruct social change in Russia in the long term.


    The second and even more important aspect influencing the stability of the power vertical is the leader’s ability to continue and to be accepted as an arbiter and a bringer of balance. In this respect, there are many doubts, such as the trial of former Minister of Economic Development Alexei Ulyukaev—in which the Chairman of Rosneft, Igor Sechin, seemed to prevail, even though it was more akin to a Pyrrhic victory—or, according to several Russian observers, the increasing autonomy of the Head of the Chechen Republic, Ramzan Kadyrov, which is said to have culminated in the murder of the opposition activist Boris Nemtsov in central Moscow and action taken in support of the Rohingyas (to date, the federal authorities has had the monopoly on foreign policy),. A new example of the internal strife is thought to be the arrest of the Magomedov brothers, who are said to have a close relationship with Deputy Prime Minister Arkady Dvorkovich, who in turn is the confidant of Prime Minister Dmitry Medvedev. In any case, the clock started ticking on 18 March, and president Putin’s closest entourage—labelled “Politburo 2.0” in a report by the consultancy firm Minchenko Consulting—will become increasingly fidgety because, until now, their future has been inextricably linked to that of Russia’s leader. In any case, the unity and loyalty of the elite is an important factor when resources are limited, and a successor is needed and may even become a decisive factor in a certain situation within the next six to 12 years. While president Putin’s task for that period is to consolidate his power and perhaps transfer the power he controls to someone else, the elite longs to remain in control even after Putin has left. These two objectives may not be compatible. To this we can add the interests and fears of those people and groups directly affected by Western sanctions and/or connected to the annexation of Crimea, the crash of flight MH17 and the murders of Alexander Litvinenko, Anna Politkovskaya, Boris Nemtsov, (very likely) Sergei Skripal and many others.


    Bearing this in mind, and the closer we get to 2024—when power should be handed over, according to the Russian constitution (officially, the incumbent president cannot run for a third consecutive term)—the more the maintenance of president Putin’s popularity and finding a successor becomes an end in itself. Several observers think the variable of a successor is increasingly starting to change the behaviour of Russia’s leadership and leader. Unless he/she is a temporary, politically unambitious technocrat or a weakened prime minister, whoever is appointed to lead the government will still be a potential successor in the eyes of the elite. According to the Russian media and experts, Putin must find a way to transfer power to his successor in a way that allows him to remain in control and ensure his own personal safety and that of his immediate circle. The parameters of such a model are far from being fixed, and perhaps it is too early for that. When it comes to the duration of his term, the newly re-elected president has overtaken Brezhnev and Stalin, but he still has a long way to go to beat Catherine the Great.


    The third aspect concerns the need to update the content and form of the system/power vertical, which the Kremlin clearly understands. Here, the old slogan “cadres decide everything” has gained a new meaning. In addition to the children of VIPs ending up in leading positions due to their dynastic connections, a new generation of technocrats are being systematically included in the power vertical (both in federal subjects and in ministries, and in the Kremlin). The Kremlin sees young loyalists as the resource that will ensure the consistency of the system in a new era under the guidance of an aging national leader. It is also clear that the 20 new regional leaders and governors introduced in 2017—13 of whom are currently under 50 years of age—are part of this rejuvenation plan. It is too early to tell whether the successor will come from the younger generation of leaders, although this has been speculated. (For example, Dmitri Trenin has suggested the Governor of Tula Oblast, Alexey Dyumin; the name of Viktor Zolotov, Director of the National Guard, has been mentioned; and current Prime Minister Dmitry Medvedev is also still in the running).


    Epilogue


    The diplomatic and cognitive schism between Russia and the West is becoming more severe, paving the way for even stronger opposition. Unlike in the Cold War era, we no longer live in a bipolar world and, while the opposition is not so ideological, it is more unpredictable and pronounced, because one side knows well what happens when it yields to the other. This is largely due to structural issues, as already discussed, but it is also a result of Russia’s foreign policy, which has become more aggressive since the annexation of Crimea. There is no reason to expect that this will become noticeably friendlier in the next six years. Indeed, there is a risk that things will get worse before they get better. We do not yet know how bad the situation will get, even though the case of Deir ez-Zor in Syria gave us some idea. The unprecedented expulsion of spies operating under cover of diplomatic immunity following the attempt on the lives of the Skripals is clearly only a hint of what is to come.


    One the one hand, this was a sign of Western unity and decisiveness, yet the less optimistic explanation is that the West, sensing that Russia is attacking it from all sides by different means, is baffled but does not yet wish to apply the strictest measures. The countries have not yet reached agreement on this, either. The understanding that Russia is toxic is clearly making its way from the US to Europe, which increases the desire to contain Russia. However, it is not clear what form this will take or how extensive it is going to be. While three or four years ago the West’s approach to Russia could have been described with the proposition “containment where necessary, engagement where possible”, it now seems more like “containment where possible, engagement where necessary”.


    As far as Russia’s development is concerned, it seems that the divide between its global ambitions and internal stagnation, corruption and disorder is growing, as the cases of Volokolamsk [toxic fumes from a landfill processing Moscow’s rubbish] and Kemerovo clearly showed. While dozens of hapless children were choking and being burned alive behind the locked doors of a shopping centre in Kemerovo, the television channel Russia-1 was showing Vladimir Solovyev’s major propaganda film Miroporyadok-2018 (World Order 2018). Unfortunately, this gives the impression that the Russian government needs a leap in development in order to prevent the country’s socioeconomic underdevelopment from affecting its global military ambitions, rather than to improve the well-being, dignity and security of its people. Perhaps we can seek solace in the fact that, in contrast to the national mythology—which sees Russia as having reclaimed its status of a proud global superpower—the Deputy Governor of Kemerovo Oblast, Sergei Tsivilyov, got down on his knees in the city’s main square to beg forgiveness for what had happened. If this was not done out of fear, then all is not lost.


    As to Estonia, we are part of the West that is under the protective shield of NATO’s Article 5. It is better to be a well-defended front-line state than a defenceless small country in no man’s land. We must remain alert and flexible in the face of hybrid warfare and propaganda—a broad approach to national defence seems an appropriate place to start. On the other hand, we are still Russia’s neighbour, and some degree of bilateral cooperation is still possible and necessary. Moreover, expertise in Russia is our daily bread and butter, both in Europe and on a global scale, and we need to keep a tight hold on that. In the future, we should probably focus more on personal relationships to support that part of the Russian younger generation that sees friendly relations with the West as being as desirable and natural as social media and iPhones.
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        Marko Mihkelson,


        Chairman of the Foreign Affairs Committee of the Estonian Parliament (Riigikogu)


        Chairman of the Foreign Affairs Committee of the Estonian Parliament (Riigikogu)


        Since Vladimir Putin’s rise to power in 2000, Russian presidential elections have essentially become referendums that provide a controlled assessment of the leader’s activities. This was also the case on 18 March 2018.


        What opposition existed to the current regime had either been stifled by force, as in the case of Alexei Navalny, or murdered, like Boris Nemtsov. Russian society lacks a critical mass of people who wish for radical change.


        Contrary to Western misconceptions, Russian youth forms the most conservative and most pro-Putin segment of society. The fact that about half of Russian school-age boys dream of working for the security services speaks volumes.


        Instead of free media there is propaganda that manipulates the masses with the aim of solidifying the autocratic regime that has over centuries become an inseparable part of Russia.


        Putin sees Russia as a country with a 1,000-year-old history and an independent civilisational power that stands up to the pressure of the West’s soft force, which values freedom. It is therefore understandable why the leitmotif of his activities since he took office has been animosity to the West, especially the US.


        Over the years, Putin has constantly raised the stakes in his relationship with the West. In 2007, he declared at the Munich Security Conference so that everyone could hear: “I will stand up to the US”. This caused a stir at the time, but the West was quick to forget it. Nobody would have believed that the economically inferior Russia could surprise them.


        But this is what happened. Russia did it by keeping NATO away from Georgia, dividing up Ukraine, saving the war criminal Assad in Syria, interfering with the US election and using extremist forces in the West to his advantage. The information war against the West is happening all the time and Russian special services have had plenty of time to turn this into a science on its own.


        The West can only respond by staying united, following the defence principles of the free world and using deterrence measures to show Russia that its chosen path does not lead anywhere.
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        Kristi Raik,


        Director of the Estonian Foreign Policy Institute


        Rein Tammsaar provides an excellent summary of the prospects for Russia’s internal development and future relations with the West after the so-called election of 18 March. The falsification of results was not the main shortcoming of this pseudo-election. Nevertheless, I would like to make one addition to the article’s considerations: the Finnish journalist Jussi Konttinen described in Helsingin Sanomat how he spent election day in Yamal at the door of the Muravenko polling station and counted 1,514 voters, many of whom did not wish to reveal their chosen candidate. However, according to the official results, there were 2,249 voters, 94% of whom supported Putin.


