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    This double issue of Diplomaatia mainly focuses on Estonia’s neighbours—Finland and Russia. Articles also cover water diplomacy, the economy of the European Union and Argentina.


    Experienced Finnish journalist Jarmo Mäkelä takes a look at a report ordered by Finland’s Ministry for Foreign Affairs about the country’s potential membership of NATO. Mäkelä thinks that, if Finland does not join NATO, the keys to Finland’s security will be kept in Moscow, Brussels or Stockholm. Pauli Järvenpää, Ants Laaneots and Marjo Näkki comment on the subject.


    Andrei Manoilo, one of Moscow’s best experts on information- and hybrid-warfare who has an FSB background, says in his interview for Diplomaatia that the Baltic States form too small a region to become the scene of a confrontation between Russia and the US. “I don’t want to offend anyone, but the Americans are very good at manipulating the Baltics. As the Baltic States are very small, they can be easily scared. This panic will later spread to larger European countries as well,” thinks Manoilo.


    Anna-Mariita Mattiisen from the Estonian Atlantic Treaty Organisation reflects on how Russia’s imperialist way of thinking extends to cyberspace, where Moscow is refusing to play by common rules.


    Hudson Institute analyst Richard Weitz recently visited Russia. “The fifth Moscow Conference on International Security (MCIS), which met on 26–28 April 2016, made clear that Russian policymakers may want to restore relations with the West, but only if Western leaders change their policies and thinking to accord better with Russian preferences,” writes Weitz. “The Russian speakers, which included the country’s senior national security leadership, called for more cooperation against common threats, especially international terrorism, but insisted that various Western policies inhibited such reconciliation.”


    Mariann Rikka, who has an MA in Law and Human Rights, writes about morality in Russian foreign policy, using the Russo–Georgian war of 2008 as a case study.


    Jaak Kiviloog, an Estonian retiree, writes about the relationship between Finland and Estonia. He is concerned that Estonians who, like him, live in Finland do not communicate with their compatriots a great deal—a different situation from that after the war when Estonians émigrés arrived in their new homelands. Erkki Bahovski, Editor-in-Chief of Diplomaatia, reviews the latest book on Estonian–Finnish relations by Kaja Kunnas and Marjo Näkki.


    Former Prime Minister of Estonia Andres Tarand writes about water diplomacy and Triina-Liis Makson, a Master’s student in international relations, explores Argentina. Katrin Höövelson, adviser on economic governance and Europe2020 at the European Commission’s representation in Estonia, looks at the prospects for EU Economic and Monetary Union.
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    Joining the North Atlantic Alliance would mean fundamental changes in Finland’s foreign and security policy
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        Jarmo Mäkelä,


        journalist


        Jarmo Mäkela was the senior diplomatic correspondent for the Finnish broadcasting company YLE, working in Moscow, Bonn and Brussels during the time he held this position. From 1997 to 2001 Mäkela was the press adviser at the Embassy of Finland in Washington. He was a research fellow at the Harvard University Center for International Affairs from 1990 to 1991.

      

    


    A four-person panel commissioned by the Finnish government to assess the effects of eventual Finnish membership of NATO has completed its work. Its central finding is that, whether in or out of NATO, Finland and Sweden should stick together.


    Ever since the occupation of the Crimea and the war in eastern Ukraine, a part of the Finnish political elite has been living in a strange state of denial.


    It is generally accepted that in the Crimea and Ukraine Russia has violated international law and broken the Helsinki Final Act. It is also accepted that, as an EU member, Finland should follow the sanctions regime agreed in Brussels. But does this mean that Finland should also draw some new conclusions over its bilateral relations with Russia? No.


    Why an expert opinion?


    This is probably why the Finnish government wanted to have an independent expert assessment on the most delicate and difficult question in the nation’s foreign and security policy. It is probably also the reason that the four-person panel did not contain a single representative of the Finnish political elite.


    Instead, two foreigners were invited: a Frenchman, François Heisbourg, and a Swede, Mats Bergqvist, both known and widely respected experts on foreign affairs. The panel was completed by two Finns: a former ambassador, René Nyberg, and the director of the Finnish Institute of International Affairs, Teija Tiilikainen.


    When receiving the panel’s report of some 60 pages, Finnish foreign minister Timo Soini appeared to be very satisfied and thanked the group for a job well done. But when the politicians got hold of the paper, the first comments were not promising.


    “There is Nothing New”


    Their persistent battle cry was immediately raised: There is nothing new in the document, we have known all of this all the time; there is nothing in it to make us change our minds. Those who had commissioned the report claimed it proved that “the official Finnish line has been correct all along”.


    In fact, there are a lot of new elements in the report. And if it proves anything, it testifies to the fact that the public debate in Finland on NATO membership has so far been very amateurish: strong emotions have replaced facts, baseless assumptions have replaced serious study, and certainty of opinions has hidden lack of knowledge.


    Extending the Mandate


    The panel was not tasked with voicing a preference for or against NATO membership. Nor was it requested to provide a pros-and-cons, balance-sheet approach. The task was simply to try to provide an evaluation of the potential effects of membership in the most clinical manner possible. The final conclusions would be drawn by the Finnish government when a comprehensive report on foreign and security policy is ready later in the year.


    The panel adhered to a strict interpretation of its mandate, with one substantive exception. It became immediately apparent that the choices made by Finland and Sweden (or vice versa) to join or not to join NATO, separately or together, could lead to different effects for the security and defence of Finland. Thus, the group decided on its own initiative to extend its analysis to include a hypothesis whereby Sweden joined NATO but Finland did not, since this would change the regional strategic and military status quo for Finland.


    Back to the Balance of Power?


    The longest chapter in the document deals with the changing strategic environment. It is divided into two parts: one on Russia and one on the state of the collective security frameworks in Europe.


    The report states clearly that Russia, as a dynamic and unsatisfied power—a country ruled by man, not by law—has instigated significant negative changes in Europe. Its policy is ambiguous and it even takes pride in a decision-making process that is as inscrutable and unpredictable as possible. Furthermore, Russia’s ability to make strategic decisions quickly and to implement them militarily and politically with great speed and agility sets Russia apart from the tsarist Empire or the USSR.


    In Europe the vision of cooperative security has faded in relation to greater Russian assertiveness and power politics. The model of international order promoted by Russia is based on the balance of power between the main actors consolidating their right to spheres of interest. Russia’s non-recognition of the established system of norms and confidence-building measures has increased distrust. As a consequence, political confrontation and military tension have increased, including within the Baltic Sea region. With the growing risk of military accidents and the escalation of military activities, the security of Finland is seen to have become vulnerable.


    Securing the North


    At the same time, it is of strategic significance for Finland and Sweden that the southern coast of the Gulf of Finland and the eastern coast of the Baltic Sea remain free. It is therefore in both countries’ interests that the security of the Baltic States be enhanced through adequate military means.


    From NATO’s standpoint, joint membership of Finland and Sweden (or indeed of Sweden alone) would be convenient. Circumventing the anti-access/area denial (A2AD) challenges posed by the Russian enclave of Kaliningrad and support for the defence of the Baltic States would presumably transit Sweden. It is taken for granted by the panel that, in the event of a serious crisis or military conflict, Finland and Sweden would become involved.


    In the light of the changed Russian posture and military activity, Sweden is rebuilding its territorial defence. The Finnish defence posture remains a policy of deterrence by denial. Another result of the changed military environment following the occupation of the Crimea is the unprecedented undertaking to jointly deepen Finnish and Swedish defence efforts including preparations for military cooperation in crisis conditions.


    Mapping Out Alternatives


    The assessors have done a great job by mapping out in detail the meaning of NATO membership. They describe both the Alliance’s basic purpose and options for full membership. The extension of the panel’s mandate made it possible to study logically all four possible alternatives open to the two countries:


    ● Both Finland and Sweden stay outside the Alliance


    ● Finnish Alleingang: only Finland joins NATO


    ● Swedish Alleingang: only Sweden joins NATO


    ● Both countries join NATO


    In the report, however, only the three latter scenarios are discussed in detail. It is assumed (quite correctly) that, barring some very dramatic occurrence in our neighbourhood, neither of the incumbent governments will act before general elections due in 2018 (Sweden) and 2019 (Finland).


    Is There a Fast Track?


    In addition to studying the implications of membership from the point of view of both the applicant countries and NATO—with detailed analysis of administrative, technical and budgetary matters—the panel also looked at a fast-track option. This would involve a procedure whereby Article 5 commitments would be declared to apply even before Finland (and Sweden) obtained full membership.


    This would be the first time such a procedure had been used by NATO. The high degree of overall military interoperability between NATO and Finland and Sweden would make this a straightforward option in technical terms. But politically it would encounter significant problems and uncertainties. Such an option has never been dealt with in the Finnish domestic debate.


    Russia’s Reaction


    How would Russia react to an eventual application and/or membership? According to the panel, Fenno–Russian relations would take a beating and the political reaction would be harsh. The unexpected and unprovoked breach of the border regime in northern Finland in late 2015 is cited as an example of Russia’s propensity to create a problem, then leverage it and offer to manage it without necessarily resolving it.


    During the accession process, which could be shortened by any eventual fast-track procedure, the atmosphere would be poisoned and trade could be badly hit. The traditional Finnish bilateral agenda would be in a shambles.


    The “First-strike” Question


    The panel recalls, however, that, more often than not, Russia’s track record on successive NATO enlargements has followed a repetitive sequence: first, opposition—sometimes strident, with political and economic pressure—then tacit acquiescence, and finally a return to the diplomatic and economic status quo ante once enlargement has taken place.


    The panel believes a direct military reaction by Russia would be out of question since Russia would not want to risk an Article 5 retaliation. Such an eventuality is not even seriously discussed in the report. This, however, is the very centrepiece of the Finnish internal debate.


    A former prime minister implied, in a serious essay, that membership would almost automatically make Finland the target of a military first strike by Russia. A former foreign minister embellished this view in a blog by suggesting that such a strike could be made with nuclear weapons.


    “There is a Limit”


    In the panel’s press conference François Heisbourg underlined that his discussions with interlocutors in Moscow had shown that there was a clear difference between the case of Finland and those of Georgia and Ukraine. He emphasised that there clearly “is a limit to the irrationality of Russian foreign-policy decision-making”.


    When discussing Russian reactions, the panel makes an important observation, which it calls a paradox: Russia is trying to prevent Finnish and/or Swedish membership of the Alliance by intimidation rather than by reassurance. This aspect of Russian behaviour, or its deeper implications, have never been publicly discussed in Finland.


    A Sea Change in the Making?


    Time and again, the group stresses that a decision to join the Atlantic Alliance and to be covered by its Article 5 collective-defence commitment would represent a sea change, transforming Finland’s security policy as a whole, and its relationship with Russia in particular. The deepest effects would not be in the sphere of military policy and dispositions but, rather, geopolitical and strategic in nature—and it would be a long-term commitment.


    In addition, timing is of the essence. On the one hand, decisions should not be rushed; on the other, applying for membership could be difficult once serious trouble breaks out in the Baltic region.


    Finland is currently using the possibility of NATO membership as an implicit threat in an attempt to master the inescapable geopolitical dilemma posed by its unpredictable neighbour. By choosing not to act on its own, Finland is leaving the keys of its own security to Moscow, Stockholm or Brussels.
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            Pauli Järvenpää,


            Research fellow at the ICDS


            As Jarmo Mäkelä says in his excellent review, the report assessing the potential impact of Finland’s NATO membership is ambitious and has been professionally prepared.


            Nevertheless, the compilers have not managed to avoid a certain tinge of schizophrenia. On the one hand, the report states that, should the security situation change, NATO is Finland’s only option. The reader wonders whether the situation in the Baltic Sea region has not changed sufficiently already. What else needs to happen in the region in addition to the Crimea and eastern Ukraine to encourage the Finns to make a decisive step towards the Western security community and full membership of NATO?


            On the other hand, the report does not mince its words and states that Russia is a discontented state that endangers the post-Cold War international order. It is not satisfied with itself or the world in general. It rattles its sabre at its neighbours and even threatens nuclear strikes.


            What advice can we give to Finland in light of its security challenges? Regional cooperation between the Nordic states is inevitable and Europe is a part of Finland’s modern identity. Collaboration with Sweden is reasonable; the same can be said about increasing cooperation with the US. However, these models of cooperation still give no guarantees to Finland, situated as it is next to Russia.


            The report clearly states that NATO is a defence alliance, membership of which would probably increase Finland’s level of security. The Alliance’s ability to implement Article 5 would boost Finland’s deterrent capability and prevent Russia from making miscalculations.


            The report refers several times to “Finland’s permanent geopolitical dilemma that cannot be solved”. This is valid from the historical viewpoint. Finland has, indeed, had few choices during its difficult history of being located between Russia and Sweden.


            Finland has options today. NATO would finally grant Finland a tool for controlling its strategic environment but the country simply does not want to make this choice.


            A nation that has a hard head is the toughest, as Paasikivi would say [Juho Kusti Paasikivi, President of Finland 1946–56—Ed.].
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            Ants Laaneots,


            Member of the Riigikogu (Estonian Parliament) and retired general


            Differences in the evaluation of military threats in the early 2000s led the development of Finnish and Swedish national defence in diametrically opposing directions. Sweden did away with territorial defence, ended compulsory conscription in 2009, and formed a small professional army (basically the size of a single division), to be supported by the Hemvärnet (Swedish Home Guard) in a crisis. Finland, on the other hand, continued with territorial defence, compulsory conscription and large defence forces (comprising 350,000 men in 2014) and a paramilitary border-guard agency.


            Partnership with NATO is part of Finnish and Swedish security policy and it has a clear political and military function. Both states fulfilled all the requirements necessary for joining NATO without fuss and are fully prepared for accession. The corresponding political decision is the only missing element.


            In recent years the security of Finland and Sweden has been substantially influenced by Russian attacks on its allies in the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS)—Georgia and Ukraine— and the unpredictable behaviour of Russia’s authoritarian leader, Vladimir Putin. Russia’s breach of the 1975 Helsinki Final Act, the main principle of which is that state borders can be changed only through negotiations, was a distress signal to the European Union and NATO, as it signified a sharp worsening of the security situation on the continent. Finland and Sweden also feel threatened by their powerful neighbour. While Sweden is now forced to restore its defence capability, Finland’s is at a high level. Even the Russians have acknowledged the good organisation, training and weapons, high readiness and combat power of Finnish defence forces.


            The Finns’ will to defend their country is based on the historical experience of fighting against the Stalinist Soviet Union; thanks to the selfless efforts of its people, Finland was the only state to retain its independence among the countries that were on the losing side in World War II. Eighty per cent of the population of Finland are ready to defend their homeland by serving in the armed forces today as well. The number of conscripts in each year’s intake is at the same level.


