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    A Glance in the Mirror—Who Are We?


    The refugee crisis and Muslim extremism have forced the West, more specifically Europe, to discuss the values they are willing to stand for. Simply put: who are we and where are we going? The convictions of Muslim extremists do not coincide with ours, and this has led us to cast a critical glance over our history and choices.


    Diplomat and historian Mikael Laidre writes about developments in liberal democracy and its relationship with other streams of political thought and religions. “Over the centuries, the Western (anti)civilisation has gone through big changes, overthrown and uprooted the heritage of Christianity and ancient Greece and Rome, and established an order that is largely based on liberal democracy,” writes Laidre. “The system is unique in the sense that it views the world through a prism that allows categorising all other civilisations and ideologies as ‘radical’ but on their way to ‘moderation’—a path in which they should be encouraged and supported.”


    Three experts—Tiit Kärner, Hille Hanso and Milvi Martina Piir—comment on Laidre’s article.


    Magnus Christiansson, a Swedish defence analyst, also explores the weaknesses of Europe and liberal democracy. “Today we can conclude that the triumph of the European project, which showed so many vital signs in the 1990s, was an illusion. Its vitality was not due to the superiority of liberal values, but rather explained by a lack of any existential challenge to Europe,” claims Christiansson.


    Merle Maigre, Security Adviser to the President of the Republic of Estonia, describes how the term “Suwalki Gap” entered international use. She also discusses the gap’s importance for the security of Estonia, the other Baltic States and Poland.


    Diplomaatia interviews warfare specialist Professor Martin van Creveld. He is convinced that some refugees will become terrorists. However, he claims that it will be the alienation of the second generation in exile, not the first, that will create suitable grounds for the spread of Muslim extremism.


    Diplomat Priit Pallum provides an overview of the free trade agreement being negotiated between the European Union and the US. He says that the agreement will not enter into force any time soon because the negotiations are complicated and the ratification process will be lengthy.


    MA student Karl-Gerhard Lille writes about Donald Trump, the controversial Republican US presidential hopeful, in a slightly different key.


    Kaarel Piirimäe reviews a collection of military articles by General Nikolai Reek.
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        Liberal democracy is always endeavouring to reach new heights and will never be completed
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        Mikael Laidre,


        historian of ancient history


        Mikael Laidre is a historian specialising in ancient history and a diplomat. He received his Bachelor’s degree from King’s College, London and his Master’s from University College, London. He has worked for the Estonian Ministry of Foreign Affairs since 2010 and currently serves at the Permanent Representation of Estonia to the European Union.

      

    


    Civilisations, as the largest communities with common fundamental cultural denominators based on identity, do not form convenient and clear wholes; they do not necessarily drift and collide as homogeneous units. It is often more common that there are greater conflicts within a civilisational area; the fault lines may run through people’s sitting rooms or bedrooms and might not coincide with state borders or the geography of political alliances, territorial states and the Westphalian system—all that is considered unchangeable by many. The concept of a sphere of influence may better reflect the dynamic nature of the situation. Thus, we consider that a single culture that gave its name to a civilisation may dominate within a region but we may encounter other cultures—partly juxtaposing, partly coexisting harmoniously—within that single culture. This should not give us the impression that civilisations and cultures do not clash at all.


    This article explores cultural clashes in the West and in the near vicinity of Europe. One of the motivations for writing it was an opinion piece published by Kaupo Känd some time ago in which he claimed that Samuel Huntington, populariser of the theory of the clash of civilisations, was wrong since conflicts actually occur between radicals and moderates, not between civilisations as such.1 The following discussion, however, does not focus on Känd’s opinion but adapts the classification of radicals and moderates so that the two terms come to perfectly characterise some views widely held in the West, such as: moderation (read: Western liberal democracy) is applicable everywhere, and civilisations have no fundamental differences but have reached different levels of development on the imaginary common linear axis of progress.


    Before I move on to a short analysis, I must explain some terms. “Radicalism” is commonly used to signify the so-called far right or far left extremists, ultraconservatives, reactionaries, fanatics and many others. The Greek word for radical, ριζοσπάστης, means someone who gets to the root of things, and/or opposes previous or existing orders. Thus, the actual description of a radical is in line with the concept of a revolutionary in its more extreme manifestations, and the milder manifestations tally with the modern understanding of reform in the sense of an innovation that does not continue with the status quo but destroys its very foundations and roots out the past.


    We cannot put an equals sign between radicalism and conservatism or traditionalism, even if we proceed from the (false) understanding that the latter two signify stagnation, being stuck in the past. Nikolai Berdyaev offered an apt explanation about the meaning of conservatism: it does not glorify the past that existed, for example, a couple of hundred years ago, but the present, which has roots reaching back several hundred years—i.e. conservatism means developing the erstwhile present so that it matures into the present day. Such a concept of conservatism excludes radicalism and envelops true progress. How can we even imagine a progress that is not based on anything, that sweeps everything away or destroys roots? That is not progress or regress but egress—i.e. stepping away, leaving—which is only connected to what was before through juxtaposition that is continued in spite of distancing or standing with one’s back to the past.


    In addition to the fact that “moderation” quite correctly refers to a more peaceful approach, in modern language it is also erroneously coupled with Western liberal democracy. But it was liberal democracy that uprooted traditions and existing orders—it was radical in both its peaceful and violent forms. Europe has been distancing itself from its roots, i.e. radicalising, ever since the early Renaissance, and the process gained momentum at the time of the Protestant Reformation and the French Revolution, not to mention the last half-century. Europe has declared the human being (with its subjective will) first in importance, turned the individual into the absolute, and subjected objective suprahuman principles and values to the individual.


    Liberal democracy is a suitable general or collective concept for a revolutionary ideology that includes specifically Western mainstream liberal and social democracy (which generally have only cosmetic differences), as well as socialism, national socialism and communism. Despite being in competition, all these ideologies have the same basic principles: freedom transformed into licence (libertas), arithmetic equality, and not recognising anyone as being higher than the individual self. The liberal democratic revolutionary idea is characterised by Alyosha Karamazov’s reflection on the upside-down tower of Babel, where people not only desire to reach heaven through their own efforts but strive to bring heaven back to earth. Such liberal democracy (as a reverse civilisation or, narrowly speaking, ideology) is not synonymous with democracy (a form of fundamental order) as such, which may theoretically waive absolutising the subjective will and align with objective higher values.


    From the point of view of various Western civilisations, it can also be said that, strictly speaking, radicals are those who wish to uproot old customs, and the subverters may originate from either within or outside the culture. We mostly encounter one universal opponent: Western liberal democracy, an intruder that imagines itself moderate and rightful (at the same time declaring paradoxically that there is no single truth) and, because of that, classifies everything else as more or less extremist or evil due to alleged backwardness.


    The thing is that liberal democracy and its values have not emerged organically from the past—they are not an inevitability that developed along the hypothetical axis of linear progress towards moderation. It is a radical innovation that keeps shifting borders further away, creating new “normalities”, i.e. it is never satisfied—it sets a new goal the minute something has been achieved. The contemporary interpretation of human rights is a good example if we compare it to the understandings that were recorded in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.


    There is no consensus on whether the phenomenon that presents itself as all-encompassing (while it emerged only “yesterday” in historical terms) really qualifies as something universal. Such a consensus has not been reached even in the West. There are plenty of people here who still cherish traditional European values. These values must not be confused with the branches of various revolutionary movements, no matter that they also compete with mainstream liberal and social democracy. In short, there are two types of reasons behind the increasing polarisation: on the one hand, internal conflicts between branches of liberal democracy—because each of them considers its own principles the best—and, on the other, the clash of traditional and liberal values.


    Liberal democracy strives towards the universal—secular Messianism. From that we inevitably come to the theory of the end of history. The latter does not have to mean that there are no challenges or setbacks for liberal democracy; rather, the end of history is an ideal, the general final level of development. The ambition to reach the end of history was primarily linked to the dissolution and transformation of the Soviet Union; we encountered the same desires again in the context of the so-called Arab Spring. These events are discussed below.


    Eastern and western Europe—which, despite everything, form a unified civilisation—have never been on the same page, although their differences consist of more or less important nuances; however, both are generally characterised by Christianity (and ancient Greek and Roman heritage) and revolution. On the one hand, we have conservative progress, which maintains traditions and builds on them, and on the other, there is radicalism. Christianity, be it Roman Catholicism or Greek Orthodoxy, is based on an absolute that is superior to the individual: God. The revolutionary movement, which is symbolised by the French Revolution and its heritage in the West and the February and October Revolutions and their consequences in the East, deifies—i.e. makes an absolute of—the individual and his/her subjective will. A Christian became a citizen who turned into a comrade.


    Today’s Russia is an eclectic mixture of competing world-views that are at times outlined more sharply than in the West. Russia did not pull the plug on communism. Russians have nationalism (not to be confused with patriotism, which can also be found there), national socialism and even some liberal democracy. Greek Orthodox Christianity and traditional values have become stronger and more widespread in Russia but they are far from occupying an all-encompassing and exclusive position, although the concept of symphonia known from the time of Justinian the Great (sixth century) is used again and the state and church are cooperating. There are also all kinds of authoritarianism and imperialism; there is a peculiar kind of democracy and many other phenomena in which opposing the West and increasing one’s sphere of influence have an important part. What is important is that today’s Russia is neither unambiguously Greek Orthodox nor a communist, national socialist or western liberal democratic revolutionary system completely based on subjective human will.


    It is true that I have only outlined the general situation, but this sketch proves that we should have considered the possibility of Russia continuing with the old order at least in part after the dissolution of the Soviet Union, as well as the option that Russia would return to its Christian and traditional roots. In short, there were several ideological or cultural scenarios that scripted Russia’s conflict with Western liberal democracy.