        One can only agree with Tammsaar’s dismal conclusions and make them even more pessimistic by adding that things are going to get even worse at first and there is no use hoping for the situation to improve later. The article refers to the assessments by many Russia experts, which generally predict deepening stagnation and an increasingly hostile foreign policy.


        The epilogue addresses the West’s slight confusion, even though it could be said that the West has managed to stand up to Russia’s activities in a more forceful and unified manner than expected. I would like to highlight four aspects that help dissect the West’s approach to Russia and are also mentioned by Tammsaar (a detailed analysis of these would require a separate article). The first is military defence. So far, this has been done more or less successfully and it will continue like this. It is clear that the odds are in the West’s favour, which restricts Russia’s military efforts. The second aspect concerns so-called hybrid warfare, which is difficult to defend against and whose influence is hard to measure and prove—as the US presidential election clearly showed. Nevertheless, the West has started to take this topic more seriously. Russia’s achievements in influencing Europe have not been very impressive.


        The third aspect concerns countermeasures; for example, the sanctions that are designed to limit or contain Russia’s activities—i.e. it is not as much about defending oneself from the blows, but about reducing the opponent’s ability to strike (naturally, our own defence capability and deterrence measures have a subduing effect, too). As the article says, the strictest measures are yet to be applied.


        The fourth is cooperation and personal contacts, which are part and parcel of the analyses of all European diplomats as a mandatory “soft” element (and Tammsaar’s article is no exception). Every now and then, we hear Russia’s friends in Europe say that there is a need for more communication, not stricter sanctions and hostility. This kind of polarisation should be avoided, and this article does exactly that: it does not offer communication and cooperation (within limits) as an alternative to strong countermeasures and increased defence capability. Unfortunately, the idea of supporting the Western-minded part of Russia’s younger generation is becoming increasingly difficult to put into practice and dangerous for the target group.
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    Western Balkans: EU Promises Membership to Alleviate Tension


    Russia and China have already gained a foothold in the Balkans without setting terms for cooperation. Is the EU too late?
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        Tuula Koponen,


        freelance journalist


        Tuula Koponen follows the politics of Central European countries, and currently lives in Hungary. Among others, she has contributed to the magazine Suomen Kuvalehti and has been published in Diplomaatia before.

      

    


    The EU has recovered from the years of enlargement fatigue and is promising membership to six countries in the Western Balkans—the “WB6” countries. The Strategy for the Western Balkans published by the European Commission on 6 February is very ambitious. According to this, Serbia, Montenegro, Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Macedonia and Kosovo . “have the chance to move forward on their respective European paths. The Commission assesses all the countries in a fair and objective manner on the basis of their own merits and at the speed at which they achieve progress,” as the Commission puts it, and Serbia and Montenegro could possibly join the EU as early as 2025.


    The EU is not, however, rolling out the red carpet to those who want to accede, but is setting—at least on paper—strict requirements: development into a democratic state, resolution of all disagreements, fixing the economy, a functioning rule of law, and stopping organised crime and corruption. The challenge is immense, because this time the EU must avoid the mistakes it made on accepting Romania and Bulgaria in 2007. They were not ready then, and they are not ready now. Both countries are still under EU monitoring due to corruption and neither has been accepted into the free movement Schengen Area.


    Since Romania and Bulgaria, only Croatia has been accepted into the EU, in 2013. The door has been closed since then. At the beginning of his term in 2014, Commission President Jean-Claude Juncker stressed that the Union would not be enlarged in the following five years.
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        At the end of March, people came onto the streets in Macedonia to protest against Greek foreign minister Nikos Kotzias, who was visiting the country, and changing the country’s name.
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    Juncker’s statement was harsh and has since been considered a mistake. Critics think that the Commission’s decision halted several important social reforms in the Western Balkans and gave rise to nationalism.


    In the aftermath of the Yugoslav wars, the Western Balkans is a fragile region, filled with ethnic tensions. Old demons are quick to resurface. The most recent reminder of the Balkan powder keg came in January when prominent Serb politician Oliver Ivanović, who was seen as a moderate, was shot in northern Kosovo. The murder basically froze the dialogue between Serbia and Kosovo and is still a strain on the relationship between the countries.


    Juncker’s message was also received at the grass-roots level. The faith of ordinary people in the EU has weakened and the Commission’s new strategy, together with promises of membership, no longer brought shouts of joy. According to the Balkan Barometer published by the Regional Cooperation Council in 2017, only 42% of respondents see the EU as a good thing. Support for the EU was lowest in Serbia (26%) and highest in Kosovo (90%), although the latter has the smallest chance of joining the Union.


    The Western Balkans is still an important region for the EU—as proved by simply looking at the map. The WB6 are surrounded by five NATO and EU member states. The importance of the Balkans was partly also shown by the migration crisis, to which there is still no end in sight. Many of the asylum seekers who have come to Europe used the so-called Western Balkan route, which has not been completely closed even now.


    The Western Balkans is especially important for Bulgaria, for geographical reasons alone. Bulgaria, which holds the presidency of the Council of the EU in the first half of 2018, has made the EU perspective regarding the WB6 countries one of the top priorities of its presidency. Bulgaria is next to the route for asylum seekers who come to Europe from the Middle East. As Hungary and Serbia have made it more difficult to enter their countries, pressure on Bulgaria as an alternative route has increased. Meanwhile, anti-refugee voices in Bulgaria have become louder.


    Bulgaria has other reasons to accelerate the rapprochement between the Western Balkans and the EU, too. Sofia knows that, if the EU is unable to provide a plausible prospect of membership for the region, the gap will be filled by third countries. There are certainly enough potential candidates: Russia, China, Turkey, Saudi Arabia and Qatar, for example.


    China at least has wanted to invest in roads, energy infrastructure and heavy industry and has built several coal-fired power plants in Serbia and in Republika Srpska in Bosnia. Serbia has a special position in China’s strategy for the Balkans, which includes, for example, low-interest loans for road and energy projects. Between 2010 and 2015, China–WB6 trade increased by 20%.


    Money and, concurrently, political power has also flown into the region from Russia, Turkey and Arab countries, which have generously supported Islamic communities with building mosques. It is generally thought that Russia aims to keep the region as far away from the EU and NATO as possible through its activity. Montenegro became a NATO member in the summer of 2017 despite Russia’s furious opposition, and this is why Serbia and the Serbian Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina (Republika Srpska) form an especially important buffer zone for Moscow.


    The President of Republika Srpska, Milorad Dodik, said in an interview with the online portal Balkan Insight that the influence of China and Russia in the Western Balkans is “much, much stronger” than the EU’s, which is a sign of how China and Russia have contributed nine billion euros to the region thus far, promising a further one billion this year.


    Dodik says it is easy to cooperate with Russia and China because they do not set any conditions. Democracy, freedom of the media or independent judicial authority is of no interest to them. He says:


    They are offering economic solutions without political interference. They [Russia] haven’t asked anything from me, to do anything impossible. But when I go to Brussels, pressure was put on me and on many other politicians from here as well. So what’s natural? Is it natural that you go somewhere where you are welcome, or to go somewhere where the pressure is put on you.


    Will the WB6 countries be able to meet the strict EU membership criteria? The honest answer is: no, they will not—not even Serbia and Montenegro in 2025, although both are in accession talks (Montenegro since 2012 and Serbia since 2014). Macedonia and Albania are official candidates, Bosnia and Herzegovina and Kosovo still potential candidates.


    The main problems are the same in all the countries: organised crime dominates everywhere, and corruption is deeply embedded in social structures.


    A huge obstacle on the route to the EU is also posed by disagreements between the countries, which have intensified in recent years. Resolving disagreements is one of the most important issues, but perhaps also the most difficult to achieve. Among the countries that emerged from the former Yugoslavia, Slovenia and Croatia brought with them a bitter territorial dispute over land and maritime areas in the Gulf of Piran, and Brussels does not want something like this to happen again.


    Macedonia has been in a dispute with Greece over the right to use “Macedonia” as the name of the country and this has hindered Macedonia’s rapprochement with the EU and delayed it joining NATO. A solution to the name dispute has been sought frantically in recent months and success is considered a decisive factor for the entire enlargement process. Greece and the new government in Macedonia have both demonstrated the will to get this dispute off the table as quickly as possible.


    Serbia and Croatia are disputing a 135-km border strip near the River Danube. Bosnia and Croatia also have differences over the border. Croatia and Montenegro are arguing over the Prevlaka peninsula and the surrounding maritime area in the Bay of Kotor.


    In the second half of 2017, a row broke out between Montenegro and Kosovo over the ratification of a border treaty they had signed. The ratification was a precondition for agreement over Kosovo’s visa exemption for the EU, but even this carrot has failed to change the minds of Kosovan politicians. Kosovo is the only Western Balkan country whose citizens need a visa to travel to EU countries.


