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      Could we think in broader terms, not just from the narrow viewpoint of a nation state? This question emerges in relation to the hordes of refugees flooding Europe. Erkki Bahovski, editor of Diplomaatia tries to think imperially and reminds us of times when several nations lived side by side within single empires.


      “Those who say “Multiculturalism is dead” ignore the fact that European history was the story of multiculturalism up to the 20th century when nation states emerged,” writes Bahovski.


      Harri Tiido, the ambassador of the Republic of Estonia to the Republic of Poland, writes that the Russian aggression in Ukraine allows the states in this region, i.e., Baltic and Scandinavian countries and Poland, to overcome old barriers and start closer cooperation. “It would be useful to get the official structural units that deal with various cooperational formats and states to communicate more closely with each other in order to facilitate this developmental direction,” writes Tiido.


      Lithuanian journalist Vaidas Saldžiūnas explores the changes in Lithuanian society after the Russian aggression in Ukraine. He says that pacifism as a way of life in Lithuania has come to an end, and increasingly more people are voluntarily joining militaristic organisations. Lithuania’s defence policy has also changed as the state has decided to increase the proportion of defence expenditure in the GDP to 2% of the budget.


      Richard Weitz, an analyst at the Hudson Institute, writes on why the US is worried about Russia breaching the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty (INF) of 1987. “Russia wants to remove hindrances to its geopolitical revival, which includes international treaties now seen as objectionable, in an manner calculated to manoeuvre other parties into appearing responsible for their collapse,” warns Weitz.


      Heidi Mõttus, apprentice at the International Centre for Defence Studies, explores in her article Scotland’s endeavours for independence. She writes about how the Scottish independence referendum has influenced the behaviour of the United Kingdom within the European Union, and discusses whether the island nation will stay in the union.


      Ago Raudsepp, doctoral student at the University of Tartu, reviews a book that describes Finland during the Cold War through the eyes of Swiss journalists and MP Rait Maruste reviews Lauri Mälksoo’s latest book on Russia and international law.
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        An attempt at imperial thinking in implementing European integration policies
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        Annika Haas

      


      
        Erkki Bahovski


        


        Erkki Bahovski has been the Editor in Chief of Diplomaatia since November 2014. He previously worked as a journalist at the daily Postimees, a media and information counsellor at the Representation of the European Commission in Estonia, and an analyst at the Estonian Foreign Policy Institute.

      


      


      Anno 2015—the text August Kitzberg wrote over 100 years ago is topical today as well: “What do you want from me?! You consider yourselves human, but you’re worse than beasts of prey! You call me a werewolf?—I am, as you want nothing else more dear! It is a thousand times better to be a wolf, a wolf among wolves in the forest, if people are not better than you are! A wolf kills only for hunger and—a wolf does not devour a wolf, but you!... And you consider yourselves to be better than me? Here—a wolf, a proud one, will not let herself be disgraced! But you—rods of shame salved with slaves’ blood lie behind fences, licked by dogs! A wolf is free, she does what she wants, comes when she wants, goes when she wants, loves and hates whom she wants! And she will leave you since she despises you.”1 Those were the words of Tiina in the play Libahunt (Werewolf).


      Kitzberg’s writer’s senses foresaw how the ideal of a unified nation may give rise to self-imposed isolation, anger towards the Other and stigmatisation. He understood this perhaps even better than the politicians of the future Republic of Estonia. The other extreme is, naturally, a scene in Oskar Luts’s Kevade (Spring), where Estonian and German schoolboys have a fight. The old feud between Estonians and Germans did not disappear, but the question of Kitzberg’s Tiina or the Other seems to burden the whole of Europe in addition to Estonia.
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        Sultan Mehmed the Conqueror and Ecumenical Patriarch Gennadius II of Constantinople. The Ottomans allowed the Orthodox Church to continue its activities after the Empire conquered Constantinople and Mehmed usually met with Gennadius on the church’s doorstep.
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      The argument that emerged in 2013 over the book Eesti ajalugu II (Estonian History II, or EH II) displayed elegantly how the idealised idea of a nation triumphs over free thought or historical research. EH II diminished the importance of the Estonians’ ancient fight for freedom, which we know about from school textbooks, and the existence of the Estonians as a nation in today’s sense. EH II’s opponents claim that the Estonian nation had fully developed by the 13th century. Some thought that erasing the ancient fight for freedom from EH II was connected to an attempt to besmirch the War of Independence2, although EH II focused on the Middle Ages and does not discuss the War of Independence, and the two periods are 800 years apart! It has to be noted that EH VI writes about the War of Independence in the way it has been treated thus far in Estonia.


      And so our discussion comes to the history of the 20th century. Any attempt to depict Konstantin Päts or Johan Laidoner in any other way than the canon established in Estonian history writing will be met with sharp resistance. The history of a nation state must be uniform. Or even more uniform than that. How else can we explain the endeavour to glorify the Vaps movement—they fit in with the image of an ideal nation state even better than did Päts, who had suspicions dealings with the Russian embassy.3 History must conform to ideals.


      The problem that haunts Estonia and other European states is cognitive dissonance—the world that follows the ideal of a nation state does not correspond to the actual world. This creates frustration and questions emerge. In Estonia only a single question is asked—why do the “wrong” claims stray from the ideal of the nation state?


      European states, which may be somewhat more removed from the ideal of the nation state, are struggling with the same questions. The great refugee crisis has sharply underlined the controversies. The Schengen Area is a pan-European space, but EU member states must cope with receiving refugees and integrating them on their own. Problems connected to refugees only provide arguments for extremists, who take advantage of voters’ frustration. This frustration, as I said before, is the result of cognitive dissonance—the world is not like we imagine it to be.


      Opponents of multiculturalism love to quote a famous speech by the German Chancellor Angela Merkel. The quote attributed to Merkel is that: “Multiculturalism has utterly failed.” (“Multiculturele samenleving is ‘volkomen mislukt’.”) Yet the Chancellor also said that the integration model used THUS FAR (my emphasis, EB) has failed, while she added that Islam is a part of Germany today.4


      According to Merkel, immigrants should put more effort into integrating into German society. The current crisis when thousands of immigrants arrive in Europe every day simply gives rise to the question of how we can find time for integration.


      But what if … they should not be integrated? The history of the world’s nations, of European nations, is full of examples of communities that could live side by side for centuries without integrating along the lines of the contemporary model of the nation state.


      Those who say “Multiculturalism is dead” ignore the fact that European history was the story of multiculturalism up to the 20th century when nation states emerged. Nearly homogenous nation states were established in Eastern Europe after World War I, after waves of ethnic cleansing and border-shifting had swept the area.


      “In the space of only one or two years, the proportion of national minorities across the eastern half of the continent more than halved. Gone were the old imperial melting pots where Jews, Germans, Magyars, Slavs, and dozens of other races and nationalities intermarried, squabbled and rubbed along together as best they could. In their place was a collection of monocultural nation-states, whose populations were more or less ethnically homogeneous.”5


      It may also be claimed that Estonia was ethnically most homogeneous in 1945 when the Jews had been killed, the Baltic Germans and Estonian Swedes had left and immigration from the Soviet Union had not yet started. Should we take the year 1945 as the reference point for integration?


      Western Europe may have escaped the ethnic cleansings that happened in Eastern Europe, but different nations and religions have existed side by side for centuries there are well. One of the best examples of this is Holland, where the policy of verzuiling (pillarisation) was implemented even in the 1960s. In verzuiling, different groups in society lived in separate “pillars”, meaning they had their own schools, hospitals, newspapers etc.


      The inability to cope with otherness may be a blessing for one society and a curse to another. Spain banished all Jews from the country in 1492. Some of them reached the Ottoman Empire: Sultan Bayezid II ordered that the Jews be greeted and treated in a friendly and helpful manner. “They say Ferdinand is a wise monarch,” he told his courtiers. “How could he be, he who impoverishes his country to enrich mine!”6


      Non-Muslims were divided into millets in the Ottoman Empire that united many religions and nations. The word “millet” comes from Arabic (millah) and signifies both a people and a nation7. Jews got their own millet when they arrived in the Ottoman Empire, but others like Orthodox Christians and Armenians also lived in millets. As long as the millets did not confront the Islamic society, paid their taxes and kept their houses in order, they were allowed to do what they wanted. The Empire did not force people to convert to Islam—according to 16th century registers only 300 families in the entire Balkan region became Muslims. The Empire wanted tax-paying subjects, not Muslims. Mehmed the Conqueror always met with the Patriarch Gennadius II of Constantinople at the doorstep of a church, not because he feared that he would become impure by visiting such an infidel place, but because he was afraid that he would consecrate it—wherever he stepped became holy ground, and his followers would have used this as an excuse to turn the church into a mosque.8 Compare this with the visit of Ariel Sharon, former prime minister of Israel, to Temple Mount.


      Do not get me wrong—the Ottomans were merciless when it came to getting even with their enemies, and often impaled them. Neither was the fratricide law which required a Sultan to kill all his brothers so that there would not be any pretenders to the throne humane according to today’s standards. Yet, in a modern sense, the Ottoman Empire was completely multicultural.


      The Russian Empire was also multicultural. I do not intend to idealise the state, but it is a fact that Estonian politicians decided to separate from the Empire only after the Bolsheviks came to power in 1917. The levels of autonomy were different in imperial Russia—the Grand Duchy of Finland had perhaps the greatest level of autonomy, while the Kingdom of Poland and the Baltic provinces had slightly less freedom.


      Yet the dusk of empires began with the dawn of nation states. A nation state turned out to be much more efficient in warfare, since it could mobilise an entire nation. The Ottoman Empire was called the sick man of Europe in the 19th century, and you can read about the Austro-Hungarian army from Jaroslav Hašek’s “The Good Soldier Svejk”. The unification of Germany in 1871 led the Russian Empire to believe that they need a unified Russian nation to cope with the Germans, and Russification began. World War I ended the existence of empires. Russia was replaced by the Soviet Empire, which, however, could not proceed with policies that differentiated between nations for ideological reasons and it is no wonder that everyone wanted out of that empire as soon as its weaknesses were revealed.