    It is important to understand that the current clash between Russia and the West is deeply concerned with the level of identity and world-views, not simply with material and pragmatic matters or pride and hurt feelings, although these are also relevant. The opposition seems likely to continue and grow in the future on the level of cultural foundations, and the opponents will grow increasingly distant since they do not share values. Despite this trend and the fact that Europe has been somewhat startled by it, we cannot rule out that Russia may turn to liberal democracy—the Kremlin, afraid of “coloured” revolutions, understands this and is working hard to minimise the possibility of it happening (which should be no surprise to anyone, even if they do not like it).


    Throughout the ages, Islam has been in conflict with Christianity, and now with liberal democracy too. Christianity had to face conquests and attacks by Islam; Christian forces constantly needed to deter Muslim hosts and had to reconquer Christian lands from Muslims; liberal democracy, however, has started an attack itself, and desires to see in Islam only the potential outcomes that it likes, i.e. development towards liberal democracy. The same thinking is behind the fact that the liberal democratic consensus denies the Islamic nature of terrorist groups such as the so-called Islamic State (and not only because it is politically correct to do so). The reason is that acknowledging this would make it difficult to claim that Islam and liberal democracy are well matched for even the most gifted relativist.


    There are still plenty of experts in the West who see the big picture. Graeme Wood, lecturer in political science at Yale University, wrote in The Atlantic in March 2015: “The reality is that the Islamic State is Islamic. Very Islamic. Yes, it has attracted psychopaths and adventure seekers, … [b]ut the religion preached by its most ardent followers derives from coherent and even learned interpretations of Islam.”2 We can add to this the opinion of University of Tartu lecturer Otto Jastrow, published in early 2015: “… Islamic State is the most authentic expression of Islam.”3 We could continue the list, but experience shows that people who do not want to understand something will not understand, and those who are open to knowledge already know. Still, I would like to refer to Üllar Peterson’s article, in which the author wonders about Islamic apologists—“experts on peace and pluralism”—who practise the science of “Koran tolerance”. They do not consider the principles of abrogation and substitution that are crucial in Islam, and refer to peaceful sections of the Koran that are basically null and void for Muslims, ignoring the aforementioned principles.4


    Many people in the West claim that Islam is in need of its own Reformation. Although the Protestant Reformation played an important part in the development of liberal democracy, we should not expect the same from Islam. It is not a question of time—Islam is simply fundamentally different from Christianity. Western liberal democracy is foreign to the Islamic world. The so-called Arab Spring uprisings primarily helped to combat corruption, repression and injustice, including state borders that had been drawn according to the wishes of the Western states in the past, but they were also largely a conservative and even democratic reaction against the secular and quite liberal but not free regimes that the West initially supported. The West hoped that these uprisings would be liberal democratic awakenings with a hint of the end of history (similar to events in Central and Eastern Europe in the 1990s). This hope was based on the belief that liberal democracy is the moderate end of everything.


    Do contacts with liberal people from the Islamic world not confirm this claim? No, because “moderate”—i.e. liberal democratic—Islam is an oxymoron, like liberal or secular Christianity. A non-religious liberal democrat is no more moderate than a traditional Christian or Muslim. Does it not sound insolent when a non-Muslim expresses his opinion about what is and is not Islamic? I do not pretend to know what true Islam is like; but it is possible to determine things that are definitely not compliant with Islam by using elementary logic, and some examples are Christianity, polytheism, atheism and liberal democracy. It is arrogant to claim that one item in that list is Islamic. Anyone who states that something from the list is compatible with Islam has an agenda and he sticks out. Liberals who consider themselves Muslims but have really lost their faith are like that.


    A non-religious person finds all of this difficult to understand, but we see a similar process in Christianity. For example, when the Catholic Church is electing a new Pope, the Western secular media start to discuss whether the clergy will select a “progressive” person who will transform the Catholic doctrine so as to be compatible with liberal democratic values, only to be disappointed when the Pope turns out to be a Christian and a Catholic. A liberal democrat cannot comprehend that the Catholic doctrine is not a “radical” version of liberal democracy. Such a shift would not be natural, but rather a radically new development that would cut all connections with the past. Similarly, people with liberal views cannot accept that Islam will not develop into liberal democracy. Both Christianity and Islam acknowledge God (albeit different ones), an absolute being higher than the individual, while liberal democracy deifies the individual and focuses on the subjective human will. Islam will not be abandoning its fundamental truths any time soon, and although we cannot exclude such a possibility in the future we must see that it would not be a natural or inevitable development.


    In conclusion, over the centuries, the Western (anti)civilisation has gone through big changes, overthrown and uprooted the heritage of Christianity and ancient Greece and Rome, and established an order that is largely based on liberal democracy. The system is unique in the sense that it views the world through a prism that allows categorising all other civilisations and ideologies as “radical” but on their way to “moderation”—a path in which they should be encouraged and supported. Because of this, the liberal democratic world often gets involved in arguments and even military conflicts. And these clashes, like many others, are cultural. Time will show how this will end; in any case, the story is not over.


    The views in this article are the author’s own.


    1 http://vm.ee/sites/default/files/content-editors/web-static/062/Kaupo_Kand.pdf


    2 http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2015/03/what-isis-really-wants/384980/


    3 http://novaator.err.ee/v/uhe_minuti_loeng/af88c802-7776-4bab-88d4-0fb23774d357/uhe-minuti-loeng-mida-me-peaksime-teadma-islamiriigi-kohta


    4 Üllar Peterson, Islamiriik ja mittemuslimid (The Islamic State and Non-Muslims), Akadeemia No. 3, 2016: pp. 451, 456, 472.
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          Hille Hanso,


          Freelance journalist


          I would like to focus on that part of Mikael Laidre’s article that is concerned with the so-called Muslim world, which the author claims is incompatible with liberal democracy due to the character of Islam. About 20% of the world’s Muslims live in Middle Eastern and North African (MENA) states that the author refers to in relation to the Arab Spring and which he deems to be in “the near vicinity of Europe”. Thus, it is too pretentious to speak about all of civilisation in this context. Nevertheless, we can discuss (without making generalisations) what Arabs—whose majority religion’s “purest form” is, according to the author, practised by ISIL—think of democracy, the Arab Spring and extremism. Let me highlight some interesting examples from the 2015 AOI (Arab Opinion Index), the largest public opinion survey in the Arab world. People from 12 states belonging to the Arab League, nearly all in the MENA region, were polled.


          It is probably surprising that 72% of respondents from Arab states generally support democracy, while 22% are against it. Mikael Laidre’s claim about democracy being incompatible with Islam is fully supported (“Strongly agree”) or supported (“Agree”) by only 5% and 15% of respondents respectively. However, the majority of respondents do not agree with the claim (“Oppose”) or do not agree at all (“Strongly oppose”) (40% and 31% respectively).


          It is interesting to explore how religious the respondents from Arab states perceive themselves to be. Sixty-three per cent think they are “religious to some extent”, 9% consider themselves non-religious, and 24% are “very religious”. Public opinion is quite similar in Turkey, where only the proportion of non-religious people is higher.


          Arabs are more positively disposed towards democracy than we usually think. The survey states that “… 79% of Arabs believe that democracy is the most appropriate system of government for their home countries, when asked to compare democracy to other types of rule, such as authoritarian regimes or representative democracies where electoral competition is limited to either Islamist or non-Islamist/secular political parties, or to theocracies.”1


          Thirty-three percent of respondents strongly agree with the statement “the government does not have the right to use religion as a means of winning public support”, while 44% agree. Only 15% disagree and 5% strongly disagree. The respondents are divided into two groups over the “separation of religion and state,” but the proportion of respondents who support this is slightly bigger.


          The respondents listed a number of solutions for stopping ISIL, all of them political: “supporting democratic transition in the region (28%); resolving the Palestinian cause (18%); ending foreign intervention (14%); intensifying the military campaign against ISIL (14%); and solving the Syrian crisis in line with the aspirations of the Syrian people”.2 By the way, 89% of respondents consider the activity of ISIL negative and only 3% give a positive assessment of the “purest form of Islam”.


          It can be gleaned from the survey results that a large proportion of respondents are afraid of the supremacy of both Muslim and non-Muslim political movements. The survey’s conclusions state that the public does not trust political movements in the Arab states because of their controversies, disorder and conflicts. “The lack of consensus between these two broad categories of political movements can be exploited by anti-democratic forces to agitate for a return to authoritarianism, and will therefore prove to be an obstacle on the path to democratization.”3

          Naturally, there are plenty of other serious challenges in MENA states, such as the low level of popular involvement in social movements (a characteristic of authoritarian societies); the states’ controversial attitude towards Israel; corruption; deficiencies in the functioning of state authorities; unequal treatment; unequal distribution of wealth; and combining Sharia law with state laws. Instead of considering religion the source of all their problems, it would be a good time for moving on to political, social, economic and environmental analysis.


          Peeter Raudsik and I published an in-depth article (entitled “Madala maa ahtake horisont” (“The narrow horizon of a lowland”)) on why Islam cannot be treated as a “thing in itself” and how other social factors influence the interpretation of Islam and life in MENA states in the 1 April 2016 issue of the weekly Sirp.


          1 The 2015 Arab Opinion Index http://english.dohainstitute.org/content/cb12264b-1eca-402b-926a-5d068ac60011 13 May 2016


          2 Ibid.


          3 Ibid.
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          Milvi Martina Piir,


          Historian and writer


          There are some common characteristics in the plurality of ideologies in the context of this article. First, there are universal aspirations that it would be unfair to attribute only to liberals or democracy. The same aspirations can be characteristic of Islam, conservatism, human rights, even universal love, if we are to consider it an ideology. As all of the aforementioned phenomena are universalist, they inevitably tend to incline towards the radical end of the spectrum. Second, ideologies are logical and systematic, and usually admit to no common traits with other ideologies. The people who follow ideologies, however, are rarely completely logical and the same individual can well be a Muslim in the kitchen, conservative in the sitting room and liberal in the bedroom—if we restrict ourselves to that potential combination only.