    “The leaders of Kosovo are holding their people hostage by not approving the border treaty,” burst out Nataliya Apostolova, Head of the EU Office in Kosovo, at the beginning of 2018, writes Balkan Insight.


    February marked the tenth anniversary of Kosovo’s declaration of independence. Only 112 of the 193 United Nations member states have recognised Kosovo; in addition to Serbia, Russia and China have also not recognised it. Kosovo also divides opinion in the EU. Spain, Greece, Romania, Slovakia and Cyprus do not recognise it as an independent state.


    Kosovo is an especially sensitive topic for Spain, which is trying to crush Catalonia’s dreams of independence. The opposition by Romania and Slovakia is based on those countries’ Hungarian minorities, Cyprus has “Northern Cyprus”, which is backed by Turkey, and Greece has warm relations with Serbia.


    The political atmosphere for recognition of Kosovo has not improved in Serbia either, although the EU has made it clear that, without normalising the relationship with Kosovo, there is no point in Serbia dreaming of membership. With reference to its constitution, Serbia deems Kosovo one of its provinces and refers to it by its historical name, “Kosovo i Metohija”. Metohija refers to the region’s medieval orthodox churches and monasteries.


    The Kosovo issue is also related to the secession aspirations of the Republika Srpska in Bosnia and Herzegovina. President Dodik of Republika Srpska has threatened an independence referendum. According to polls, most Bosnian Serbians support secession from Bosnia and some of them are prepared to form a loose federative state with Serbia.


    In 2017 Dodik’s political party, the Alliance of Independent Social Democrats (SNSD), demanded that a referendum be held if Republika Srpska is not granted the right to self-determination within the federation.


    It is thought that Dodik will use elections in October 2018 to test his independence project and will be applying to be a member of the presidency of the federation. (He cannot continue as president of Republika Srpska beyond his current second term.) Dodik has threatened that, if successful, his swearing-in will take place in the capital of Republika Srpska, Banja Luka, and he will have his office in Istočno Sarajevo, the Republika Srpska section of Bosnia’s capital.


    “If Serbians accept these ideas and elect me for the presidency, it is a clear sign of the people’s wish for independence and I must start working towards that,” declared Dodik at the end of January, according to the Balkan News Agency.


    The Croatians in the federation have also been unhappy about the cohabitation with the Bosnians. The former have strengthened their society with help from “Mother Croatia”. Croatian-owned buildings in the federation fly the Croatian national flag instead of the Bosnian. A Bosnian member of the Bosnia and Herzegovina presidency, Bakir Izetbegović, has warned the Croatians about building their own separate society.


    “The idea is unthinkable without a war,” said Izetbegović in January.


    Bakir Izetbegović is the son of Alija Izetbegović, who died in 2003. Alija Izetbegović was Bosnia’s president during the war and a member of the presidency of the federation when the war ended. He fought for a united Bosnia and many believe there is no Bosnia after Alija Izetbegović.


    One cause for dissatisfaction in Bosnia is its complicated, difficult and bureaucratic governance. The Dayton Agreement divided the federation in two: the federation of Bosnians, i.e. the Muslims and the Croatians, and the republic of the Serbians. Both have their own government bodies. The federation also has a parliament and a presidency. Official positions have been divided up between the ethnic groups.


    With its strategy for the Western Balkans, the European Commission is attempting to restore the faith of these countries in the EU. In May Bulgaria is due to host a Western Balkans summit in Sofia. This is the first summit involving the Balkan countries since 2003.


    The EU is also stirring hopes of membership with so-called flagship initiatives, such as energy cooperation, and by promoting cheaper mobile and other communications connections. The aim of such initiatives is to bring the Balkans closer to the EU in preparation for joining.


    But are these measures enough? Or is the EU already too late? Albania, for instance, was extremely disappointed when it was not given a possible accession date to which it could aspire. Kosovo was disappointed in being placed last in the group, without a clear reference to the accession process.


    The waiting time is long. Albania and Kosovo have strengthened their cooperation in recent years to the extent that the idea of Greater Albania has come to life. Kosovan politicians have proposed that, in order to resolve visa issues, Albanian passports would be issued to Kosovans. Albania’s prime minister, Edi Rama, congratulated Kosovo on its tenth anniversary, admitting that the countries could elect a joint president and transfer to a common security policy—albeit that Rama later admitted that he had “only been toying” with the idea.


    “If the EU won’t come to us, we will go on a bus,” joke the Balkans.


    Going on a bus means leaving for abroad in the hope of a better future. The Western Balkan countries are the poorest in Europe. Unemployment is high and the educated young, at least, are leaving. For example, one Kosovan in three lives elsewhere and a quarter of Kosovan households are dependent on remittances from relatives working abroad.
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    Mudde: Populism Is Based on Morals


    Populism expert Cas Mudde sees no fundamental difference between Eastern and Western European populists


    Hille Hanso


    


    


    Do we accept democracy as the best form of government? Is there really a lack of belief in liberal democracy and traditional European integration? Why are populists emerging almost everywhere, regardless of the level of democratisation? Why is it mostly the populist radical right? What is its impact on international relations? To understand the phenomenon of the populist radical right better, Diplomaatia spoke to Cas Mudde, Associate Professor of International Affairs at the University of Georgia (USA) and an internationally renowned writer and academic. His research interests are comparative European politics, extremism and democracy, political parties and social movements, Euroscepticism and Islamophobia. His most recent publications include The Far Right in America, The Populist Radical Right: A Reader and Populism: A Very Short Introduction (with C.R. Kaltwasser).
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    The interview took place in Tallinn during the conference “Nation states or member states? Re-imagining the European Union”, at which Mudde was on the panel “Will the EU survive populism?”


    Diplomaatia: We live in the populist zeitgeist, and populist discourse has become commonplace in the politics of Western democracies. But in talking about populist parties of the radical right (PRR), which seem to threaten liberal democracy, we need to have some common definitions. You have proposed widely accepted definitions yourself. What is populism?


    CM: I define populism as a thin-centred ideology that divides society into two homogeneous and antagonistic groups: “the pure people” on the one side and “the corrupt elite” on the other. It wants politics to be the general will of “the people”. It is more than just a style of politics to get into power—it is also about what you do when you are in power.


    Secondly, it is monist in the sense that society is seen in terms of homogeneous, monistic groups with the same interests and values.


    Third, populism is not the only ideology that sets “the people” against “the elite”—the key distinction is morality. Populism is based on morals and that creates a whole different interaction, because if you are “pure” and the other person is “corrupt”, compromise leads to corruption of the pure. Corrupt people are not legitimate opponents, and that is an important difference.


    We need to add further definitions, because populist elements can also be found in the rhetoric of mainstream parties. How do we define PRR parties? What makes a party “radical”?


    This is very important because populism is a very broad term and, because it is thin-centred, it can be attached to all kinds of ideologies, which we call the host ideologies. Within the populist radical right it is combined with nativism and authoritarianism.


    I call it “populist radical right” rather than “radical right populism”. This seems like semantic word play, but it has consequences: it is a populist form of radical right politics rather than a radical-right form of populist politics. The core of the populist radical right is nativism, a xenophobic form of nationalism.


    So who are “the people” on behalf of whom they speak?


    “The people” are a constructed entity, as is class, as is the nation. Socialists invent class, nationalists invent the nation, and so the populists invent “the people”. It is about identities, and all identities are created and they are all imperfect. Many people now argue that gender, particularly two genders, are created. People are a creation, but politics is very much about this type of creation.


    Defining “the people” is itself a big part of the political struggle for populists, and vice versa. A large part of the response to populism is reclaiming the people, which often gets into anti-populism. That, in return, is based on the same moral distinction. And then you get into these types of trap, like Hillary Clinton when she spoke about the “deplorables” who would vote for Trump.


    We have had this debate for decades about the electorate of the PRR, who we have stereotyped as misguided, who are the losers from globalisation, who cannot deal with the complexity of contemporary society, etc. Now that all sounds very academic, but there was always a normative aspect to it. I personally don’t see so much difference between mainstream and populist politics and to a certain extent I study populism to understand mainstream politics and particularly its many faults.


    What about those societies in which the population is politically split, as we see in many countries now? For example, in Turkey support for the president is just over 50%,which has created a deeply polarised, black-and-white, uncompromising political atmosphere.


    Well, this is a problem for the populists—how to explain the “other side”. There are various ways: “the people” are defined culturally or ethnically. Populism itself does not define ethnicity—that is nativism, in the case of the PRR. It is cultural—if you don’t share their culture, you are just not part of “the people”. You might be citizens, but you are not perceived as being part of them.