            The discussion on joining NATO has created a deep sense of uncertainty in the security field in both Finland and Sweden. The subject has not been debated so seriously before. The neighbouring countries think that they should join the organisation simultaneously, while they find it difficult to agree upon the timing. If Finland joins NATO alone, guaranteeing its security and defending the state will be significantly harder because it would be difficult for NATO’s reinforcements to get to Finland quickly. The same would happen if Sweden joined NATO but Finland was left out. Finland was in the same situation during the Winter War, when it had to face the Red Army all alone.


            Finland and Sweden’s membership of the Alliance is of the utmost importance to the Baltic States. Rapid reinforcement of the Baltics to strengthen their protection at a time of crisis presents a strategic challenge for NATO: it would be extremely difficult in the event of war. The Baltic Sea separates Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania from Northern and Western Europe. On the mainland, the states are connected to NATO and the European Union via the 112 km-wide Suwalki corridor, located between Poland and Lithuania. Russian forces have practised closing the “gap” during the Zapad-2009 and Zapad-2013 exercises. Thus, NATO reinforcements could be brought to the Baltic States quickly only by sea or air—and Sweden and Finland have a key role in maintaining this connection.


            Estonia’s northern neighbours’ accession to NATO is strategically important not only to themselves and the Baltic States but also to all of Scandinavia. Their NATO membership would allow the creation of a joint Scandinavian–Baltic security space protected by NATO, and greatly facilitate the speed of arrival of NATO reinforcements and their movement on the whole territory in the event of military conflict, even if Russian forces managed to close the so-called Suwalki Gap. A common NATO space would enable control to be maintained over the Baltic Sea (from the security perspective) and guarantee free movement on the sea.


            Finland and Sweden’s long hesitation over joining the Alliance is most probably connected to small nations refraining from changing the basis of their foreign and security policy too often, as they value stability and are more dependent on political sustainability than larger states. This is why all substantial changes in the field require internal consensus in Finland and Sweden, so that the decisions are seen as legitimate in the eyes of both the domestic and the foreign public. We hope that the necessary decisions will be reached quite soon.
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            Marjo Näkki,


            Baltic States correspondent, YLE


            If readers hoped to find a green light for joining NATO in the report, they were in for a disappointment. The report was about weighing positive and negative elements, and its purpose was not to suggest whether the state should accede to NATO. Still, the report was radical in the Finnish context. Even though the proponents of NATO may have been disappointed, this is not an issue. Finland has increased defence cooperation with Sweden and the two countries may form a joint military unit as early as 2018. Each state would decide independently where the unit is to be positioned.


            In addition, Finland has developed bilateral relations with the US, as shown by President Sauli Niinistö’s visit to Washington with other Nordic leaders in May. Finland is working to make increasing international cooperation possible. The Eduskunta (Finnish parliament) is working on a bill that would allow Finland to provide and receive assistance. The impulse for this was France’s request for help from the EU and NATO member states after the Paris terrorist attacks. That request was based on the mutual assistance clause in the EU’s Lisbon Treaty. Finland could not provide assistance as it did not have a law that permits this. The matter is being resolved so, in the future, Finnish defence forces can help Sweden in, for example, chasing a submarine. Neighbouring countries situated south of Finland could naturally also receive help. The black-and-white “NATO or no NATO” option is therefore not the only subject in the field of Finland’s military cooperation. Different shades of grey are also worth considering. They are an indication of Finland understanding the meaning of international cooperation.


            Nääki recently published the book Suomenlahden suhtekirja – Uudet vaaran vuodet (“On Relationships in the Gulf of Finland: New Years of Danger”) with Kaja Kunnas, Tallinn correspondent of the daily Helsingin Sanomat.
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    Moscow’s imperialist way of thinking is also applied to the Russian understanding of cyberspace
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        Anna-Mariita Mattiisen,


        Estonian Atlantic Treaty Organisation


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

      

    


    Käesoleva aasta märtsikuus kirjutas Vene välisminister Sergei Lavrov veenvalt ja kindlameelselt Venemaa ajaloolisest suursugususest, rõhutades, et ajaloole tuginemata ei ole jätkusuutlik poliitika võimalik.1 Sellises lähenemises ei ole iseenesest midagi uut. Venemaa imperialistlikud soovid on olnud identifitseeritavad riigi käitumises sajandeid ning ekslik oleks arvata, et samast loogikast ei lähtuta ka IT-valdkonda puudutavates teemades. Ehkki sõnades räägitakse kindlalt, et ei soovita vastasseisu USA, NATO ega Euroopa Liiduga ning ollakse valmis koostööks, jäävad need soovid endiselt vaid jutuks, peegeldades juba kogetud Venemaa sõnade ja reaalsete tegude vahekorda. Samuti on kehtiva sõjalise doktriini järgi Venemaa peamisteks vaenlasteks ühemõtteliselt määratletud NATO eesotsas USAga, kuna just liitlased on ennekõike need, kes seisavad vastu plaanidele taastada Vene impeerium vähemalt endise NSV Liidu piirides.
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        The Tallinn Manual on the International Law Applicable to Cyber Warfare, published by the NATO Cooperative Cyber Defence Centre of Excellence, has been heavily criticised by Russia as Russian experts were not involved in its preparation.
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    In March, Russian foreign minister Sergey Lavrov convincingly and determinedly wrote about Russia’s historical greatness and emphasised that sustainable politics is not possible without basing decisions on history.1 This approach is not new in itself. Russia’s imperialist desires have been evident in the state’s behaviour for centuries and it would be erroneous to think that the Russians do not use the same logic in issues concerned with IT. Even though they adamantly claim not to want a conflict with the US, NATO or the European Union and that they are ready for cooperation, these wishes have so far not turned into reality and remain a reflection of the disparity between Russia’s words and actions that we have experienced before. Moreover, according to the current military doctrine, NATO and the US are unequivocally identified as Russia’s main enemies since the Allies are the main actors obstructing Russia’s plan to restore its empire, at least within the borders of the former Soviet Union.


    The subject of protecting information available through information technology became relevant to Russia during the Arab Spring, when the existence of the internet substantially influenced the emergence of the revolution. Russia has been issuing statements about the IT field especially boldly and actively since the Snowden affair, emphasising the importance of protecting sensitive information.


    Today, with Russia sinking deeper and deeper into economic crisis,2 the Russians have started to use the field of information technology quite skilfully. Information and psychological operations have a very important role in preparing and organising combat activity in view of the military doctrine adopted in 2014, and the operations are considered a cheap and good method for influencing an opponent. On the other hand, Russia sees the information space as a (military) threat to the state’s internal stability as it allows the population to be influenced and Russian convictions and traditions (historical, patriotic, etc.) to be undermined. The internet is the key factor through which Russia is planning to influence the enemy in the international information space.


    Thus, protecting information and information security has become an important issue for the Russian Federation; it is becoming increasingly more centralised and is constantly being developed. The West’s opinions on this matter are, however, not accepted, and the decades-long “arms race” has smoothly transferred to the field of IT.


    Despite its economic difficulties, Russia plans to strengthen its IT capabilities, especially in the armed forces.3 While the country’s general defence expenditure will be reduced by 5% in 2016, information technology is being further developed and has become one of the Kremlin’s most effective tools. Lieutenant General Ben Hodges, commanding general of theUnited States Army Europe, has called Russia’s electronic military technology “eye-watering”; the US Director of National Intelligence, James Clapper, considers the cyber threat posed by Russia more extensive and greater than that of China. Russian hackers have allegedly managed to break into the information systems of the White House, including the president’s schedule, and tested the vulnerability of US infrastructure.4


    We cannot exactly talk of a “cyber field” in the Russian context since Russian leaders clearly categorise cyber capability within the wider area of information technology. Events in Ukraine, where cyber operations are just a part of information warfare, illustrate this well.5 Russia uses information technology skilfully and has cunningly integrated it into its activities, integrating both its technological and psychological aspects.


    The internet is seen as a tool with which the Western world, led by the US, tries to organise coups in non-democratic states. Moscow thinks that Washington is trying to implement changes in regions that belong to Russia’s sphere of interest behind the smokescreen of democratisation. Both the Arab Spring and the “colour” revolutions have been described as US instruments for achieving global domination. Russia sees the West’s support for democratic activities and oppositions as a strategy through which the opponent is trying to curb Russia’s power and capability in the international arena.


    Russia’s way of thinking and the Realpolitik based on it is therefore largely based on the principles of the realism school, as Russia highly values the popular 20th-century [or rather 19th-century–Ed.] term “balance of power”, whereas the scales must always be tilted in favour of the Russian side.


    Information Protection in Russia


    Owing to the fundamental differences in defining and interpreting the field of information technology, the Western and Russian views on information protection and security also differ.


    While Western governments primarily talk of cyber security in terms of protecting their own digitised state assets (e.g. electronic elections from interference and unwanted influence; the intranets of government departments and other state bodies; personal data, etc.), Russia sees information security as protecting information per se, which includes the state closing down “bad” websites, restricting freedom of expression and controlling freedom of speech, first and foremost in cyberspace. According to Russian rhetoric, the exchange of information needs to be restricted so as to protect people and their rights.


    In Russia a state-controlled body called Roskomnadzor organises information protection, oversees media channels, and regulates and censors the internet. This so-called watchdog also has a blacklist of web pages that are seen as dangerous for Russia for one reason or another. The list mainly consists of pages that spread anti-government messages, Pussy Riot-style videos or “homosexual propaganda,” but parts of Wikipedia, YouTube and Google are also on the list.6


    Although President Vladimir Putin claims that Russia has no intention of gaining control over the internet, his behaviour is the opposite. Russia justifies restricting internet use as a way of protecting citizens from dangerous foreign information. The media, social media and blogs can influence the masses, and if they exist quite freely they may have a disastrous impact on the state. Russia firmly believes that controlling the mass media protects citizens from false information.7 Blogs have been deemed especially dangerous and those with more than 3,000 followers must officially register their activity. A big problem is that ordinary citizens only inhabit the domestic information space and as a result only see the Kremlin’s version of events on the internet. Their information space mainly consists of the social network Vkontakte, search engine Yandex and e-mail service mail.ru.8 The Russian propaganda machine is well oiled, which is eloquently illustrated by opinion polls claiming that half of the Russian population agrees that the internet must be censored. They also believe that foreign countries use the internet to harm Russia and that this is a threat to political stability. Half of the population also believes that the internet must be controlled by the Russian government to maintain political stability due to the content of blacklisted web pages.9


    As of September 2015 all companies active in Russia are required to maintain the data of their Russian clients on servers located on Russian territory.10 Let us take this with a grain of salt—although Facebook, Apple and Google have not yet fulfilled this requirement, they must do so pursuant to the new law if they wish to continue their activity in Russia. Storing data on Russian territory would create a good opportunity for Russia to control all that information. The situation in Ukraine, where many important sites were hosted on Russian servers and could therefore be directly controlled by the FSB, is an analogous example.11,12


    “Controlling” Information Technology on an International Level


    Russia also sees the uncontrolled spread of information on the internet and information technology in general as a serious threat to state security on the international level. This is why it wants to express opinions on the matter and achieve its agenda. At the international level, Russia has mainly spoken about the issue at the UN, which is understandable, as Russia does not belong to any other organisation together with the Western states. Moreover, Russia also needs the support of countries that are “on the same side”, which is easiest to achieve in the UN.


    Since 1998 Russia has submitted various proposals and drafts for amending UN resolutions so that the organisation would adopt specific measures to guarantee information security and prevent cyber warfare. However, as mentioned earlier, Russia understands these concepts somewhat differently from the West. Russia’s active work in the UN in this field can, rather, be linked to attempts to curb the spread of US power, as Russia is worried about revolutions started on the internet. First and foremost, the state is trying to stop the US from supporting such uprisings. If Russia gained control over information technology, this might prevent revolutions through government-controlled websites and information.


    Russia believes that the internet and the spread of information through it should be nation-specific (not international, as the West sees it) and subject to the respective state’s jurisdiction.13 Any other situation would pose a threat to the state’s sovereignty. Russia says that failure to restrict the internet causes an increase in violations of human rights online and prevents states from managing cybercrime. This is the main point that Russia is trying to put across at the UN about the international regulation of IT. Cooperation with states belonging to the Shanghai Cooperation Organisation (SCO), CIS and Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO) is considered the key factor in achieving this.


    Western governments have regulated cyber security through existing international law and do not see the need to adopt entirely new laws. The Tallinn Manual on the International Law Applicable to Cyber Warfare,14 published by the NATO Cooperative Cyber Defence Centre of Excellence, has been labelled by the Russian media as a potential threat,15 since the official position of the Russian Federation favours a complete ban on cyber weapons in international relations as the Russians think that this publication could help to legitimate cyber warfare. No Russian researchers or experts were involved in preparing the publication, which is why the Russian media have criticised the contents a great deal, as they have argued that no new international rules should be introduced without Russian participation.


    The US–Russia cybersecurity agreement entered into in 2013, the purpose of which is to guarantee cyber security jointly, can be also deemed relevant on an international level.16 This cooperation helped to create several allegedly safe channels between the governments so that they could contact one another in case of danger or attack and react together. At the same time, such cooperation might allow Russia to easily gain access to US defence plans, for example, if the US ignored Russia’s “bad” cyber behaviour. US intelligence has already uncovered a strategic cyber intelligence unit connected to the Russian government that has been probing the vulnerability of US economic, government and other critical infrastructure units. The US believes that Russia is preparing for a potential future cyberattack.17 But this is only a part of Russia’s IT arsenal.


    In 2015 Russia entered into a bilateral agreement with China in which cooperation and exchange of information are complemented by presenting a united front at the UN. Russia and China have common interests in this matter, and their interpretation of the IT issue is worlds away from that of the West.


    Skilful Use of IT in Backing Strategic Interests


    Russia’s rhetoric on cooperation with the US and other Western states in building an efficient cyber-defence system is the opposite of what the world learnt from documents leaked in 2011. These revealed that Russia was clearly developing cyberattack capabilities, including equipment and software that damages electronic devices, tools that allow data to be collected from the “enemy’s” information systems, software that allows memory modules to be overwritten and/or deleted or communication networks to be taken down and turned off, and control systems to be switched off and their algorithms changed; developing the capability to implement a new algorithm in a specific information system,18 and to change and control buildings’ security systems; developing devices intended to redirect internet connections, and create resources to support extensive cyber warfare.19 However, this is only one part of Russian IT activity. Potential cyberattacks and paralysing enemy software are complemented by distorting the spread of information in cyberspace and disseminating propaganda.