      Nation states in Europe, however, reached a point in warfare where war became pointless—waging one more war would have destroyed all states. Warfare ended, but the nation states remained. The question is whether they can last in this form or should they be altered. Will the nation state collapse under its own weight like a dying star, and form a black hole? You may also ask whether a nation state can guarantee that Estonians will remain on their own land?


      Adopting an imperial way of thinking in integration politics presumes that several preconditions are met. Firstly, not all of the imperial mind set can be adopted—one of the underlying causes for the existence of empires was that they were to expand. The Ottoman Empire was constantly at war and it was a matter of honour for a sultan to participate in campaigns—returning without a victory could mean death. The raison d’êtat of the Russian Empire was to expand up to “natural borders”, meaning the sea, since the Muscovite grand duchy had no natural land borders, and the state needed to move forward to secure its position. It must be also kept in mind that in empires multiculturalism was in many ways only a display, as the absence of conflicts was achieved through coercion.


      Just like imperial central power in the past, the imperial way of thinking involves the understanding that people over whom the empire wants to rule are different. The UN’s Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights naturally declare that all people are born with the same rights, but cultural differences play a great part in this. Empires did not want to make all their subjects the same, since this guaranteed stability. This was especially true of areas that had been newly incorporated into an empire. People living in these regions could not be transformed into the loyal sons and daughters of the empire overnight. Attempts to force this to happen failed miserably. For example, Elmar Salumaa has asked the following question about the events that happened in 1940 in Estonia: “Perhaps it all could have been organised in a clearer and more sensible manner, abstaining from steps that created only estrangement and disappointment later, even in the people who had certain hopes and had been ready to participate in establishing a new social order?”9


      The current situation in Europe is exactly the opposite—Europe is no longer expanding, but new people arrive here every day. The enlargement of the European Union in 2004 was preceded by several years of screening and accession negotiations; only after this process could tens of millions of people who lived in their own homes join Europe. How can we make the people flooding into Europe similar to us? We really cannot.


      The third question is the hardest if we consider the mostly Islamic background of the immigrants. What should be the point where the loyalty of the immigrants is focused? In empires, the focal point of loyalty was the emperor. Loyalty to the emperor or his representative was usually sufficient. There can be no emperor in a democratic state based on the rule of law. The US has solved the problem by making money the focal point of loyalty, but the issue of race that still creates tensions in their society shows that the matter has not been fully solved.


      Can the answer be “a land where everyone likes to live”? I know that this answer sounds hollow, like something off an election campaign poster, but demanding a 100% Estonian identity (or that of another European country) is a dead end. Does this mean that the integration process used thus far should be scrapped? No, the local Russians have lived in Estonia long enough and the integration will continue. But this process also bears a resemblance to the Ottoman millet, not to the integration characteristic of a nation state. How else can we explain the essentially extraterritorial units such as the Bronze Soldier monument in Tallinn on Filtri tee on 9 May, the Nevsky Cathedral or the new Orthodox church in Lasnamäe. These phenomena most certainly have not been integrated into the Estonian society, yet the people who visit them live side by side with us.


      So, what can we do with the Muslims coming to Europe? Let them be. In addition to ending the nation state-like standardisation of people, we must stop playacting as a welfare state and do everything in our power to transform the immigrants into taxpayers as soon as possible. We cannot force them to become Estonians or make them identify with Kitzberg, Tammsaare or the story of the Estonian flag.10 Similarly, we cannot magically transform the boat refugees swarming across the Mediterranean Sea into Germans, Italians or Frenchmen.


      The problem also lies in the fact that unlike the regions empires conquered and the people who lived there, the new immigrants who arrive in Europe have no land. On the other hand, neither did the Jews when they arrived in the Ottoman Empire in 1492. The Sultan allowed them to settle in the larger Balkan cities, first and foremost in Thessaloniki, which the Jews found to be nearly abandoned and which they transformed into what was basically a Spanish town.11 Today we can read in the papers about entire Spanish villages that are for sale.12


      It may be that we should create something similar to the Ottoman millet, where people unlike us have their own sanctums, schools, and laws. Sharia on the Kopli lines is not out of the question, but I doubt that there will be a large Muslim community in Estonia. Several points in the Sharia clash with the laws of a democratic state, but compromises are possible and parties can agree upon subsidiarity—what the Muslims cannot decide upon among themselves will be handled by an Estonian court. Arguments between a Muslim and non-Muslim will also be resolved in an Estonian court.


      Does this way of life mean ghettoisation? Not necessarily, since we do not live in the feudal era when the classes were set firmly in place by birth and moving from one class to another was virtually impossible. Thus, Muslims, Russians and others may freely integrate with the Estonian society and all opportunities must be freely available to them. But they must have the opportunity to live on their own.


      Islamic terror must undoubtedly be battled and the states that support terror must be kept at bay, but there is also a controversy here—if we support heavy-handed action against ISIS (or ISIL), the flood of refugees will increase even more.


      Ultimately, all integration policies in the European Union must be reviewed, otherwise the historic frustration emerging from nation states will only give rise to greater instability.


      


      1 August Kitzberg, Libahunt, digitised edition of Eesti Raamatu from 1969, pg 27, http://www.luts.ee/e-raamatud/eestikeelsed/pdf/August_Kitzberg_Libahunt.pdf


      2 See Vello Helk, Vaba Eesti Sõna, 01.04.2013, http://www.vabaeestisona.com/index.php/juhtkiri/2518-kas-ajaloolasel-polegi-ideoloogiat-.html


      3 See Ivo Karlep, Jaanus Karilaid: vapside hävitamine on eesti ajaloo häbiplekk – Pealinn, 06.10.2014 - http://www.pealinn.ee/uudised/jaanus-karilaid-vapside-havitamine-on-eesti-ajaloo-habiplekk-n22762


      4 See Ingrid Piller, What Did Angela Merkel Really Say – Language on the Move, 20.10.2010 - http://www.languageonthemove.com/language-globalization/what-did-angela-merkel-really-say. the full text of the speech is not available on the web page of the Chancellor of Germany, which is why we must be content with quotation from the media.


      5 Keith Lowe, Savage Continent. Europe In the Aftermath of World War II, Viking 2012, pg 248.


      6 Jason Goodwin, Lords Of The Horizons. A History of the Ottoman Empire, Vintage Books, 1999, pg 98.


      7 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Millet_(Ottoman_Empire)


      8 Goodwin, pg 95.


      9 Elmar Salumaa, Tiib pandud aastaile õlale. Mälestuskilde minevikust – Eesti Päevaleht, Akadeemia, 2010, pg 490.


      10 See also Erkki Bahovski’s collection Uued mütoloogiad. Tänase Eesti enesekuvand ja koht maailmas, Eesti Päevalehe AS, 2008.


      11 Goodwin, lk 100.


      12 See For sale: one Spanish village, free to the right owner, The Guardian, 10.03.2014, -http://www.theguardian.com/world/shortcuts/2014/mar/10/for-sale-spanish-village-free-right-owner
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        Erakogu

      


      
        Vaidas Saldžiūnas,


        Lithuanian journalist 


        Vaidas Saldziunas is a freelance defence journalist from Lithuania and writes extensively on defence and security related issues. He is reading War and Security Studies in the United Kingdom at the University of Hull. For the past seven years he has been writing for the Lietuvos rytas daily and online, where he works in the foreign news department.

      


      


      


      


      Few events change the course of states like big shakeups, and it has been 14 years since the last major shakeup. On a quiet September morning in 2001 terrorist attacks in the United States changed not only that superpower, but the whole world. The change was not only in the way Americans see the world and the way it sees them, it also dictated a new set of rules for modern conflicts.


      Sometimes it is even hard to imagine that a country like France was one of the first to rally behind the American determination, calling for justice and vengeance against the new enemies. In the end though, the protracted US operations in Iraq and Afghanistan have been costly ventures filled with pain and disillusionment, and the image of America has suffered, with its reliability questioned.


      


      


      


      Rare events like American military servicemen saving the day in France once again by stopping a terrorist attack on a train are mostly exceptions in so-called old Europe, where anti-American sentiment is high.


      If it were not for the reliance on the might of US military power, which Europe has been clearly shown to be lacking, there would be even fewer tears over the closing of US military installations in Europe.


      One of the reasons for this antipathy can be explained by the nature of US- European relations. Over the past century America has played the role of saviour, but now there seems to be nothing to be saved from, no clear and defined enemy left. Or is there?


      In a post 9/11 world, Europe even more now than a decade ago, has learned to fear radical Islamic terrorism. Just like the Americans, Europeans have learned the hard way how to fight insurgents in distant lands, how to avoid roadside bombs, how to talk nicely to village elders.


      The counter-terrorism agenda has clear limitations. The threat of either Al Qaeda a decade ago or ISIS now may bind Europeans with Americans on targeted approaches, but an enemy that is largely faceless and secretive in nature cannot be the perfect glue for US and European relations.


      At the same time moreover, both the American and the European military and security apparatus almost completely forgot about the old conventional threats. This is now being admitted by the top American generals themselves. Few if any American soldiers know what it’s like to be under sustained artillery fire. US troops who recently came to teach Ukrainians how to fight became quite silent in lessons where Ukrainians told them about barrages of Russian artillery.


      Decades spent in a relatively safe airspace environment haven’t taught the US Air Force anything about multilayered, networked and highly capable air defence systems. The Ukrainian air force, and unfortunately Malaysian Airlines, have learned this lesson the hard way.


      Historically nothing can glue US-European relations and show the change of defence policy as effectively as a common threat. The current Chairman of the American Joint Chiefs, General Martin Dempsey and the future Chairman, Marine Corps General Joseph Dunford, have already named the biggest military threat to US.


      The list is not topped by terrorists, nor by the regimes of North Korea, Iran or even China, as the position has been retaken by Russia, which had long since been downgraded as “a mere regional power”.