    They often go to something that Marxists would call false consciousness—blaming the Church for keeping the people down. In the case of the PRR, it is the politically correct establishment that has made the people not see the “real issues”. In particular, the PRR in Europe says “the people actually really don’t like immigrants”, but they don’t dare to say this because of the establishment. Those who accept it are the result of decades of campaigns of tolerance. So it is a combination of the two—you just exclude the part that doesn’t share your values because they are not “real people”, and the others actually hold those values, but are not aware of them.


    Of course, the PRR would never say “false consciousness” because it is Marxist terminology, but the argumentation is very similar. I have always found it very interesting that they devote a lot of time to what traditional extremists did not need very much. Those would just say: “We know what is needed”. Think of Lenin or Hitler—they were avant-garde, they were special, and that was part of their ideology. The fact that 90% of the population had different values did not matter to them. However, it does matter to the populists, because they pretend to be the voice of the people. If a sizable proportion of “the people” do not think like them, there has to be an explanation, because it is potentially threatening to the populists’ future. This is one of the reasons US President [Donald] Trump is obsessed with crowds—another is narcissism—but it is important. For him, his argument is: “I am popular, they are there for me!”


    Can you give a few clear examples of parties and leaders that would fit your criteria of a populist?


    Silvio Berlusconi is a good example, Nigel Farage, and Hugo Chavez in Venezuela, who would regularly refer to himself as “the people”. That said, as in all politics, no one is “pure”. Populist leaders sometimes make statements that go against the core of populism, as free marketeers at times support limits on the free market, and say quite elitist things like “if the people don’t agree with me they can go somewhere else”. In a pure populist mindset that is impossible, because you are part of the people, and the people all think the same, so you can’t disagree. A key aspect of their campaign is this attachment, presenting yourself as one of the people, someone who shares “our” interests and values. These can be seen in Jean-Marie Le Pen’s campaigns, and later Marine le Pen’s. Jean-Marie le Pen came out with slogans like “The voice of the people” or “We say what you think!” These are beautiful examples of populism.


    What about Geert Wilders, from your homeland, the Netherlands?


    Starting out more like a conservative, Wilders has transformed into a populist partly following his base. Most of the time he argues that his beliefs are simply “common sense”, which is the term that populists like to use. We now have very bizarre examples of populists with elitist lifestyles—most of the time they try to act like one of the people, do folksy things, go to soccer games and so on.


    Isn’t this the case with Donald Trump?


    Yes, to a certain extent. Populism is not about being rich or poor. His connection to the people is actually cultural, not through money—it is through eating at McDonald’s and putting ketchup on your steak and not being interested in high culture. That is how he says, “I am one of you”. Sure, I am way richer than you, but that’s irrelevant, because populism is not about money, it is about values.


    Do you see anyone in the Middle East that can be described as populist?


    In Israel, Benjamin Netanyahu has had these periods and there are certain aspects of leaders like Gamal Abdel Nasser in Egypt. Keep in mind that populism almost always works in societies where democracy is pretty much the only game in town. That was not the case in Egypt, so Nasser combined populism with the strong leader who knew what was best for his country. Leaders like Recep Tayyip Erdoğan in Turkey regularly draw on populist campaigns, although his Islamic fundamentalism is also always there, not necessarily in the policies but definitely in the justifications.


    What is the connection between religious leadership and populism? The two don’t seem to go together.


    Essentially there is a basic tension between any type of religious fundamentalism and populism because if you are a Christian, Jewish or Islamic fundamentalist you believe that virtue rests in God and you are bound to believe that the people are sinful. But populism believes that virtue lies in the people and that sin is within the elite.


    We are seeing a rise of PRR, and one might think this is due to different, often perceived, divisions in societies. According to your research, what are the causes of the change in these perceptions, given that—at least in Europe—many countries have never been as peaceful and as economically successful as now?


    First of all, we don’t live in the reality. We all live in our own perception of reality. We don’t compare lives on the basis of objective data. Also, many of the objective data that have been brought forward to show that everything is better are aggregate data. There is a famous interview with a pro-Brexit voter who, when journalists started saying that GDP had gone up in the EU, retorted “Whose GDP is that?” It sounds like a bizarre question, but it is a very good one. At the aggregate level everything goes up, but there is no denying that inequality has risen significantly in recent decades.


    People are still objectively better off than 20 years ago but subjectively, in terms of how much more someone else makes, there has been a difference. In part, of course we also compare ourselves to what we had expected or to an idealised past. Older people say “it used to be better, we did not have crime, we used to know each other”; there are women who say “we were better off in the 1950s”, although gender equality was nowhere near what we have today; or gays, who complain about how Islam is threatening centuries of tolerance, although in most countries gays were a persecuted minority until a couple of decades ago. So it is an imagined past.


    But most populist parties are not just populist parties, they are also nativist or socialist parties. [Greece’s radical left-wing] Syriza would not have had the same success without austerity, and the [French] Front National would not be where it is without immigration and multiculturalism—it translates its nativist agenda through the populist agenda.


    And why is that successful? Because people have changed their perceptions about their leaders, they are more self-confident and they are more critical of their leaders. That is what provides a breeding-ground for populism. We were giving leaders too much leeway before, but now it has gone to the other extreme—as if the voter is never wrong. But voters can be wrong, because they know hardly anything about parties. They criticise everything about the leaders, even though leaders have to compromise—this is how politics works. This also explains why nativists today are populist rather than why nativists are successful in general.


    In your 2007 book Populist Radical Right Parties in Europe, you mention that, although PRR parties generally don’t get into power, they do have an “agenda-setting power”—they dictate what we talk about and how we talk about it.


    Despite some success in countries like Hungary, where they don’t just set the agenda but also make policies, in the vast majority of cases the PRR are not a (political, economic or media) power. They don’t write the articles, others do. What they do, though, is determine what we talk about and, more importantly, how we talk about it. That sets the agenda but still leaves the responsibility of the policies to the ones who make them, which are the mainstream parties. Almost every anti-refugee policy that has been implemented has not been brought in by leaders like [Hungarian prime minister] Viktor Orbán but by parties on the centre-left and centre-right. They argue that this is the only way to deal with the “threat” to our borders, but the reason we speak about the refugees as a threat, rather than as a humanitarian crisis, is because the PRR have set the agenda. They decide that we will talk about the refugees as a threat to our borders and societies.


    There is a lot of labelling and stereotyping from all sides. People often associate the PRR with Nazism and in return the PRR attack the liberal-democratic systems they are actually part of. What are the common mistakes in the debates about populism and the PRR?


    One of the major differences between populism and extremism (of which Nazis are one form) is their relationship with democracy. The populists actually accept the essence of democracy, in terms of popular sovereignty and the majority rule. They want the people to elect their leaders; the extremists do not.


    So Nazis are not populist—they don’t believe that politics should follow the general will. Nazis believe that the leader, the Führer, knows what is best for everyone. Hitler was considered special and was not just an average German. Actually, Nazis consider democracy a “mediocracy”, which creates mediocre policies, whereas Hitler’s policies were superior. I think it is important to not play the “Nazi card” and conflate that. I use the term “far right” to describe the extreme right like Golden Dawn, and the “radical right”, which is more populist. So there is an overlap with populism in the sense that PRR parties are both part of the far right and part of populism.


    So labelling the PRR as Nazis, as often happens, is actually giving them a chance to appear more moderate?


    Yes, this is almost always a counter-productive strategy. If you call me a Nazi, all I have to do is to say, “I don’t want to mass-murder millions of Jews” and I am not a Nazi anymore. I can still want the most horrible things, for example closing the borders to all immigrants or taking rights away from Muslims, which sounds like nothing compared to genocide. It just makes them look more moderate and it diminishes the evil of Nazism. And it makes you look ridiculous to people who potentially could support PRR parties.


    In your books you also conclude that mainstream politics influences, and can still influence, the PRR. For example, there are cases where they have become more moderate once in power.


    There are not too many examples, but when they are in coalition governments, they behave pretty well, such as in Finland or Austria in particular. One party that has moderated to a certain extent in the way its conducts politics is the deeply Islamophobic Danish People’s Party, which is totally accepted by all parties in Denmark, including the Social Democrats. It has softened its populism a lot and, I think, as a consequence of their acceptance, does not see this elitist conspiracy anymore.


    To a certain extent, the major threat to the political system actually comes from uncompromising positions. The fact that they want to achieve their agenda through compromise with other parties is not so threatening to the system, as long as mainstream parties stick to their ideologies. The problem is that many mainstream parties don’t have an ideology anymore and shift wherever it helps them to stay in office or get them into power.


    Sebastian Kurz of the Austrian People’s Party (ÖVP) is at the moment showing the power of the radical right. The reason they don’t moderate is that the mainstream has radicalised, so there is very little reason to do this. This is because of 9/11 and the interpretation of it, because of the ongoing refugee crisis and terrorism. There are certain interpretations of events that have led to the normalising of the radical right.