    Russia’s main purpose is to gain global control over information technology and through this restore its historical empire. Dominating the West has always been on the Russian agenda and its imperialist intentions have not disappeared. IT seems to be the means by which Russia could overpower the Western states. Russian cyber capability and activity in IT has grown quickly, which is why the Western governments and, primarily, NATO should start developing the field more vigorously and stop underestimating Russia.


    Russia says that it wants to cooperate with the West and create an international legal basis to punish the organisers of cyberattacks and protect information effectively, but the reality is that the Kremlin is even refusing to sign the Council of Europe’s Convention on Cybercrime, which is open to all states and is one of the most promising documents to be prepared in this field. If Russia were to sign the document, the West could probably hold Russia liable for many a cyberattack.


    As I said earlier, technology and cyberattacks are not the only components of the Russian IT arsenal—a wider range of activities, such as propaganda and psychological influence, also form part of it. While Europe is more unstable than it has ever been, Russia has found a window of opportunity that it uses skilfully. A weaker Europe and NATO are good for Russia, as it can achieve its objectives; in today’s world, where IT is at the heart of many important developments, Russia can use the field for its own interests. One of its main purposes is to secure its strategic imperialist interests and increase its influence in the former territories of the Soviet Union. As Russia cannot control or restrict the spread of information on the internet outside its territory, it tries to present its version of events in online forums and the comment sections of news portals in addition to traditional media channels. A good example is the fear of refugees that was created in Estonia with the help of Russian propaganda that the ordinary citizen did not perceive as such; refugees have consequently come to be seen as a real threat. Given that Russia sees IT as involving everything connected to cyberspace, achieving such a result is also a step ahead in regulating the field in other states besides Russia. Taking into account Russia’s historical desire to dominate the West, and the state’s economic situation and military capability compared to NATO, the expert manipulation of information technology is a good way of achieving Russia’s aims.
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    The Baltic States form too small a region for a serious confrontation between Russia and the US to arise there, said Andrei Manoilo, one of the top information- and hybrid-warfare experts in Moscow with an FSB background, in an interview for Diplomaatia.


    In the 2000s, Manoilo worked in the Federal Security Service of the Russian Federation (FSB) as an information-warfare specialist mainly focusing on the Middle East, but he has also worked in the Nordic countries. According to Manoilo, he worked on developing measures to counter “information aggression”. In 2013, together with colleagues, he published a monograph about information warfare. Later Manoilo also worked in the FSB on the “colour” revolutions. Since 2012 he has been working at Moscow State University as Lecturer in Political Science, and is a member of the scientific advisory board to the Security Council of Russia, which makes the country’s most important national security decisions. According to Russian media, Manoilo also advises the General Staff of the Armed Forces of the Russian Federation.
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    The annual conference of the Russian Academy of Military Science [expert council, established by presidential decree in 1994, that brings together leading scientists from all Russian power structures and is funded entirely from the state budget–JP] has become a very important indicative event in the Russian military sphere. An example is the presentation in 2013 by the Chief of the General Staff, General Valery Gerasimov, in which he formulated all the principles of hybrid warfare that the Kremlin later used, first in the Crimea and then in eastern Ukraine. A year later Gerasimov further developed his thesis at the same event. At this year’s conference in February in Moscow, Gerasimov dedicated a lot of time to how “colour” revolutions threaten Russia. You were one of the presenters at the conference. How great does the Russian administration still consider the threat from colour revolutions? How seriously does the Kremlin take this, especially two years after the Maidan events?


    Gerasimov mainly discussed opposing colour revolutions outside Russia. He regarded them as an element of hybrid warfare. He believes such attempted coups need to be opposed because if they take place as colour revolutions, they inevitably bring about the onset of hybrid warfare. Gerasimov always has a very systematic approach to such questions. His presentation was not broadcast and its full text was not published, but I can tell you that the basis of his planning was immensely detailed. He presented his plan about resisting colour revolutions exactly like a military operation is planned.


    Do I understand correctly that he presented a specific plan that Russia should follow if another colour revolution occurs somewhere close to the Russian border?


    That is correct. [While discussing a side-topic during the interview, Manoilo mentions in passing that the Russian General Staff is currently making serious preparations to avert a colour revolution in Syria.–JP]


    But what has a revolution got to do with the army, the military forces, even if it is a colour revolution? It is not an invasion of a country that the army needs to defend.


    That is a reasonable question. If colour revolutions take place with the help of coup technology, it is a matter for the police and security services. However, it all comes down to the fact that there is an element in the technology of carrying out colour revolutions—the moment the revolution transitions to the active phase. Usually one incident signals the beginning of mass protests: public self-ignition or protesting the [results of] presidential elections. When people protest spontaneously, there are never immediate massive protests as in colour revolutions; instead, people initially gather in small groups, which start to create larger groups until they form demonstrations. This takes at least a month. With colour revolutions, however, as soon as the incident occurs, it signals the protesters to take to the streets all over the city led by their activists, which means that this protesting electorate has been formed earlier and is only waiting for the signal.


    This is preceded by recruitment and building of a city-wide hierarchy of protest cells, where each cell has its own leader, who does not know the leaders or members of other cells, only his direct superior. This system is very similar to how Al-Qaeda is structured or how the underground boyevik units operated in the Northern Caucasus. Their requirements for conspiracy are the same. It is very difficult to fight such organisations, which act as networks, because destroying one cell does not take you to the next.


    Let us assume that is the case but still, what has this got to do with the army? Why should the army fight colour revolutions?


    It has to do with the army because such organisations can be fought only with agency work, by blending into them unnoticed. Military intelligence has acquired these methods excellently. The army has this type of experience and it is exactly what Gerasimov was talking about.


    So they [military intelligence, i.e. the GRU in Russia] have the knowledge, experience and skills to fight colour revolutions?


    Of course.


    In short, General Gerasimov is convinced that potential colour revolutions close to Russia’s borders can and must be prevented by hybrid warfare. What did Gerasimov have in mind when he said “the general headquarters [of the Russian armed forces] has changed its views of modern warfare”?


    He was talking about how wars nowadays have a hybrid character and it is impossible to imagine using classical military force without hybrid measures. These days there is no warfare that is not hybrid. Such wars begin long before war is officially declared and end long after a peace treaty has been signed. They begin in the form of information warfare, diversionary acts and guerrilla warfare, and this is what the headquarters level proceeds from in planning modern warfare—this is what Gerasimov meant. Among other things, this means that military diplomats need to be excellent specialists in information warfare, influencing the public and psychological operations. In this aspect Gerasimov is absolutely right.


    So a modern army, including Russia’s, needs more and more experts in what used to be civil areas?


    Yes, specialists without epaulettes.


    There are probably many “specialists without epaulettes” acting in eastern Ukraine.


    I do not know about that. But the proportion of people without epaulettes is growing fast in the [Russian] military.


    At General Gerasimov’s initiative, the growing role of private military corporations in Russia was also widely discussed at this event. How should they operate in cooperation with Russian armed forces and other power structures? Has Russia decided to move in the direction of using more of them in future conflicts beyond Russia’s borders?


    Private military corporations [PMCs] are largely an invention of hybrid warfare. In my opinion, they are just a new type of mercenaries. The Russian Duma is currently discussing a law on the status of PMCs. The Americans use PMCs widely in modern military conflicts because they perform tasks that neither the Department of State nor the Pentagon can carry out for various reasons. In this sense it is an inevitable development. It is also evident in Syria. [An interesting related detail: much has been written in the Russian media about Russia’s most well-known, albeit for now unofficial, PMC unit, which is led by a former officer going by the name of Wagner. This unit has operated in eastern Ukraine but most actively in Syria. According to the influential St Petersburg-based website fontanka.ru, which published a detailed investigation about Wagner’s unit, the man behind the name is 46-year-old Dmitry Utkin, a reserve Lieutenant Colonel in the Russian special forces, who in 2013 served in the Independent Spetsnaz Detachmentof the 2nd Independent Brigade of the GRU as commanding officer of its subdivision in Pechory—a few kilometres from the Estonian border.—JP]


    If the Duma adopts the law and allows the use of PMCs in Russia’s interests, how will this change Russia’s strategy for foreign conflicts? What new options does it open up for you?


    It creates new possibilities to participate in military conflicts in their active phase while not risking military involvement at the state level. Not risking the lives of the soldiers of your own army is a typical hybrid-warfare tactic. The aim of the world powers is to fight foreign armies. This guarantees that they will not clash with each other, until a certain moment of course. An ideal future war would be two PMCs doing the fighting—if, of course, international law regarding PMCs does not change, if they do not realise that it is in fact a screen to legalise mercenaries.


    If this law is adopted, official PMCs will probably be established quite fast in Russia?


    Certainly. Unfortunately, there are numerous tensions between Russia and the West and the option to use PMCs would be considered in such cases in the future if necessary. Hybrid warfare without PMCs is probably not even possible anymore. The speciality of hybrid warfare is that direct confrontation between the main opponents is only an outside possibility. In hybrid warfare, world powers monitor each other’s strength, potential, and readiness to protect their interests, usually on the battlefields of the developing world. At the moment, Ukraine and Syria are typical such fields but they are not the only ones.


    Could the Baltic States be in that category?


    The Baltic States are too small for that. I don’t want to offend anyone, but the Americans are very good at manipulating the Baltics. As the Baltic States are very small, they can be easily scared. This panic will later spread to larger European countries as well. Then they of course turn to the US for help, which enables the Americans to set the condition for the Europeans that they finally need to pay the famous two per cent [the target to spend 2% of GDP on defence—JP], as you all promised.


    In your presentation at the conference, you said that Russia needed to have its own forces, measures and technological arsenal for hybrid warfare. Is Russia’s current arsenal really not sufficient?


    Of course they have their own arsenal. I meant “their own” in the sense that it should not duplicate the Americans’ tools. We are talking of asymmetric means against the Americans and NATO. We need to act differently from the Americans so that they do not understand our logic.


    Could it be said that Russia has its own model and strategy for hybrid warfare?


    It could. It does now. I cannot reveal it in detail but I can recommend reading a textbook, published a year ago by Moscow State University, titled very simply Hybrid Warfare, which our political scientists study. [The group of authors of the 190-page monograph was led by the Dean of Moscow State University’s Faculty of Political Science, Andrey Shutov, but the best-known author is Doctor of Political Science and former president of Russian Railways Vladimir Yakunin, who is famous for his extremely conservative views.–JP]


    An important aspect of hybrid warfare is non-military activities. To what extent has the Russian foreign ministry adjusted to the strategy or even tactics of hybrid warfare, in your opinion as a former FSB information-warfare specialist?


    In the past two years, Russian diplomacy has made a giant leap forward in development. This is best seen in relations with the US, which is still a major power and can implement a deterrent policy against Russia and China simultaneously. Russia’s power does not even come close. But we have learned asymmetric action and this is a strong advantage for Russia right now. The US clearly has difficulties with predicting Russia’s activities; they still proceed from some very simplified models but Russia is already behaving differently. Russian diplomacy and everyone connected to making foreign-policy decisions in general take into account the precisepsychology of US leaders. Russia is well aware of their inclinations, the decision-making patterns in various situations. We already know perfectly well how [US president Barack] Obama and [US Secretary of State] John Kerry will act even before they get into a situation that they need to resolve. Meanwhile, nobody knows how [Russian president Vladimir] Putin will act. The West is constantly trying to fit Putin into some standard mould and predict how he might behave, but he behaves differently. There is a pattern for Putin’s behaviour but it is different from what the West believes it to be.


    


    What is it then?


    You know, unpredictable behaviour is also in fact an element of predictability. Putin’s behaviour always remains within the confines of logic. Retrospective analysis of his behaviour shows us very simple logic there. Yes, it could be said that he has applied the style of domestic policy from the 2000s, where he often made seemingly very unexpected decisions, to making foreign-policy decisions as well.


    In today’s circumstances, where all warfare is already hybrid, the Americans are still betting too much on brute force, on the fact that force can resolve any kind of issue. But it is no longer the most important thing in the world. It is no longer important to strike a mighty blow from the outset; instead you need to have very fine fencing skills. Russian diplomacy is trying to strike by fencing like that.


    Do you believe Russian foreign policy is too asymmetric for the Americans and that they are incapable of adjusting to it?


    Yes, the Americans are still expecting symmetric responses from us, expecting that we respond to a strike with a strike. You know, we are very lucky to have Sergey [Lavrov] as foreign minister. He is a Gorchakov-style diplomat and leader of the department of foreign policy in Russia. [Alexander Gorchakov, born in 1798 in Haapsalu, studied at the same school as Russian poet Alexander Pushkin and was his friend. In the second half of the 19th century, Gorchakov led the Russian Empire’s foreign ministry for 25 years, making Russia a very influential country in Europe.–JP] Lavrov participates actively in making foreign-policy decisions in Russia. He has created a very strong think tank and team in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.


    Who are the key people in Lavrov’s team in the ministry?


    The most important body in Lavrov’s ministry is the General Secretariat, which prepares specific decisions. It is a headquarters but not a very public structure. [Since autumn 2014, the director of the General Secretariat has been Pavel Kuznetsov, who in 1999–2004 worked as a counsellor in the Russian Embassy in Tallinn.–JP] All diplomats who work there are very experienced and they are mainly Lavrov’s age. Some of them were Primakov’s advisers when he turned his plane around over the Atlantic. [In a famous incident, the then Russian foreign minister (and former Director of Foreign Intelligence) Yevgeny Primakov was heading to the US for an official visit in March 1999 and ordered the plane to turn around over the Atlantic when he heard that NATO aircraft had attacked Serbia without notifying Russia. This incident is considered a turning point in Russian–US relations since the end of the Cold War.–JP)
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    Russia projects itself as a guarantor of international law, a just and maybe slightly conservative country that stands for the validity of international law and its principles as agreed in 1945 in the UN Charter and related acts. Its deeds, however, do not always support this noble task. Kadri Liik, senior policy fellow at the European Council on Foreign Relations, has aptly pointed out (in the context of domestic politics) that in Russia “the right things happen for the wrong reasons”.1 So does Russia actually speak the “language” of international law and justice, or do the right words serve the wrong causes? The example of the war with Georgia, during which Kosovo was often cited as a precedent, fits the purpose of a small case study on that question. Who is guilty of the “dual morality” in those cases—the West, as Russia always claims, or Russia itself?


    


    International Legal Framework


    The provisions of the UN Charter and accepted international law strictly prohibit the use of armed force. This regulation is widely accepted and breaching it is broadly condemned by the international community. Article 2 (4) may be considered the core of the Charter and the prohibition of the use of force against another country is a peremptory (jus cogens) norm of international law. Neither humanitarian nor (even more questionable) pro-democratic intervention is acceptable as an exception to this prohibition.2


    At the same time, as mentioned in the Charter itself and, for example, the R2P (responsibility to protect) principle, human life and dignity are the core values of international law and order. The protection of human rights is an obligation of all members of the international community. When it comes to the use of force as a means for fulfilling that obligation, both views—a conservative and a more liberal one—may be justified. The prohibition of the use of force is absolute in its essence and the consequences (including misinterpretations and violations) of opening the door to more exceptions are unpredictable. So, in principle, the conservative view is justified and should not be perceived, a priori, as biased or manipulative.