      Ironically, Russia has been named as a threat for years now by some who the US considers to be staunch allies. And few US allies are stauncher than the Baltic states. During the war on terror this was proven many times, when Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania all punched above their weight.


      Lithuania for instance is a clear example of a country that has adapted its defence policy according to the geopolitical winds. In 1994 Lithuania set its goal of becoming a NATO member and Lithuania and its political elite made a strong pro-NATO case. The lesson from the interwar period was clear: it is better to be in a good defence club. It may not bring 100% guarantees, but it is better than a neutrality that your Eastern neighbour does not care about. And no one had any illusions about Russia, even in the 1990s.


      Even the US, a strong supporter, was sceptical at first – why would NATO need a small, rather poor, post-soviet country that was considered to be indefensible? But after 9/11 the path became clear. By offering help to America and sending a Special Operations Forces (SOF) detachment to the US-led war in Afghanistan as early as 2002, Lithuania demonstrated its goals clearly.


      Two mantras have become important: help your allies, especially the US, and meet NATO standards. Sending troops on foreign missions has served two main goals of showing solidarity with allies and helping the troops themselves gain experience.


      The SOF is a prime example of this policy, as not only has the combination of different special operations units grown into a separate branch of elite forces, but it has also boosted the image of Lithuania in the eyes of the Americans. Lithuanian soldiers saving US SEALS in battle probably did more for NATO membership than the required military reforms did.


      At the same time, the conventional wing of the Lithuanian armed forces has adapted to the NATO requirements: NATO needs an expeditionary capability and a counter terrorism force? That is where we will excel.


      The second brigade and the concept of territory defence were scrapped and all efforts were diverted to the expeditionary element with light, well-trained and well-equipped troops, who are ready to deploy. As the years passed and the need for “state building” and counterinsurgency only grew stronger in places like Afghanistan and Iraq, Lithuania seemed to be riding high and enjoyed praise from Washington.


      Some in the Lithuanian military complained about the army becoming a skeleton of several battalions, logistic support and a motorcycle cavalry in the form of the famed Special Operations Forces with combat experience in Afghanistan. But even Americans turned a blind eye to the 0.8% of GDP that Lithuania was spending on defence. The mood in Lithuania was clear – what we have is more than enough to fight modern counterinsurgency wars against terrorists.


      Contrary to the myth, the war in Georgia in 2008 did not have a real impact in Lithuania, which abolished conscription the same year and continued with expensive purchases of dubious military value. Even President Dalia Grybauskaite was quoted then as saying that 2% for defence is an unwritten rule, so there’s no need to abide by such obligations.


      Events in Ukraine changed all that 180 degrees. As the security situation degraded dramatically, so the Lithuanian approach to it has changed. Russia made it rather easy.


      The Kremlin’s military takeover of Crimea, the war against Ukraine, the ongoing and ever more realistic exercises of an aggressive nature, the demonstration of prowess in the Baltic sea, and even the threats to launch nuclear weapons at Denmark have reinvented the image of an evil empire trying to regain its image and power.


      Metaphorically speaking, at least in the eyes of Russia’s western neighbours, smoke rises again from Mount Doom, and the eye of Putin gazes from the tower of the Kremlin and this gaze is truly frightening for its western neighbours.


      The Baltic states have already felt the suffocating embrace of the Russian bear and in their instincts they feel that winter is coming, and a new cold war is already a reality. Thus, it has become very popular to talk about the clear and present Russian threat. Vilnius was one of those leading the way.


      Never so careful with strongly worded statements, Grybauskaite has called Russia a terrorist state and a threat to all Europe. For a NATO country that borders Russia but spends 0.8% of GDP on defence, such statements are bold at best and essentially irresponsible.


      But the hypocrisy died down soon enough, as the president herself has become one of the main steamrollers pushing for stronger defence. Since 2014 the president took it almost as a personal insult if any ministry protested against more money for the military. Anyone opposing this spending risked falling into the “pro-Kremlin” camp. Judgmental verdicts and a lack of room for compromise on this topic has become the norm.


      At the same time, the centre-left government and the key ruling and opposition parties all fell into line like subordinate soldiers, and military spending went up from less than 267 million euros in 2013 to more than 425 million euros in 2015. It will grow even further in 2016.


      The change was marked by new faces as well. The new and charismatic commander of the armed forces, General Jonas Vytautas Zukas, quickly formed a bond with the president. Both seemingly understood that people need to see the change and gain confidence. After 9/11, most Lithuanians never really cared about threat of terrorism or the fight against it. Russia was a different matter altogether – not only as a living memory, but also through the eyes of the Ukrainians.


      Unlike Estonians or Latvians, Lithuanians are able to talk of once being a really big country. After all, the Grand Duchy of Lithuania used to be bigger than France and incorporated nearly all of modern Ukraine. Lithuanians have a pride in this and like to boast of a country that stretched from “sea to the sea”, meaning from the Baltic to the Black sea. With this feeling comes a bond that Ukrainians are only so happy to indulge by calling the Lithuanian occupation “a soft or golden one”.


      Seeing the suffering of Ukrainians, fires, explosions and death in the same soviet-style buildings as in their own country, Lithuanians could only feel sympathy for Ukraine and dread that the same could happen to them.


      The MoD reacted to such fears and introduced a 100-page book that teaches citizens what they should do in case of war. People are taught where to seek shelter, urged to work out how to contact relatives if there is a loss of communications, and to have extra radios, batteries and food in advance.


      Russian “diplomats” also felt the stronger work of Lithuanian counterintelligence. That is no coincidence, since the new head of the State Security Department Darius Jauniskis is a highly-decorated former commander of the Special Operations Forces. He took a more aggressive approach to his job than his predecessors did, and now “diplomats” have become weary of being tailed.


      Electrified by the Russian threat, Lithuanians have also flooded to paramilitary organisations like the Riflemen’s union. Considered not long ago to be a platform for a quasi-military gang of boy scouts and old men telling campfire stories from their youth in the 30s, it has changed dramatically.


      Young professionals, including prominent figures like singers, businessmen, journalists and even the liberal mayor of Vilnius, have put on military fatigues, picked up weapons, drilled in urban combat, and learned survival and partisan tactics.


      For a country where many considered the military to be a nuisance filled with those who never grow up, losers or idealists, this hunger to know more about national defence was unusual, or rather was something long forgotten. A proud sense of the warrior nation mentality is now experiencing a renaissance.


      Defence officials have used this mood to their own benefit. General Zukas, the commander of the armed forces, toured military units and bombarded soldiers with sharp and to-the-point questions: “how ready are you? what do you need?”. The conclusion was obvious: we need more manpower. Battalions are at 50% strength, some are at less than 30%. The solution was also obvious – return conscription, since it is duly noted in the Lithuanian constitution as the duty of citizens after all.


      The State Security council, where the President, the army chief and other key security officials meet, has already gained something of a Churchillian war cabinet image, but the sudden decision has caused quite a stir nevertheless. However, after some fiery debates and public objections by those who were about to become conscripts last spring, it has become obvious that support for the draft is gaining ground.


      Since autumn 2014, 3000 have been called up to serve. Fears about whether any would actually show up are now gone, as enough young men and women have shown up voluntarily.


      Yet even without conscripts the Lithuanian army has changed dramatically. The past two years have been marked by the most intensive period of training during all years of independence.


      Gone were the peacekeeping exercises in hot zones. Old fashioned territory defence, even limited armoured warfare, artillery and air support elements came into play with the help of US allies. Some soldiers were able to fire more ammunition in one single exercise than they had previously done in their whole military careers.


      Extensive anti-aircraft and anti-tank missile training drained supplies somewhat and more missiles have been ordered. In fact, the bigger budget meant that more military hardware could be bought. New short range anti-aircraft missiles have been ordered together with medium range anti-tank missiles.


      The President’s palace once again steamrolled through big projects like the PZH2000 self-propelled howitzer deal with Germany, and sent clear signals of its intention to fast-track the Boxer Infantry Fighting Vehicle deal with Germany. Anyone opposing these deals seems to be cracking under the invisible iron fist. New battalions and a whole new brigade will be formed up with several military bases near Vilnius, while talks about Lithuania and other Baltic states working with Poland in using the Patriot long range anti-aircraft system are becoming serious.


      The Lithuanian armed forces have also finally remembered how to defend territory en masse. The army has created within itself a rapid reaction force of two mechanised infantry battalions and supporting units that are ready to roll and react to any self-declared “people’s republic” in a matter of hours, as was demonstrated in massive urban exercises. People see troops training in small towns and big cities more often, while NATO allies help a lot with shows of force.


      Cheers from people waving to American Apache helicopters flying over the Vilnius old town is a clear sign of change. Some can already even recognise the type of NATO jets by the sound their engines make when they fly over the capital at the beginning and end of each Baltic air police rotation.


      Back in the autumn of 2013, just a few months before the crisis in Kiev broke, the presidents of all three Baltic states, the NATO secretary general and SACEUR gathered in Latvia for an international exercise.


      All three presidents were asked one simple question: would they approve of NATO equipment being pre-positioned in the Baltic states. It took them by surprise: yes, why not? But is there any need? Indeed those were still the times, when it was fashionable to talk only about Afghanistan, cyber defence, defence spending and the future of NATO. Two years later there are no doubts and the work is nearly done for NATO regional HQs in the Baltic states. Not only the talk, but also the work and plans show one thing: if anything, the military more than ever before is being prepared for a real war at home.

    


    
      

    

  


  
    
      


      Russia and the INF treaty


      The North Atlantic Alliance cannot allow itself to be torn apart by Moscow because of differences in opinions.


      
        Richard Weitz – Russia and the INF treaty
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        Richard Weitz is a senior research fellow at the Hudson Institute and a director of a military-political analysis centre. He is also an expert in Wikistrat and a guest research fellow of the Center for a New American Security (CNAS). Weitz defended his PhD degree in political science at Harvard University.