    It has been claimed that the Central Eastern European PRR is different from the Western version. You have come to the conclusion that this is essentially not the case. Have you changed your mind in the course of your research?


    My argument is that essentially PRR parties are the same everywhere, because they share the same core ideology, but I don’t argue that the reasons for their success are not different. They are always national, not regional. For example, Orbán’s success was partly because his political opponent was caught on tape saying they were lying in their campaign and the major party on the left imploded. That has nothing to do with globalisation or an authoritarian personality—it is just an implosion of the system. In Western Europe the populist parties are first and foremost a criticism of, or an opposition to, an established party system with centre-left and centre-right, liberals, etc.


    Talking of East and West, there are at least as many differences within those regions as there are between them. I am uncomfortable with the transition narrative and paradigm—almost a majority of people who vote in Central and Eastern Europe were not socialised under communism. They have been socialised under more or less open democratic systems. Some legacies of socialist times are being reinvented, but that is different from being socialised under communism. It is historicism to say something happened 50 years ago, therefore something [else] happens today. Politics are much more complex than that and there are many more reasons why the Kaczyńskis went that way or Orbán went that way. This is Orbán’s third identity, from libertarian anti-communist to bourgeois conservative to radical-right rebel.


    While I am a comparative political scientist and think there is a lot of merit to comparisons, I think we talk way too much about “European trends” and “global trends”. At best, they explain a breeding-ground, but how that translates in the electoral arena is very much a national issue and depends a lot on what the other parties do, what the specific populist party does, or what the events are that set the agenda in a specific case.


    In Populist Radical Right Parties in Europe you mentioned that Western European PRR saw the threat coming from Eastern Europe, of migrants coming also from Estonia or our neighbouring states.Now we have our own Eastern European PRR who are Islamophobic and point to the southern shores of the Mediterranean for the “danger”. How do the “other” groups form and how come they are always fluid?


    Social psychological research shows that very few people have strong prejudices towards only one group. Generally, if you believe in in-groups and out-groups, it can be applied to various groups. People who are anti-Semitic are often also anti-Roma or anti-black. Islamophobia is a little bit different because it has a different narrative. For example, you can be defending liberal-democratic values and be Islamophobic at the same time.


    The PRR did not invent the phobias but new groups were brought to life. Think of Viktor Orbán, who has become one of the loudest Islamophobic voices in Europe and in the world. It is not that he was never Islamophobic [before], but because there were no Muslims. So it was inevitable that, as soon as a sizeable number of Muslims came to Hungary, he would be against them because he believes in an ethnic state. It does not matter if they were Muslims or blacks, or even whites. At the mass level it is more instinctive, but for the ideological leaders it is a major issue.


    When I studied the Vlaams Blok in the early 1980s, their main threat was the French-speakers from Belgium. Half of their propaganda was against them. There was a period when many people thought “guest workers” like the Turks and Moroccans would eventually go home. They were not perceived as a permanent feature of Belgian life. As soon as they became that, they suddenly became more of a threat than the French-speaking Belgians.


    It seems the enemy can be found in any group—feminists, gays, anyone who can be seen as different or an “out-group”.


    Absolutely, and I think particularly in Central and Eastern Europe a massive Roma-phobia existed in the countries where they lived, but homophobia is still rampant in almost every single country in this region. Given that most countries have relatively secular populations, this does not derive just from the Bible, as in the US. It is a wider bigotry against people who are different. Society here was not that tolerant. On the other hand, we overlooked all the indicators for what we see now. I was not surprised to see Orbán, but also the wider response—almost every party in Central and Eastern Europe is against Muslim refugees, including the Social Democrats.


    It is often claimed that PRR parties are misogynist and sexist, and it is curious that women involved in the PRR are often family members or relatives of male party members. However, when it comes to the participation of women in PRR parties, your research has shown that they are not that different from the mainstream parties. Why do they have this image?


    Yes, this is again the externalisation of “evil”. One of the problems in our debates about the PRR is that we already had communism, whose evil we would use to whitewash our own regimes. We would look at the Soviets and say, “that’s awful, but we are great, we don’t have their problems!” One of the things about the PRR is to say “Look! They are so sexist, out of all their leaders there is just one woman!” But there is a woman, and if you look at many of the other parties there are no women. We compare them to the ideal model of gender equality, which does not exist anywhere. Yes, their views are old-fashioned, but not in a 1920s way, rather in a 1970s way. They accept that women work, they prefer that they start to work after their children are about four of five years old, which is really not very different from the conservative parties or Christian Democrats. In Eastern Europe, the difference between the mainstream right-wing and the PRR on gender issues is almost completely non-existent


    One area where we see the difference is some new phenomena in the PRR parties’ youth wings, which is pure misogyny, where women are seen as a threat. In the classic sexist view, women are not threatening but are considered weaker—they should be protected and they should be pure. For the misogynists, they should not be pure—they should be available for sex at all times and they should be submissive. They are responding to a different world in which, although nowhere near equal, women are more assertive and decide for themselves who they choose as partners. That seems to have unleashed a frustration and anger that is very new and potentially very dangerous, particularly among higher-educated young males. In the US there have been a couple of shootings that got very little coverage but were totally led by misogyny. So, sure, there is sexism in the PRR, but it is generally comparable to today’s conservatives, not like the Nazis in the past.


    How should we deal with this phenomenon, or even make use of it? You said at the conference, very wisely, that often the PRR asks the right questions and it is just that they give wrong answers. How do we deal with the polarisation?


    Purely symbolic resistance to anything they propose does not really help us. Our main effort should not be just beating the populists but strengthening liberal democracy. If we do this, the populists will be weakened; but if we weaken populism, liberal democracy is not necessarily any stronger.


    The issue for me has never been black and white. I am against radical-right politics, and I don’t care if it comes from PRR parties or not. I fight for anyone’s right to free speech. I have not been polarised in that sense. Polarisation is about black and white, but I live in a grey world in which there are shades of grey.


    In the grey world, not everyone is equal—the fact that North Korea has a large number of people in illegal prisons and the US has Guantanamo does not mean that they are the same. It just means that no one is pure. In that sense, polarisation is the externalisation of what is wrong in your own camp. You focus on the negative aspects of the other one. I have never felt threatened by those ideas or believed that people can be “seduced” by them and that therefore the PRR should not be allowed to speak. If there is one thing my personal background has taught me, it is that people of another political view are more complex than the stereotypes.


    One thing we must do is update our knowledge about the data on the PRR. The narrative in the Anglo-Saxon media seems to be that this is all new, whereas we actually talk of parties that have been around for decades and don’t act the same way they used to. For example, social media was not around when I wrote my book on PRRPs in Europe. It was finished by the end of 2005 and published in 2007, based on research done mostly in the 1990s. In my new book these are parties in the 21st century and they are twice as old as all kinds of new ones.


    Do you have any advice for policymakers and opinion leaders?


    I believe the EU is a community based on values and was created to prevent war and create the most effective market ever, which is still the driving force and the strength. Countries that wanted to get in wanted to get richer but also to become more democratic. Now if you don’t enforce these values, they are losing that power. It is very self-defeating for the EU to accept a regime like Orbán’s. When the EU by and large accepts a leader like him, and keeps subsidising his regime, then you can’t send a message out to Russia or to Turkey saying, “you can’t do that”, because Turkey will think “so it’s not about that issue, it is about us being Muslims”. Double standards are always disastrous—you either believe in the “community of values” and enforce them, or you change them.
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    The Good Friday Agreement


    Brexit might threaten the hard-won peace in Northern Ireland
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        Kristi Karelsohn,


        Estonian ambassador to the Republic of Ireland


        Kristi Karelsohn has been Estonia’s ambassador to the Republic of Ireland since 2014. She has served as a diplomat in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in various offices for 23 years, including in the fields of regional cooperation and trade policy, and in Estonia’s embassies in Latvia and Finland.

      

    


    10 April 2018 marked 20 years since the Belfast Agreement, or the Good Friday Agreement, which brought peace to Northern Ireland. Today, with the UK undoubtedly moving awa y from the EU, and Northern Ireland having been without devolved executive power for over a year, it is relevant to ask how the agreement has worked and how it has influenced life in Northern Ireland. And, naturally, how Brexit will influence its implementation.
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        Theresa May, Prime Minister of the UK, visiting a farm in Northern Ireland. Losing EU farming subsidies might mean hard times for Northern Irish farmers, even though the UK has promised compensation.
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    Back to the Beginning: The Birth of and Background to the Agreement


    The Belfast Agreement put an end to the violent conflict in Northern Ireland, or “the Troubles”, that had lasted for 30 years between two communities: (mainly Catholic Irish) Republicans and (mainly Protestant British) Unionists. The roots of this opposition go deep. Serious conflicts began in the 16th and 17th centuries, after the English Reformation, which mostly did not affect Ireland. The religious conflict was tied to the struggle for power; the monarchy also had to forcibly secure its presence due to the fear that Catholic France and Spain would use Ireland as a back door to invade Britain. The growing British presence was met with opposition by the Irish (and “Old English” who had assimilated with them). In order to suppress this, Britain continuously tightened the laws that restricted Catholic rights.