    The Russian Position


    Russia has, at least since the collapse of the Soviet Union, always been against narrowing the scope of this prohibition. In its official statements, it condemns Western states for using human rights or pro-democratic arguments to justify violation of the principles of state sovereignty and non-intervention. In cases of discretionary decisions (human rights vs. sovereignty), Russia has often put sovereignty first (e.g. Kosovo, Syria).


    Assuming that the Russian position per se is justified, let us look more closely at its thinking on international law. In Russia human rights have always been interpreted a little differently than in the West. The differences have been justified by, for example, a different political ideology (in Soviet Russia) or cultural differences.3


    There is indeed a historical (or cultural) difference in understanding the relationship between the individual and the ruler: while in the West the relationship is seen as “contractual”, in Russia it derives from the idea of “giving oneself over” to the Tsar (who was akin to the God).4 If the subjects of international law are considered to be only or primarily states, not individuals, it is understandable that the principle of state sovereignty and the right to self-determination prevail over human rights and humanitarian values.


    The following thought of one Russian international-law scholar well illustrates Russian attitudes on the question: “It follows from the principle of sovereignty that the State’s relationship with its own population is a domestic question, regulated at the national level. It is necessary to depoliticize and de-ideologize the use of human rights in inter-State relations.”5 This, according to Russia, the West with its dual morality is failing to do. But how “dual” is Russia’s own morality when it comes to its actions?


    Kosovo—a Precedent?


    Russia has claimed that intervention in and acknowledging the independence of the breakaway Georgian territories of Abkhazia and South Ossetia was an analogous case to Kosovo. Indeed, in both, regional and national tensions date back centuries and the interventions were not authorised by the UN Security Council.


    In Kosovo negotiations had been going on for about a year, several agreements had been made and breached by Serbia, and diplomatic solutions were rejected by the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia before NATO began air strikes in 1999. In discussions in the UN Security Council, Russia warned that NATO’s actions would set a dangerous precedent and “a virus of a unilateral approach would spread”.6 So Russia took a conservative approach—it interpreted the ban on using armed force and the principle of non-intervention broadly and stressed the importance of state sovereignty. The other side stressed the moral imperative “to act forcefully in the face of gross violations of human rights”.7


    The then UN Secretary-General, Kofi Annan, admitted that the question was not unambiguous but said that “what is clear, is that the enforcement actions without Security Council authorization threaten the very core of the international security system founded on the Charter of the United Nations”.8 So Russia was not wrong in condemning the intervention, whatever the motives. But does it persist in its principal views and act accordingly?


    Russo–Georgian War


    Russia’s main arguments in justifying the use of force in Georgia were:


    protecting civilians of South Ossetia, and


    protecting Russian citizens abroad.


    The first argument is clearly humanitarian, and identical to the main argument in the case of Kosovo. Unlike in Kosovo, however, in this case Russia prioritised humanitarian considerations over the principles of state sovereignty and non-intervention. So were the circumstances more exceptional in Georgia?


    Like Kosovo and Serbia, Russia and Georgia had a long history before the war. Georgia is one of the countries that Russia classifies as the “near abroad”, in which it had already taken back control in the 1990s. Russian troops took up presence on Georgian soil, peace agreements were concluded determining the role of Russian “peacekeepers” in securing the peace in Abkhazia and South Ossetia, and Georgia joined the Russian-led Commonwealth of Independent States and Collective Security Treaty.


    At this point Russia established an awkward and legally very ambiguous pattern: it facilitated rebellious tendencies, supported certain political forces and, when the situation was out of control, received an invitation from president Shevardnadze to go and help sort it out. In fact, indirect force also falls within the scope of the prohibition of the use of force and the principle of non-intervention. It is impossible to claim that facilitating rebellious sentiment and supporting political forces in another country is not an intervention in the domestic affairs of that country. Accepting that Russia intervened by invitation (an accepted exception to the prohibition of the use of force and principle of non-intervention) in this situation would lead to an absurd interpretation that it is tolerable to force the invitation, even by breaching the law, and then legally come to “help”.


    Relations between the neighbours deteriorated again after Mikheil Saakashvili came to power in Georgia and began to take a clear pro-Western course.9 First, Russia claimed that Georgia had carried out genocide against the people of South Ossetia. As it became clear that this could not be proven, these allegations became less frequent.10 By comparison, in the case of Kosovo, the displacement of people and atrocities against Kosovo Albanians were evident.


    A 2009 report to the Council of the European Union by the International Fact-Finding Mission on the Conflict in Georgia (IIFFMCG) brings out two reasons humanitarian arguments are not appropriate in the case of Georgia: insufficient grounds and Russian geopolitical interests. “Among major powers, Russia in particular has consistently and persistently objected to any justification of the NATO Kosovo intervention as a humanitarian intervention. It can therefore not rely on this putative title to justify its own intervention on Georgian territory. And as a directly neighbouring state, Russia has important political and other interests of its own in South Ossetia and the region. In such a constellation, a humanitarian intervention is not recognised at all.”11


    What about the second argument: protecting its own nationals? This is the only justification, next to self-defence and UN Security Council authorisation, that Russia officially accepts as a basis for an exception to the prohibition of use of force.


    Actions resting on this argument are somewhat questionable and, if allowed at all, should be limited in scope and duration and very strictly focused on rescuing and evacuating nationals.12 The IIFFMCG report concludes that this was not the case in Georgia: “In the case at hand, the action was not solely and exclusively focused on rescuing and evacuating Russian citizens, but largely surpassed this threshold by embarking upon extended military operations over large parts of Georgia.”13 The proportion of ethnic Russians or Russian citizens in Georgia was small, so the argument seemed even more like a random excuse for intervention.


    That explains the “passportisation” campaign carried out before the conflict (since 2004). Russia began to grant passports and citizenship to people in Abkhazia and South Ossetia through a simplified procedure. Russia claimed that, along with acknowledging their independence, this was a means to help the regions’ populations.


    The IIFFMCG report concludes that the naturalisation was illegal because the granting of citizenship took place in a situation where the naturalised persons did not have any connection to the “receiving” state, nor was there any other accepted basis in international law. So the vast majority of naturalised people are not legally Russian citizens and the argument of protecting them is void.


    Based on that example, we may conclude that the one principle that Russia has followed is pragmatism. The morality, however, seems rather dual.


    The Future?


    To paraphrase Kadri Liik’s proposition, it seems that in Russian foreign policy the wrong things happen for (at least rhetorically) the right reasons. Could the wrong things be replaced with the right ones and Russia actually become a protector of international law and order?; and, if so, how? For that, I think, Russia needs to find a real national idea based not on imperialism or doubtful interpretation of history but on something more persistent, something deriving from its people, rich culture and traditions.


    Of course, identity and personal development cannot be imposed from outside. But examples are influential. So the best we can do to have a better neighbour at some point is to set an example: to live up to human rights and democracy, not only in words but also in deeds. Luckily, this is also the only thing that can guarantee our security and sustainability as a society. Thus, it gives us a solid basis for saying that our morality is not dual.
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    Richard Weitz is Senior Fellow and Director of the Center for Political-Military Analysis at the Hudson Institute. He is also an expert at Wikistrat and a non-resident Adjunct Senior Fellow at the Center for a New American Security (CNAS). Weitz has a PhD in political science from Harvard.


    


    The fifth Moscow Conference on International Security (MCIS), which met on 26–28 April 2016, made clear that Russian policymakers may want to restore relations with the West, but only if Western leaders change their policies and thinking to accord better with Russian preferences. The Russian speakers, which included the country’s senior national security leadership, called for more cooperation against common threats, especially international terrorism, but insisted that various Western policies inhibited such reconciliation. The Russian presenters also provided details of the Russian military operation in Syria and an assessment of global terrorism threats.


    The Russian military operation in Syria has proved surprisingly successful. But Russia lacks strong regional partners in the Middle East besides the Syrian government and Iran, is an energy competitor and unattractive economic partner of many Middle Eastern countries, has complex relations with Israel and potential Western partners, and cannot easily replicate the Syrian military intervention in any other location. Even in Syria, the problem of international terrorism has yet to be resolved. Meanwhile, Russian relations with NATO remain frozen over Ukraine, despite the incentives to cooperate against terrorism and other regional security challenges.


    Mixed Messages to the West


    According to deputy defence minister Anatoly Antonov, whose team organised the conference, nearly 700 delegates from over 80 countries attended the event—including 52 official military delegations and 19 foreign defence ministers. NATO governments again declined to participate at the official level, though some military attachés came informally. Although NATO governments participated in the first two of these conferences, which began in 2012, they started boycotting them in April 2014, when NATO suspended military exchanges with Russia over Moscow’s annexation of the Crimea and its intervention in eastern Ukraine.


    Even so, Russian government speakers addressed many of their remarks to Western audiences, though most of the attendees came from Russian official or non-governmental organisations, or non-Western governments. Unlike previous sessions, when the conference focused on highlighting a particular Russian concern about Western security policies (missile defences, NATO enlargement, alleged promotion of “colour” revolutions, etc.), the tone at this year’s conference, whose central theme was the fight against terrorism, was more measured. For example, president Vladimir Putin sent a message to attendees renewing his call, first made at the 70th Session of the UN General Assembly last September, for a broad-based global coalition, based on international law and the authority of the United Nations, against international terrorism.


    Sergei Makarov, head of the Military Academy of the General Staff of the Russian Armed Forces, argued that NATO and Moscow needed to cooperate more since they faced common threats. “It’s inappropriate to talk about European and Russian security separately, as if we were at opposite poles ... We have not had ideological barriers between us for a long time but there are growing common threats and dangers.” (All quotes come from Russian government news sources, including similar stories in Interfax, Tass, Sputnik and RIA Novosti.) Russia’s Permanent Representative to NATO, Alexander Grushko, insisted that NATO and the EU needed Moscow’s partnership to deal with transnational threats like terrorism and migration: “Not a single organisation is able to create islands of security on its own”.


    In his keynote address, defence minister Sergei Shoigu reflected the nuanced, mixed messaging on Russian–NATO relations. On the one hand, he praised their cooperation regarding Syria. Shoigu said that “Our bilateral agreements on the prevention of incidents in the airspace are working, the military structures responsible for the reconciling the parties are interacting”. He noted that, as members of the UN Security Council, Russia and the United States bore special responsibility for countering global threats like international terrorism. However, Shoigu added that, while Moscow had proposed closer collaboration to the United States, “the ball is in Washington’s court” since Moscow had yet to receive a positive response.


    Other Russian speakers developed this negative line about the West. For example, they still claimed that NATO was behaving aggressively and denying Russia’s call for equal and indivisible security in Europe. Shoigu noted that the first NATO–Russia Council (NRC) meeting in two years, which occurred on 20 April at the level of permanent representatives, ended without major achievement or even a date for a next session; he told the conference that the meeting did not inspire confidence that concrete military cooperation between Russia and NATO—which the Alliance had suspended on 1 April 2014 over the Ukraine issue—would resume anytime soon: “The situation in this field is deplorable. Russia’s cooperation with the NATO and EU countries remains frozen not through our fault.”


    These comments should not have been surprising given the pessimistic assessment the Russian foreign ministry offered shortly after the NRC meeting:


    Despite the fact that NATO clearly manifested its inability to go beyond politicised intra-bloc positions during the discussions, and all-too-known attempts by individual NATO members to discredit the RNC, we still regard it as a useful channel for holding consultations between NATO and Russia on key security issues.


    We will carefully review the results of the meeting. With regard to our further contacts and the level of intensity of political dialogue with NATO, we will be based strictly on NATO’s willingness to maintain equal cooperation and account for Russia’s national interests.


    We hope that NATO will be able to muster its political will and demonstrate a truly responsible approach towards establishing a systemic interaction with our country.


    Furthermore, Shoigu accused the West of waging a “harsh and uncompromising information war” against Russia by fabricating stories that Moscow threatened European countries, which justified strengthening NATO’s military deterrent, while he claimed that in reality it was the West that was threatening Russia by enlarging the Alliance, augmenting its defence capacity, and moving its military infrastructure eastwards. Although Shoigu said that “we are against an arms race,” NATO’s actions were compelling Moscow “into taking proportionate military and military-technical countermeasures”. The head of the Moscow-led Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO), General Secretary Nikolai Bordyuzha, also complained that NATO was increasing its military activities, such as surveillance flights and troop rotations, in the vicinity of Russia and Belarus. According to foreign minister Sergei Lavrov,


    What we see on the NATO Eastern flank is the continuous rotation of US troops and the troops of its allies, almost daily military exercises, and the construction of new military infrastructure. Taken together, these steps are inconsistent with the letter and spirit of the NATO–Russia Founding Act and alter the military and political landscape in a major way, especially in north-eastern Europe, making it an area of heightened tension instead of a peaceful and stable area in the military sense, which it was only recently.


    Beyond Europe, the Chairman of the Russian Security Council, Nikolai Patrushev, claimed that unnamed countries were still promoting “coloured” revolutions. Antonov said that one of the themes of the conference was “the danger of using terrorists to achieve political goals and the fact that there are no ‘good’ terrorists”. In another indirect criticism of the United States, Lavrov warned that


    It is imperative to learn all our lessons and say no to the actions and policy decisions that have sent the Middle East and North Africa in a downward spiral to overall degradation with still unclear outcomes. This concerns recognising, not only in words, but in real politics, the cultural and civilisational diversity of the modern world and the right of nations to determine their own destiny, without any foreign-imposed recipes or values. Otherwise, extremists will continue to recruit their supporters peddling violence as the only way to uphold their identity for the peoples who are not at the top of global rankings.


    Furthermore, Lavrov said that “It is imperative to resolutely stop trying to use terrorist groups as a tool in fighting for a place in the new regional balance of power, or for settling scores with a regime that fell out of someone’s grace”.


    The Middle East Mess


    The Russian speakers rightly boasted about Moscow’s military success in Syria. The intervention led by the Russian Aerospace Forces, which began at the end of September, has been surprisingly successful—a textbook example of the application of limited military power for attainable goals. With few Russian casualties, the Russian forces saved the Assad government from likely defeat last year and have made Moscow an indispensable player in the Syrian peace process. Lavrov termed the cooperation between Russia, the United States and other countries on the Syrian issue as “an advance towards implementing Russian president Vladimir Putin’s initiative to create a broad-based antiterrorist front, which he addressed to the UN General Assembly”.