      


      The Russian government’s violation of the 1987 Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty has recently risen in prominence in Washington and elsewhere. What was originally foremost an arms control issue for the United States has escalated into a major defence problem for all of NATO. Moscow’s departure from long-standing laws, borders, and agreements demand a major re-evaluation of Russia’s strategy and how NATO can best respond. Until the issue is resolved, the US Congress is unlikely to ratify another major bilateral arms control treaty with Russia and NATO’s willingness to cooperate with Moscow will be appropriately constrained. The reason why Russia is cheating on some security treaties is to remove impediments to Moscow’s military revival. Russia’s approach aims to induce the United States and NATO into assuming the onus of formally withdrawing from these accords—a trap best avoided through countering measures that deny Moscow any net benefits from its actions yet still maintain the solidarity of the alliance that is essential for NATO’s strength at a time of Russian resurgence.


      


      The Current Crisis


      


      There have been media reports about alleged Russian violations of the INF treaty for years, with much speculation focused on a possible new Russian ballistic missile that overlaps that range, but in a July 2014 report, the US State Department made clear that its allegations concern alleged Russian testing of a new ground-launched cruise missile. On September 5, 2014, the NATO heads-of-state summit in Wales indirectly confirmed this interpretation by stating that “it is of paramount importance that disarmament and non-proliferation commitments under existing treaties are honoured, including the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty, which is a crucial element of Euro-Atlantic security. In that regard, the Allies call on Russia to preserve the viability of the INF Treaty by ensuring full and verifiable compliance.”


      


      According to the recent media accounts, the US government now believes that Russia first began testing a ground-launched cruise missile within the INF-prohibited range back in 2008, but it took US analysts several years to discover and confirm the test and then to conduct an interagency compliance review of the data regarding the issue, which found Moscow legally in violation of the treaty. Russia reportedly has the capacity to deploy this system but has not yet done so. At first, US diplomats sought to resolve Russia’s INF violations privately through low-level consultations, then the State Department formally raised the issue with Russia in May 2013. In July 2014, a week after the Republican-led House Armed Services Committee formally held a hearing devoted to attacking the administration for not challenging Russian arms control violations more aggressively, President Barack Obama wrote an official letter to Russian President Vladimir Putin stressing his concerns and calling for high-level talks to return Russia to compliance. The US Secretaries of State and Defense have also raised the subject with the Russian government.


      


      The Russian response, in public and apparently in private, has always been to deny that they have tested any missile that violates the INF treaty and to demand that the United States provide concrete evidence of the reasons for its accusation. The Russian government has not even taken the easy excuses of simply saying a military unit made a mistake in how it conducted a missile test or by claiming the disputed system is really a permitted sea-launched cruise missile that is legally being tested on land before it is tested on a more vulnerable submarine. According to one participant in the Russian-US exchanges on the issue, “so far, our discussion has been roughly like this. Hi, we have a concern, you violated the treaty. They say, no, we haven’t. But no, you really have, and let us share some information with you about… no, you have to give us more information. We don’t know anything about it.” Russian officials and media have been describing the US INF allegations as, in the words of Deputy Defence Minister Anatoly Antonov on the state-owned RT television channel, “part of the anti-Russian campaign unleashed by Washington in connection with the Ukraine crisis. And the US is ready to exploit any means to discredit Russia.” The US government has released only limited public information about the Russian INF violations, presumably in order to protect US intelligence sources and methods. If the Russians knew how we detected their violations, they would presumably close that vulnerability.


      


      After the US accusations became public, Russian officials have recently been counter-charging that it is actually the United States that is violating the treaty, in three ways, by using intermediate-range booster rockets to launch targets for US ballistic missile defence (BMD) systems, deploying long-range strike UAVs, and stationing Aegis Ashore BMD systems in Poland and Romania with MK-41 Vertical Launching Systems that could be modified to launch armed missiles instead of unarmed interceptor missiles. US officials have explained why these objections are frivolous.


      


      Originally most NATO governments seemed to treat the issue as one that the United States and Russia needed to resolve directly. Now the violation has become linked with renewed NATO concern about how the Russian government has been directing nuclear threats and deployments against the alliance. During his visit to the United States in late May, NATO Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg warned that Russia’s nuclear build-up and other military activities could “fundamentally change the balance of security in Europe.” He attacked “Russia’s nuclear sabre-rattling [as] unjustified, destabilising and dangerous.” Stoltenberg chastised Moscow for forgetting the lesson of the Cold War that, “when it comes to nuclear weapons, caution, predictability and transparency are vital.” He further complained about Russian non-compliance with nuclear arms control agreements and about how “Russia has … significantly increased the scale, number and range of pro-active flights by nuclear capable bombers across much of the globe.” Russia’s heightened military activity and nuclear treats have expanded foreign concern about its INF Treaty violations beyond the scope of its original US-Russia concern.


      


      Why Is Russia Cheating?


      


      Russian officials may no longer see net benefits in being bound by INF Treaty restrictions. Prominent Russian national security officials, including President Putin, view the Treaty as one of those unequal agreements and situations—alongside the Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty, the lack of controls on the British and French intermediate-range nuclear-armed missiles, and the expansion of NATO’s membership—that the collapsing Soviet Union and then prostrate Russian Federation was compelled to accept. Russian analysts have complained for years that, whereas the United States is surrounded by friendly countries, Russia is encircled by states that are acquiring large numbers of short to intermediate-range missiles and have, or could soon have, nuclear weapons. These include countries such as India, Iran, Israel, North Korea, Pakistan, and especially, if sotto voce, China (which originally developed intermediate-missiles to hit Soviet targets and presumably aims some of these missiles at Russian targets). They also note that Russia is vulnerable to long-range air strikes launched from these nearby states.


      


      The United States and Russia made a limited effort to induce other countries to adhere to the INF Treaty, but this campaign has so far involved little more than issuing a joint appeal at the 62nd Session of the UN General Assembly in 2007. No other country has joined the Treaty beyond the United States and the Russian Federation (though some provisions apply to the other former Soviet republics) and it is not evident that Russian or US diplomats are pressing other states to join.


      


      While maintaining its innocence in the face of US allegations of treaty violations, the Russian Foreign Ministry has implied that any Russian action would be a justifiable response to previous US government actions, which Moscow sees as having begun the process of killing international arms control. For example, the Ministry charged in 2014 that “Washington is systematically carrying out a plan to dismantle the global strategic stability system…The Americans started this process in 2001, by unilaterally withdrawing from the ABM treaty. Now it is aggravated by a rapid and unlimited build-up of the US global missile defence system, an unwillingness to clean up the territory of other states from the US tactical nuclear arsenal deployed there, elaboration of a provocative strategy of Prompt Global Strike, and an excessive build-up of conventional weapons, including their offensive components.”


      


      In addition to the indirect benefits of weakening NATO security solidarity, Russia’s acquisition of banned intermediate-range missiles could help Moscow overcome several critical NATO military advantages. In particular, Russian INF-range systems could attack the ballistic missile defence (BMD) systems and other forces that NATO is deploying around Russia’s periphery, providing Moscow with a counterbalance to Western superiority in conventional forces and missile defences. Moreover, INF-range systems would help Russia counter other potential military threats to Russia’s south and east. Although an actual conflict between Russia and these countries is implausible, having INF-range missiles would allow Russia to deter attacks from these states, preemptively destroy their intermediate-range missiles and other high value targets, and more easily overcome their missile and air defences.


      


      Russia’s violation of the INF Treaty is part of a larger pattern. Various US experts believe that the Russian government may be violating other arms control agreements, such as the Biological Weapons Convention, the Vienna Document, and the Open Skies Agreement. Russian officials may have believed that keeping the INF violation discreet and maintaining deniability would successfully limit the risks of their violating the INF Treaty as well.


      


      Initially Russian leaders might have hoped that the United States would not discover the violation, especially if the plan was to develop the new missile but wait until an opportune or necessary time to deploy it. The U.S. officials who have engaged in talks with Russian officials and experts on the issue believe that only a small number of Russians originally knew about the programme. If Russia had successfully concealed the violation, that would have prevented a NATO response. Even though it has now been revealed, Russia officials may calculate that they would suffer no major negative consequences since they have violated or circumvented other treaties without major losses—and Russia has already been heavily sanctioned by NATO because of the war in Ukraine.


      


      At present, Russian officials are manoeuvring to induce the United States to withdraw from the INF Treaty, which they have long disliked. From Moscow’s perspective, it would be clearly better for Washington rather than Russia to bear the onus of formal withdrawal from the treaty so that other countries in general, and NATO allies in particular, would be less likely to adopt strong measures against Russia in response. Violating and suspending treaties rather than formally leaving them allows Moscow to make a “soft exit” from arms control constraints while placing on others the burden of either withdrawing from a treaty, responding with counter measures, or remaining compliant and constrained by an accord that Moscow is violating.


      


      To further lessen the likelihood of reprisal, Russia tries to intimidate countries and undermine the cohesion of its adversaries. In these cases, Russian leaders threaten to attack countries that take actions Russia deems hostile as well as using more positive inducements such as sweetheart energy deals. Whatever the original reason for their INF violation, Russian officials may hope that NATO governments will divide over how to respond to a new missile that only threatens the alliance’s eastern members. While Poland and the Baltic states are likely to favour a vigorous response, NATO members beyond the range of the new weapon have less reason to favour a strong reaction.


      


      In any case, Russian actions regarding INF and other nuclear issues suggest that Moscow is pursuing a nuclear doctrine and strategic modernisation plan that differs from its published military doctrine, which describes nuclear armaments as a weapon of last resort. The Russian Federation is in the midst of a sustained nuclear arms build-up and regularly conducts large-scale exercises that simulate the use of nuclear weapons. Russian officials have returned to making unveiled nuclear threats against countries that might challenge their control of the Crimea or join the US-led missile defence architecture. In practice, military doctrine typically follows rather than drives actual modernisation and deployment policies.