    When the Republic of Ireland was created with the 1921 Anglo-Irish Treaty, the island’s six north-eastern, largely Protestant, counties in the province of Ulster remained part of the United Kingdom. Such a solution had inherent contradictions from the beginning. First, the Irish saw this as a temporary solution—even the Irish Constitution spoke of the entire island as one uniform territory. Second, the rights of Catholics living in the territories that remained part of the UK continued to be restricted, as confirmed by the reports of human rights organisations, the International Court of Justice and even a committee created by the Governor of Northern Ireland. Even though discrimination on religious grounds had been declared illegal, in practice the Irish still experienced significantly worse conditions in both housing and the jobs market. What was most important, however, was the limited opportunity for participation in local governance, and they were naturally kept away from power structures. The British, on the other hand, saw Irish disloyalty and the constantly growing Irish proportion in the population of Northern Ireland as a constant threat.


    The long-simmering antagonism erupted into violent conflict in 1968–9, with clashes between Unionist-supported police forces and protestors supporting Catholic rights. The previously peaceful and spontaneous protests grew into an extensive Catholic riot, and Britain sent military units to get the situation under control. As the topic of this article is first and foremost the peace agreement and its results, I will not give an overview of the Troubles. Suffice it to say that the violence extended beyond the borders of Northern Ireland, and in 30 years more than 3,500 people were killed and some 48,000 sustained injuries as a result of the conflict.


    The 1998 peace agreement was not the first attempt to end the conflict—the Anglo-Irish Agreement of 1985 was signed between the governments of Ireland and the UK with the purpose of bringing peace, but mostly to relieve tensions between the two governments. Since the political forces of Northern Ireland were not involved in the negotiations, neither community fully accepted the agreement and violence continued. Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher’s hard-line policies left their mark on crisis management in the 1980s, which in Northern Ireland was expressed in uncompromised suppression of Republican rebels by the police and continuous military presence. In addition, the British government of the time refused to negotiate with people considered terrorists. When John Major became prime minister in 1990, this direction changed. In addition to talks with the Unionists, the British government negotiated (initially in secret) with Republican leaders. The Irish government also communicated with representatives of both sides. The heads of the feuding sides also increasingly began to look for opportunities for a peaceful solution.


    The role played by the US in the peace process must not be overlooked. The numerous and influential Irish diaspora in the US worked on all levels—it influenced public opinion, supported the Republican movement with finances (and arms), and demanded the president take an active role. Officially, the US continued with its policy of non-interference for a long time to steer clear of a dispute with the UK, its important ally in the Cold War. This policy was changed by Bill Clinton, who fulfilled two of his election promises as a result of pressure from business owners of Irish origin who had supported his campaign: he met in Washington with the head of Sinn Féin, Gerry Adams (regarded as a terrorist by the British government), and in 1995 appointed former senator George Mitchell as a special envoy to Northern Ireland. The task of the special envoy was to act as an intermediary in achieving and keeping peace.


    As a result of all the previous factors and policies, the peace process finally began to take shape—London and Dublin signed a peace declaration in late 1993, and in 1994 the IRA declared a ceasefire, followed by other forces involved in the conflict. The peace was later broken for a while, but was restored in 1997 and finally, on 10 April 1998, the Belfast Agreement was signed. Many of its important principles, such as power-sharing between the two communities, and the role played by the government of the Republic, were already set out in earlier agreements, but were now consolidated in detail. The agreement’s main and most important part was officially multilateral, and in addition to the governments it was signed by the representatives of eight political parties. The only party left out of the agreement was the DUP.


    The most important clauses of the agreement concerned:


    The status and identity of Northern Ireland


    • The government of the Republic of Ireland acknowledged Northern Ireland as part of the UK for the first time in a legally binding way.


    • The agreement confirmed the right of the citizens of Northern Ireland to decide whether they wished to be part of the UK or of the Republic, and the right of the entire island’s population to decide on the unification of Ireland.


    • The agreement gave any Northern Irish citizen the right to hold either British and/or Irish citizenship.


    Cooperation and power-sharing


    • Under the agreement, the coalition in Northern Ireland must be formed by the two largest political forces—in this way, both Unionists and Republicans must always be represented in the government—and the offices of ministers and committee chairs must be proportionally distributed between the biggest parties. (In the past, the coalition had been formed in a traditional way—through negotiations.)


    • A number of institutions dedicated to Irish-British and North-South cooperation development were founded.


    Peaceful and democratic solutions


    • The agreement obligates paramilitary groups to decommission weapons and


    • the British government to reduce military presence in the area.


    The agreement meant that both countries and both communities were forced to make some painful concessions. The Republic had to remove from its constitution the article that asserted a territorial claim over the entire island, while the British government had to give the Irish government the right to have its say in matters concerning Northern Ireland, by means of cooperative organisations.


    Support for the agreement was significantly higher among Catholics. Only half of Unionists supported it, as they felt it made too many concessions to “terrorists” and Republicans—for example, an amnesty for members of the IRA, but also obligatory Republican participation in power-sharing, and the possibility of the unification of Ireland. The more radically minded DUP even left the negotiations over this. The agreement also gave no guarantee of the relinquishment of arms. In spite of all this, a majority of voters in referendums in both Northern Ireland and the Republic of Ireland were in favour of the agreement (71% and 94% respectively).


    How Has the Agreement Been Implemented and What Has It Brought to Northern Ireland?


    It could be said that, at least initially, the path to implementation was a rocky one. Most importantly, major acts of violence stopped. However, neither side truly began to decommission until 2001 and both parties kept some weapons. These continued to be used to settle scores, and armed structures were a good breeding-ground for criminal gangs, which began to deal in drugs, robberies and the like. A report commissioned by the UK government in 2015 found that the structures and activities of many paramilitary organisations still survived in some form, and they were also armed.


    The division of power between Unionists and Republicans has also been uneasy. Northern Ireland has been without devolved executive government for 15 months and there are no signs of the parties coming to an agreement any time soon. In the light of this, some have begun to voice the opinion that the Good Friday Agreement has reached its limit. However, difficulties in power-sharing are nothing new; Unionists were against working with their arch-enemies from the very beginning. The longest period without executive power was from 2002 to 2007, when the main issue was delays in decommissioning weapons.


    The current problems over forming a government are largely tied to the shift in the balance of power in the region. While the leading parties of the power-sharing government immediately after the agreement were the moderate UUP and SDLP and the governing model was formed with them in mind, the more radical DUP and Sinn Féin have been dominant since 2007. Unfortunately, this seems to be a sign that it is easier to win votes with positions that pit communities against each other, and these are stressed in campaigns and policies. The peace has not brought about the integration of the communities. They still live apart, and largely attend separate schools and universities—but not only that. There are still irreconcilable contradictions in the interpretation of historical events, and the other community’s symbols and traditions are met with public derision. Even though large-scale violence has been avoided so far, demonstrations have not been without incident. Both communities feel under pressure—the Irish/Republicans still feel like they are not treated as equals and Unionists feel their earlier position is weakening.


    Another factor is the continuous proportionate growth of Catholics in the population, as Catholic families are traditionally bigger, and more Catholics have moved into the area. According to the latest census (2011), Protestants barely remained the majority in Northern Ireland. In 2016, 35% of the population identified as exclusively or mainly Irish, 39% as exclusively or mainly British and 17% as both. This is reflected in election results—in the Assembly elections held on 2 March 2017, Unionists only achieved a one-seat majority over Republicans. Reaching an agreement between two parties of equal strength is harder—the current coalition negotiations are at a standstill since Sinn Féin is demanding a separate law on the protection of the Irish language even more strongly than before.


    The scales have been tilted the other way by a third factor—the DUP’s status in Westminster has also strengthened its position. In addition, it seems that the possibility of having a say on the central government level decreases people’s lust for power on a local level, which is why the DUP may be more eager to let the province stay under London’s direct control. This is, however, completely unacceptable to Sinn Féin.


    The most successful results of the peace agreement have been the cooperation organisations—the North South Ministerial Council, North/South Inter-Parliamentary Association, British–Irish Council, British–Irish Intergovernmental Conference and British–Irish Parliamentary Assembly. These have become a good platform for dialogue between London and Dublin, whose relationship has been improving for the past 20 years.