          Really, when will the individual—a curious being by nature—“grow tired” of “shifting borders” and “creating new normalities”? World history and literature show us how people try to understand their lives. The fact that individuals rebel against the norms that constitute their realities is as paradoxical as the constancy of change. Even though one might not choose one’s freedoms and relative values, most people would not be satisfied if the alternatives ceased to exist. Ideologies form a united front in this with their Universalist exclusiveness.


          In the context of this article, I would word the question on whether a school of thought has emerged organically as follows: will traditional Western Christianity, which embodies “true progress”, be replaced by the allegedly radical liberal democratic “anticivilisation” that has been nurtured within Christianity, or the equally traditionalist Islam that also carries “true progress”? Despite the shortcomings of liberalism and democracy, I prefer the scenario that still allows authors to write articles so that they can “express their personal opinion”.
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              Erakogu

            

          


          Tiit Kärner,


          Physicist and publicist


          Ideologies and parties are categorised on the basis of their position on the right–left axis, liberalism or conservativism, the nation they represent, etc. However, there is one category that is crucially important: whether we consider ourselves to be simply players on the stage of Life where the play of History is being performed, or whether we believe that we can als o make the rules of the game. In the first case we must find the best way in the existing framework of rules, which presumes that we understand them. In the second case we control the entire play; we are not simply players but decision-makers who determine the rules of the game. Ilmar Vene writes in his book Pahustumine ehk Uusaja olemus (“Getting Worse, or the Essence of Modern Times”): “The modern man tossed God aside but could not give up faith and rebuild the entire system upside-down, by deifying the human being”.


          The people who continued acknowledging objective rules—either divine or natural—are called conservatives. They paid for it with the narrowing of their range of choices. The creators of rules, on the other hand, got a wide playing field. They became social democrats, communists, (national) socialists, liberal democrats, etc. who fight for the ability to determine their own rules and who have only one thing in common: they oppose the conservatives. Ilmar Vene writes: “Here we comprehend the main opposition of the Modern Age to the full: the religion of humanity decidedly opposes the (natural) scientific mainstream”. The new ideologies showed their real power when they reached the masses via the print media. When everything is up to the individual, then what stops the things we desire from materialising? The individual, of course. The game is called the 20th (and 21st) century.
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    The Three Little Pigs: Sweden, Finland, NATO and Baltic Sea Regional Strategy


    Europe’s grand illusion is fading
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        Magnus Christiansson,


        research fellow, Swedish Defence University


        Magnus Christiansson is a research fellow at the Swedish Defence University’s Division of Strategy. His main research interests are transatlantic security, relations between the military and civilians, and strategy for the Baltic Sea region. He comments on issues connected to NATO in the media and gives lectures. He was Secretary General of Sweden’s Atlantic Council in 2006–9.

      

    


    As much time passed between the fall of the Berlin Wall and the Minsk Agreements (1989–2015) as between the Storming of the Bastille and the Congress of Vienna (1789–1815). Both periods represent political shifts in European history in which the initial success for liberal ideas gradually turned into disappointment. Today we can conclude that the triumph of the European project, which showed so many vital signs in the 1990s, was an illusion. Its vitality was not due to the superiority of liberal values, but rather explained by a lack of any existential challenge to Europe. In fact, while hidden by the rapid creation of a number of ambitious institutions in Brussels, Europe actually became weaker and more dependent on American leadership after the end of the Cold War.


    There have been warning signs all along: for example, it was the United States that ended the conflicts in the Balkans in 1995, and the sanctions against Austria in 2000 displayed that Europe as an actor was never stronger than its most anti-liberal leader.1 This simple conclusion about the European illusion serves two purposes. First, it highlights the relevant factors behind the current nightmare in Europe. What we are now witnessing is the gradual beginning of what Samuel Huntington called the “reverse wave” of democracy, and the end of a liberal époque. Second, the relevant factors behind the current malaise highlight why a common European approach to security problems is not on the cards. While the problems (i.e. the eurozone mess, the Schengen situation, etc.) show that a failure of some states to fulfil European commitments begs collective solutions, domestic anti-liberal sentiments in many states make any collective action difficult. This lack of trust in common efforts spills over to European security concerns, and ultimately a new Yalta-based Europe hangs in the balance.


    Nowhere is this danger more visible than in the Baltic Sea region. The Kremlin is shaping the battlefield in the Baltic States, and is preparing Russia for war. In the face of aggressive Russian behaviour, the Baltic States request a permanent and meaningful US presence in the region. Such a presence would constitute a “threshold” of deterrence, based on the assumption that it would be impossible not to make a collective transatlantic effort to defend the Baltic States in the event of Russian aggression. However, in the absence of American leadership, the current deterrence formula is a “tripwire” with rotational presence and a promise to act once a Russian attack has been initiated. It means deterrence through exercises. The risk is not only that—in the words of the recently-retired SACEUR, General Philip Breedlove—“virtual presence is actual absence”, but that common action against Russian aggression becomes difficult to initiate in the Alliance. This is perhaps the greatest worry in the current European nightmare: the Americans hesitate to escalate because they are not present, while the Europeans are paralysed into passivity because they are too divided. This is not a mere hypothetical concern, but a real one for many actors in the Baltic Sea region. When former Finnish foreign minister Pär Stenbäck recently gave a lecture in Stockholm, there was a chilling silence when he asked the rhetorical question about solidarity with the Baltic States: “Does anyone in here believe that Germany would intervene militarily?”


    Sweden and Baltic Regional Strategy


    Recognising the challenges of the present situation, the strategic debate in the region concerning defence of the Baltic Sea area is focused on the creation of a credible and coherent effort to deny Russia any control of (primarily conventional) escalation. While this would not necessarily stop Russian military provocation and incidents, it would diminish their strategic importance. Furthermore, such efforts would increase the ability to reinforce the Baltic States in the event of a conflict, which in turn increases the likelihood of US involvement, and thus would be a deterrent to Russian aggression.


    Two fundamental aspects emerge from this line of reasoning. First, while NATO forces are important, the most rapid response is likely to be from US air assets; and second, the need to use Swedish territory in any rescue operation in the Baltic States. This is why there has been recent interest, and concern, regarding Sweden—over both its defence capabilities and its security policy.


    The current Swedish centre-left coalition government is not going to apply for NATO membership. Instead, defence minister Peter Hultqvist has opted for a strategy based on deeper defence cooperation with neighbouring countries (like Denmark and Poland). This “Hultqvist Doctrine” is portrayed as “solidarity” which increases the “threshold” and deterrence against Russia, and includes special military cooperation with Finland. It should be noted that this Swedish–Finnish cooperation is allegedly prepared for situations of crisis and war, which would make it a somewhat confusing form of alliance between non-aligned countries. The strongest part of this “web” of defence cooperation is, according to the doctrine’s slogans, bilateral ties with the US.


    The Swedish–Finnish defence cooperation is currently hotly debated among Swedish defence intellectuals. The crux of the matter concerns security policy related to a collective effort for the Baltic States in a conflict with Russia. Some analysts argue that Sweden and Finland have asymmetric interests, based on different geographical locations. Finland is less important to the US in a rescue operation in the Baltic States, and thus the Finns are likely to stay out of an East–West confrontation, at least a short one. By contrast, Sweden is likely to be dragged into conflict from the start. Logically, it would be foolish to create deep military ties between Finland and Sweden, including common military units; and the assumption that Sweden and Finland should join NATO together is flawed. Other analysts argue that Sweden and Finland—as non-aligned states close to Russia—actually share most security interests. According to this perspective, there is no point in a Swedish alleingang regarding NATO, as Finland’s decision over NATO will not influence Swedish public opinion. Furthermore, a rift between Sweden and Finland would only serve the Kremlin’s interests.


    Swedish military defence capabilities are of great concern to its security intelligentsia. The Defence Bill of 2015 was a clear break with the earlier transformation trend that dominated Swedish defence policy for almost 20 years. Nominally featuring significant increases, it is likely to produce a “skinny” military organisation with many systems below critical strength. This “post-transformation” syndrome is likely to render Sweden a military vacuum in the region.


    To sum up, Sweden cannot defend itself. Furthermore, there is no credibility in the doctrine of solidarity, as a lack of military capabilities and non-membership of NATO clearly indicates. There is no political process leading to NATO membership, as the current government refuses even to contemplate the issue. Thus, it is tempting to conclude that Sweden is in a desperate search for a coherent strategy.


    The fairy tale about the three little pigs comes to mind. The arrogant and careless Fifer Pig (Sweden) is forced to cooperate with the somewhat more robustly equipped Fiddler Pig (Finland) in the face of existential danger. But this will not suffice. In the event of war, Swedish–Finnish cooperation is likely to fall apart like a house of cards. They need to run to the Practical Pig (NATO) in order to get a proper brick house.


    Alas, this is just a fairy tale.


    1 http://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2016/04/turkey-germany-erdogan-bohmermann/479814/
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    President Ilves and the Suwalki Gap


    When talking about security, it is important to use common terms and be on the same page.
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    Merle Maigre,


    Security Policy Adviser to the President of the Republic of Estonia


    Merle Maigre has held positions in both the Estonian Ministry of Defence and Ministry of Foreign Affairs. From 2005 to 2007 she worked as the deputy head of the NATO Liaison Office in Kyiv, Ukraine. She has also worked at the ICDS, and has published articles in Diplomaatia in the past. She has been the Security Policy Adviser to the President of Estonia since 2012.


    It is impossible to make sense of the world without language and words. If the existing vocabulary is no longer sufficient and new phenomena that have not been experienced before need to be discussed, languages invent new words by borrowing, adapting, creating and combining them. If there are not enough words to describe the world in one’s native language, foreign expressions are used. If there are not enough precise terms in the current vocabulary on security to describe the changing world, new words need to be invented.


    Apposite language to engage one’s interlocutor in the field of security is important and necessary—especially now that Estonia has been striving to increase the allied military presence on NATO’s eastern border in the Baltic States since the 2014 war in Ukraine. Likewise, it is naturally important for the government to explain its choices, and the background to them, to the public. Society has the right to answers from the government in matters concerning Estonian national defence, foreign and security policy.