      


      Towards an Effective Response


      


      Russia wants to remove hindrances to its geopolitical revival, including international treaties that are now seen as objectionable, in a manner calculated to manoeuvre other parties into appearing responsible for their collapse. NATO’s response should aim to deny Moscow these benefits while sustaining the alliance solidarity that provides the foundation for NATO’s strength at a time of Russian resurgence.


      


      The Obama administration still hopes that threats of concrete retaliatory measures, along with continued diplomatic efforts and public shaming of Moscow, will induce Russia to come back into compliance with the INF Treaty. The US military has no requirement to deploy ground-launched missiles in Europe and NATO governments do not want the United States to withdraw from the treaty, which would play into Moscow’s hands by placing the onus for withdrawal on Washington, and could lead Moscow to move from development to deployment of the contested missile.


      


      The alliance needs to think clearly how Moscow can return to compliance with the Treaty in a way that minimises that damage to European security. Russia would presumably have to destroy any prohibited missiles in a way that allowed the United States to verify their disposal. This is likely to require some kind of on-site inspections given the small size of the equipment and Russian government secrecy. Although it would prove impossible to eliminate any knowledge Russia gained from designing and testing the missile, the treaty’s focus is on prohibiting actual deployments.


      


      These issues might best be addressed in the Special Verification Commission (SVC) created by the treaty. Neither side has used the SVC for years. The Obama administration argues that the Russian government is more likely to respond to messages delivered by senior US officials than through routine communications through a consultative bi-national commission that lacks enforcement powers. But the Russians have dismissed even these high-level messages for years; even in response to communications from President Obama and US cabinet secretaries the Russian government has denied the existence of the alleged missile. There is no obvious harm in trying to work within the SVC format as well, which could find a depoliticised technical solution when conditions are riper.


      


      Unfortunately, Moscow’s violations may take years to address and correct. Ronald Reagan and George HW Bush needed seven years to convince the Soviet Union to destroy a radar system that violated the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty, which was later abandoned. It might take even longer to convince Russia to return to compliance with the INF Treaty due to the complexity of the issue and Moscow’s reasons for violating the treaty.


      


      If Russia does not return to compliance, or at least move quickly and broadly in that direction, the United States has several options. The United States could deploy its own ground-based cruise or ballistic missiles in Europe to threaten Russian military forces, either any INF-banned missiles Moscow deploys or even other Russian military assets, with an equivalent US system. The move to generate new “counterforce” capabilities would aim either to induce Moscow to negotiate a compromise or to deny—by being able to destroy the Russian missiles before they could be launched—Moscow any military advantages from violating the treaty. NATO pursued such a successful “dual-track” policy in the 1980s when the alliance deployed US intermediate-range ballistic and cruise missiles in several West European countries to induce Moscow to accept a “zero-option” INF Treaty for both US and Russian nuclear systems in Europe.


      However, it is unclear which countries would host such weapons. Those NATO members most inclined to welcome them would be those located closest to Russia, but deploying these land-based missiles in proximity to Russian territory would also make them more vulnerable to Russian preemption. In addition, the Obama administration would prefer to avoid having the United States violating the INF Treaty, which bans such ground-launched intermediate-range missiles.


      


      A sensible approach may be to publicise US preparations to proceed with such a response but to keep it at the level of contingency planning rather than actual development let alone deployment unless Russia actually begins to deploy its newly developed INF-banned missile. Rather than returning US ground-launched nuclear missiles to the European continent, NATO could support US deployment of sea and air-launched intermediate-range systems, which are permitted by the treaty. Putting any newly deployed US non-strategic missiles aimed at Russia on highly mobile warplanes and warships would make them less vulnerable and would be seen as less provocative than stationing ground-launched missiles near Russia, where both sides would have incentives to use these missiles first against the other’s strike forces.


      


      As an alternative to such a “counterforce” response, NATO could pursue less confrontational options more likely to win alliance-wide backing and thereby thwart any Russian effort to use the issue to tighten transatlantic tensions. One possibility would be to enhance NATO defences against Russian cruise missiles. This move, though costly and technically challenging, would be treaty compliant and also help NATO better defend against threats from other sources, such as North Africa and the Middle East.


      


      Furthermore, the alliance could increase the credibility of its nuclear deterrence if European governments would make a firmer commitment to developing next-generation dual-capable aircraft with the ability to deliver US nuclear bombs based in Europe. The United States could reaffirm that some US submarine-launched ballistic missiles, whether in the existing Trident fleet or in the next-generation strategic submarines, will always be available for use for NATO contingencies.


      


      Sustaining strong NATO support for any US countermove will be critical. The Kremlin can easily ignore US complaints as yet one more source of Russian-American differences, but would worry more about alienating some European countries, such as Turkey and France, which remain targets of influence for Kremlin lobbyists. Deployment of new US military forces in the NATO area of operations also needs to enjoy support from the alliance to have a meaningful impact.


      


      

    

  


  
    
      


      The Regional Undulation of the Crisis in Ukraine


      The states in this region can cooperate better outside the framework of the usual formats.
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      Every crisis has not only its negative side, but also a beneficial side. This is true of the events in Ukraine as well. The impact that the annexation of Crimea and the Russian military activity in Eastern Ukraine has had on the security architecture of Europe has already been discussed ad nauseam, which is why I do not intend to offer my thoughts on this subject all over again. However, the crisis has also affected forms of regional cooperation. The impact has partly materialised already, but it is partly still developing. I shall restrict my discussion in this article to the form of national cooperation along the axis from Norway in the North to the Black Sea in the South.


      For Estonia, the cooperation organised around the Baltic Sea and affecting this region is of utmost importance. Since the Ukrainian events have primarily influenced thought and action in the field of security policy, my discussion will focus on this. Edward Lucas, who is well-known in Estonia, used the term NBP9 in a recent analysis published by the Center for European Policy Analysis, by which he had in mind the Nordic and Baltic states and Poland. When we think logically and observe what is actually happening, highlighting this union of states is quite correct, but there is a slight problem—it does not formally exist. There is the NB8, which is a format of cooperation for the Nordic and Baltic states, where the countries can invite Poland to participate if necessary.


      On Frames and Breaking out of them


      If the states in a region or countries with common interests decide to start working closely together, they create a format and find a pretty name for it, or make do with an abbreviation. This is how NB6, NB8, e-PINE, NORDEFCO, V4, the Weimar Triangle, the Normandy Four and a row of other more or less useful formats were created in Europe. They all have their good points, but also their individual frameworks. It is useful in the case of the union of the Nordic and Baltic states that the formation breaks out beyond the frames of the two large cooperation formats of the European Union and NATO, so that common topics of interest are approached outside these frameworks.


      The next step should be to break out of the small formats and coordinate the positions and actions of states proceeding from practical needs. In these terms, the Nordic-Baltic and Polish model Lucas suggested seems practical and natural when it comes to security and other issues. For example, Rail Baltic and the Via Baltica would be pointless to the Baltic states if they simply stretch from Tallinn to Kaunas or Vilnius; only if the routes are extended to Warsaw and open further directions that are accessible through there do they become useful. In the field of security it must be remembered that Poland is the greatest military force in our region and we need to work with allies who are bigger than ourselves. In addition, the US probably places us all in the same category that most likely covers an even wider region than the NBP9.


      A curious aspect becomes apparent when we look at the current situation, which is that the ministers of foreign affairs from the Nordic and Baltic states discuss security matters in a format that includes Iceland but not Poland. At the same time, when the Polish President Andrzej Duda visited Estonia in August, there were plenty of common security issues to discuss. Poland considers not only the Baltic states but also Norway, Sweden and Finland to be “frontier states” that are endangered by a potential threat from a single direction: the East. Thus the preconditions for taking joint action have been fulfilled. When we also consider the pre-deployment of US military equipment to the region and the presence of US forces in it, it would be nothing but natural to involve Poland in e-PINE, a consultation organisation for the Nordic and Baltic states and the US.


      Let’s Broaden the Focus


      A good example of cooperation beyond frameworks was a meeting of the heads of states of the US, the Visegrád Four, the Baltic states, Bulgaria and Romania in Warsaw last year in June. I am quite certain that such a discussion could not have taken place without the impact of the events in Ukraine. All the participants were united by their interest in NATO, the presence of the Americans, and the security that proceeds from this. In a practical sense, it was useful for the US individually to meet the leaders of all the states that are interested in the US presence to a smaller or greater extent.


      A summit of NATO’s eastern wing will be organised in Bucharest this November, and the joint positions to be presented next year at the NATO summit in Warsaw will be prepared there. States united by a certain common interest and a sense of threat will convene again. Those interests and that sense may vary a little from state to state, as common security subjects would be a complex topic of discussion in a format involving fewer states such as a meeting of the Visegrád Four. Poland has a more determined viewpoint towards the Russian aggression in Ukraine than do Hungary, Slovakia and the Czech Republic, but they all fit nicely into a larger format. The union allows a couple of disputes to be aired, and the big picture is clearer at the Alliance’s summit because of this.


      If the states involved in the axis mentioned at the beginning of the article communicate outside the framework of a specific format, it will help them to defend their joint interests at the “large” round tables of the European Union and NATO. And not only in security issues. For many European states, immigration issues have become much more important than the threats perceived by Ukraine, Central and Eastern Europe, and the Baltic states. This is why pressure is put on the states in the region to share the “old” EU states’ opinions on receiving refugees. If we leave the issue of right and wrong attitudes aside, it can be claimed that regional coordination of positions and arguments is beneficial. It would be wrong to claim that this kind of activity subverts the unity of the European Union and NATO since all member states try to find supporters for their positions and to coordinate their visions with countries with which they have similar viewpoints.


      In conclusion: the events in Ukraine have pushed states into an anticipated strengthening of regional cooperation primarily in the field of security, but this trend should develop to approach other subjects in alliances that surpass formats. It would be useful to get the official structural units that deal with various cooperational formats and states to communicate more closely with each other in order to facilitate this developmental direction. Joint action develops best in conditions where it is based on joint interests, which, in turn, often derive from being located in the same region. It does not pay to proceed from the principle of modesty and the categories of “small” and “great” states when sitting at the top tables—when a small state can find supporters in a small alliance, it may dare to present initiatives proceeding from its narrow interests and hope for them to succeed. The only certain way to back oneself into a corner is to retreat into a shell and justify this by saying that “nothing ever depends on me”.