    This is a more favourable assessment of Russian–US cooperation over the Syrian situation than many observers would have offered. Washington was displeased that Moscow was allowing the Syrian government to violate the 27 February truce agreement to attack pro-Western insurgents fighting against the regime led by president Bashar Al-Assad, especially around Aleppo. The High Negotiations Committee, the main Syrian opposition group, withdrew from the Geneva talks seeking to negotiate a more durable end to the fighting, partly because the Russian government persists in treating its key members, such the Ahrar Al-Sham and Jaysh al-Islam, as terrorists excluded from the February ceasefire. Sergei Afanasyev, deputy head of the Russian General Staff’s Main Intelligence Directorate (GRU), told the conference that these groups were attacking “both government forces and members of the moderate opposition which has joined the peace process. In many cases, this happens thanks to the double standards of certain countries, who attempt to use jihadists to overthrow Bashar [Al-]Assad’s regime.”


    Other Russian speakers emphasised the imperative of addressing the broader global terrorist threat. Afanasyev warned that Russian military intelligence estimated that Daesh had deployed 33,000 fighters in the Middle East (14,000 in Syria and 19,000 in Iraq), and that these units were equipped with substantial heavy weaponry, including tanks, armoured personnel carriers, and anti-tank and anti-aircraft systems. He warned that Daesh was in the process of destabilising Libya, was infiltrating hundreds of fighters into Europe every year, and was preparing to expand its operations in Africa.


    Manoeuvring in Central and South Asia


    The alarm the Russian speakers expressed about Afghanistan at previous conferences had not abated on this occasion. Afanasyev warned about extremist groups exploiting the region’s ethnic, sectarian and other fault lines centred on Afghanistan. He was particularly worried about how Hizb ut-Tahrir, Laskhar-e-Tayba, the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan and other extremist groups were aligning under the banner of the Islamic State, fielding a force of what the GRU assessed to be around 4,500 fighters. Shoigu said: “We are paying particular attention in this context to the alarming situation in Central Asia and the development of negative influence from terrorist threats from Afghanistan”. Kyrgyz Armed Forces Chief of General Staff, Colonel Zhanybek Kaparov, warned that militant groups based in Afghanistan, which include nationals from former Soviet bloc states, might enter Central Asian countries this spring and summer if they were driven northward by an Afghan government offensive.


    To deal with this problem, Shoigu said that the Russian defence ministry wanted Moscow’s CSTO allies to have advanced weapons and equipment to make them into “compact and highly mobile armies … capable of reliably and effectively resisting challenges and threats to national security”. He called on the Russian military bases in Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan to promote regional stability as well as those countries’ own security. He also argued that strengthening the military component of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO)—whose members include Russia, China and several Central Asian countries—“would meet common interests”. Shoigu recalled that the Russian defence ministry had proposed creating an institute of national military advisers within the SCO framework.


    CSTO Secretary-General Nikolai Bordyuzha said there was a need for “consolidation around the countries that have proven to be honest and unselfish fighters against terrorism, who have the potential for global work on the anti-terrorist track”. Bordyuzha, a former Russian general, proposed further intensifying cooperation between his organisation and the SCO, and between Russia and China, against international terrorist movements. Lavrov likewise advocated that “enhanced cooperation among China, India and Pakistan within regional organisations, particularly the CSTO and SCO, where Afghanistan and all its neighbours are represented in various roles, should play a special role in overcoming the challenges and security threats emanating from Afghanistan”. Furthermore, Bordyuzha advocated a broader framework to include “more coordination among a set of other organisations in their respective regions, such as the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), the Community of Latin American and Caribbean States (CELAC) and the African Union (AU)”. Bordyuzha proposed that the first mission of this network, whose activities would be coordinated by the United Nations, would be “to compile a common list of terrorist groups, which all involved countries should take measures to neutralise”.


    In a further step in their strengthening security relationship, Russia and Afghanistan took advantage of the presence at the conference of acting Afghan defence minister Masoom Stanikzai to establish a bilateral military-technical cooperation committee and pursue expanded defence collaboration to include possible intelligence sharing and the training of more Afghan military personnel in Russia. They also discussed joint measures to counter terrorism and trafficking. Zamir Kabulov, the Russian government’s special envoy on Afghanistan, called the current format of the Afghan peace talks—which involve only the governments of Afghanistan, Pakistan, China and the United States—inefficient, but added that Moscow might join a more inclusive structure.


    The improving relationship between Pakistan and Russia was in evidence when the visiting Pakistan defence minister, Khawaja Asif, told the Russian media that he saw Moscow as “playing the leading role in the stabilisation of the Mideast and Central Asia regions”. Asif said that, besides cooperating on regional security threats and global terrorism, Pakistan also wanted to buy military helicopters, warplanes, tanks and air-defence equipment from Russia. Any purchases would build on their November 2014 defence cooperation agreement and the August 2015 contract for the sale of four Russian Mi-35M transport and attack helicopters to Pakistan.


    Asia-Pacific: China and Beyond


    Chinese State Councillor and defence minister Chang Wanquan spoke about the dangerous spread of international terrorism. He joined the Russian speakers in calling for a broad global coalition, based on mutual respect and ideological coexistence in line with international law and under the auspices of the UN Security Council, that respected the sovereignty, independence and territorial integrity of the participating countries. These in turn should, in his view, employ a comprehensive approach involving diplomatic, economic, political, cultural and other means to counter terrorism. Chang also mirrored Moscow’s view in denouncing double standards, actions directed against a certain nationality or religion, interference in other countries’ internal affairs and pursuit of unilateral benefits at the expense of global security. In addition to affirming the readiness of the Chinese military to combat terrorism at home and abroad, Chang cited the Chinese “One Belt, One Road” initiative as a means of advancing regional security through international development.


    Although North Korea did not attend this year’s conference, its nuclear programme was very much on everyone’s mind. In his presentation, Lavrov called on North Korea to refrain from irresponsible actions and abandon its illusions of being recognised as a nuclear-weapons state. However, he cautioned the US and its allies that Moscow saw their desire to exploit “this situation as a pretext for augmenting their military presence in Northeast Asia as extremely dangerous and counterproductive”.


    In his speech to the conference, Vietnamese defence minister Ngo Xuan Lich backed Russia’s assumption of a more prominent role in Asia-Pacific affairs, including trade and economic ties as well as security issues. Shoigu and the heads of the military delegations from the ten ASEAN countries held a separate meeting on the sidelines, building on Moscow’s existing ASEAN-based multilateral security engagement through the ASEAN Regional Forum and the ASEAN Defence Ministers’ Meeting Plus (ADMM+). Shoigu said that the participants developed plans for expanded cooperation in such areas as counterterrorism, maritime security, natural disaster relief, military medicine and clearance of unexploded ordnance. Nonetheless, the Russian representatives at the conference kept their formal comments on Asian security to a minimum, perhaps seeking to hide the differences between China and some of its neighbours.


    Challenges


    The conference confirmed the widespread recognition of Russia’s importance for international security. Whether they see Russia as a threat or a partner, other countries cannot ignore its military power. Nonetheless, Russian foreign policy is generally constrained by limited non-military means. President Obama once correctly characterised Russia as a regional power with global ambitions but not many global capabilities. Moscow’s power is great in the former Soviet Union, where other republics rely heavily on Russian energy and media outlets and face overwhelming Russian conventional military power along their borders.


    But Moscow’s influence is heavily constrained in the rest of Europe due to the superior power resources of NATO and the EU, in the Middle East due to regional turbulence and Russia’s weak local partners, and in Asia due to China’s overwhelming presence and power. In other regions, such as Africa and South America, Russia has limited military power projection capabilities and must rely on the entertaining but discredited Russian media, a Russian economy based on depreciating energy exports, and its UN Security Council veto, which other actors can circumvent.


    Even in Syria, Russia faces the same challenge as everyone else in securing an enduring military victory or peace settlement given the large number of internal and external parties and their diverse interests and capabilities. Unlike during the Cold War, even a comprehensive peace deal between Moscow and Washington would likely fail to apply given the refusal of the terrorists to accept it and the incentives for the other parties to treat any agreement as a temporary opportunity to rearm before the next round of combat.
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    Katrin Höövelson,


    Adviser on Economic Governance at the European Commission Representation in Estonia


    Since 2007, Katrin Höövelson has worked for the European Commission, where she has held different positions tackling a variety of topics related to economic coordination. Since 2012, her role at the European Commission Representation in Estonia has involved analysing economic and budgetary policy and participating in the preparation of country-specific policy recommendations.

    Before joining the European Commission, she worked in the Estonian Government Office’s Strategy Unit and the Ministry of Social Affairs.


    The economic policy of the European Commission under Jean-Claude Juncker stands on three complementary pillars of equal importance for stable and sustainable economic development: structural reforms boosting economic growth, responsible fiscal policy and investment promotion. The first two have long been EU priorities, but the addition of the investment pillar arose from the need to use investments to breathe new life into the post-crisis economy.


    Since 2010, the EU’s economic policy has been coordinated through the European Semester, an annual process that includes budgetary policy as well as structural reforms and economic policy in general. The main tools of the process are commonly agreed priorities and goals and annual country-specific policy recommendations from the European Commission, approved by the member states’ heads of government. Countries should use these recommendations as a basis for planning their activities and budgets for the following year and report the results via the National Competitiveness Plan. EU countries participating in the Economic and Monetary Union present the Commission with an additional annual stability programme update that provides an overview of the choices made in the state’s budgetary and economic policy.


    In the past few years, the European Semester process has been significantly simplified and given a better focus, placing the emphasis only on top priorities. The number and content of policy recommendations varies from state to state and depends largely on the scope of the economic problems the country faces. Consequently, the recommendations made to states with budgetary and macroeconomic issues include detailed policy measures along with deadlines, whereas the pointers given to countries with sound public finances and no major problems are brief and focus mostly on structural reforms. The latter include Estonia, one of the few EU countries that has not been a party to excessive budget deficit or macroeconomic imbalance proceedings. For instance, in May 2016, Estonia received only two policy recommendations from the European Commission, urging Tallinn to improve the quality and availability of public services at the local level with the help of administrative reform, to reduce the gender pay gap and to increase private investment in research and development to boost productivity. At the same time, many countries were given five recommendations with specific measures and deadlines for different policy areas.


    EU-wide, this year’s policy recommendations were still dominated by budgetary policy and matters related to reducing government debt. Only three countries out of 28—Estonia, Luxembourg and Sweden—did not receive such a recommendation.


    The recommendations highlight each state’s main economic issues; but do the countries act on them? Since the suggestions are qualitative and country-specific, it is quite difficult to compare the states’ progress. On the basis of the annual national reports, the European Commission analyses the countries’ development in areas reflected in the recommendations and assesses the extent of steps taken to implement the suggestions.


    In 2015, the European Parliament compiled a summary of the implementation of recommendations given to EU member states and concluded that 6% of all suggestions had been fully implemented and 45% in part, while progress was either minimal or non-existent in 49% per cent of recommendations.1 Still, these proportions cannot be considered absolute because the economic reforms proposed to the member states tend to be complex and their effects generally take more than a year to become evident. As a result, many recommendations are deemed partially implemented, meaning that a country has assumed the right course and initiated the reforms, which might be expressed in the preparation of necessary laws, creation of implementation mechanisms, etc.


    Above all, structural economic reforms are implemented in the country’s own interests to facilitate economic growth, create jobs and reduce budgetary expenditure. Hence, it is necessary to speed up their implementation in the whole of the EU and also tackle the economic reforms that might at first seem complicated.


    Aiming for Responsible Budgetary Policy


    Joining the eurozone means that a country is obliged to follow a balanced budgetary policy. In 1992, the Maastricht Treaty prescribed that the state budget deficit must not exceed 3% of gross domestic product (GDP) and public debt 60% of GDP. These two limits are also known as the Maastricht criteria. 1997 saw the adoption of the Stability and Growth Pact, designed to avoid the negative effect on the single currency and price stability of irresponsible budgetary policy, and laying the groundwork for coordination of the states’ budgetary and economic policy and the implementation of the aforementioned two criteria. The pact’s goal is to establish a budgetary discipline for member states. According to the pact, member states must strive for a government budget that is almost in balance or in surplus. This goal helps states to react to cyclical changes in the economy more effectively.


    Budget coordination was even more strict during the economic crisis: the eurozone states were obliged to present a draft budget to the European Commission for analysis before its adoption to prevent the violation of budgetary rules. Sanctions became harsher and fines were imposed on countries that failed to follow the budgetary criteria. The possibility was also created to stop the payment of structural funds to a country if its finances could not be controlled. This was followed by the European Stability Mechanism, which allows a country in difficulty to receive urgent help.


    What happens when a country does not meet the criteria laid down in the Stability and Growth Pact? States that do not adhere to the budgetary rules are subject to the excessive deficit procedure, which provides these countries with detailed injunctions and an action plan to reduce the budget deficit and align the budgetary position with the imposed requirements. In the worst-case scenario, the country would also face sanctions and a fine of up to 0.5% of its GDP. However, fines have not yet been applied to any country. At the peak of the economic crisis in 2010–11, the excessive deficit procedure was launched against a total of 24 EU states. In the light of the Commission’s latest decisions, made in May 2016, only six states are currently undergoing the procedure and are required to make an effort to meet the budgetary requirements: Greece, France, Portugal, Spain, Croatia and the United Kingdom.


    The European Economic and Monetary Union (EMU) has been constantly improving over the past few decades and the rules were enhanced considerably during the last economic crisis. Nevertheless, the recent economic crisis taught a clear lesson—the existing budgetary rules and economic coordination system were not sufficient to prevent the crisis and deal with the consequences. While the average debt ratio in the EU before the last economic crisis remained near 60% of GDP, the figure started to rise rapidly in 2009 and today is at 85% , clearly exceeding the 60% limit imposed by the Stability and Growth Pact. At the same time, Greece’s debt level is at 177% and Portugal’s at 132%, while the respective figure for Estonia remains below 10%.


    As a result, EMU is like a house that has been under construction for several decades, yet remains unfinished. The walls were strengthened and the holes in the roof fixed during stormy times, but to ensure that the house stands for a long time it is the foundations that need reinforcement. What should be done to make European EMU more effective?