    How Might Brexit Influence the Peace Agreement?


    The Republic’s government has repeatedly stressed that Brexit must not damage the peace agreement, and the same has been expressed by Theresa May. How might Brexit influence the implementation of the agreement? First, it should be underlined that the most important context to the agreement is provided by the EU membership of both Ireland and the UK. This has been the basis for solving such matters as citizenship—a large number of people currently have the right to both British and EU citizenship. The Republic of Ireland is very worried about the British decision to leave the common market and customs union, which inevitably means building customs posts to check goods—or, at least, Theresa May has so far not been able to convince the Republic otherwise. The main problem about borders is, however, not their being an obstacle to active trade, but the matter of security. The last time the island had a visible border was during the Troubles, and people associate it with that period. For that reason, people fear that (just like before) even the smallest customs and border control posts will become targets for attacks, and they will need police, and perhaps even military, protection. This, in turn, further increases the likelihood of attacks.


    The second—and less highlighted—problem, which is nevertheless also connected to security and stability in the region, is the possible termination of or decrease in EU subsidies. One of the poorest and historically most unstable regions of the UK, Northern Ireland has been hugely dependent on subsidies from both the EU Peace Fund and the Common Agricultural Policy since the 1990s. According to Phil Hogan, European Commissioner for Agriculture and Rural Development, EU subsidies make up 87% of the income of Northern Irish farmers. Should this money stop and not be replaced with an equal subsidy from the central British government (which the latter has promised, but only up to 2020), people fear that very serious social problems will arise. And everybody knows violence could easily follow again.


    Third, the cooperation network and institutions created by the agreement are premised on both states belonging to the EU—these parts of the agreement must now be reviewed with a critical eye. The agreement also contains clauses concerning human rights under the jurisdiction of the European Court of Justice.


    Overall, Brexit has further increased tensions between the two political communities and the powers representing them. Opinions had already clashed before the referendum. While the DUP had been a strong supporter of Brexit from the beginning, the Republicans wanted to remain in the EU. When the referendum results showed that 56% of Northern Ireland voters chose to remain in the EU, Sinn Féin’s leaders said that this would provide a push for the speedier unification of Ireland. They have been demanding that, as part of Brexit, the region should be given a special status, which would tie it more closely to the EU (read: the Republic). Leading politicians in the Republic are also talking about the unification of Ireland in the foreseeable future. Naturally, the DUP will not stand for a decision that would separate the region from the UK, and they are blaming their political rivals and the Republic’s government for taking advantage of Brexit to unify Ireland. The relationship is also not helped by the fact that the good relations between London and Dublin in past years are constantly being tested as the negotiations progress.


    In conclusion it can be said that the agreement reached 20 ago was without doubt a great diplomatic achievement that has given Northern Ireland an opportunity to develop normally. Its implementation has been helped by the participation of major political powers, and the agreement has forced them to cooperate. A common cause has also brought London and Dublin closer together. The stability of the region is still fragile, and maintaining peace is not a given but requires constant, conscious work. Each serious disturbance—which Brexit definitely is—may topple what has been achieved thus far.
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    Some countries facilitate crossing borders but others build a wall or fence
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    Moving from one country to another can be relatively easy, or it can be a complicated and challenging process. It all depends on the way in which different countries manage their border crossings and border control regimes.


    Crossing the border from one country to another can be challenging in several ways. The documents required, which depend on a person’s country of origin and destination, are of primary importance. Natural boundaries can also complicate the crossing of national borders. Take, for example, the Pyrenees mountains that separate France and Spain, or a river, such as the Rio Grande that runs between the United States and Mexico (McDaniel et al. 2011). The chosen mode of transport may also pose a challenge—for example, rail travel can take longer if the neighbouring countries use different gauges of track, as is the case when travelling between China and Mongolia. The tracks in China are narrower than the ones in Mongolia, which means passengers must wait for the wheels to be changed (Smith 2017). Drivers crossing from China into Macau have to remember that using the Lótus Bridge between them involves a change from the right side of the road to the left, and vice versa when going the other way (Elledge 2016). Some travellers might not find this change disturbing at all, while it may cause confusion for others. The border between North and South Korea represents the most extreme example. Anyone wishing to cross between these countries faces a strip of land about 250 km long and 4 km wide that is heavily mined, fortified and covered with barbed wire and, for part of the way, electric fences (BBC News 2017b).


    There are some countries that have made cross-border movement easier. Sweden and Denmark, for instance, have built the Oresund Strait Bridge, which facilitates movement between the countries (BBC News 2017a). The UK and France are connected by the Channel Tunnel, which also makes travelling from one country to the other quite easy (Smith 2015). Portugal and Spain have created an alternative border crossing opportunity, including an additional entertainment twist—a zipline that can take people from Sanlucar de Guadiana in Andalucia to Alcoutim (Daily Mail 2014). And of course, there is the Schengen Area. What better example of facilitating cross-border movement could there be than the case of the 26 countries1 (Schengen Visa Info 2017) that


    do not carry out border checks at their internal borders (i.e. borders between two Schengen states); [and] carry out harmonised border controls, based on clearly defined criteria, at their external borders (i.e. borders between a Schengen state and a non-Schengen state). (European Commission 2015)


    The above examples of factors that complicate or facilitate the crossing of borders are not the only ones, but they give a clear idea of the various problems and successes in the field. The Schengen Area and the free movement of citizens is undoubtedly a huge achievement, being an example of countries that have agreed to such broad cross-border cooperation. However, member states can still temporarily reintroduce border controls at their internal borders, for instance in the event of a serious threat to the public or internal security. According to the available information, the following countries have temporarily reintroduced border controls for a certain period: France, Austria, Germany, Denmark, Sweden and Norway. These temporary measures were due mostly to the security situation and the threats resulting from continuous significant secondary movements (European Commission 2018).


    Since the Brexit referendum, the management of the border between Northern Ireland and the Republic of Ireland has become part of the discussion. It was announced that both the UK and the Republic of Ireland were against the re-establishment of any physical infrastructure and customs control along their common border. It is understandable why both countries wish to preserve the easiest possible movement between them (Rothwell 2018). The economies of Northern Ireland and the Republic of Ireland are very interconnected since huge amounts of goods and services cross the border on a daily basis. In addition, at least 30,000 people move from one country to the other every day (Morris 2017). Regardless of their common desire to not restore any hard border, it is not certain if avoiding physical infrastructure and customs control would ultimately be possible given that the UK also wants to leave the EU customs union and single market as part of Brexit (Bienkov and Payne 2018).


    There are other countries where the construction of a physical border barrier is under discussion or has already been recently built. Greece has built a fence and electronic surveillance system along its border with Turkey. Hungary, Austria, Macedonia, Slovenia and Bulgaria have started the construction of fences or have announced plans to build them. Norway has also begun the construction of a steel fence at a remote Arctic border post with Russia. During his 2016 US presidential campaign, Donald Trump strongly supported the idea to build an “impenetrable, physical, tall, powerful, beautiful, southern border wall” along the US-Mexico border (Mohdin et al. 2016). What were the reasons behind this public thinking about the need to construct a physical barrier at the border? The US president has explained this by saying that a physical boundary could help protect the United States against illegal immigration (Shugerman 2017). Other countries have also spoken in favour of building a physical barrier in order to stop the flow of migrants (Mohdin et al. 2016).


    Some countries have decided to use innovative elements for their border protection. For instance, the Estonian Police and Border Guard Board has recently purchased military drones in order to guard the country’s eastern border, survey the day-to-day situation there, and provide faster response to rescue missions and border incidents (The Baltic Times 2018). Drones can be moved from one place to another, upgraded as required and sold when no longer useful. They can also be flexible and effective assistants in case of difficult geographical obstacles. In addition, drones could help in search-and-rescue efforts and disaster relief or provide a flexible response to an ever-changing threat (Buss 2017). Helen Neider-Veerme, Head of the Office for Integrated Border Administration at the Estonian Police and Border Guard Board, has also explained the benefit of the use of drones by saying that


    a drone is a good tool to aid in preventing and reacting to border incidents, which helps to get an overview of difficult to access places faster and more comfortably. Whether it is an illegal border crossing, a rescue incident on a border body of water or a landscape search, the information gathered with the help of a drone gives border guards additional possibilities for planning and executing their activities. (The Baltic Times 2018)


    As the above examples demonstrate, several states have organised their border management—the regime of crossing or controlling their borders—very differently. There are neighbouring countries that cooperate closely in border management and those that want to eliminate all cross-border traffic. There are some who think that a physical barrier at the border provides security, and others who find that more innovative measures can help them achieve the goal.
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    “Circles” of minority protection


    What is the “minority problem” and how has it affected (ethno-national) diversity management in the contemporary international community?