      The personal views of the author were presented in this article.


      


      

    

  


  
    
      


      Scotland in the Whirlwind of the Referendum on Britain’s Membership in the EU


      It is in Estonia’s interests to support Scotland in keeping the United Kingdom within the European Union.


      
        Heidi Mõttus – Scotland in the Whirlwind of the Referendum on Britain’s Membership in the EU
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      In the 2014 referendum, 55% of the residents of Scotland who had the right to vote voted against independence for Scotland. In the arguments of Westminster, this percentage of people voting against independence showed the will of the Scottish nation.1 However, 45% of those Scottish residents who had the right to vote did vote for independence, which means that over 1.5 million people wanted to leave a union that has lasted in its current form for 308 years.2


      This cultural and political schism has shown no signs of disappearing. The opposite in fact, as English nationalism has gained new popularity first and foremost through UKIP, while Scottish nationalists who strongly support the European Union have started to support the SNP and Scotland’s current first minister Nicola Sturgeon. It is important to mention that nationalism is expressed in different forms in England and Scotland. In academic circles, UKIP is considered a far-right party that is historically known primarily for its Euroscepticism. Likewise, UKIP may be said to be a conservative nationalist party characterised by the view that supranational organisations threaten a state’s cultural and national identity. The SNP, on the other hand, is a social democratic party that is engaged in developing the Scots’ self-awareness as a nation and promotes the view that the Scottish people have a different identity from that of the English. Thus it is a liberal nationalist party that supports the right of national self-determination. Therefore, in England, one of the driving forces of the EU referendum is Euroscepticism, and the Scottish opposition to this is based on national self-awareness.
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        Nicola Sturgeon, leader of the Scottish National Party.
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      Discussions held after the independence referendum have shown that even those residents of Scotland who voted against independence a year ago are in favour of remaining in the EU, and the EU referendum is becoming a point of support for the SNP. Sturgeon thinks that the results of the EU referendum greatly depend on England, mostly because the English population is much larger than that of Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland. In other words, if England votes to leave the EU, the entire United Kingdom will leave. As the SNP knows it is in the minority, it has been trying to reach an agreement that the United Kingdom will give up EU membership only if all four countries vote to do so, but this has not found favour with Prime Minister David Cameron. Sturgeon is determined and continues to support the EU, but has also pointed out that if Scotland should be forced to leave the EU against its will, there may be another independence referendum. Sturgeon has, however, also noted that another referendum may be organised only if the majority of the Scottish people want it. The EU referendum debates have undoubtedly increased the self-awareness of the Scottish people as a nation, but they have also isolated Scotland even more. The votes of the Scots, supporters of the EU, are vital in answering the question whether the United Kingdom will stay in the EU. If the United Kingdom decides to leave the EU in 2017, another independence referendum is highly probable.


      The sense of indecision has only increased in the British political landscape in the context of the referendums on Scottish independence and EU membership. While the Scottish Labour Party has historically held the majority in Scotland, the number of SNP members has quadrupled since the independence referendum, and the Scottish Green Party has also grown remarkably. Undoubtedly, this happened owing to both parties’ positive attitude towards the EU. The SNP won 56 seats out of a maximum 59 at the general election held in spring, and the Labour Party lost 40 seats in Scotland.3 The SNP’s supporters have claimed that the most negative scenario for them would be if Scotland were to fail to gain independence for a second time in a row, and if they were to lose EU membership in addition to that.


      The scenario concerning EU membership was considered in the run up to the independence referendum and it may be presumed that if a second referendum were organised, very similar questions would be asked. Indeed, the EU played a very important part in both the SNP nationalist campaign and the pro-union Better Together campaign. While some initially thought that an independent Scotland could automatically gain EU membership, it was discovered later that the new state would need to apply for membership. The SNP reckoned this would not be a problem since Scotland has been a member of the EU for 40 years already and it fulfils all the conditions for an applicant; they also believed that Scotland would get the approval of all 28 member states. The unionists’ campaign also discussed the EU, but pointed out that the opposite was in fact true, and Scotland’s accession to the EU would be very problematic and by no means guaranteed. One argument that underlined the many difficulties in Scotland acceding to the EU was connected to the applications of the Balkan states and Turkey, as it was explained that Scotland would have to wait until after those countries were accepted into the EU. However, new members are not accepted in a prioritised order, and applications are reviewed on the basis of a country’s readiness for accession. It would have been highly unlikely that the EU institutions would have undertaken the very expensive and time-consuming process of separating Scotland from the Union only to accept it after that again. Moreover, the associations campaigning for independence led by the Yes-campaign reminded the Conservatives of their promise to hold an EU referendum if they won the 2015 elections.4 It was claimed that if England should vote to leave the EU and Scotland against it, the only way to preserve Scottish EU membership would be for Scotland to vote for independence. The Conservative party did indeed win the elections, and the Scots voted against independence, meaning that Scotland may organise another independence referendum in the future.


      During the 2014 independence referendum the unionists argued that there would be problems connected to Scotland and the EU, but the SNP currently claims that the United Kingdom’s separation from the EU without the support of Scotland may turn out to be problematic. Recent survey results show that more than half of Scottish survey participants support the United Kingdom’s EU membership, while half of the English participants want to leave the EU.5 The differences in Scotland’s and England’s views on questions related to the EU are also reflected in the preferences of the voters: supporters of large parties in Scotland, i.e. those who vote for SNP and a majority of those who vote for the Labour Party, generally support staying in the EU, while many of the supporters of England’s most popular party, the Conservatives, would prefer to leave the Union. The SNP is also likely to win next year’s Scottish parliamentary election, as they defeated the Labour Party in the general election this spring. The party has emphasised that no decision on holding a new independence referendum has yet been taken, but as the SNP claims that last year’s referendum results were not conclusive, a new referendum may be held if the United Kingdom leaves the EU. The unionists, on the other hand, say that an independent Scotland would be leaving one union to join another, and they consider the union of Scotland and the rest of the United Kingdom to be much stronger than the EU. David Cameron is facing an interesting challenge as it is the second time during his career when he may well become the prime minister during whose tenure the United Kingdom dissolves. The Prime Minister’s attempts to negotiate in Brussels to get more favourable conditions for the United Kingdom, avoid the state leaving the EU and prevent another independence referendum in Scotland have been unsuccessful, since the EU’s attention at the moment is mainly focused on solving the refugee crisis. The United Kingdom’s departure from the EU would also be made more difficult by the fact that should Scotland become independent, England would share a border with a very firm supporter of the EU.6 Some areas near the border of Scotland and England and a few large centres in northern England supported independence in the 2014 referendum. It is too early to discuss the consequences these two potential referendums may have on those regions or on England as a whole, but changes in the internal political climate are not inconceivable.


      The discrepancies between Scotland and England in questions concerning the EU are also rooted in cultural differences. Scotland’s older generation feels that they belong to the United Kingdom, while the young identify themselves as Scots and Europeans rather than British. This tendency is much stronger in Scotland than in England, where the majority of people consider themselves primarily British. England is distancing itself from Europe on both a political and a cultural level via the media and in daily conversations between people—when talking about Europe, people mostly mean continental Europe. Although similar attitudes can also be found in Scotland, the sense of belonging to Europe is much more widespread there. The Scottish national identity seems to have spread to residents who have migrated to Scotland as well. Scottish Muslims consider themselves Scottish rather than British, and 64% of people with Middle Eastern roots voted for independence at the referendum.7 That these people feel Scottish rather than British may turn out to be crucial both during the EU membership referendum and the possible new independence referendum. It is also in the interests of the EU citizens in Scotland that the United Kingdom does not leave the EU. Although currently only British citizens have the right to vote in the EU referendum, Scotland would allow EU citizens to vote in any second independence referendum, just like in 2014. This will motivate Europeans living in Scotland to support Scottish independence in addition to its EU membership.


      The EU referendum will not bring any drastic changes to British politics: remaining in the EU would not make the Euroscepticism spreading in society disappear, and separating from the EU would not make the future of the United Kingdom any clearer. It is more likely that the complex and time-consuming political negotiations which would have to be undertaken following any separation would be conducive to the uncertainty that is already ripe in British politics today. Fragmentation would be inevitable on the internal and foreign political level. A uniform EU is an important counterforce to Russian aggression, and if one of the biggest member states leaves the EU, causing the EU to split, it will mean that the security risk for Estonia could increase as a result. It is in the interests of Estonia to support Scotland in trying to keep the United Kingdom within the EU.


      


      1 Scotland Decides – BBC, 2014.


      http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/events/scotland-decides/results


      


      2 Act of Union 1707 – UK Parliament.


      http://www.parliament.uk/about/living-heritage/evolutionofparliament/legislativescrutiny/act-of-union-1707/


      


      3 Election 2015 – BBC, 2015.


      http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/election/2015/results/scotland


      


      4 M. Keating, The European Dimension to Scottish Constitutional Change – The Political Quarterly, 86(2), 2015, pg 201–208.


      


      5 D. R. Edmunds, Scots Want In, English Want Out: EU Poll Reveals Split Over Brexit, 20 July 2015. http://www.breitbart.com/london/2015/07/20/scots-want-to-stay-in-eu-as-poll-shows-uk-split-over-brexit/


      


      6 A. Glencross, Why a British referendum on EU membership will not solve the Europe question – International Affairs, 91(2) 2015, pg 303–317.


      


      7 The thistle and the crescent – The Economist, 15–21 August 2015, pg 24.
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Seikko Eskola. Demokratia diktaattorien varjossa. Suomen vaikea 1940-luku eurooppalaisin silmin. Atena Kustannus Oy, Keuruu 2014. 320 pp.