    But let us return to the diplomatic level: in NATO, Estonia’s task is to be the ambassador of our region and explain our problems calmly, unremittingly and determinedly. We must explain subjects that for us are self-evident over and over again to convince our Western friends, because not all allies understand security in the same way. The Alliance stretches across the whole of Europe and beyond, and different states have varying security concerns. Everyone sees matters from their own viewpoint.


    That understanding gave the President the idea to use the term “Suwalki Gap”—in reference to the Cold-War-era term “Fulda Gap”—at a meeting with the German Minister of Defence in Kadriorg in April 2015, to describe the military vulnerability of the Baltic States.


    The so-called Fulda Gap or Fulda corridor was the weakest point in NATO near the border between East and West Germany during the Cold War. During that era, the term “Fulda Gap” was widely used to signify a plain between East Germany and Frankfurt that Eastern Bloc forces could have used to attack allied forces in the city of Frankfurt and its vicinity had the war escalated from cold to hot. The Fulda plain was considered the most likely route Soviet tank convoys would have taken to attack Western Europe.


    Toomas Hendrik Ilves thought of using Suwalki in a new security concept minutes before meeting the German representative. The Estonian head of state was browsing an online map website and hummed the carol “’Es ist ein Ros entsprungen’ („ Lo, How a Rose E’er Blooming) because Wikipedia stated that German defence minister Ursula von der Leyen’s childhood pet name had been Röschen, “little rose”. She used the pseudonym “Rose Ladson” to protect herself from German left-wing terrorists while studying at the London School of Economics.


    Ilves found Suwalki on the map by chance. The purpose of using this geographical location in a security context was to find a common language with a politician who knew the Cold War era. Moreover, Fulda was located in Germany, and we needed to convince that country that the presence of allied units in Estonia was highly necessary.


    Suwalki is a city on the border between Lithuania and Poland that is also situated in a 100-km-wide corridor between Kaliningrad and Belarus. In a broader sense, the Suwalki Gap is a plain between Lithuania and Poland that is similar to Fulda. The region is crucial for Estonian security because allied reinforcements would need to use that corridor to get to Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania in an emergency. Should Russia, however, organise the military occupation of the Suwalki corridor during an unannounced exercise, other NATO members would not have land access to the three Baltic States from the rest of the Alliance’s territory. In that case, NATO could only help the region from the sea and air.


    On one side of the Suwalki Gap lies Kaliningrad and on the other Belarus. It is obvious that the opponent’s first interest would be to close the border during a war. “The flanks of the Suwalki Gap are still heavily forested and, coincidentally, are reserved as military training areas for the Russian and Belarusian armies. The sounds of firing are frequently heard from across the border, and residents complain of shattered windows,” wrote Vaidas Saldžiūnas, a freelance defence journalist from Lithuania, in Diplomaatia as recently as February 2016. In addition, Russia has learnt to surprise the West with the speed of its attacks in recent years. Russian forces can move very fast—the annexation of Crimea, the war in the Donbass, and the operation in Syria all proved that. This, in turn, means that any early-warning period would be much shorter than has been expected in the past.


    In a broader sense, the Suwalki Gap has come to mean the vulnerability of NATO’s existing defence plans. The Baltic States are connected by land to the rest of the Alliance only through this narrow corridor. NATO officers and analysts fear that Russia will try to take control of the Suwalki area, thus creating a zone that restricts NATO’s access and freedom to act around the Kaliningrad oblast. A recent study published by the ICDS revealed that artillery fire from the Kaliningrad oblast and Belarus would be sufficient to achieve this objective.


    The risk of occupying the Suwalki Gap has created a strong argument for Estonia to justify increasing NATO’s permanent presence in the Baltics. If the Suwalki area is the only mainland route through which NATO reinforcements could reach the Baltics in an emergency, and if there is a real danger that Russia might close the corridor when it wished, it is necessary to increase the current allied presence in the Baltics and make it more permanent.


    It is in the interest of the credibility of NATO’s military deterrence to bring at least one US battalion to each of the Baltic States instead of the company currently stationed there (there are currently 150 servicemen in Estonia), i.e. the number of servicemen should be tripled or quadrupled, and other reinforcements should be brought in. Steps were taken to move forward with the plan at the last meeting of the Alliance’s defence ministers. Final decisions will be made at the NATO Warsaw summit.


    But this rhetoric and these developments have emerged only in the past year, before the play of words invented by President Ilves found wider use. A year ago Ilves convinced Ursula von der Leyen that effective deterrence in the Baltic Sea region depended on the military balance in the area. Ilves emphasised that, although Russia’s military forces would be defeated by NATO’s collective strength, the number of armed units in the Baltic Sea region was in Russia’s favour, which is why it was important to increase the allied presence on NATO’s eastern border. “The actual danger may come from a single corridor, a strip of land only 100 kilometres wide, that I would call the Suwalki Gap,” Ilves emphasised.


    The timing of their meeting was important because security relations between Estonia and Germany had reached a significant stage last April. Germany is one of the four most important NATO allies for Estonia, and it has been more and more active in international politics since the Ukraine crisis. Berlin has been taking the initiative both in negotiations with Ukraine and in contributing to the protection of NATO’s eastern border.


    We needed to convince Germany about the necessity of NATO’s military presence because our German colleagues thought that this breached the 1997 NATO–Russia Founding Act, which covered the issue of not positioning substantial military forces on the territories of new member states.


    Ilves cited a section of the 1997 Act: “… [I]n the current and foreseeable security environment, the Alliance will carry out its collective defence and other missions by ensuring the necessary interoperability, integration, and capability for reinforcement rather than by additional permanent stationing of substantial combat forces”. On the basis of this, he concluded that the treaty should be viewed within the context of its time. In today’s security situation, a treaty from 1997 cannot hinder the positioning of permanent deterrence units in NATO border states. Ilves compared Suwalki to Fulda and drew the conclusion that NATO members did not need to overthink the matter but must remain true to implementing solutions concerned with credible deterrence.


    The comparison between the Suwalki and Fulda corridors was repeated several times in 2015 —at Ilves’ meetings with the US Secretary of Defense, Ash Carter, last June; with the commander of US Army Europe, Lieutenant General Ben Hodges; as well as at various public speaking engagements of the President. The US generals seemed to like the frase Suwalki Gap so much that both General Hodges and the former Supreme Allied Commander Europe, General Philip Breedlove, have used the reference repeatedly in public talks, thereby drawing attention to the strategically important narrow corridor and warning that it might be the target of Russian military aggression. Newsweek wrote about the Suwalki Gap in February 2016.1


    New expressions appear in language when new phenomena emerge in life. The new words created during the Estonian neologism competition may be useful but they will not gain significance if they do not enter everyday language. Language is all about using words. If we do not use new words, they will perish. The term “Suwalki Gap” is now widely used in security circles. The ICDS has also helped to spread the expression with its new publication on the strategic balance in the Baltic Sea region.

    


    
      
        1 http://europe.newsweek.com/putin-russia-suwalki-gap-426155?rm=eu
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    Daesh has forgotten that it is simply a guerrilla movement incapable of conventional warfare


    Priit Simson,


    Opinion editor, Eesti Päevaleht


    


    War historian Martin van Creveld thinks that it is very questionable whether Estonia can trust its NATO allies if a war should occur, since war seems almost unthinkable for the modern Westerner.


    He is in a good mood when he arrives and says at once that he knows I will ask one question he does not want to answer: whether Estonia could be protected from Russia should the need arise.


    Alright, but could we protect Estonia?


    It is very hard to protect Estonia against Russia in military terms. The odds would be a hundred to one because the border is completely open, which is why I have certain doubts about whether you can trust your allies.
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            Martin van Creveld talking to Priit Simson at a conference in Tallinn organised by the Estonian War Museum.


            Terje Lepp

          

        

      

    


    Why do you have these doubts?


    Firstly, because the Alliance is large and has many members. Secondly, because many of the members joined in the past 20 years, since when there has been nothing but disarming, disarming, disarming. And thirdly, because many states consider it vile that war can be used as a tool in international politics. Go to Germany, where people shout: “Nie wieder Krieg!” (“Never again war!”). Americans are different, but not that much since they have been burnt in one war after another over many years.


    But the Allies are already here in Estonia. True, there are not many of them. How do you imagine they would act in a military conflict? Would there be a “phoney war” in which direct hostilities would be avoided?


    I think they would primarily do what their government thinks is right, not what would be best for Estonia. I can imagine a situation in which the forces would just sit around and do nothing—for fear of losses, or the fear that the public [in the sending country] says this has nothing to do with us. I have a friend, a high-ranking officer in the German army, who worked for Angela Merkel, the German Chancellor, for seven years. He should be familiar with the situation. The chancellor said that she could not raise every critical question with German voters. That had happened God knows how many times. The same applies to the Scandinavians, Dutch, Italians and French. They simply do not care. Their lives have been too good for too long, and they have forgotten that the fact they are not interested in war does not mean that war is not interested in them. I don’t know about Estonian war museums. but German ones are completely empty [of visitors]. I recently visited a huge war museum in Dresden and there were two people on the premises in addition to me and my wife. One of them was the ambassador of Lebanon! Calling someone a militarist is the worst insult for a European. The thought that war may be necessary in certain circumstances …


    You consider that war has become an unthinkable option?


    I can well imagine an agreement with NATO forces along the lines of “you won’t touch us and we won’t touch you”.


    Does the attitude that war is an unthinkable option make the emergence of war more probable?


    Definitely, in that sense.


    Israel, your country of residence, has a conscription system and trains reservists quite extensively.


    Increasingly few reservists are trained. More and more of them exist only on paper.


    Would it be more reasonable for a state like ours to create fully professional volunteer armed forces or should we retain general conscription?