    
      [image: ]

    


    
      
        Erakogu

      

    


    
      
        Mariann Rikka,


        state education official


        Mariann Rikka is the chief expert in the General Education Department of the Estonian Ministry of Education and Research, where she works on human rights and human rights education, among other things. She previously worked as a legal adviser at the Citizenship and Migration Policy Department of the Ministry of the Interior, and was a history and civic education teacher through the Noored kooli programme. She is especially interested in the application of history and the politics of memory in shaping the identity and politics of a state as well as developments in this field and the human rights situation in modern Russia. Her articles have been published in Diplomaatia before.

      

    


    Scene 1: On a street in Sarajevo a bunch of armed Serb nationals beat up an unarmed, helpless shopkeeper – a Muslim. Another Serb soldier stops the group and is being beaten to death.


    Scene 2: An old Serb man whose son was killed by the father of a boy now lying wounded in his arms answers “yes” when a car driver asks whether he is his son.


    “Circles”,


     2013

    As expounded by one of the main characters in this movie, the events and fates of life might be compared to the circles that appear on water when you throw a stone in—we do not know how many and what kind of circles will appear. What we can control is throwing the stone in the first place and choosing our behaviour and reactions as the circles appear. In the words of Epictetus, an Ancient Roman philosopher whose philosophy was meant to be an art of living rather than a purely theoretical discourse, “It’s not what happens to you, but how you react to it that matters”.



    In the scenes above we can see how people behave differently in the same historical and cultural circumstances. The movie vividly shows how important national identity and historical consciousness are and at the same time how irrelevant they may become if pure humanity or a lack of it prevails. It is, in part, up to the state to direct us towards the spirit of scene 1 or 2: a society of conflicting “us” and “them”, turning into bellum omnium contra omnes, or a society in which humanity dominates, where every person is respected as an equal—as a neighbour and friend, as a human being. This should be the very aim of the process and concept of “diversity management”. Does contemporary diversity management convey this idea? The question can be analysed through three interconnected and overlapping frameworks: the perception of minorities on an international level; the perception of minorities on the state level; and the perceptions and behaviour of individuals. Let us call these “the circles of diversity management”:


    It might be said that there was no “minority problem” until political arrangements came to be based on “linguistic, religious or cultural divisions between human beings”. The “stone” of ethnic or religious division was thrown by rulers who saw minorities as a threat to their power—either for the principle of cuius regio eius religio, or (since the Peace of Westphalia and Bodin’s state sovereignty concept catalysed by the French Revolution) the unity of the nation. This “stone” brought with it an assumption that anyone different to “us” (a dominant group) is a threat and needs to be made “harmful”.


    The principle of “divide and rule”, known since the times of Ancient Rome and employed by rulers to control people living in conquered areas by allowing them to sustain their religious and cultural traditions, astonishingly resembles current diversity management—the baseline in dealing with minorities is to resolve a “problem”. This brings new conflicts rather than creating an environment in the spirit of humanity, enabling minorities to express, preserve and develop their identity. If governments’ attitude is that minorities constitute a threat to state sovereignty or even national identity, the international legal framework—which is always a political compromise between governments—cannot be significantly different. The subject of minorities was discussed under the heading of security at the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe. Examples of compromise between the language of human rights and security can also be found in the preamble of the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities (FCNM), in which almost every article includes a clause confirming respect for state sovereignty. A few examples (emphasis added):


    Considering that the realisation of a tolerant and prosperous Europe does not depend solely on co-operation between States but also requires transfrontier co-operation between local and regional authorities without prejudice to the constitution and territorial integrity of each State;


    … to ensure, in the member States and such other States as may become Parties to the present instrument, the effective protection of national minorities and of the rights and freedoms of persons belonging to those minorities, within the rule of law, respecting the territorial integrity and national sovereignty of states.


    Thus, on the national and international level the underlying idea, alongside the notion that minority rights are human rights and the principle of non-discrimination, is the same as centuries ago: minorities need to be dealt with to eliminate the threat of conflict arising.


    Let us look at one concrete example of national- and international-level diversity management. Under [President Vladimir] Putin’s leadership, a new unifying set of ideas is being sought, the aim of which is, in the words of Russian political scientist Sergei Karaganov, the “rebuilding of Russia’s ties with its history”. The New York Times reported that


    Cossack militias are being revived, regional officials are scrambling to present “patriotic education” programs and Slavophile discussion clubs have opened in major cities under the slogan “Give us a national idea!”


    Karaganov considers the problem concerning this approach as: “Our country was formed around defense, and all of a sudden there is no threat”. Based on the resolution on the implementation of the FCNM in Russia, it might be said that national minorities are one of the new enemies. The five recommendations for “immediate action” are all in following spirit:


    … take more targeted measures to prevent, investigate, prosecute and sanction effectively all instances of racially motivated offences; condemn firmly all expressions of intolerance, racism and xenophobia, particularly in politics and in the media; redouble efforts to combat the dissemination of racist ideologies in the population, particularly among young people.


    The recommendations carry the spirit of humanity, but remain mere recommendations. Let us recall that diversity management is a “legitimate concern of [the] international community”, first and foremost as far as it affects security. Of course, the idea of universal, inherent and indispensable human rights also serves as a basis here, but, taking into account the debates on Western imperialism under the flag of human rights and the text of the FCMN itself, expressing the subsidiary nature of international regulation, it is much more difficult to use in practice.


    Thus we come to the last, but definitely not least, circle of diversity management – people. Although not possessing any official instruments of power like governments or international organisations, people hold the greatest power for making a systematic change in all “circles”. Only people can hold the spirit of humanity in everyday life. Only people can love or hate each other, and perceive someone as a negative “other” or a different friend. People elect their representatives and make some policies legitimate and others not. Influenced by state policies, they are also the very power influencing these policies.


    People’s behaviour and attitudes derive from identities, historical conscience and the perception of “other”. These beliefs are to large extent created in school and it is therefore up to the state to influence them. Not only does history influence our life and culture today, but the reverse is also true: history “happened” in the past but it is being written now. It is written by people and also by states, through history education and the politics of memory. The teaching of history is an integral part of creating a new national idea. By creating the general “culture” of human rights, education has a plausible ability to change all levels of diversity management to perceive minorities as an asset, not a problem. It should be the role of international regulation and people themselves to diminish the state’s arbitrary power to manipulate history and identities in a way that prevents past suffering being overcome, instead breaking down artificial lines of conflict in society, and finding peace, reconciliation and closeness.


    Agreeing with Nelson Mandela’s idea that “Education is the most powerful weapon you can use to change the world”, I believe that education—especially history education—is the key to changing the perception of minorities from security threat to valuable diversity, sustaining the spirit of Scene 2 as a quintessential part of life.
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    Summary


    The Russian presidential elections were organised simply to formalise President Vladimir Putin’s next term of office. But rumours are circulating about his potential successor. As Russia’s neighbour, it is Estonia’s duty to stay abreast of the Kremlin’s complicated policies and varied scenarios.


    In this issue, diplomat Rein Tammsaar writes about the elections. “The closer we get to 2024—when power should be handed over, according to the Russian constitution (officially, the incumbent president cannot run for a third consecutive term)—the more the maintenance of President Putin’s popularity and finding a successor becomes an end in itself,“ writes Tammsaar. “Several observers think the variable of a successor is increasingly starting to change the behaviour of Russia’s leadership and leader.“


    Marko Mihkelson and Kristi Raik comment on the subject.


    Finnish journalist Tuula Koponen looks at the problems brewing in the Western Balkans. Russia is involved there too. “It is generally thought that Russia aims to keep the region as far away from the EU and NATO as possible through its activity,“ writes Koponen. “Montenegro became a NATO member in the summer of 2017 despite Russia’s furious opposition, and this is why Serbia and the Serbian Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina (Republika Srpska) form an especially important buffer zone for Moscow.“


    Diplomaatia interviews Cas Mudde, an expert on populism. “Populism is based on morals, and that creates a whole different interaction, because if you are ‘pure’ and the other person is ‘corrupt’, compromise leads to corruption of the pure. Corrupt people are not legitimate opponents, and that is an important difference,“ states Mudde.


    The Estonian Ambassador to Ireland, Kristi Karelsohn, looks at the influence of Brexit on Northern Ireland and the associated concerns. “The stability of the region is still fragile, and maintaining peace is not a given but requires constant, conscious work. Each serious disturbance—which Brexit definitely is—may topple what has been achieved thus far,“ says the ambassador.


    Observer Triin Ott writes about how various countries manage their borders. “Several states have organised their border management—the regime of crossing or controlling their borders—very differently. There are neighbouring states who cooperate closely in border management and those who want to eliminate all cross-border traffic,“ writes Ott.


    Marian Rikka, chief expert in the General Education Department of the Estonian Ministry of Education and Research, writes about policy on minorities.
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