    Completion of Economic and Monetary Union


    The so-called Five Presidents’ Report, published in June 2015 and authored by European Commission president Jean-Claude Juncker together with the presidents of the European Council (Donald Tusk), the Eurogroup (Jeroen Djisselbloem), the European Central Bank (Mario Draghi) and the European Parliament (Martin Schulz), provided a vision that set the course for European EMU. According to the report, development is needed in four areas:


    the creation of a proper economic union, so that each state’s economic structure also contributes to the prosperity of the whole monetary union;


    the creation of a financial union to ensure the stability of the single currency throughout the European monetary union and increase risk-sharing with the private sector. This requires the finalisation of banking union and boosting the development of the union of capital markets;


    the creation of a fiscal union to ensure the sustainability and stability of finances; and


    the creation of a political union, to serve as the basis for the previously mentioned structures, as this would ensure proper democratic accountability, legitimacy and the strengthening of institutions.2


    The discussions about the future of EMU reveal two cross-cutting issues. First, is budgetary discipline achieved with regulated cooperation rather than based on centrally managed budgetary policy? It is a special characteristic of the European Union that it uses a single currency and implements a centrally managed monetary policy, while budgetary and economic policies are entrusted to member states. So far, these policies have been managed via transnational policy coordination and cooperation based on a shared set of rules. This method has often been criticised due to the complexity and occasional ambiguity of the budgetary rules. It has also been argued that the rules are not applied uniformly in every country.


    Responsible budgetary policy serves the common interests of EU states, as it helps to manage economic shocks and possible subsequent crises while also supporting the economy’s quick recovery from a crisis. It is therefore important to create a macroeconomic stabilisation mechanism for the entire euro area, which would help states to overcome economic shocks together. A centrally managed budgetary policy, or the so-called eurozone finance ministry, would facilitate better budgetary discipline, more efficient monitoring and transparent budgetary policy to deal with crises more effectively than any one country on its own. This means that the member states would have to relinquish an even greater part of their budget policy sovereignty and delegate certain competences to the shared fiscal union—a logical step for countries using a single currency.


    The second issue is how to increase states’ responsibility and sense of ownership when making structural economic reforms that aim to modernise the economy. One of the biggest problems of the current economic management system has been the fact that countries do not assume enough responsibility in implementing necessary reforms because it might be uncomfortable due to objections from stakeholders or politically difficult to execute. As a result, in many countries highly necessary reforms in labour markets, pension systems, healthcare, education, banking and other sectors, which would boost economic growth, create new jobs and increase the state’s competitiveness once implemented, have been waiting their turn for years.


    To establish a stronger economic union, the eurozone countries need to move closer to each other more quickly and achieve the same standard of living and economic potential. As Jean-Claude Juncker said when introducing his economic policy programme: “I want to continue with the reform of our Economic and Monetary Union to preserve the stability of our single currency and to enhance the convergence of economic, fiscal and labour market policies between the Member States that share the single currency”. It is important for all member states to practise reasonable economic policy, using the possibilities of the shared internal market to the maximum, increasing investments and reforming outdated policies and structures.


    According to the Five Presidents’ Report, the further development of EMU will be implemented in two stages. The first is already in progress and includes activities within the framework of existing EU treaties, for instance the already proposed European Deposit Guarantee Scheme, completion of the banking union and the creation of the union of capital markets. Among other things, the second stage, which involves a plan to create a shared macroeconomic stabilisation mechanism for the euro area and a fiscal union, requires changes in the legal framework and treaties. Both stages should be completed by 2025 at the latest.


    All member states are currently discussing these matters and shaping their positions. The European Commission is planning to publish, by spring 2017, a White Paper on the basis of member states’ opinions which will present specific steps to be taken to strengthen EMU, along with a timetable.


    Strengthening EMU is not a goal in itself but rather a means for the European Union to manage global economic problems more efficiently, which will eventually increase Europe’s economic competitiveness and the well-being of all Europeans. There are many ways to reinforce a house’s foundations, but one thing is clear—the foundation of the Economic and Monetary Union needs to be strengthened so that the house will stand for a long time and offer refuge from future economic storms.


    This article expresses the author’s personal opinions.


    


    1 http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/ATAG/2015/542649/IPOL_ATA(2015)542649_EN.pdf


    2 https://ec.europa.eu/priorities/sites/beta-political/files/5-presidents-report_et.pdf
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    Andres Tarand,


    former Prime Minister of Estonia


    Andres Tarand is a long-serving Estonian politician. He was Prime Minister of Estonia from 1994 to 1995 and was elected to the European Parliament in 2004. Since 2015, he has been a member of the Global High-Level Panel on Water and Peace launched in Geneva.


    The Global High-Level Panel on Water and Peace was established in mid-November last year. I was at its launch on a recommendation from the Ministry of the Environment, whose current deputy secretary general, Harry Liiv, has been a long-time active envoy at the Geneva Water Hub, which operates under the World Meteorological Organisation. He probably wished Estonia to be represented on this new panel, and so it is.


    A “high-level panel” does not necessarily mean that former acquaintances should address its members as “Your Highness”. Rather, it means that, in addition to specialists, the delegates include former ministers and presidents. This panel is not a UN organisation, even though the UN will probably receive its report.
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        A woman walking on the bottom of the Chandola Lake in India. India is facing its greatest water crisis in decades, with about 330 million people suffering from drought. Lack of water is becoming an ever-greater issue in the world.
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    Since there has been little discussion in Estonia about previous commissions founded on a similar basis, let us look at them briefly. In chronological order:


    1. The Independent Commission on International Development Issues (1977). This was established on the initiative of the then World Bank president, Robert McNamara, to settle disputes between developed and developing countries that could not be approached via official channels. The commission was chaired by former German chancellor Willy Brandt. Its independence meant that it did not have direct ties to any country, the UN organisations or the World Bank. Fifty per cent of the financing came from the Dutch government and the other half was provided by a group of governments and regional organisations. This resulted in a report entitled North-South: A Programme for Survival that is still in use. The commission continued its work until 1980.


    2. The Independent Commission on Disarmament and Security Issues established on the initiative of Swedish prime minister Olof Palme and former British foreign secretary David Owen in 1980. The office and travel expenses were covered by the Austrian government. For a time, the commission had close ties to the UN. Its report was published in 1982, and forwarded to the Disarmament Commission by the UN Secretary-General.


    3. The United Nations World Commission on Environment and Development (1984). Established by a UN resolution, the commission was chaired by Gro Harlem Brundtland, former prime minister of Norway, and collaborated closely with the UN Environment Programme. A report entitled Our Common Future was published in 1987, paving the way for the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED) in Rio de Janeiro in June 1992 (quite possibly the greatest chinwag in the world to date). UNCED was followed by a series of other monitoring and development conferences on the relationship between mankind and the environment, the latest being the Paris climate change conference in December 2015. Unfortunately, this success story may seem so fruitful to me solely because it is the only high-level commission I have tried to keep up with for a quarter of a century. Nonetheless, this long period of time also reveals the normal pace of global policy-making for even partial agreements.


    4. The South Commission (1990) was established on the initiative of the then Malaysian prime minister Mahatir Mohammed to look at cooperation between developing countries. The chair was offered to Julius Nyerere, former president of Tanzania. The commission was independent and its members personally responsible. It was funded by the governments of developing countries, businesses and foundations from many countries.


    5. The Commission on Global Governance (1992). The proposal came from Willy Brandt and the commission was funded by several foundations and the UNDP. It was co-chaired by Swedish prime minister Ingvar Karlsson and former Commonwealth Secretary-General Sonny Ramphal. Its report, Our Global Neighbourhood, was released in 1995.


    6. Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict was established in 1994 by the Carnegie Corporation of New York and co-chaired by Carnegie’s David Hamburg and former US Secretary of State Cyrus Vance. It received no government support. Due to its location, the commission had ties to the UN management. Its report was published in 1997.


    7. The International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty (2000) was initiated by the Canadian foreign ministry and chaired by former Australian foreign minister Gareth Evans. Financial support came from US foundations and the UK and Swiss governments. Its report was presented to the UN Secretary-General as part of the Millennium Report (2001) and further matters were entrusted to the UN system.


    8. The Global Commission on International Migration (2003) was founded by the UN Secretary-General with Sweden, Switzerland, Brazil, Morocco and the Philippines among the governments represented. Its report was released in 2005.


    9. The high-level United Nations Alliance of Civilizations was founded in 2005 by the UN Secretary-General on the initiative of the Spanish and Turkish governments. It seeks “to galvanize international action againstextremismthrough the forging of international, intercultural and interreligious dialogue and cooperation”. In order to finance its activities, a community of supporting countries called the Group of Friends was also founded in New York. Its report was published in 2006.


    10. The non-governmental Global Commission on Drug Policy was established on the initiative of the governments of Latin American countries and is led by a think tank in Brazil. The commission is not planning to compile a final report. Instead, continuous reports tackling new aspects are made to the UN Secretary-General.


    11. The Global Forum on Migration and Development (2007), initiated by the government of Belgium. The forum does not belong to the UN and is open to all UN member states or observers. Annual reports are published through the UN Secretary-General.


    12. The Geneva Declaration on Armed Violence and Development, founded on the initiative of the Swiss government, is not a commission. Endorsed by more than 100 states, it is a process designed to implement high-level diplomatic initiatives pursuant to established principles addressing the interrelationship between armed violence and development. The partnership works through the UNDP and a Core Group consisting of 15 states and affiliated organisations. There is also a think tank and partners from civil society.


    Against this background, the formation of what is effectively the 13th global commission has taken nearly forty years. Those who remember or have read about 20th-century statesmen during this period will recognise a host of names. It should be noted that the international arena often features initiatives and financing from small countries and, less frequently, medium-sized countries. There are often people from the Nordic countries, who were seen as an ideal model for Estonia by Ilmar Tõnisson and Estonia’s current government.


    Naturally, even a brief look at the outline above reveals that the work of several of the previous commissions has not been altogether successful. One example could be the Global Forum on Migration and Development, which calculated the refugee numbers that fit into the framework of current migration quite accurately but whose conclusions included a rekindling of past extremist world-views that had been lying dormant in Europe. Without viewing the founders’ initiative as simple theatrics, the activities of the Independent Commission on Disarmament and Security Issues in its current form can be deemed just as unfortunate in the long term.


    The example of the “sovereignty commission” organised by the World Water Council in 1998, which developed a proposal to establish an international organisation for water-related cooperation in spring 2003, serves as a warning for the latest high-level group on water and peace, because that organisation was never set up. The global organisation Green Cross International, proposed and founded by Mikhail Gorbachev to provide assistance to countries facing environmental difficulties, played a significant role in the formation of the new high-level group.


    In his memoir Mikhail Gorbachev: Prophet of Change, he has later claimed that the venture lacked political guidance. Further analysis shows that the real reason lay in water organisations monopolising its administration. Even though the decisions of the new panel are still a thing of the future, it could mean that the use of transboundary bodies of water can be agreed internationally via the UN Security Council, thus avoiding armed conflict. Further prognosis depends on how optimistic or pessimistic the predictor is. Experience shows that it is not always sensible to place full confidence in, and build something based on, the Security Council’s decisions but, on the other hand, it is no use hoping that this anachronistic organisation will be replaced with a better system of world governance in the near future. Consequently, it would be better to act now without fear of failure.


    This results in two things specifically relevant to Estonia. First, the knowledge that 80% of our eastern border consists of bodies of water, the use of which is partly agreed with Russia (the Estonian–Russian Agreement on Lake Peipsi Fisheries, signed in spring 1994, was the first to be concluded with Yeltsin’s Russia), but that the cat-and-mouse game over concluding the border agreement could drag on; a UN agreement laying down specific rules would be very useful in this case. With Estonia about to become a non-permanent member of the Security Council (in 2017–18), its participation in the high-level group should perhaps be something akin to a promise to work for the countries in Africa, Asia and Latin America suffering from water scarcity, as a lobbying argument. My contacts with the foreign ministry on these matters have suffered somewhat due to the hubbub surrounding the presidential election that overshadows the Estonian summer—and is likely to escalate—but further discussion of the topic should fall to the ministries of foreign affairs and of the environment, as is the custom in governments.


    The Global High-Level Panel on Water and Peace consists of representatives from 15 countries, supported by Strategic Foresight Group (a think tank based in Mumbai, India managed by Sundeep Waslekar, a thought leader on conflict resolution and global future) and the Geneva Water Hub (founded by the Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation to resolve questions related to water policy).


    In addition to the author, the panel’s members are as follows:Dr Danilo Türk (Chair), former president of Slovenia; Professor Laurence Boisson de Chazournes, University of Geneva, Switzerland; Dr Claudia Patricia Mora, former Vice Minister for Water and Sanitation, Colombia; Dr Pascual Fernandez, former State Secretary for Water and Seashore, Spain; Professor Andras Szöllösi-Nagy, former Rector of UNESCO-IHE Institute for Water Education in Delft, the Netherlands; HRH Prince Hassan bin Talal, Jordan; Jerlan Nisanbaev, Vice-Minister of Agriculture, Kazakhstan; Mansour Faye, Minister of Water and Hydraulics, Senegal; Mike Hammah, former Minister for Lands and Natural Resources, Ghana; Ciaran Oćuinn, Director of the Middle East Desalination Research Centre, Oman; Thor Cheta, Secretary of State, Ministry of Water Resources and Meteorology, Cambodia; Dr Alvaro Umaña Quesada (Vice Chair), former Minister of Energy and Environment, Costa Rica; Franck Galland, CEO, Environmental Emergency & Security Services, France; Aziz Bouignane, Director of the Moulouya River Basin Agency, Morocco.


    But what is the current state of the world’s bodies of fresh water? On the one hand, data provided by the Geneva Water Hub indicates that the situation in areas of conflict over transboundary bodies of water has been improving since 1948 and the score is 2:1 in favour of peaceful solutions. Reason has won, but this is not always the case. As recently as January 2016, Daesh captured the Taqba Dam in Syria to use it as a refuge for its top officials and high-value hostages. They had tried their hand at this in 2014 by closing the Fallujah Dam in Iraq, flooding a settlement that was home to 12,000 families. This also resulted in a slight increase in the number of refugees. The long-running dispute over water in the Nile Basin between the downstream and upstream countries has taken threatening turns, but negotiations are continuing.


    In order to demonstrate that peaceful resolutions are possible even between developing countries, the panel (more precisely, the Geneva Water Hub and Strategic Foresight Group) chose Senegal’s capital Dakar as the location for its second meeting. The agreement concluded in Dakar between the governments of Guinea, Mali, Mauritania and Senegal is a good example of the possibility of diplomatic solutions between developing countries (the World Bank’s Human Development Index places all four aforementioned countries in the bottom quarter of the rankings). A similar solution is currently being sought between the neighbouring countries situated along the River Niger. Consequently, Sub-Saharan Africa might find more peaceful water-sharing solutions than the conflict-prone Middle East.


    Nevertheless, we must still be prepared for possible conflicts in the near future, for the following reasons. First, despite a certain slowing, the world’s population continues to grow in the many regions suffering from a lack of water. The numbers for the next few decades can be predicted quite precisely. The question is: how much do governments care about this and what do they conclude? In hindsight (though not gloatingly), let us recall that in 1972 the Club of Rome report The Limits to Growth argued that, although the populations of Europe and Africa were about equal at the time, Africa’s would grow twice as fast. Europe’s reaction was only that Africa would be a source of cheap labour. There is no use hoping that the issue will gain more ground during the age of political technology.