    I know little of your conditions and geography. Some would quote a Danish party of the 1970s that said that the Danes only needed to put a sign on the border reading “We surrender”. One might claim that the value of a conscript service does not lie in being able to fight Russian forces and their heavy weaponry. But one could claim that conscription has the advantage of preparing the population for the guerrilla warfare that would follow. In other respects, the Russians will be in Tallinn in 72 hours or however quickly they really want to be there. But, yes, from the point of view of partisan warfare, preparation is important. For example, consider the war in Iraq. The Iraqi army did not stop the Americans. But the people who were sent home with no resources reorganised very quickly and started to organise attacks on Americans. Conscription may be very useful in that sense.


    In mid-April, a Russian fighter jet flew over a US warship sailing in the Baltic Sea at a height of nine metres. How do you interpret this?


    It is possible that the pilot was just having fun. But it may have been a message: “Don’t mess with us. And if you do, we have the means to mess with you.”


    The security-policy community has talked about the US interventions in Iraq and Afghanistan for a long time. I understand that you have been critical of these interventions?


    Yes. Actually, I was stupid, because I did not believe anyone could be so stupid as to invade Afghanistan. I did not take Bush’s words seriously for months. These two wars were very silly. It was clear from the start what would happen. There was no chance of the United States winning these wars. These two wars showed the limits of Western power.


    That was back then; but what should we do about the current situation? Today ISIS is active on Iraqi and Syrian territory; it is difficult to estimate the size of the organisation but various approximations have determined the maximum number of fighters to be 100,000.


    I think there are considerably fewer of them. But I also think that they made a classic mistake—if you are familiar with Mao Zedong’s theory on the three phases of guerrilla warfare. The first phase is when the guerrillas are more like terrorists: they do not have a base. The second phase is when they get a base where they can dwell and to which they can return. The third phase is transition to conventional warfare. This is a critical moment. The worst possible thing is to make the transition too early. And it seems ISIS has done exactly that. They were too excited about their success in fighting against regular forces that they have suffered from all the deficiencies of regular forces now that they are one, which is why they have lost so many battles in recent months. They have forgotten that they are really just a guerrilla movement.


    Do you think some Western states should intervene in what is happening in Syria or Iraq?


    They would lose. They are intervening now, but on a ridiculously small scale. I know that it is not possible to win by air strikes alone, without a massive invasion. But they probably would not win that way either, because they do not have what it takes to succeed. I mean that Western states are not ready to fight and suffer losses. And they are right from their point of view: why should an ordinary German, British or American citizen worry about what is happening in Iraq or Syria? “Let them kill one another as they wish,” people might think. The West should have supported Bashar al-Assad from the start. I was certain as soon as it all began that Syria was being turned into a new Afghanistan. I am no Arabist but, as the Egyptians hinted, there are two options: anarchy or a heavy-handed man with a large moustache.


    Are there no options for creating and bringing together the much-discussed “moderates”?


    It is very hard because the society is primarily clan- and tribe-based, and people are loyal to the family and extended family, not the state. It was the same in Europe as recently as during the Renaissance.


    What will become of Europe?


    I’m afraid that terrorism and even guerrilla warfare will spread to Europe in the future.


    So the current terrorist attacks are only the beginning?


    Yes, naturally—unfortunately so, because I like visiting Europe. They will become similar to us [Israel—Ed.].


    Will the European Union become more like Israel?


    It is already happening, because defences are being strengthened everywhere. I predicted all this 25 years ago in my book. Europe has lived without a war for 70 years, but this may come to an end.


    Are the refugees coming to Europe today a threat?


    Yes, I really think so. And I do not even blame them. Let me tell you a story about walking in Potsdam in 2000. My wife and I met a married couple; we were in our fifties then. They had a pretty German shepherd. For some reason, the dog did not like my wife and attacked her, and bit a very small piece from her jacket. The German couple were really nice about it—they apologised and promised to pay for the jacket, although the piece was really very small and nothing bad had happened. This incident was observed by two dark-skinned men, Arabs. They did not know that we were Israeli because my wife and I spoke fluent German. When we had finished talking to the German couple, [the Arabs] came to us and said that the result would have been quite different if all of this had happened to them. I have plenty of experiences with immigrant taxi drivers who hate the locals. They feel that everything they have considered the most important, holy, has been turned upside-down. Political scientist Samuel Huntington said it much better than I ever could: it is a question of the relationship between an individual and God, person and person, man and woman, adult and child, rights and obligations. These are the most fundamental questions in the life of every person. They no longer recognise themselves in a foreign country; they go to places where they can find support and listen to imams who say that the old customs were much better than those of the local residents. And they hear how to protect the [old] customs. And as the sermon ends, a man from Daesh comes to them and asks: “Hey, do you really want to protect the old customs?”


    Some claim that Islam is actually a religion of peace and we cannot blame the entire Muslim community for savage acts committed by only a few people from the community. What do you think?


    We must distinguish between actions and objectives. If we talk about actions, then that is correct—only a small proportion of Muslims support terrorist acts. They might not go and blow someone up themselves but, more often than not, they help to do it by offering shelter or logistic support.


    Do all terrorists have a wide support network?


    Yes, yes. If it weren’t for the sea, fish could not exist. I’m not saying that no one would betray a terrorist, but this is true of a large segment of the population. And even more people would say that they support the terrorists’ views on relationships between men and women, but they would not shelter the terrorists because they’re afraid of the police. People who have not yet settled in are perhaps the most worried about terrorists since they have the most to lose. But a large proportion of long-term immigrants would support terrorists—if not with actions, then at least in ideological terms.


    What do you think Europeans should do with the refugees? Many unarmed people, including women and children, are arriving on the coasts.


    Maybe they should learn from Israel’s experience in the 1950s when our border guards regularly fired over the heads of those trying to cross the border. This was seen as infiltration and some people who did not stop were killed.


    Van Creveld digresses to talk about the tensions between Israel and Palestine. He firmly believes that Palestinian territories should be free—there is not much hope of reconciliation with the Palestinians, which is why it would be better for Israel to stay as separate from the Palestinians as possible.


    You have written a number of books. What subject are you covering right now?


    Yes, I will publish a [new] book soon. It is about why everybody else is militarily more successful than the West and what we should do about it. In essence, I claim that the West is turning into [a bunch of] wimps.


    And what can we do about it?


    Let us hope that, when the danger is grave enough, they will stop being wimps. The first chapter discusses how Western societies are forcibly trying to avoid children becoming independent; they protect them at all times. It is plain to see, compared to preceding generations. The second chapter deals with how soldiers are trained so that they become wimps. They are spoilt. We recently heard a news item about German soldiers refusing to train more than eight hours a day. And then there is a chapter on women serving in the armed forces. Some days ago, I got letters from a few friends, one of whom said: “Thank God, the marine commander said that, although men and women receive basic training together, the standards won’t be lowered”. I didn’t believe a word of it. And the very next day I received a letter about how this and that part of the training programme would be cancelled because women could not cope with them. The marine commander’s words were right for 24 hours!


    Have you been a long-term opponent of women in the armed forces?


    I wouldn’t say so; the more so because Israel is one of the few countries where conscription is compulsory for women. People cannot understand that war is, above all, a question of pride. If you are not proud of what you are doing, you will not allow yourself to be killed for it. If women can do something, how can men be proud of doing the same thing?


    I have seen female Kurdish fighters and policewomen who were far braver than the young Kurdish men who complain about the war and try to get to Europe.


    People often confuse war with insurgence and riots. If we are talking about partisans or rebels, then they are indeed much weaker than their opponents, and in that case women can get involved without hurting men’s pride. It is different in war.


    What do you mean when you say that young children are spoilt and entire societies become unfit for war as a result?


    A woman was recently punished for letting her six-year-old children play alone in a park that was a couple of hundred metres from their home. I remember that I was allowed to cross the street when I was six. Today it is semi-officially allowed in Israel—there is no law about it—when the child is nine. Let us also look at how children go to school. While 80–90% of children walked or cycled to school 50 years ago, only 10–20% do so today. People say it is because the traffic has become more intense—that is true. But, paradoxically, most of the traffic is caused by parents who take their children to school by car. It is a vicious circle. Two-year-old Muslim children who are minded by six- or seven-year-olds can walk on the street. They could eat my grandchildren alive! At 18, in the US, you can join the army, kill and be killed. You can use the most powerful weapons in the world. But you cannot drink beer!


    One of your controversial statements is that nuclear weapons have turned out to be a very beneficial invention that has brought peace. Could you elaborate on this?


    Statistics prove that our era is the most peaceful period in world history. The probability of dying in a war is much lower than in the past. I do not believe that human nature has changed. I believe that nuclear weapons have made serious wars between large states impossible. We know from history that the wars waged between large states were the bloodiest. The spread of nuclear weapons has been the best thing that could have happened to humankind. Without nuclear weapons, we would have had a third and maybe even a fourth world war by now.


    Will there be a nuclear war in some part of the world during our lifetime?


    Anything can happen. Deterrence depends on the conviction that nuclear war is possible.
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    The transatlantic trade agreement would benefit a small nation like Estonia
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    Priit Pallum,


    Director of Trade Policy and International Economic Organisations Division, Estonian Ministry of Foreign Affairs


    Priit Pallum has worked in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs since 1991 and has dealt with international economic matters and trade agreements throughout this period.


    


    “Our new Constitution is now established, and has an appearance that promises permanency; but in this world nothing can be said to be certain, except death and taxes.” Benjamin Franklin, in a letter to Jean-Baptiste Leroy, 1789.


    Negotiations for a Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP; the US also uses the abbreviation TTIP) began in the summer of 2013. Naturally, the transatlantic arrangement to start drawing up a trade agreement between two major global economic forces received plenty of positive and enthusiastic feedback on both sides of the ocean. Europe and America, or the European Union and the US, have been allies and shared common values for a long time and trade is the field in which the two are responsible for the lion’s share of global trade and services flows; they are also very close partners in security matters and, above all, in terms of values.
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            TTIP has caused various reactions in Europe. Here opponents have gathered at the headquarters of the Christian Democratic Party in Berlin to demonstrate their opposition.


            Reuters/Scanpix.