      According to the romanticised approach popular in Estonia, Finland fought their Eastern neighbour in 1939 and did not allow their state to be subjugated. This then decided the country’s destiny. Finlandisation followed later but this was a trifling matter compared to what happened in Estonia and elsewhere in Eastern Europe. Even so, some Finnish historians consider finlandisation to have been a surrender.2 We in Estonia never tire of analysing our surrender either, but while we focus on the actions of the state that surrendered, it may slip our minds that there was also a subjugator that started it all. As the subjugator disappeared from the scene of history, both subjugated states were freed; one of them may be compared to an inmate in a maximum security prison, the other to one in an open prison. The difference between the two was great, but neither of them was free. A quarter of a century later, the subjugator is back—the Finnish president deemed it necessary to mention in his new year speech that Finland is part of the West, while we in Estonia sometimes find it difficult to understand our Northern neighbour. This context ensures that this book by the Finnish historian Seikko Eskola is unexpectedly topical today, since the methods used to make Finland surrender 75 years ago have also made a comeback.


      Eskola’s book discusses the 1940s—the decade that started for Finland with the Moscow peace treaty ending the Winter War. Under the treaty, 10% of the state’s territory was relinquished to the USSR, 420,000 internal refugees needed new homes and the state leased a military base to the Soviet Union some 50 km from the capital. Hitler was not wrong when he presumed that the Finns who had been forced to leave Karelia wanted their homes back; this is why German support provided to the Continuation War effort in 1941 worked even without official agreements. At least it did until the summer of 1944, when Moscow’s new attempt to break Finland in battle forced President Risto Ryti to sign an agreement with Joachim Ribbentrop. The attempt to subjugate Finland in battle failed again. Finland agreed on a ceasefire and then entered into a peace treaty with its Eastern neighbour, but this was not the full extent of the surrender, which continued in other ways. Eskola’s book explores all of this in detail. Eskola ends the book with the symbolic year of 1952, when Helsinki hosted the Olympics and Finland sent the last train with reparations to the Soviet Union.


      This is not an ordinary history book, since the author does not present his own views of what happened, but references the opinions of people living at the time. He has simply commented on and supplemented these approaches as a historian. The contemporaries featured in the book are journalists of the Swiss broadsheet Neue Züricher Zeitung (NZZ), who mostly resided in Stockholm and Helsinki. They were not reporters who sent home short notices but correspondents who wrote long analytical overviews, who had doctoral degrees and had lived in Finland and Sweden for years. Proceeding from the title of the book, Eskola mainly focuses on how the Finnish democracy survived “in the shadow of dictators”. NZZ did not take a positive stance towards national socialism, which is why the newspaper was banned in Germany two years after Hitler came to power, so the correspondents of NZZ cannot be considered German supporters, but rather impartial observers. It is therefore noteworthy that the Swiss paper only mentions one occasion on which Germany interfered in the internal affairs of Finland in the summer of 1944. The Swiss correspondents criticised the censorship that was established in Finland during the war years but had to admit that Finnish parliamentary democracy worked despite the war-time restrictions. Notwithstanding the censorship, the Swiss journalists could quote Finnish papers that protested against the policies of the German occupying forces in Norway and Estonia in particular. NZZ called Estonia “the Norway of the Finns”, by which they probably meant that Finland felt the same affinity towards their occupied Southern neighbour that the Swedes felt towards their occupied Western neighbour. The Swiss were also surprised that journalists could freely discuss the attempt on Hitler’s life in Finnish papers. It can be concluded from this that the censorship, which disturbed the correspondents, applied mainly to questions of internal politics. On the other hand, the NZZ wrote that the people’s attitude towards the government did not change because of the censorship, which is why the censorship of the war years may be considered mainly a war-time necessity. It can be said that the Finnish democracy coped quite well under the threat from Hitler.


      NZZ wrote that the polling for the first post-war elections in spring 1945 was conducted in a manner suitable for a democratic state, but “under the moral pressure of foreign political inevitability”. They were hinting at the fact that Prime Minister Juho Kusti Paasikivi and some other cabinet members encouraged the politicians who had been in power during the war to refrain from running for office. NZZ did not fail to mention that the Finnish right wing considered this interference to have influenced the election results considerably. At the same time, the paper emphasised that even those Finnish politicians who considered the government’s interference a “small blemish on the face of democracy” still agreed that this was the lesser evil, as it helped to prevent the threat of intervention. Two years later NZZ wrote that Finland was still “technically” a Western parliamentary democracy, although left-wing radicals had gained key positions in the government. In assessing Finnish democracy, NZZ underlined the point that Finland had never been exemplary in this field, as concessions that harmed democracy had also been made to the Lapua Movement in the 1930s, although not to such a large extent as to the Communists later on.


      The Swiss journalists noticed how the Soviet Union was not criticised by Finnish people, not even in private conversations, since the Finns supposedly wanted to make a clean break with the past and conform to all the conditions of the peace treaty in an honest manner. Thus strong (self) censorship applied in foreign political questions in a different way to during the war years, but the Swiss correspondents repeatedly emphasised that there was no censorship concerning internal politics. This notwithstanding, Finnish democracy was under greater pressure from Stalin and had to make bigger concessions than it had under the influence of Hitler. The NZZ’s articles also list some of the causes for this. Hitler had no particular reason for pressurising Finland, since the Finnish people were “justifiably bitter” after the Winter War, and the Finnish government pursued policies that the majority of people considered the only way forward. The Soviet Union, on the other hand, would not have been able to convict Finland’s war-time state leaders as “war criminals” (NZZ always put the phrase in quotation marks) under the Finnish legal system had it not put pressure on the state.


      The Swiss journalists called the ceasefire of autumn 1944 a surrender, capitulation or military defeat. In March 1946 NZZ wrote that “since the surrender”, the majority of the Finnish people were harassed daily by the question of whether the state’s political and economic dependence on the Soviet Union would lead to sovietisation sooner or later, or whether the country would succeed in preserving at least a part of its statehood and democratic society. NZZ thought that there were no grounds for fearing “bolshevisation” and acceding to the Soviet Union as long as those decisions were to be made by a parliament elected in accordance with the constitution. Yet should Moscow have thought that its Northern borders were not sufficiently secure as long as Finland was not within the Soviet Union, the USSR would undoubtedly have had the means to incorporate Finland, given its contemporary power position. A Swiss journalist wrote that in the public opinion of the world, the conditions dictated to Finland were not considered particularly strict (the Finns disagreed) but displays of “preferential treatment” in comparison to other Eastern European states could not hide the fact that Finland was “completely at the mercy of the Soviet Union”.


      NZZ quoted something Vyacheslav Molotov had said at the Paris Peace Conference, that the Soviet Union had supposedly been “generous” with Finland (NZZ’s quotation marks). The Swiss paper seemed to have agreed with this at least partially since it considered that the Soviet Union had indeed respected the independence of Finland with the armistice, although it had also rendered it helpless in military terms, which was supposed to have meant that the “independence” (NZZ’s quotation marks) was to be quite relative. NZZ’s analyses reveal the opinion that Finland remained unoccupied mainly owing to the Soviet Union’s calculations, not to Finnish resistance. Eskola emphasises that the attention paid by NZZ’s correspondents to Finland’s success in repelling the Soviet Union in the summer of 1944 does not nearly compare to the importance it has acquired today.


      NZZ’s analyses also outline the dilemma for the Soviet Union: on the one hand, it wanted to have full political control over Finland, on the other hand, it did not want to harm the USSR’s economic interests in the form of reparations from Finland. Finland inevitably needed a loan to cope with the reparations, and it was able to get the amount mainly from the US. However, the US’s loans depended upon the political developments within Finland—had Finland become a “people’s republic”, the loan sources would probably have dried up. NZZ claimed that the reparations inspired Moscow to force the local communists in Finland to adopt a moderate stance, which was an opinion the Finns shared as well. When the social democrats tried to take advantage of the communists’ moderate spirit in election campaigns by adopting the idea of nationalising large industries and banks, Moscow was irate. The Finnish government was notified that this step would not be in the interests of the USSR, as it would endanger the deliveries made to pay the reparations. NZZ also published more pessimist opinions that the reparations would lower the standard of living in Finland to such a level that they would put the nation’s moral resistance and desire for independence to the test. This was why some Finns thought that the USSR’s goal had always been to squeeze the Finnish economy dry first and then take away its independence.


      In an analysis published in 1950 at the peak of the Korean War, the Swiss paper claims that a power struggle in Finland would change the strategic balance in Northern Europe to the disadvantage of the Soviet Union, since Sweden would probably join NATO. Another important factor was the Finns’ unchangeable desire to preserve their independence—according to NZZ, this was already evident in the 1939 negotiations, “not like with the Baltic States”. “After the defeat”, Finland had honoured all the conditions in a disciplined manner, but the USSR was said to have no illusion that Finland would want to preserve its independence only internally; it knew that if the USSR were to have tried to take the state’s freedom, it would have been faced with long and tough resistance. Finnish woods and lakes were said to be the “Eldorado of partisan warfare” and the appeals Otto Ville Kuusinen’s government directed to the Finnish communists during the Winter War fell on deaf ears. The potential “people’s republic” of Finland would also have been “titoist”, since the Finns as a nation are used to following their own lead, and so it would have been pointless for the Kremlin to snuggle up to such a prickly character.


      The NZZ articles Eskola mediated to the reader perfectly explain the famous Paasikivi line—Finland basically surrendered in the foreign political sense, as it gave up pursuing an independent foreign policy and became a part of the Soviet Union’s sphere of influence. In return, however, the Finns wished to remain free to act as they wanted in internal politics and to retain journalistic freedom to as great an extent as possible. This is why the Finnish surrender in 1940 was not entirely silent, at least not for the NZZ. Although no one protested against surrendering in Finland, NZZ knew about the pressure from Moscow and the decisions made under this impact. A colourful example is the decision to suppress the Finnish publication of the defence speech of President Ryti, who was accused of “war crimes”, while the NZZ wrote about both the speech and the pressure from the Soviet Union to ban it. The paper was amazed that the speech had been broadcast on Finnish radio right before it was banned and that the text of the speech had been sent to foreign correspondents.