    Second, for 20 years there have been no signs that the increasing lack of precipitation caused by climate change in already dry areas is a modelling fault. The development of models has not offered any other results. Estonians may rejoice in our increasing precipitation along with the rest of the Europe, but this is no longer solidarity. Eight years ago I was on my way to Valencia with a European Parliament delegation, when I noticed the nearby Rio Turia dry, with its bed overgrown with grass. I asked the MEP from Valencia, sitting next to me, about it and he cheerfully replied that the local population drank the water from the river to the last drop, adding that they now drilled drinking-water from a depth of 400 metres. Politeness forbade me from asking how deep they were planning to go to extract the water.


    Third, climate change has another watery aspect that is often used to scare people, especially those who live in cities with large harbours: the rise in sea level caused by thermal expansion as well as meltwater from glaciers. In the last six months there have been a number of articles on the accelerating thawing of Greenland, continental glaciers in the Western Antarctic and permafrost in Siberia. This will naturally cause a rise in sea level, but it will not go up with a bang, for instance, in the next year. Perhaps the worst part of the issue lies in the significant decrease in fresh-water sources on planet Earth. I will not discuss it further here, as I am hoping to make a presentation on the subject at the next meeting of the panel in Costa Rica before Christmas.
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    MA in International Relations


    Triina-Liis Makson has a Master’s degree in International Relations from Tallinn University and specialises in international law and security. In the course of internships, she has contributed to the work of the Department of Europe and Transatlantic Cooperation in the Estonian Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the UN Human Rights Council in Geneva. She has also lived, studied and worked in Ireland, Spain and South Korea.


    When people are left alone with difficulty in making ends meet, they can usually turn to the state for help. But what happens when the state itself has no more resources to meet its obligations, and borrowing from others has become too expensive or even impossible? Is the solution to print more money (and risk the economic equilibrium, with the inflation that goes with it), or is there another remedy?


    Economic crises, whether short-term money shortages (liquidity crises) or more serious insolvencies, have so far been inevitable for countries. Just as for a country’s inhabitants, there is a safety net for countries as well. This is the global financial safety net that offers help for countries in times of crisis and catches them before they hit the bottom. Simply put, it is made up of governments’ official reserves, regional stability measures and the resources of the International Monetary Fund (IMF).
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        Economic difficulties in Argentina continue. This man is picking food from a wheelie bin near the Buenos Aires central market.
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    For many countries, the first line of defence in a crisis is their own reserves. For example, Asian and Arab countries can use their reserves, if necessary, but most countries need to look for outside help due to insufficient reserves. One option is to apply to other countries and ask for help from regional stability mechanisms. The most well-known of these are perhaps the European Stability Mechanism, which operates in the eurozone, the Chiang Mai Initiative Multilateralisation in south-east Asia, and the BRICS Contingent Reserve Arrangement for emerging markets (Brazil, Russia, India, China and South Africa). The main aim of the various stability mechanisms is to bring together the resources of several countries so that members of the mechanism can receive help in a crisis.


    Ultimately, it is possible to go to the so-called last line of defence, the International Monetary Fund, whose mandate enables loans to countries who cannot receive help from elsewhere.


    Despite all this, some countries slip through the global financial safety net. One example is Argentina, which has been isolated from the international financial community for the past 15 years.


    Although the country has declared bankruptcy several times, the Argentine economy has not always been poor. At the beginning of the 20th century, thanks to its meat and grain industry and educated, largely European immigrant workforce, Argentina was among the richest countries in the world. Since that time the Argentine economy has grown periodically but the country has nevertheless not managed to build up sufficient reserves. During crises when borrowing from markets is difficult, Argentina has been forced to print money to pay its bills and the accompanying growth of inflation has knocked the economy off balance.


    Argentina’s inflation rate is currently thought to be around 40% (the official figure is unknown because the new president, Mauricio Macri, has stopped publishing official statistics to work on improving the quality of data). This gives Argentina the fourth-highest inflation rate in the world, after Venezuela (which has received the accolade of the worst economy in the world several times), and Ukraine and South Sudan, both of which are affected by conflict.


    Printing money does not usually help, and Argentina has had to declare bankruptcy several times as it suffered hyperinflation. The last time this happened was in 2001, when the third-largest economy in South America declared the biggest national debt in history, leaving unserviced bonds worth 100 billion dollars and hitting rock bottom of the financial world.


    What happened to the global financial safety net that should have caught Argentina?


    On closer inspection it becomes clear that Argentina has isolated itself rather well from the global financial community. For example, it has not joined any regional stability mechanisms, such as the Latin American Reserve Fund or the regional stability mechanism established by emerging markets called the BRICS Contingent Reserve Arrangement (CRA). Argentina has refused help from the IMF, the last resort, due to disagreements. In addition to the unstable economic situation, the lack of financial safety nets sends the markets a discouraging signal that investing in Argentina comes with the risk that, in case of problems, no one will come to the country’s aid. It is a vicious circle in which borrowing from the markets gets even more difficult, or even impossible, and the country becomes more and more isolated from the global financial system.


    In order to analyse the reasons behind Argentina’s isolation so without attributing all the blame to mistakes by various governments over the years, we need to consider the bigger picture. When we look at the global financial system through the lens of international relations, it can be said that each country, just like each person, has its own character, which is largely influenced by the country’s historical memory. This, in turn, determines the country’s interests and ambitions according to which it acts in the international community of nations.


    Over the years, other countries have intervened in Argentina’s internal affairs and, as a result, Argentina has preferred to act on its own. Argentina might have bad memories of colonisation and also of later periods when the US had a habit of interfering in problems in South America. This historical memory contributed to the political movement that emerged in Argentina at the end of the 1940s—Peronism.


    Peronism, which is characterised by social justice, economic independence and political sovereignty, combines the views of capitalism and communism. Hence, Peronism is a rather controversial ideology, which is most evident in Argentina’s economic and foreign relations. Argentina has repeatedly and alternately implemented neoliberal and nationalist economic reforms, right- and left-wing thinking, protectionism and free-market principles. Although one might think that Argentina has avoided shaping firm economic standpoints only to postpone necessary structural reforms, this is not the whole truth. Argentina’s confusing economic policy is also a result of the political ideology that the country has created to balance and maintain neutrality between two ideologies and which has no specific economic position. Because the country cannot define itself precisely, it is difficult to choose allies (President Juan Domingo Perón, who founded Peronism, did not make a large contribution to foreign policy).


    This isolationist stand, arising from historical heritage, is also present in Argentina’s later behaviour. For example, in the 1960s, when several other countries that had suffered due to colonisation or the Cold War established the Non-Aligned Movement, Argentina did not join them. Although Argentina shares the NAM’s views on fighting external aggression, colonialism, neo-colonialism, imperialism, domination and the policies of major powers and blocs, it decided to remain an impartial observer even in this association of neutral countries.


    The country’s isolation has been increased by its belated contact with international markets. Argentina, like Latin America in general, has been affected by several financial crises. As a result, numerous countries in the region thought that opening up the economy to facilitate capital inflow could become a risk. When Argentina last had access to international financial markets, in the 1990s, it took many high-interest loans denominated in dollars. According to former president Cristina Fernández de Kirchner, the dollars of foreign investors led Argentina to bankruptcy. In addition, she and her predecessor (and husband) Nestor Kirchner have blamed liberal reforms for the country’s economic problems in 2001 and the IMF for keeping Argentina economically dependent by demanding strict austerity measures.


    One might think that, because the last crisis in Argentina was caused by following the rules of the global financial community, the country is only opposed to Western ideas. But in fact, Argentina has not only rejected cooperation with neoliberal countries and institutions. It has also avoided joining the so-called alternative global financial community, the BRICS countries. (Neither has Argentina joined the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB), established as a counterweight to the West-dominated financial system and the World Bank.) Not communicating with either party has isolated the country from the global financial community.


    The newly elected president, Mauricio Macri, seems to understand that even countries with the strongest economies find it difficult to manage alone in today’s globalised world. In addition to organising bold reforms that support a market economy, the non-Peronist president Macri has tried to bring the country back into the international financial community after 15 years of solitude. After a long time, Argentina has strengthened relations with the US, China, Spain, Italy and France. The last of these has promised to support Argentina’s candidacy for the OECD. The new president has managed to resolve the years-long conflict between Argentina and US hedge funds, thus restoring the country’s access to international loan markets. President Macri has begun to improve the quality of national statistics to regain the trust of the markets and the IMF. As a result, the US no longer opposes the World Bank granting a loan to Argentina and the World Bank and IMF have approved the reforms that have been implemented in Argentina. It also appears that MERCOSUR free trade agreements with the US and the European Union have once again become a possibility.1


    In a short period of time, Mauricio Macri has managed to reduce Argentina’s isolation. Are the ongoing changes in Argentina another drastic leap from one ideology to another, as is characteristic of Peronism? Or is Argentina defining a clearer economic and foreign policy, which would give the rest of the world a secure basis on which to make long-term plans with Argentina? Whether the country can look to the international financial community in the future depends on whether it can leave behind excessive Peronist neutrality and choose allies by defining itself in a more comprehensible way.


    1 South American free trade area of which Argentina is a member.
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    Jaak Kiviloog is from a family of war refugees and grew up in Sweden, where he studied to become a physician. He has actively developed relations with Finnish student organisations at the Estonian Student Union in exile in Uppsala and wrote about the subject in an article on his memories published in the journalAkadeemia(No. 10, 2014). He is currently retired and lives in Helsinki with his Finnish wife.


    The people on the northern and southern shores of the Gulf of Finland have been communicating for centuries. The sea that unites us has supported our relationship. As the sea routes were favourable, the people on the northern coast of the Gulf had even closer ties to the residents of the southern coast than they did with the people living in the forested areas in the northern regions of Finland. Communication between the residents of Finland came to life only in the 20th century, when a railway network was constructed in the country.
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        Intensive Estonian–Finnish relations. The President of Finland, Sauli Niinistö, made a state visit to Estonia in mid-May and went to Viljandi, where Finnish flags were flown in honour of his visit.
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    During the period of romantic nationalism in the 19th century, people gained a deeper knowledge of their national belonging. In addition, there was an increased interest in kindred nations’ culture. This created a new basis for communication between Finns and Estonians. The Finnish Bridge depicted in Lydia Koidula’s poetry became the symbol of ties between Estonians and Finns, nations who speak languages belonging to the same family. As the last stanza of “Unenägu”(“Dream”), part one of Lydia Koidula’s1881poetry cycle “Soome sild”(“Finnish Bridge”), says:


    “United stand the ends of the bridge„Silla otsad ühendatud


    Bearing a single fatherlandKandesühteisamaad,


    The truth’s temple hallowed …Tõe templiks pühendatud...


    Dream—when shalt thou become true?!”Nägu–millal tõeks saad?!“


    This stanza was also on the 100-kroon banknote that featured Lydia Koidula.


    The Finnish Bridge, the symbol of the fellowship between Finland and Estonia created by Lydia Koidula, is indelible in Estonian cultural history. Friedrich Reinhold Kreutzwald also depicts an oaken arch bridge over the Gulf of Finland in his epic poem “Kalevipoeg” (“Son of Kalev”). According to some folk-poetry scholars, the Finnish bridge featured in some folk songs is said originally to have signified sea ice.


    Knowledge about one’s nationality and kinship was an important impetus in the independence struggles of Estonia and Finland. The Finns’ substantial help in the Estonian War of Independence is proof of this. After that war, August Annist, a scholar who studied “Kalevipoeg”, created the idea of a “common Finland” that underlined the importance of culture in cooperation between Finland and Estonia. Gustav Suits promoted the creation of a Finnish-Estonian twin state. Even State Elder Konstantin Päts recommended establishing such a state towards the end of his term of office.


    In the period between the world wars, student societies eagerly strengthened the kinship ties between Finland and Estonia. Cooperation between the countries was also developed by the Vaps movements, i.e. the union of Estonian freedom fighters, and Finnish radical nationalists, especially the Blue-blacks (Sinimustat,a radical nationalist youth organisation that supported the Lapua movement and later the far-right partyIsänmaallinen Kansanliike, i.e. Patriotic People’s Movment (IKL)).


    When the Vaps party got an actual chance to gain power, Päts—with the consent of August Rei, the then social democrat candidate for State Elder—declared a state of emergency in Estonia. This was substantiated by the need to prevent a coup d’état supposedly being planned by the Vaps movement. Under the state of emergency, the Vaps party was banned and its leaders imprisoned. However, their head, Artur Sirk, managed to flee to Finland. While in Finland, he planned to organise a coup in Estonia on 8 December 1935 with his radical nationalist companions (who would also provide weapons). It failed, as the Estonian security police were aware of the plan and prevented it. The conditions of the state of emergency became stricter and the “era of silence” began—all parties, except theIsamaaliit(Patriotic League), which supported Päts, were banned.


    Quite a few Finnish right-wingers supported the Vaps movement and they were upset about the failure of the planned coup, Sirk’s subsequent suicide and the wave of arrests during which the rebel freedom fighters were imprisoned in Estonia. Both the Vaps movement and Finnish radical nationalists immediately claimed that the Estonian government had murdered Sirk. As a result, relations between Finland and Estonia cooled in the late 1930s.


    Sirk’s funeral was held on 9 October 1937 in Helsinki. IKL advertised the event widely. Several thousand people were said to have attended, first and foremost the key actors of the radical nationalist movement. Among the attendees were 300 members of the Academic Karelia Society. The funeral service was held by pastors Elias Simojoki and E.V. Pakkala and took place in the Old Church of Helsinki located in the park of the same name. A memorial for Finns who fell in the Estonian War of Independence can be also found there. The grave of Sirk and his wife Hilda is in a respectable district of the Hietaniemi graveyard and is well tended even today.


    I am not a historian and am therefore not competent to assess the events that happened in Estonia and Finland in the second half of the 1930s, but I recommend that those who wish to research the subject read Oula Silvennoinen, Markko Tikka and Aapo Roselius’s book “Suomalaiset fasistid” (“Finnish Fascists”) (WSOY, 2016).


    After the end of World War II, communication between Estonia and Finland nearly ceased because there were few contacts and even those were monitored by Moscow. As years passed, Estonians had the opportunity to watch Finnish television. This was used to learn Finnish and get information about life in the West.