          

        

      

    


    The negotiations had barely started when the public space was filled with reaction from opponents to the agreement, as well as constant speculation and (in a way understandable) questions about when we could expect the agreement to be signed. If the EU and the US can agree on liberalising their mutual trade, it would benefit many businesses and, as we know, companies are impatient. Time is money, and that is also what causes constant speculation and gives rise to the desire to reach the end result quickly. This expectation can be summed up by the recognition that as early as autumn 2014 the media were reporting wishful thinking that the result might be achieved “by the end of this year”.


    At this point, I recommend that those who for some reason find this agreement unwelcome, or who still want to know when the agreement will be concluded, should stop reading and only look at the last part of the quote from Benjamin Franklin. Recent decades have shown that neither speculation nor prediction is an overly gratifying task, at least in trade policy, and this is why the following text aims to focus only on the fixed points which we know about, or on variables that are likely to influence the content, signing and, all being well, successful implementation of TTIP one way or the other.


    TTIP is the EU’s fourth major new trade agreement. The first in the series was with South Korea. The year before last, negotiations with Canada were reported to have been concluded, but the final changes to the agreement (CETA) were made only a month ago, with more than 15% of the initial text changed. The EU approved the “mandate” for CETA negotiations—the authorisation from member states that enables the European Commission to commence actual negotiations on their behalf—in 2009, so it took nearly seven years from receiving the mandate until the final completion of negotiations.


    Recently, consensus was also reached on the text of a free trade agreement between the EU and Vietnam. Negotiations began in June 2012 and concluded in December 2015—three and a half years. The process for the EU–Mexico agreement lasted four years, more or less the same time it took to sign the agreement with South Korea. To date, negotiations on TTIP have lasted for less than three years, but it is clear that the US is a bigger, more important and technically more complicated partner than all the previous ones.


    Based on the foregoing, we can draw two conclusions—EU trade negotiations do not last for less than two years and, more often than not, it takes more time to reach an agreement, not less. South Korea, Canada and Vietnam are in no respect comparable to the US. Compared to these partners, the latter is several times larger, and has a more complicated political landscape (the distribution of power between the federal government and states is what matters here) and a regulatory environment that entirely and at times drastically differs from that of the European Union. Due to the size of the negotiating partner, the EU cannot take a position of power to the extent that was feasible with previous partners and, when we look more closely, the US is used to taking the leading role in nearly all undertakings. (Truth be told, the size of the parties has a rather significant impact on the results of all kinds of negotiations.)


    Structure of the TTIP


    Negotiations on the TTIP are held in 24 working groups covering three major areas: 1) market access, 2) regulatory cooperation and 3) rules. A few decades ago, customs duties and quotas on goods and rules of origin were the main topics of transnational trade agreements. Now these topics are only one piece of a very detailed puzzle. The following is a list all negotiation topics, in the hope that this will help to illustrate the complexity of the process.


    Trade in goods and customs duties


    Services


    Public procurement


    Rules of origin


    Regulatory cooperation


    Technical barriers to trade


    Food safety and animal and plant health (official term “sanitary and phytosanitary measures”)


    Chemicals


    Cosmetics


    Engineering


    Information and communication technologies


    Medical devices


    Pesticides


    Pharmaceuticals


    Textiles


    Vehicles


    Sustainable development


    Energy and raw materials


    Customs and trade facilitation


    Small and medium-sized enterprises


    Investment protection and investor–state dispute settlement


    State–state dispute settlement


    Competition policy


    Intellectual property rights and geographical indications


    As can be seen, the scope of the agreement is very ambitious, because of the complexity of EU–US economic relations. Ideally, the perfect free trade agreement could, of course, consist of one sentence: “As of now, we have free trade”. Historically, however, different countries’ legislation has moved in different directions, and there are different standards and requirements; most of the agreement seeks a resolution to these differences and is not merely about historical customs duties and quotas. Today, customs quotas or duties in transatlantic trade have already been reduced to a minimum, and the real obstacles lie elsewhere. A “TTIP-lite” option has been suggested, especially in the context of accelerating the negotiating process. However, a quickly signed trade agreement that is narrower in scope would leave many problems unresolved, including existing market barriers in bilateral economic relations, which are reflected in the long list above.


    As of March 2016, 12 rounds of negotiations had taken place, but the US and EU had provided the texts for only 13 of the 24 chapters, all of which also featured areas of disagreement. Negotiations on the texts of the remaining chapters have yet to commence, even though consultations have taken place on nearly all areas. The first prerequisite, therefore, is that both parties submit their versions of all the chapters and then start the difficult task of finding common ground and agreeing on the text, coming to a mutual understanding of what one wording or the other means in each specific case.


    At this point, the main assumption of such negotiations should be kept in mind—nothing is agreed until everything is agreed. Simply put, this comes down to the need to achieve a balance in the whole package. For example, if for some reason one party cannot back down from its initial views on topic x, it might compromise with the other party over topic y and so, ideally, an overall balance is achieved. The aim of the negotiations is to come to an agreement so that the process ends with a win-win situation for both sides. Figuratively speaking, we are not talking about only x and y but the whole alphabet. There are a great many variables that are not clearly quantifiable but which influence the compromise over the full package.


    Once the technical negotiations end, the EU will start the legal examination of the text and translation into the official languages; based on previous experience, this process takes at least a year. The next procedural step is to sign the agreement. The signing is followed by the ratification phase. Given the importance of TTIP, the aforementioned breadth of the areas it covers, and the potential for legal dispute over whether the agreement is within the competence of the European Commission or in the hands of the EU member states in some areas (the EU–Singapore agreement created a precedent in EU legislation), this stage is complicated by the dilemma over whether ratification by the European Parliament is sufficient or all procedures required to approve the agreement must also be completed in all member states. A recent article came up with the figure of 42in—the supposed number of legislative bodies in the current 28 member states whose approval is required for an agreement containing combined competences signed on behalf of the EU .


    The ratification of TTIP is equally dependent on the US. The US Congress grants the president (the administration) so-called “trade promotion authority” (TPA), under which, if the administration submits the agreed text of a trade agreement to Congress, the latter cannot make its own additions or amendments during the ratification process. The Congress decides to either approve or reject the text agreed by the government. President Barack Obama’s administration was granted TPA in the summer of 2015 for a period of six years. Past practice has been that this so-called “fast-track” authority also applies to trade agreements under negotiation when the authority is received. If this remains the case, it can be assumed that the forthcoming US presidential elections and their outcome will not affect the current TPA in respect of TTIP.


    On the other hand, looking at the campaign statements of the presidential hopefuls so far, all the probable candidates have been extremely sceptical about foreign trade liberalisation and TTIP. For this reason, it is not completely certain that the new US administration will want to continue the negotiations at the current pace or in the manner employed thus far. Naturally, there is also the possibility of that frequent political occurrence—once in power, positions presented in the heat of the election campaign do not appear so important and practical experience changes viewpoints, albeit simply for the reason that several other impacting factors have changed.


    The ratification process is followed by the agreement entering into force, assuming that the ratification has been successful for both parties, which is why a certain period must be left between de jure enforcement and the last ratification. Often, the intermediate solution for an agreement is temporary enforcement. Predicting the conditions and manner of this option theoretically becoming a possibility in the context of TTIP would be to jump to conclusions.


    Presuming that everything has gone smoothly and the EU–US free trade agreement comes into force on x date, the companies hoping to profit from it can still not be certain that this is the day that their relations with the US market will improve. Once again, based on earlier trade agreements, it is likely that in several areas TTIP will include transitional periods that might last for years. The extent and nature of these periods, whether they include gradual liberalisation or simply delayed enforcement, depend on the negotiations—which themselves are dependent on, among other things, external factors that even the contractual parties cannot completely influence.


    Throughout the TTIP negotiations, there has been criticism about them being conducted behind closed doors, and the texts not being made public. The reason for this is simple—if everything were public, it would be impossible to come to an agreement on the package deal. Both parties would be aware of each other’s interests and readiness to compromise, and a good agreement cannot be achieved on such a basis. In the end, in addition to a win-win situation, good negotiations are characterised by dissatisfaction and disappointment on the part of both sets of negotiators because they did not get everything they sought; but, despite this, they are pleased with the compromise.


    Looking ahead, it is worth mentioning that, in fact, international (trade) negotiators usually hold two different negotiating processes. One is the transnational negotiation with the partner country, and the other—equally important—is the subsequent domestic process, during which the partners need to “sell” the achieved international compromise to their home audiences (government, parliament, public etc.). Countries usually have different interests and negotiators are there to find the common ground in the countries’ positions; later they must prove to their home audience that they did not go beyond their competence and that, even if they were forced to give in with regard to one area, they received much more than expected “in return” in another.


    All of the abovementioned aspects—an agreement is reached only when everything has been agreed; negotiations cannot be carried out in public; and there are, in fact, twin-track negotiations—are the alpha and omega of most theories of negotiation, which the majority of us either have never dealt with in practice or do not understand in its various stages.


    As an aside, when the US ambassador to Estonia was asked, in early February 2016, during his first public lecture, why the TTIP was being negotiated “in secret”, the experienced diplomat explained the essence of the whole issue in terms of the experience of the student who asked the question: “Chris, have you ever bought a car? What about property?”


    Since the beginning of the process, Estonia has been among the active proponents of TTIP. The US is an important trading partner for Estonia and as a small country we depend on trade to a relatively greater degree than many other EU member states. Every new export option and more liberal treatment in the target market is crucial. The EU–US trade agreement would significantly increase Estonia’s (economic) security. While the negotiations continue, having now reached the halfway stage, Estonia’s role is limited to observing the process and consulting with the European Commission. Meanwhile, we hope that the agreements will be as profitable as possible for our companies and will be made as soon as possible. As the process is incomplete, we must still await the more substantive issues and specific details of TTIP.


    In the history of European Union trade negotiations, the TTIP process is the most transparent so far. The European Commission’s negotiating mandate is available to the public and the Commission’s website http://ec.europa.eu/trade/policy/in-focus/ttip/ provides up-to-date reports on progress and context.