      After Urho Kaleva Kekkonen became president, NZZ started to write that the state was trying to keep decision-making behind closed doors, especially in matters concerning Moscow’s demands to extradite refugees, and that the government wanted to establish censorship. Thus the Paasikivi line was not exactly identical to the Kekkonen line. It is not the purpose of this review to discuss whether finlandisation was more extensive under Paasikivi or Kekkonen3, but it can be concluded from NZZ’s articles that during Paasikivi’s rule, Finland’s surrender was basically restricted to foreign policy, while in Kekkonen’s times, more and more internal political concessions were made.


      Eskola himself remains rather on the sidelines in his book, only offering comments when NZZ’s understandings need to be supplemented or explained in view of what we know today. However, there is a section where Eskola expresses his opinion in strong terms. NZZ discussed the extradition of Estonians to the Soviet Union twice, in 1948 and 1950. In the first case, the context was that the Soviet Union was pressurising Finland into concluding an agreement establishing a military union, which was seen as similar to the 1939 agreements that had proved fatal to the Baltic States, and the Swiss considered the extraditions an understandable concession in a “tragic conflict of the conscience” for the Finns. In the second case, NZZ talked of the extradition of Estonian refugees in connection with failed trade negotiations and a cooling in the relationship between Finland and the USSR, which the new Prime Minister Kekkonen was trying to alleviate with conciliatory gestures. He was successful since Kekkonen was invited to Moscow, where he was greeted by Stalin himself. Eskola expressed the following views about the last episode: “In connection to this, it must be said that approximately the same number of Jews extradited in 1942 have been declared great martyrs, but people do not speak about those extradited to the East. In reality, the government protected Jewish refugees during the Continuation War in a far better manner than they protected our kindred nation, the Estonians in the following period, even those who had fought for Finland, weapon in hand.”4 I must agree with Eskola’s conclusion that NZZ was very well informed about how things actually were. This, in turn, supports a quote attributed to George F. Kennan, who said that 95% of information can be found from public sources. One just needs to read the papers.


      


      1 This article was written because my good colleague Tõnu Lume recommended Seiko Eskola’s book to me and my lecturer Anti Selart gave me the good advice that I should write a review of it.


      


      2 Hannu Rautkallio, Alistumisen vuodet 1954–1961. Suomettuminen vai lännettyminen, Kustannusosekkeyhtiö Paasilinna, Keuruu 2010.


      


      3 Hannu Rautakallio writes, that when the term “finlandisation” came into use in 1960s, it was defined as “the subjugation of a non-communist semi-independent state in the USSR’s sphere of influence to the aspirations of a communist great power”, but he interprets it as “the extensive influence of the Soviet Union Communist Party on Finnish national and social life” (see Rautakallio pp 13–14); therefore Rautakallio finds that finlandisation occurred in Finland between 1954–1961, when power passed from Paaskivi to Kekkonen; however, looking at the 1960s definition, there is no doubt that Finland was already finlandised under Paaskivi.


      


      4 Seikko Eskola, Demokratia diktaattorien varjossa. Suomen vaikea 1940-luku eurooppalaisin silmin, Atena Kustannus Oy, Keuruu, 2014, pg 238; the Finnish Prime Minister Paavo Lipponen apologised to the Jewish community in 2000 for extraditing eight Jewish refugees to Nazi Germany. In the spring of 1950, Finland extradited six refugees to the Soviet Union. One of them was Artus Lõoke, an Estonian, who was sentenced to death and executed the same year in Tallinn—see Jussi Pekkarinen and Juha Pohjonen, translator. Erkki Bahovski. Läbi Soome kadalipu. Inimeste väljaandmised Nõukogude Liidule 1944–1981, Tänapäev, 2008, pg 141, 174–176.
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      Lauri Mälksoo. Russian Approaches to International Law. Oxford University Press, 2015. ...


      


      When describing Russia, people tend to quote the Russians themselves—“You will not grasp her with your mind, or cover with a common label”. This might indeed be the case for those who do not know Russia, Russian history or culture too well. It is especially true for Western researchers and observers, who Lauri Mälksoo says understand Russian society a lot less than Russians understand Western society. Lauri Mälksoo is a scholar of Russian language, society, legal history and people, and as such he has undertaken an in-depth historical analysis which concludes in a quite convincing generalisation explaining why Russia is the way it is and acts the way it does.


      In order to understand countries and nations, especially great ones, it is necessary to look deep into the past. Lauri Mälksoo does exactly this. He begins with the Schism of 1054, the fall of the Byzantine Empire and the Council of Florence of 1439, which notably attempted to reunite the Eastern and Western churches. He points out that the traits which are still characteristic of Russia today were already visible then. History records that the church leaders of both sides reached an agreement on a formal level, but when the heads of the Eastern Church returned to Russia, the local religious leaders and conservatives rejected the agreement as something foreign. As a result, the Eastern and Western churches remained separate, and sometimes even on opposing sides.


      This concept of uniqueness is hard for those outside the culture to notice and even harder to understand, and hard even for those who are active participants within it. A thorough understanding of both Western and Russian societies, including international law, is needed for an observer to both be close enough to them and yet remain separate and retain a critical outlook and analytical skills. Therefore, Lauri Mälksoo bases his analysis on numerous sources, including three outstanding experts on international law who are connected to Estonia and are well-known even to us. These are professors Friedrich Martens, Mikhail Taube and Vladimir Hrabar, who served the Russian Empire in their lifetime. It was common in Tsarist Russia that the scholars and legislators of international law were not Russian, but rather of German or Baltic German origin.


      Mälksoo finds that the observations those men made help us understand Russia’s current international legal behaviour as well. For example, Martens concluded that a government’s international legal behaviour is largely determined by that government’s national attitude towards itself, law, order and institutions. Hrabar noted that Russia has always believed itself to be intellectually different from Europe, a sui generis society. Mälksoo uses several examples from recent history, up to the events in Georgia and Ukraine to show that the observations made by Martens, Taube and Hrabar are still valid in the modern day.


      What was once determined by the church has passed on to the realm of secular power and the social environment, and the process continues to this day, partly through the close symbiosis of secular and ecclesiastical power that is characteristic of Russian society. Mälksoo believes that it can be observed even now, 600 years later, during meetings between Russians and Westerners in various international organisations and forums, where the sides are often in deep opposition, and where even current geopolitical interests and needs are overshadowed by the differences in the starting points of political philosophy and ideology.


      Mälksoo points out that when it comes to reading and understanding Russia’s behaviour, it is not the way the West reads and interprets Russia that is of the utmost importance, but rather the way Russia interprets itself and international law. The author explains that the key to Russian behaviour throughout history and also during the post-Soviet period is the powerful, deeply rooted idea of a distinct Russian civilisation, one that is unlike the West. Russia does not ideologically consider itself a state among many, but rather a unique (great) power following “the Russian idea”, which gives it the right to decide things according to its own interpretations and will. Accordingly, the Russian doctrine provides its own content for international law, its own meaning for terms and its own interpretation for agreements. In the light of all this, it is not surprising that the fundamental nature of Russian, Soviet and Post-Soviet international law doctrine has basically not changed.


      Seeing themselves as unique and standing in opposition to the West is innate to Russia. Peter the Great allegedly announced that Russia needs Europe only for a few decades and then would turn its back on it. History has shown that this is exactly what has been happening. Nothing new.


      Mälksoo believes that in order to understand Russia as a regional great power, it is necessary to explore carefully whether Russia is using terms and concepts the same way as they are used in Western culture. Nevertheless, Mälksoo admits that the essentially messianic Western idea of the universality of international law that helps countries and people to socialise is a two-way street, not a one-way one. In order to avoid collisions, the users of that path need to know how to read the signs on both sides.


      Unlike most brick-sized hard to read international law monographs, Lauri Mälksoo’s 200-page monograph is written in good style, is rich in facts, quotes and arguments, but is easy and fascinating to read and should serve as a handbook to anyone interested in Estonian-Russian relations.
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      The September edition of Diplomaatia deals with a wide range if issues – from the European refugee crisis to the Lithuanian response to the conflict in Ukraine.


      Erkki Bahovski, the Editor-in-Chief of Diplomaatia attempts to introduce an imperial way of thinking in order to find a solution to the European refugee crisis. According to Bahovski the integration model based on the nation-state has failed and he reminds us of the experience of some empires where many nationalities lived side-by-side for centuries.


      Vaidas Saldžiūnas, the Lithuanian freelance journalist, gives an overview of how Lithuania reacted to the conflict in Ukraine.


      „Electrified by the Russian threat, Lithuanians have also flooded paramilitary organizations, like the Riflemen’s’ union. Not long ago considered a platform for a quasi-military gang of boy scouts and old men, telling campfire stories from their youth in the 30s, it has changed dramatically. Young professionals, including prominent figures, like singers, businessmen, journalists, even the liberal mayor of Vilnius took military fatigues, weapons and was drilled in urban combat, learned survival and partisan tactics,“ he writes.


      Harri Tiido, Estonia’s Ambassador to Poland, writes that the conflict in Ukraine has pushed the Baltic and Scandinavian countries and Poland to co-operate more intensely and to break down some barriers between themselves.


      Richard Weitz, an analyst from the Hudson Institute, reminds us of the Russian government’s violation of the 1987 Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty. “Russia’s approach aims to induce the United States and NATO into assuming the onus of formally withdrawing from these accords—a trap best avoided through countering measures that deny Moscow any net benefits from its actions, yet still maintain the alliance solidarity essential for NATO’s strength at a time of Russian resurgence,“ Weitz argues.


      Heidi Mõttus, intern from the International Centre for Defence and Security, writes about Scotland’s desire to stay in the European Union at a time when the United Kingdom is considering leaving the Union. According to Mõttus, a second Scottish referendum on independence cannot be ruled out if the UK decides to leave the EU.


      Ago Raudsepp and Rait Maruste review the latest books on Finnish Cold War history and international law.
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