    President Urho Kaleva Kekkonen’s visit to Estonia and his Estonian-language speech in the main hall of the University of Tartu on 12 March 1964 were pivotal. The speech determined the direction of future Finnish foreign policy towards Estonia. After Kekkonen’s visit, maritime traffic between Helsinki and Tallinn resumed and this created a good foundation for personal contacts between Finns and Estonians. The guides who led Finnish groups on trips to Estonia were often Estophiles with a good philological education, who could quickly create contacts with Estonian writers, artists, actors and musicians. A good example was Eva Lille. She had an important part in establishing (exclude re-establishing) the Tuglas Society, an Estonian–Finnish friendship union, the purpose of which is to develop the cultural relationship between the two countries. It was established in Helsinki but has branches all over Finland. Today, the Tuglas Society publishes a Finnish-language journal,ELO, that promotes Estonian culture in many ways. It organises events to introduce Estonian culture and language courses. Each autumn the society organises a St Martin’s Day fair, which was originally the idea of Eva Lille. Many Estonian companies advertise and sell their products at this event. The fair’s programme is always versatile and promotes Estonian culture. Eighteen thousand people attended the event in 2015.


    In the years when Estonian independence was being restored (1989–91), the government and people of Finland helped Estonia a great deal. The Finnish state covertly supported the process of restoring Estonian independence, as the historian Heikki Rausmaa has claimed in his 2013 dissertation “Kyllä kulttuurin nimissä voi harrastella aika paljon: Suomen ja Viron poliittiset suhteet keväästä 1988 diplomaattisuhteiden solmimiseen elokuussa 1991”(“There’s a lot you can do in the name of culture: Finnish–Estonian political relations from spring 1988 to the establishment of diplomatic relations in August 1991). For example, the Tuglas Society allowed Lennart Meri to turn the society’s rooms on Mariankatu into a sort of Estonian foreign ministry during the dramatic events of the 1991 August coup. Lennart Meri’s very large telephone bills were paid by the Finnish Ministry of Culture. While working in the Tuglas Society, Meri received help from Kulle Raig and many other Estophiles, such as Eva Lille.


    In 1991 the Association of Estonian Societies in Finland (Suomen Viro-yhdistysten liitto, AESF) was created as an umbrella organisation for about 35 societies. The AESF helps to organise events about Estonia, has an online bookshop and publishes the magazine viro.nyt, which promotes a sense of unity between the two nations. Both the Tuglas Society and the AESF have approximately 3,000 members. The Tuglas Society, the AESF and several other organisations connected to Finland now have offices in suburban Helsinki at the Estonian House in Suvilahti. The Baltic Library of the Tuglas Society, claimed to be the largest collection of Estonian literature outside Estonia, is also located there.


    It has been said that Finnish television was like a window to freedom for Estonians while imprisoned by the Russian occupation. When Estonia regained independence, Estonians were no longer interested in looking out of the former prison window. Today, Estonians are more attracted to Western Europe and the United States. At the same time, the European Union has provided a better framework for communication owing to the free movement of people, Finland and Estonia being part of the single market, and so on.


    The Tuglas Society and the AESF have also noted that interest in their activities is waning. Their members, mostly Finnish Estophiles, are already elderly and the societies are not as attractive as they used to be for the young. A Finnish lady said at a meeting where Finnish–Estonian relations were discussed that working to maintain kinship was no longer important as Estonians and Finns were more united by a fear of Russian aggression than by anything else.


    The wider Finnish public is mostly interested in tourism, including cultural tourism, simply spending time in a different environment (especially in spas), developing business opportunities, buying a summerhouse and purchasing cheap alcohol in Estonia. The fact that people read Estonian literature and attend music events shows that people are interested in Estonian culture.


    Both the Tuglas Society and the AESF are adapting to new times; for example, they organise many sightseeing and cultural trips to Estonia. The organisations have also been successful in recruiting young Estonian immigrants as new members.


    The problems faced by the two groups could be compared to those of the Nordic Association (Föreningen Norden), the purpose of which is to facilitate communication between the Nordic nations. That organisation is also struggling to recruit new members. A board member of the Swedish Nordic Association thought that Norwegian and Danish youngsters tended to be more attracted to England and Brussels than Sweden and Finland.


    However, this does not mean that Nordic cooperation is deemed altogether unnecessary.


    For example, Nordic pulmonologists find it quite reasonable to organise Nordic pulmonology conferences. However, the delegates do not address other attendees in their national language, as used to be the case. Today, the language of communication is English, which has created much indignation, especially among Finnish Swedes. Speaking English makes it easier to communicate, as many speakers of Swedish find Danish, in particular, difficult to understand.


    Finns are sorry to see that interest in Finland and the Finnish language is decreasing in Estonia. People probably do not watch Finnish television as much as they used to. About 15% of Estonians living in Estonia, mainly people working in the service sector, allegedly speak Finnish. The range of people who speak Finnish is actually more varied; among others, several members of the Estonian government are also fluent in Finnish. However, in Estonian–Finnish meetings, people often now speak English.


    According to population register data available to the Consul at the Estonian Embassy in Helsinki, 68,000 Estonians considered Finland their home in 2015. Fifty thousand of these live in Finland permanently and the remainder temporarily. Estonians have not developed a social and cultural life in Finland anything near as much as the dirt-poor Estonian refugees who arrived in Sweden, Canada, the US and elsewhere in the past.


    According to research by Kristi Anniste (2014), 28% of the ethnic Estonians who have migrated to Finland wish to return to Estonia. This does not mean that all who plan to return will do so. Nevertheless, according to the most recent data, Estonians are more interested in returning to Estonia due to increasing unemployment in Finland. Some of the Estonian immigrants in Finland are multinational, i.e. they work in Finland but their family and social life are in Estonia. Their situation differs from that of Lithuanians and Poles who have migrated to England or Ireland and settled there. Multinational Estonians do not necessarily need to learn Finnish.


    History has proved that Estonians’ versatile connections with Finns have been important in preserving the Estonian nation. Finns still like Estonians, their kin, although today the most prevalent forms of reciprocal contact are, as mentioned earlier, tourism, culture, migration, cooperation in research and the economy (and also, of course, competition, etc.). The Esto-Finn Cultural Fund established on the initiative of Ambassador Jaakko Blomberg and Gunnar Okk, vice chairman of the Tuglas Society, shows that the Finns also have a deep interest in developing joint cultural projects with Estonians. The purpose of the fund is to “facilitate the networking of people active in the culture and art[s] field in Estonia and Finland, improve language skills of both parties, develop joint projects and economic activity connected to culture, primarily cultural exports”. According to a board member of the fund, the first scholarships will be awarded in 2017 and 2018.


    Merle Pajula, the Estonian ambassador to Sweden, has said that all migrants from Estonia are ambassadors of the country in some way, no matter whether they live in Sweden or another migration destination. Estonian immigrants must of course integrate into Finnish society but it is no less important that they retain contacts with their fellow countrymen so that they can contribute to representing Estonia in their new homeland in an up-to-date way.


    While I praise and value the work of Estophiles from the Tuglas Society and the AESF in bringing Estonians and Finns closer together, I would still like to discuss ways in which we could support communication between them. There used to be restaurants and cafés in the centre of Helsinki that Estonians liked to visit. hings are very different today, but some kind of “Estonian home”—a café-restaurant where Estonian food is available in a suitable environment—is still needed. Estonians could dine there and meet their compatriots. If suitable facilities can be found, parties and other events could be organised for Estonians and Estophiles.
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    Suomenlahden suhdekirja. Uudet vaaran vuodet by Kaja Kunnas and Marjo Näkki. Kosmos, Helsinki 2016, 272 pp.


    


    Despite the very good relationship between Estonia and Finland, cracks occasionally appear in their communication. Naturally, I do not mean the fields of culture, trade or everyday contacts, but politics.


    Finnish journalists Kaja Kunnas and Marjo Näkki, who have lived in Estonia for a long time, have written a nice book to explain to Finns why Estonia behaves differently from Finland in terms of foreign and security policy.


    Finnish historian Jukka Tarkka already stated in his review of the book in Helsingin Sanomat that Kunnas and Näkki do not predict an attack on Estonia. Perhaps it seems relevant on the northern side of the Gulf of Finland that others have agreed with this position. When viewing all kinds of reports on the security situation in the Baltic Sea region, we can see that no one wants to suggest a direct Russian attack. Rather, people write that one cannot completely exclude the possibility of an attack.


    We should begin exploring the book starting from its title: “Suomenlahden suhdekirja. Uudet vaaran vuodet” (On Relationships in the Gulf of Finland: New Years of Danger”). The choice of title is not random. In Finland, “years of danger” has come to signify the period from 1944 to 1948 when Finland was under the surveillance of a monitoring commission led by Andrei Zhdanov, the state had not yet entered into a peace treaty with the Soviet Union, and it was unclear whether Finland would remain a capitalist state or become communist in the event that far-left forces gained power. As we know, Eastern European states fled to the bosom of Communism in this period—with a little help from the Red Army, of course. There was no Red Army in Finland but Joseph Stalin could have occupied the country. The term “years of danger” comes from Lauri Hyvämäki’s eponymous book “Vaaran vuodet 1944–1948” (“Years of Danger 1944–1948”), published in 1954.


    So now there is a new threat. What is it? After Russia occupied and annexed the Crimea and provoked military activity in eastern Ukraine, the West did not sit around and do nothing.


    Finland is troubled by the presence of US forces in Estonia. In essence, they completely change the security situation in the Baltic Sea region, perhaps even more radically than the dissolution of the Soviet Union because the collapse of the “Soviet paradise” did not lead to the arrival of US forces. Neither did they come when the Baltic States joined NATO in 2004 or during the Russo–Georgian war of 2008.


    However, the fact that US forces got here signalled that the previous security hide-and-seek needs to be stopped in Finland. For the Baltics, this meant strengthening ties with the US, while for Finland it signified the hope of improving its relationship with Russia.


    At this point, the Estonian president, Toomas Hendrik Ilves, enters the game—the book describes him as a soap opera star at home and a moral voice abroad. Ilves contributes to building a good relationship with the US, while Finnish leaders underline that they get on well with Russia. The book also describes misunderstandings between Estonian and Finnish leaders that have been already covered by the press on both sides of the Gulf.


    However, Finland must now think about whether it wants to join NATO more carefully than before. The state’s relationship with Estonia, including understanding why Estonia wanted to join NATO, is one of the keys to the rusty locks of Finnish security policy. On the other hand, no quick changes can be made in foreign and security policy. Those interested in reading about the hardships Finland suffered on the road to acceding to the European Union can read the book by Jaakko Blomberg, former Finnish ambassador to Estonia, “Vakauden kaipuu. Kylmän sodan loppu ja Suomi” (“Longing for Stability: The End of the Cold War and the Finnish”). The desire to maintain stability lies behind the slow pace of change in foreign and security policy. It is, however, worth considering whether anything needs to be changed right now. The label of the “years of danger” seems to indicate that something needs to change.


    One of the good points about Kunnas and Näkki’s book is that it shows how historical experiences have created completely different understandings of security guarantees. The book is very Estonia-centric but it would have been worth exploring the Finnish context a bit more as well. For example, there are many hard-core Communists left in Finland and anti-Americanism is deeply rooted there.


    On the other hand, it is understood that the book is mainly intended for a Finnish audience, and discussing the Finnish context would not have been feasible given the probable prescribed length and deadline set for the authors. This is why the authors endeavour to explain the Estonian context.


    As a result, readers are taken on a trip to Narva, the town about which the international media asked whether it would be next following events in the Crimea. Today it seems that it won’t, but it is questionable whether people should write so much about Narva. The people there are tired of foreign interest. In an interview in the Lennart Meri Conference special issue of Diplomaatia, President Ilves described how The Wall Street Journal’s Matt Kaminski took his voice recorder out in Narva and people immediately shouted that they did not want to join Russia …


    Then again, Narva is not a dream destination for Finns, although it is the third-largest city in Estonia. There is no doubt that the county of Ida-Virumaa and its Russian population have shaped Estonian understandings about security. So writing about Narva need not be a sensationalist bid to project the Crimea scenario onto Estonia but, rather, an attempt to try to explain the roots of Estonians’ security thinking to the Finns.


    Then there is Edgar Savisaar, of course. The leader of the Estonian Centre Party cannot be overlooked when writing about Estonia, and when wanting to explain Estonian politics to the Finns, Savisaar needs to be covered as well. He forms a kind of a core around which everything revolves in Estonian politics. It is also true that the majority of the Russian-speaking electorate votes for his party (Keskerakond).


    The book ends with quite a strong message that, compared to Estonia, Finland is a big country. The authors underline that Finland is four times larger than Estonia in terms of population and seven times larger in area. Finnish salaries are three times higher and pensions four times larger than those of Estonians. Nevertheless, this statement does not mean juxtaposition—the outlook becomes more positive when we add the Estonian population to Finland’s five and a half million, as this adds up to seven million. The book’s exquisite final conclusion is that all seven million people are necessary.
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    The double edition of Diplomaatia is focusing on the triangle formed by Estonia, Finland and Russia. Baltic Sea Security has also become a more important issue in Finland, where its ministry of foreign affairs commissioned a report on the idea of NATO membership for Finland. This report is analysed by Jarmo Mäkelä, Finnish veteran journalist.


    “Finland is currently using potential NATO membership as an implicit threat in an attempt to master the inescapable geopolitical dilemma posed by its unpredictable neighbour. By choosing not to act on her own, Finland leaves the keys to her own security to Moscow, Stockholm or Brussels,“ Mäkelä observes.


    His article uses comments from Ants Laaneots, Pauli Järvenpää and Marjo Näkki.


    Andrei Manoilo, the Russian analyst on information and hybrid warfare, says in an interview that the Baltic States are too small to initiate a confrontation between the US and Russia.


    Anna-Mariita Mattiisen from the Estonian Atlantic Treaty Association shows how Russia’s imperialist thinking is also gaining ground in cyberspace where Moscow refuses to play by the rules.


    Hudson Institute analyst, Richard Weitz, recently visited Russia. “The fifth Moscow Conference on International Security (MCIS), which met April 26–28, 2016, made clear that Russian policy makers may want to restore relations with the West, but only if Western leaders change their policies and thinking to accord better with Russian preferences. The Russian speakers, which included the country’s senior national security leadership, called for more cooperation against common threats, especially international terrorism, but insisted that various Western policies inhibited such reconciliation,“ Weitz writes.


    The morality of Russia’s foreign policy using the example of the Georgian war is also weighed by Mariann Rikka, masters graduate in law and human rights.


    Retiree Jaak Kiviloog writes about Estonian-Finnish relations. He is concerned about the decrease of socialisation between Estonians living in Finland. Erkki Bahovski, the Editor-in-Chief, reviews the latest book on Estonian-Finnish relations.


    Former prime minister Andres Tarand writes about water diplomacy and masters graduate in IR Triina-Liis Makson about Argentina. Katrin Höövelson, economic adviser to the EC Representation in Tallinn analyses the future of the European Monetary Union.
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