    


    This article expresses the author’s personal views.
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    A clash of cultures is brewing in the US. Populists Donald Trump and Bernie Sanders, who are ideological and cultural opposites, have reaped the rewards of rampant dissatisfaction. However, it is Trump’s campaign that has been the target of a systematic assault by the mainstream media, which has merely served to stoke public distrust.


    The 2016 US presidential election cycle has completely renounced the ordinary. Most of the media frenzy has focused on two candidates, a Democrat and a Republican, neither of whom is a purebred partisan nor the typical run-of-the-mill establishment puppet. “Democratic socialist” Bernie Sanders has been an independent throughout his long career in politics and joined the Democrats only last year. Real-estate tycoon Donald Trump, on the other hand, has changed party five times and became a Republican again in 2012. Sanders promises to employ socialism to distribute all kinds of free amenities to the voters, while Trump promises to employ protectionism to “make America great again”.1 The former’s modus operandi is a revolution, the latter’s is ruthless negotiation.


    Both Trump and Sanders are products of the politics of rage. They represent the discontent of the victims of the two-party system, which was spawned by deceitful career politicians and the dishonest mainstream media. The people are fed up with career politicians, who only serve their wealthy donors and puppet-masters, and whose policies threaten the Second2 and Fourth3 Amendments, and whose policies seek to import an electorate from third-world countries,4 who will end up taking jobs away from Americans5 (and who will grow dependent on welfare6). “Traditional politics and politicians have failed,” as columnist Eugene Robinson so aptly put it.7


    The media have likewise failed, with their inability to drive the political narrative now revealed. The main functions of journalists are to scrutinise, mediate and interpret the actions of those in power. Yet the media also have enough power of their own to elect rulers, which historically has been the function of the clergy.8 However, ignorant apathy is no substitute for competent journalism and the ongoing election has proved just how little merit the lecturing of columnists really has.9


    Because the media landscape tilts to the left,10 the “multicultural” left is quite eager to attack the right ad hominem to hold a different viewpoint—it is an expedient method to direct the discourse (or put a stop to it). Donald Trump poses a serious threat to the media—having even gone as far as to suggest suing outlets that lie—which has resulted in the two political sides joining forces to brand Trump a fool, a verbose entertainer, a sexist, a racist, a xenophobe, a homophobe, a fascist, (of course) Hitler, and even a bimbo. A simple yet derogatory label garners most attention and little else is being served up to the public anymore.11 Trump, for his part, continually incites it with his lowbrow behaviour and juvenile bullying.12


    This time, however, we can observe one party undermining its own aspirations: for example, the conservative outlet National Review recently espoused a hard-line anti-Trump position.13 Yet Trump is the only one that stands to beat Hillary Clinton in the general election. First, he has considerable minority support, and second, he will attract the support of first-time voters, independents, and even Democrats.14 He has also promised to impugn Bill Clinton’s side job as a serial rapist, the dirty money that flows through the Clinton Foundation, and Hillary’s criminal negligence in relation to the attack on the US consulate in Benghazi and her mishandling of State Department e-mails. Sanders is armed with rage and white youths, but Hillary Clinton is buttressed by the party establishment, superdelegates,15 blacks and women—at least for now.16 (Sanders still stands a chance, however, as Clinton should face indictment17 and imprisonment18—if, of course, the US thinks itself a country that legitimately follows the rule of law. A frequent topic of discussion has been Hillary’s deteriorating health. But there have also been rumblings that Joe Biden would swoop in to save the day in case of emergency.) Trump, though, is the presumptive Republican nominee, as his last two remaining competitors decided to drop out after the recent Indiana primaries. Some former opponents have already expressed their new-found support, while others probably never will.


    Trump did not appear out of thin air, because the forthcoming matchup will be between not simply two economic policies, but two world-views: namely, the prescriptive collectivism of the left and the liberal individualism of the right. Trump is tasked with using his political flexibility to draw in voters, which would save the conservative party before its numerical minority becomes insurmountable.19 The left itself is to blame for creating Trump: he is a reality television star with a legendary name, who will play the game of politics with the left on equal terms. He can be devious, brazen and braggadocious—exactly what is needed to defeat Clinton in the autumn. Trump represents all who are sick and tired of the left chiding them over political correctness, of being labelled haphazardly,20 and of the culture of offence-taking21 in general.


    In addition, Trump has laid his life and reputation on the line in the name of idealism (and definitely in the name of narcissism). The threat of assassination forces him to wear a bulletproof vest in public and it is the reason why he is under the protection of the Secret Service. Several of his recent rallies were interrupted by violent protesters, many of whom were Sanders supporters or from the Black Lives Matter movement. Perhaps America’s woeful education system does not teach that the forceful suppression of free speech is one hallmark of fascism—maybe, then, it is a little hypocritical to refer to Trump as Mussolini. The media tried to blame the protests on Trump, and even Ted Cruz said that Trump himself was responsible for such a “climate”.


    It should be said that Trump offers much that can be criticised: he is a phony conservative, his protectionist policies are antithetical to free-market principles, he doesn’t care much about pollution (at least reducing it), his career in business does not make him a politician, he constantly needs to clarify his statements retroactively, and so on. However, I will focus solely on empty criticism and a feckless smear campaign.


    Trump is not a mechanical demagogue (unlike a certain former rival of his22). In his 1987 best-selling book The Art of the Deal he described how he handled the media, and those practices are in play even today.23 His craft and trolling is evident in the fact that the media—whether they despise him or not—hardly give airtime to anything but him. But this coverage has been laden with distortion, generalisation and misleading stories. Let us now look at some remarkable examples.


    When Trump announced his campaign last summer, he mentioned criminals from Mexico who had entered the country illegally, some of whom were “rapists”. The media distorted and generalised his statement, leaving the impression that Trump had declared that all Mexican immigrants, or indeed all Mexicans, were rapists.24


    A month later, he sparked a new wave of media backlash, when he said that Senator John McCain was not a “war hero”.25 His first response was to deny it, but then he changed his answer and said five times that McCain was in fact a hero. The media’s distortion made it seem that Trump did not consider McCain a war hero because he had been captured. Actually, he meant the exact opposite: he said that McCain was indeed a hero precisely because he was captured. Trump later repeated that all who are captured are heroes.26 Many outlets labelled Trump a draft-dodger, and some even called him a coward. In reality, this was not the case—his number simply was not called.27


    After the televised debate in August, the media convicted Trump of sexism. But in truth, the context had been twice removed and had distorted his statements. Using statements that were taken out of context,28 Fox News anchor Megyn Kelly accused Trump of a “war on women,”29 which irritated Trump because he thought he had been mistreated enough already.30 The next day he gave an interview in which—among other boxing metaphors31—he said that Kelly had “blood coming out of her eyes, blood coming out of her wherever”.32 The media saw an allusion to menstruation,33 discarding the repeated use of imagery and also the fact that Trump used the exact same phrase to describe Chris Wallace, another debate moderator. Thus it seemed that Trump had made a comment that was sexist and nothing but.34 Trump responded that he had meant Kelly’s nose and that only “a deviant would think anything else”. In a subsequent interview, Brande Roderick, the subject of one of the statements Kelly cited, actually gave high praise to Trump and said she held nothing against him.35 (Naturally, this did not mean that others could not be offended in her stead.)


    Trump decided to boycott Fox News, but a truce was quickly called, courtesy of pleading by Roger Ailes, its president. Despite the media’s narrative fiat, Republican women in fact favour Trump.36 Besides, Trump is said to hire people based on competence, not their sex.37, 38 (Sexism seems more the domain of those who specifically insult the intelligence of women.39) Because Trump indeed says things that offend women, with good cause, the media are prone also to attack, on impulse, his innocuous comments about women. But he cannot be fashioned into a misogynist based on his statement that women and doctors should be punished if abortion were declared illegal.


    He stirred up most controversy by proposing a ban on Muslims entering the US until it could be figured out “what is going on”.40 The title of the subsequent Trump campaign press release states, in bold letters, that the matter concerned preventing “immigration”, but the media rephrased his statement to make it seem that Trump wished to ban all Muslims out of xenophobia.41 Still, no label can cancel out two facts: the US Code of Laws, and precedent.42,43 Besides, it is rather telling that about half the population actually support banning Muslim immigration, including Democrats (whose opposition to the proposal increases by one-fifth at the mere mention of Trump’s name).44 The fear of justifiably criticising Islam45 is evidence of true fatuousness and of the self-destructing power of political correctness46, because Islam is diametrically opposed to the religio-cultural bedrock of the West.47 Trump is critical of Islam and called Brussels a “hellhole” in January, which was of course deemed offensive. But it transpired that, in such “hellholes”, innocents are killed by the dozen. The West is trying to import a culture which does not want to assimilate with multiculturalism. Trump is controversial because he has highlighted problems related to immigration and terrorism that the media can no longer sweep under the carpet. Blood is on the hands of those who protect feelings over hard truths. Trump promises not to let the US become Europe.


    At the end of March, Trump’s campaign manager, Corey Lewandowski, was charged with battery for assaulting reporter Michelle Fields. Fields claimed that Lewandowski had almost “yanked” her down, and that it had been the “worst” experience of her life apart from the death of her father. Lewandowski denied ever having met Fields. When the security camera recording was released, it was clear that Lewandowski had grabbed Fields by the upper arm. This is as far as the media delved into the matter, labelling Lewandowski a thug and liar and clamouring for him to be fired. However, the Secret Service had warned Fields multiple times to keep away from Trump so, in effect, Lewandowski stepped in to do the job that a laggard bodyguard did not.48 The state attorney decided not to prosecute, to the disappointment of all the white knights in the media.


    The most telling failure on part of the media has, of course, been the ten-month doomsaying, which still did not stop Trump seizing the nomination. Politico listed nine blunders that many an analyst made throughout the campaign.49 It took 17 candidates to make it clear how important an outsider’s financial and ideological independence really is to the voters. And, for all that time, the media did not bother to listen to the voters. No wonder the people have no trust left.50


    The public’s mistrust of politicians and the media is constantly on the increase, especially because all the original sources are stored in the eternal memory of the internet, readily available to all. Trump has proven that the media constitute a toothless paper tiger that is all growl and no bite. The media’s apparent bias has blown a hole in the narrative make-believe, which is set to become a watershed with Trump leading the way.


    Trade unionist Nicholas Klein said in 1919: “First they ignore you. Then they ridicule you. And then they attack you and want to burn you. And then they build monuments to you.”51 It is too soon to be speaking of monuments. November will decide whether Trump will get the chance to make America great again. The future of the Republican Party is also yet to be decided. Staunch conservatism will not save it, but a certain reality TV star might just prove to be their saving grace. Trump is definitely not the most honourable, most cordial, or the most pleasant, but he is the only shot the Republicans have.


    


    Translated by the author.


    The English version of this article has been updated and differs slightly from the Estonian version.
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    Publishing Nikolai Reek’s (1890–1942) works on military science in the series on the history of Estonian thought is a worthwhile project since it is the first time that a professional member of the armed forces writing about military subjects has been placed on the same level as other Estonian thinkers. This book will therefore hopefully help more people to understand that being a serviceman is about more than just shooting and digging ditches—which are still necessary—and that the position is also a serious science, depending on one’s rank and specific duties.


    This publication may therefore help the Estonian Defence Forces to achieve their purpose in raising military science as an academic discipline on the same level as psychology or mathematics. Although we may claim that there are no military matters that could not be solved within the framework of existing disciplines, and that “military science” is as absurd as “the science of peace”, it is still reasonable to define a specialist field dedicated to military issues (tactics, the art of operations, military leadership). Apropos, it is worth mentioning that the Estonian National Defence College (KVÜÕA) decided to rename its journal KVÜÕA Toimetised (“ENDC Proceedings”) as Sõjateadlane (“Military Scientist”)—a bow to a journal with the same name that was published on the initiative of Lieutenant General Nikolai Reek in 1925 and from 1938 to 1940.1


    I hope that this Sõjateadlane fares better than the pre-war journal. Nikolai Reek noted in 1936 that Estonian military science was in poor shape since the journal’s readership consisted only of active officers, which is why the income received from research did not cover the cost of publication. Despite this, he underlined the importance of original Estonian military science because he considered it the only means of adapting the technical and tactical changes and operational concepts of the era to Estonian circumstances so as to develop a military doctrine suitable for the country (p. 430).


    These ideas sound quite modern. Our Defence Forces have also struggled with fusing the differing approaches to military science adopted by officers of different “schools of thought”, i.e. servicemen trained in various military academies in Finland, the US and other countries, and adapting the knowledge learnt abroad to the Estonian context. Even though these problems are said to be irrelevant today, the Estonian Defence Forces do not have a single publicly available battle doctrine (such as the US’s field manual FM 100–5, which is periodically updated) that would explain to mere mortals and privates how we are planning to fight.


    Writing about this in 1936, Nikolai Reek said: “We cannot develop a doctrine that is suitable for our situation based on foreign literature alone. ... A ‘vinegret’ [he meant a salad popular in Russian cuisine—KP] of understandings may develop over the question of the doctrine. Russians faced this threat a while back. One person read one source, another person read a different one, the first understood the text in one way, the second differently, and the result was a confusion of terms and understandings!” (p. 431). The fact that servicemen, especially high-ranking officers who were educators, should perform research was self-evident for Reek. In an address to the officers of the Estonian Higher Military School, he said that their professional activity and field of operation should be based on performing research on questions in their field that had been entrusted to them, besides practical work in units and staff. (p. 434).


    Discovering and analysing Estonia’s own treasury—or, as Captain-major Liivo Laanetu recently put it,2 “goldmine”—of military science publications is mostly something for the future. This book grants us access to a lot of material that could be analysed in the context of the era’s military ideas as part of a special research project. Today, the state of military research being what it is, we know little of the development of military thought in Estonia in the inter-war period. We are quite familiar with the topics of planning national defence and purchasing arms but we do not know precisely how the high command of the Estonian army planned to fight against enemies on the tactical and operational level. Unlike Poland, France or our close neighbour Finland, we cannot analyse this on the basis of battles that actually took place. The resources we do have and can study are military literature, army regulations and material on exercises where scenarios were prepared, tasks were set and, in the best cases, participating units received an assessment.


    Nikolai Reek’s influence on military tactics was undoubtedly great, since he was a division commander, editor of the journal Soldier (“Sõdur”), head of the general staff’s courses, inspector of military educational institutions, and, from 1934, head of the general staff and Johan Laidoner’s [commander-in-chief] closest colleague. It is worth noting that he was a strong-willed serviceman with many talents and a proud nature (according to Voldemar Kures), who was given the moniker “Napoleon”. Reek was a controversial person and people sometimes also recall his negative aspects. His derision of Latvians, for example, is noteworthy—as long as Reek was in office, it was no use talking about a working military alliance with them—but in this review let us focus, rather, on his publications in the field of military science. His handbook Instructions on Waging Battle (Lahingu juhatus) published in 1920—which has not, unfortunately, been included in this collection—was approved as the official instruction for teaching tactics by directive of the Minister of War (p. 17). His later writings, such as Decision of a Leader and How It Is formed (Juhi otsus ja selle kujunemine), which was amended in 1937, were also approved as official regulations.


    Andres Seene correctly notes that the traditional Russian strike tactics were replaced in Reek’s writings with fire tactics (p. 17). Emphasis on the impact of new firearms, especially automatic weapons, was based on experience of position warfare characteristic of the Western Front in World War I. Reek, who was the first Estonian serviceman to study at the French Higher Military School from 1923 to 1925, modified the ideas of the French school for Estonia. The keywords of the French doctrine were “fire kills” and “methodical battle” characterised by subjecting the activities of manoeuvrable units to the requirements of a “fire plan” prepared by higher levels of decision-making. Subunits had little freedom to act since everything was to be coordinated with the high command of an operation and “synchronised” with other activities. This contrasted sharply with the idea of manoeuvre warfare developed in Germany, and the results very clearly did not benefit France in 1940.3


    Naturally, it might not be true that all bad developments were adopted from France. For example, Reek emphasised many times that “the virtue of a written order is its brevity” (p. 315)—a statement that it would be beneficial to remember in the Estonian Defence Forces as well—and underlined the importance of initiative (p. 311). Still, firepower takes centre stage. Even in 1937 he postulated that “fire is the most important factor in a battle. Attack is fire that moves forward; defence is fire that forces the opponent to stop” and, a few pages later, “the main type of armament in a battle is the infantry”. While Reek dedicated eight pages to analysing landscapes from the point of view of using automatic weapons, he spent less than a page exploring the same subject from the perspective of armoured fighting vehicles, and paid even less attention to anti-tank protection (p. 289). This was an extremely flippant attitude if we consider who were to be Estonia’s opponents.


    As mentioned above, research should be undertaken to compare Reek’s works with the battle regulations of other countries and to analyse the various strata of the texts. All in all, this publication offers plenty of food for thought about past and contemporary military issues, so it would make fascinating reading for both historians and military enthusiasts. Lieutenant General Nikolai Reek’s writings, which were scattered among various sources, have now been published in one book and equipped with a sound and competent foreword. We can only hope there will be more publications like this.


    1 Andres Saumets and Sten Allik, “KVÜÕA toimetistest sõjateadlaseks” – Sõjateadlane 1, 2016, pp. 7–10.


    2 Liivo Laanetu, “Eesti meresõjalise mõtte kullafond” – ENDC Occasional Papers 3, 2015, pp. 9–95.


    3 See, e.g., Robert A. Doughty, The Seeds of Disaster: The Development of French Army Doctrine, 1919–1939, Archon Books/The Shoe String Press, 1985.
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    The April edition of Diplomaatia tries to see the world in a larger setting than usual. First, historian and diplomat Mikael Laidre writes about the concept of liberal democracy in the 21st century.


    “Liberal democracy and its values do not grow out of everything organically and inevitability, developed by a hypothetical linear progress axis,“ Laidre says. “What we are dealing with is radical innovation that always pushes the borders creating new ‘normals’, e.g. it is never satisfied – having achieved something, it immediately sets a new threshold.“


    His article is commented on by three experts – Tiit Kärner, Hille Hanso and Milvi Martina Piir.


    Magnus Christiansson, a Swedish defence analyst, is worried about security in the Baltic Sea region.


    “After 9/11 the EU played a junior strategic role on the world stage, as the United States gradually developed other priorities beyond Europe. Thus, it was not only deeply ironic (for several reasons) when the EU was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in 2012, but also profoundly misleading about what conditions made the EU possible: the triumph rested on peace in Europe and Russian weakness,“ he writes.


    Diplomaatia has an interview with warfare specialist professor Martin van Creveld, who visited Estonia recently.


    Merle Maigre, security adviser to the President of Estonia, Toomas Hendrik Ilves, explains how the term “Suwalki Gap“ came into being. It was invented by the president, and has developed a life of its own, increasingly being used internationally.


    Estonian diplomat Priit Pallum explains why the Free Trade Agreement between the European Union and the US is taking so long. According to Pallum, the two sides are still negotiating, and the subsequent processes of ratification and translation will be very lengthy. Consequently, it would be very premature to expect the agreement to be completed in the near future.


    Karl-Gerhard Lille, an Estonian humanities student, writes about the phenomenon that is Donald Trump.


    “It is unclear whether Trump will get the chance to make America great again. The future of the Republican Party is also uncertain. Staunch conservatism will not save it, but a certain television star might just prove to be their saving grace. Trump is certainly not the most honourable, most cordial or most pleasant, but he is the only shot [at the presidency] the Republicans have,“ Lille is convinced.


    Kaarel Piirimäe, an Estonian historian, reviews a collection of articles of wartime Estonian general Nikolai Reek.
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